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The House met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. SHAW].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
December 7, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable E. CLAY
SHAwW, JR., to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

Bishop Dwight Pate, Church Point
Ministries, Baton Rouge, LA, offered
the following prayer:

God the Father and Creator of man-
kind, on this seventh day of December,
nineteen hundred and ninety-fifth year
of our Lord, we come with thanks-
giving in our heart, and a mouth full of
praise for You allowing us another day
to carry out Your appointments on this
Earth.

We acknowledge here in this great
House that every good and perfect gift
comes from the Father of light. Grant
unto us knowledge and wisdom to
judge ourselves. Grant unto us the un-
derstanding to govern our daily affairs.

Touch our hearts to be true laborers
together for the cause of uniting the
Nation. Because where there is unity
there is strength. Let Your counsel of
freedom flow like rivers of anointed oil
for where Your spirit is there is always
liberty. Amen, amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to clause 1, rule I, | demand a
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, further proceed-
ings on this question are postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LINDER]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LINDER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundegran, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with an amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 660. An act to amend the Fair Housing
Act to modify the exemption from certain
familial status discrimination prohibitions
granted to housing for older persons.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to the bill (S. 790) ““An Act to
provide for the modification or elimi-

nation of Federal reporting require-
ments’ with an amendment.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 99-83, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, appoints Rabbi Chaskel
Besser, of New York, E. William
Crotty, of Florida, and Ned Bandler, of
New York, to the Commission for the
Preservation of America’s Heritage
Abroad.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The Chair will entertain twenty 1-
minute speeches on each side.

WELCOME TO BISHOP DWIGHT
PATE

(Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise this morning to introduce to
the House and to the American people
a man who has had a great impact on
many lives through his good work, his
teaching, and his message of good will.

Bishop Dwight Pate is from my home
of Baton Rouge, LA, where he leads
Church Point Ministries, a large
church of over 4,000 members, as well
as an academy where teaching prepares
and inspires many people who have lost
their way to live meaningful and good
lives. Homeless people, those addicted
to drugs, and all who have lost their
way in our society can find the path to
healing through Bishop Pate’s min-
istry. Bishop Pate’s hard work has
built an institution that is invaluable
to his community, and his teaching has
healed and inspired. His ministry
brings his community together for wor-
ship and dedication to make their lives
better.

His work is the work that helps make
America great. | want to thank Bishop
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Pate for his great service and welcome
him to the U.S. Congress.

IT IS TIME TO DEBATE THE REAL
ISSUES AND STOP ENGAGING IN
POLEMICS

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, for much
of this year this House has reverber-
ated with speeches condemning fellow
Members of Congress and other fellow
figures. Many of those speeches have
bordered on hate. Some people on my
side of the aisle have used language
against the President that has been in-
appropriate. On the minority side of
the aisle, the speeches against the
Speaker have been filled with venom.

The fact is that we are going to have
political differences over issues and
policies. We should debate vigorously
those matters. But in the citadel of de-
mocracy there should be much more ci-
vility than we have seen this year.

Those of you who wanted the Com-
mittee on Ethics to report on the
Speaker, they have. Can we now stop
the personal vilification? Can the lead-
ership on both sides of the aisle begin
policing our own ranks to stop Mem-
bers from using the House floor to
vilify each other or express personal
hatreds?

Many of us, myself included, have en-
gaged in polemics on this floor. If what
I have said in the past has been offen-
sive to someone, then | intend to lower
my voice and stick to debating the real
issues, like balancing the budget. 1
would hope that others will do the
same. It is time to stop anything that
can be interpreted as meanness, venom,
or hate.

WE CANNOT HAVE A DOUBLE
STANDARD

(Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in somewhat response
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WALKER] and | agree with the hate
and venom, but | want to point out
that the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
PETERSON] and | had a privileged reso-
lution on this floor that had no hate or
venom. It was rather innocuous, mere-
ly calling for a report from the Com-
mittee on Ethics.

That was voted down twice, without
debate, on a motion to table. | am here
really to point out to you the double
standard, and | have a news release
from the Speaker of the House in 1988
calling for a special counsel, in which
he states that the outside counsel shall
have full authority to investigate and
present evidence and arguments before
the Committee on Ethics concerning
the questions arising out of the activi-
ties of House Speaker Jim Wright.

He goes on to say that the special
counsel should have the right of sub-
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poena and also states the committee
shall not countermand or interfere
with the outside counsel’s ability to
take steps necessary to conduct a full
and fair investigation.

We cannot have a double standard,
and that is all we ask for, Mr. Speaker.

WE SHOULD WORK TOGETHER TO
SOLVE THE NATION’S PROBLEMS

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, for
more than 13 months there has been an
orchestrated campaign to demonize the
Speaker. | think that this campaign
that has gone on to try to destroy him
is unfortunate. Of the 65 specific alle-
gations that were made in the com-
plaints to the Committee on Ethics
about the Speaker, all were technically
dismissed or fully dismissed except
one.

Of that one, there has been a special
investigator brought in to work with
the subcommittee to look at that one
narrow little charge, which a former
IRS commissioner has already sug-
gested to both the Speaker and others
is no violation whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, | think all of us have an
obligation to ourselves and an obliga-
tion to this institution to be honest
and to be forthright and to make sure
that the integrity of the institution is
maintained. The politicization of the
Committee on Ethics over this last
year | think is unfortunate, because
these issues have been resolved by five
Democrats and five Republicans work-
ing together, and together we can all
continue to work to solve the Nation’s
problems.

BRING BIPARTISANSHIP BACK TO
DELIBERATIONS

(Mr. FAZIO of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | spent 8 years on the Committee on
Ethics and part of that time during the
investigation of former Speaker
Wright. | have not chosen to speak on
the issue of the Speaker and his in-
volvement with that committee until
this very moment.

It seems to me that if we want to re-
store comity to the institution, to
bring bipartisanship back to our delib-
erations, to take some of the poison
out of the atmosphere, this issue needs
to be resolved and fully resolved within
the confines of that committee.

I have tremendous respect for the in-
dividuals who serve all of the institu-
tion by putting time in, together, day
after day, in that room. But until the
issue is resolved, because of the nature
of the speakership, by an outside coun-
sel, we will not be able to get beyond
this very difficult point that we seem
to be hung up on today, and have been,
frankly, for most of this year.
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| applaud the committee for finally
taking the step of moving to instill
more confidence in their deliberations.
I do believe, however, that they must
give the outside counsel the latitude to
put to rest all the issues that have
been raised. To do something other
than that is to do different than we did
when Speaker Wright was in the com-
mittee’s deliberations, and would be, 1|
think, unfortunately a truncated ap-
proach to getting this Congress beyond
the cult of personality and back to
work.

ETHICS PROCESS BEING ABUSED
FOR POLITICAL GAIN

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, to compare
the Wright investigation to the Ging-
rich investigation is like comparing a
gnat to a hippopotamus.

Last night, the Ethics Committee
unanimously dismissed 64 of 65 allega-
tions against Speaker NEWT GINGRICH.
Both Republicans and Democrats con-
cluded that most of these charges were
unwarranted, unnecessary, and not
worthy of further investigation.

The 65th charge is narrowly focused
on a technical tax law that requires an
outside expert to investigate. And even
this charge has been found to be base-
less by a former commissioner of the
Internal Revenue Service.

Let there be no mistake. This effort
to destroy NEwWT GINGRICH is not about
finding the truth. It was not about dis-
covering the facts behind his book deal.
Those allegations were dismissed.

It was not about his college lectures.
Those allegations were dismissed.

This is an effort to change the sub-
ject, as Republicans try to change the
country for the better. At great ex-
pense and great fanfare, liberal Demo-
crats have abused the ethics process for
political gain.

PUTTING CREDIBILITY BACK INTO
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

(Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, finally. Fourteen months we
have waited patiently. We asked that
we have a report. We asked the Com-
mittee on Ethics to do what it was sup-
posed to do, to rule on the ethical con-
duct of its Members. That is its obliga-
tion.

We finally have them acting, and |
applaud their action. And | applaud
today some of the Members stepping
forward and saying ‘‘Hey, this is a new
day. Let’s go forward with some bipar-
tisanship.” Let us stop the rancor on
this floor. Let us put credibility back
into this institution. But let us not for-
get that the Speaker is not immune to
review from his ethical behavior.
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Three guilty verdicts, one dismissed,
one to be investigated, one pending. We
are all in here together. The Commit-
tee on Ethics is our committee. It is a
membership committee. It is our grand
jury. | regret we have had to bring
pressure to bear for them to act, to do
what they were asked to do in the first
place. This is a time to move forward
in a more bipartisan and a more ethical
process.

MORE IDEAS NEEDED FROM
WHITE HOUSE ON BALANCING
BUDGET

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, it is
without venom or vitriol that | rise
today to respectfully suggest that the
major story in Washington yesterday
took place not here, but at the other
end of Pennsylvania Avenue, where the
President of the United States again
opted for showmanship over statesman-
ship, wielding Lyndon Johnson’s pen
from 1965, the pen LBJ used to sign the
Medicare Act even as the current
President was vetoing the Balanced
Budget Act of 1995. And, in doing so,
again the President opted for fear over
facts, when he talked about nonexist-
ent cuts in the Medicare budget. That
simply was not true.

Mr. Speaker, | would respectfully
suggest that the President of the Unit-
ed States and his Cabinet-level officials
get out a sharpened pencil, instead of
LBJ’s pen, and go to work formulating
a plan to get us to a balanced budget in
7 years, because a sharpened pencil is
what American families use around the
kitchen table to decide how they are
going to spend money.

And, oh, yes, Mr. Speaker, one unin-
tended act of symbolism: When the
President reached for LBJ’s pen, there
was no ink in the well. There are no
ideas coming from the White House,
nor from the minority.

DEFENDING AMERICANS LOOKING
FOR A BETTER LIFE

(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, after
the President’s wise veto of the radical
right budget, NEwWT GINGRICH tried to
bash the Great Society.

Well, | wonder if GINGRICH even
wants a good society.

A good society protects the health
and welfare of its most vulnerable—the
Gingrich society hangs them out to
dry.

But the Speaker thinks he can get
away with that rhetoric since he used
to be a history professor.

Well, let’s talk history: the proud
history of the Democratic party—and
compare it with the sad history being
written by today’s GOP.
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And the latest chapter: the Speaker’s
sharp rebuke by the Ethics Committee.

We Democrats are the party of FDR’s
New Deal that gave America economic
security. Today’s Republicans are the
party of the Newt Deal—a shady book
deal to give himself economic security.
We are the party of Harry Truman who
said the ““Buck Stops Here.”” The Ging-
rich party tells GOPAC contributors
“The Bucks better get here’” if you
want any help.

Democrats are the party of JFK’s
““Camelot’’—today’s Republicans are
the party of ““Scam-a-lot,” as one Ging-
rich ethics scam after another comes
to light.

Republicans try to defend the Speak-
er’s millions in illegal contributions.
We Democrats will defend millions of
Americans looking for a better life.

O 1115
STRUGGLING OVER THE BUDGET

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, today is
December 7 and we remember that this
is Pearl Harbor day. It was the begin-
ning of the World War Il struggle in
the Pacific. Today we are starting an-
other struggle over the budget. The
President’s budget is now available. It
is hot off the presses, and | am very op-
timistic. | hope it is as close to the 7-
year Republican plan as the President’s
Medicare plan is to the Republican
Medicare plan.

According to James Glassman of the
Washington Post, the expenditures in
the President’s Medicare plan in 2002 is
within 2 percentage points of the Re-
publican plan, 1.6 percent, actually. I
am sure all of us have heard about the
massive $270 billion cuts to Medicare.
Well, the President’s plan is within 2
percentage points.

Mr. Speaker, let us get to the truth
of the matter. After all, telling the
truth is one of the Ten Command-
ments. We should move beyond this
cheap talk. If the President’s plan is
that close, 1.6 percent, then maybe we
can reach an agreement on the 7-year
balanced budget plan. Then we will do
what the American public wants, what
the Congress wants, we will do the
right thing and balance the budget in 7
years.

UNITED NATIONS SEEKS
TION FOR CROATIAN
HAIRED PIG

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, after
an expensive study on endangered farm
animals, the United Nations has deter-
mined that the world must protect the
Croatian curly-haired pig. That is
right, while millions are starving in Af-

PROTEC-
CURLY-

H14177

rica, and many thousands are being
slaughtered in Rwanda, the United Na-
tions is immersed in animal husbandry.

If that is not enough to bust your
chops, while the United Nations is
studying the ham hocks of Croatian
curly-haired pigs, with American tax
dollars, 1 might add, American troops
are landing in Bosnia.

Mr. Speaker, | say the United Na-
tions has officially become the mother
of all pork. | question on the House
floor today, | want to know what they
are using to smoke those hams with. |
think they are using something that is
an illegal contraband everywhere in
the world.

With that, | yield back the balance of
all of the rest of this pork. Beam me
up, Mr. Speaker.

DEMOCRATS VOW TO GET EVEN
WITH SPEAKER GINGRICH

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, re-
member back when Speaker Jim
Wright had to resign from Congress due
to his ethics problems? Remember
when the Democratic whip, Tony Coel-
ho, had to resign from Congress due to
his ethics problems? Back in 1989 the
Democrats held NEWT GINGRICH respon-
sible for Wright and Coelho and vowed
to get even with him, saying they
would destroy GINGRICH if it is the last
thing we do.

Well, we have to give the Democrats
credit for trying to do just that. Major-
ity whip Bill Alexander filed 467 ethics
charges against Speaker GINGRICH in
1989. AIll charges were resolved. This
year the Democrats filed 65 charges
against Speaker GINGRICH and all but 1
has been resolved by the nonpartisan
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct. The last charge involves a
complex Tax Code which an outside
counsel will look at.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to quit all
these ridiculous character assassina-
tions and get down to the legislative
business at hand and work on bal-
ancing the budget.

EAST TIMORESE SUBJECT TO
WORST HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLA-
TIONS IN THE WORLD

(Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Speaker, 20 years ago today the small
emerging nation of East Timor was
brutally invaded by the nation of Indo-
nesia. Over the past 20 years, the peo-
ple of East Timor have been subject to
some of the worst abuses of human
rights in the world. More than 200,000
East Timorese, almost one-third of
their entire population, have been
killed or have died from starvation
after being forced from their villages
by Indonesia.
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Mr. Speaker, this attack cannot be
countenanced. This violence must end.
That is why today, with my colleague
from New York, Mrs. LOWEY, | am in-
troducing the East Timor Human
Rights Accountability Act. This bill
simply says that no United States aid
to Indonesia can be used to further the
occupation of East Timor or to violate
the human rights of the people of East
Timor. If it is, this aid will end.

Mr. Speaker, | thank my colleague
from New York for joining me and |
urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to join me in sponsoring this leg-
islation.

DEMOCRATS SEEK TO DESTROY
RATHER THAN FIGHT IDEAS OF
SPEAKER GINGRICH

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, last
evening the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, as we have heard, dis-
missed 64 of the 65 allegations against
our Speaker. There will be more to
come. This has been a systematic effort
to destroy an individual rather than
fight his ideas. There will be more to
come.

The gentleman from Florida who
spoke, Mr. JOHNSTON, who has been
putting the privileged resolution on
the floor that has been tabled twice,
was quoted in his own hometown paper
in Florida as having said 1 am part of
a small group that meets weekly to
pour over everything the Speaker says
to find where we can file ethics charges
against him.

This is an old story. We have heard it
said here that in 1989 they said, and |
quote, ““We will destroy GINGRICH if it
is the last thing we do’’. There will be
more to come.

Mr. Speaker, we are proud that the
Speaker can stick to his issues and the
ideas. It is unfortunate that the other
side is not willing to engage the ideas.

HISTORY BEING REWRITTEN RE-
GARDING COMPLAINTS FILED
AGAINST SPEAKER

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, his-
tory is being rewritten down here in
this well today. | want to tell my col-
leagues that when | listen to the other
side, | have heard of putting lipstick on
pigs, but they are really going crazy
this morning.

Now, the way | see it is, there were 6
complaints filed, not 65. Six com-
plaints. Three of them he was declared
guilty by the bipartisan Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct. Guilty,
guilty, guilty. Three complaints.
Please, let us not rewrite what has
been done. It is a record of this House.

On one of the others, they moved to
get a special counsel to look into it.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

That is very serious. One is still pend-
ing, and there are more supposedly
coming to be filed. | think these are
very serious. We should not play par-
tisan politics with this, and this is not
get-even time. The Democrats don’t
have to do anything to Speaker GING-
RICH. All we have to do is stand back
and let NEwT be NEwT. He is doing it,
and | think it is really causing great
trouble.

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT PROVIDED
THOUGHTFUL AND THOROUGH
CONSIDERATION OF COMPLAINTS
AGAINST SPEAKER

(Ms. DUNN of Washington asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to commend the gentle-
woman from Connecticut, Congress-
woman NANCY JOHNSON, and her bipar-
tisan Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct for the thoughtful and
thorough job that they did, the thor-
ough consideration, and the fact that
they threw out 64 of these 65 com-
plaints against our Speaker.

I want to be clear also, Mr. Speaker.
Ethics charges are serious charges, and
they should not be used for partisan
purposes. So | am delighted the com-
mittee has declared in a unanimous bi-
partisan report that 64 of the 65
charges are dismissed. And the last
charge, which was a matter of tax ex-
empt status for a university, will be
observed by an outside adviser.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is that Demo-
crats are on the wrong side of history.
Their ideas have been rejected by the
American people and their institutions
are the cause of our $5 trillion national
debt. The liberalism they have de-
fended for a generation has left a leg-
acy of debt, a culture of dependence
and the breakdown of our American
families. As they see it, the only hope
left to them as a party is to destroy
one man’s character. It is wrong, it
will not work, and the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct report
proves it.

SPEAKER’S PLAN TO ABOLISH
MEDICAID IS BAD IDEA

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, when is
Speaker GINGRICH going to get it? His
plan to abolish Medicaid is a bad idea.
He is not listening to seniors, seniors
who will lose their long-term nursing
home care. He is not listening to the
American Medical Association, who
warned him this week not to end the
Federal guaranty to health care cov-
erage for low-income women and for
children.

Let us hope he listens to the partici-
pants at yesterday’s White House con-
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ference on AIDS, participants who
made it clear that his proposal will be
devastating for people with AIDS. |
wonder if my colleagues know, Mr.
Speaker, that half of all people with
HIV and AIDS in my home State of
California rely on Medicaid for health
coverage? Destroy the Medicaid safety
net and people with AIDS will be de-
nied treatment and care and will be
forced into expensive hospital emer-
gency rooms.

Mr. Speaker, listen to persons with
HIV and AIDS, listen to the American
Medical Association, listen to seniors,
women, and children. Do not pay for
special interest taxes by taking away
health care from the most vulnerable
Americans.

LET US NOT PLAY POLITICS BUT
BALANCE THE BUDGET BY 2002

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, | thought today with the Presi-
dent’s budget coming out it would be a
new sort of ‘“‘Honesty In Congress
Day,” but | see the rhetoric has shifted
from facts and figures and how we
achieve a balanced budget to character
assassination.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is a joyous
day for some of us, as we see the Presi-
dent’s budget that is going to turn out
very close to what the Republicans
have proposed, if we are going to reach
that balanced budget in 7 years. | look
at Jim Glassman’s column today. It
says it is scandalous how close Con-
gress and President Clinton actually
are on the key elements of the Federal
budget. If Americans understood these
numbers, they would be outraged.

I look at the New York Times article
that says White House documents re-
veal similarities in the GOP plans for
Medicare. Mr. Glassman says, “In my
own judgment, it is,” that lack of the
deal, is Clinton’s fault.

Mr. Speaker, there is closeness to
this agreement. Let us get together.
Let us forget partisan politics. Let us
get a balanced budget by 2002.

PRESIDENT VETOED BUDGET
THAT MADE DEVASTATING CUTS
IN MEDICAID AND MEDICARE

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | am glad to hear my Repub-
lican colleagues defending Speaker
GINGRICH today. You heard that right.
They are defending the Speaker they
elected earlier this year. But that is
not what | am here to talk about, | am
here to say | am proud that the Presi-
dent vetoed the Republican budget yes-
terday with the same pen Lyndon
Baines Johnson signed Medicare and
Medicaid into law, because he believes
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that the deep and devastating cuts in
Medicare, education, and tax increases
on working families is not in line with
the priorities that Americans have set.
Thank the Lord he vetoed that bill.

The budget made devastating cuts in
Medicare and Medicaid in order to fi-
nance a tax break, a tax break before
we even balance the budget. It was un-
acceptable and I am proud the Presi-
dent did that.

Now that the budget has been vetoed,
let us do what my colleagues said, let
us get about balancing the budget in a
fair way. Democrats and Republicans
alike agreed in a continuing resolution
to balance the budget in a way that
protects Medicare, education, the envi-
ronment, and working Americans. Let
us do that bipartisanly and we can
have a balanced budget for all of Amer-
ica.

PROFESSIONAL CHARACTER
ASSASSINATION

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, for
the past year a small number of Mem-
bers of this body have been involved in
what can only be described as profes-
sional character assassination. It is an
example of classic stump water poli-
tics. That is where you throw what is
handy and you stress what sticks. Well,
they have hurled 65 charges at our
Speaker and none of them have stuck.
The only remaining issue is a technical
tax question.

At the Speaker’s request, we have re-
mained silent concerning the withering
assault on the Speaker’s character. We
will be silent no longer. The stump
water politics and the professional
character assassination must end. The
business of this Nation must proceed.
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ETHICAL QUESTIONS REGARDING
SPEAKER ARE REAL

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, throughout
this morning’s discussion, one would
get the impression that the ethics
questions we are considering here
today are purely a matter of partisan
politics; that is, the Democrats versus
the Republicans as usual.

Some people want to count the num-
ber of complaints. Some people want to
say, well, this is stump water politics.
All | want to do is read what the bipar-
tisan Democrat and Republican Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct had to say, and | think the words
will speak for themselves.

Referring to the Speaker, they said
in a letter of December 6, 1995:

The committee strongly questions the ap-
propriateness of what some would describe as
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an attempt by you to capitalize on your of-
fice. At a minimum, this creates the impres-
sion of exploiting one’s office for personal
gain. Such a perception is especially trou-
bling when it pertains to the office of the
Speaker of the House, a constitutional office
requiring the highest standards of ethical be-
havior.

Mr. Speaker, this is not back water,
stump water politics or partisan poli-
tics. Both Democrats and Republicans
agree there is a problem. We now have
a special counsel. We will leave it to
him to look into the details.

CHEAP SHOT AT CBO

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, relevant to the President
vetoing the only balanced budget in a
generation for reasons that do not hold
water Americans should note an edi-
torial entitled ‘“Cheap Shot” in yester-
day’s Washington Post.

Senator Minority Leader Tom Daschle has
recklessly attacked—without foundation and
for the cheapest of political reasons—one of
the most valuable institutions in the govern-
ment. His problem is with the Congressional
Budget Office. It was set up in 1974 to fill a
void by providing Congress with dispassion-
ate, nonpartisan analysis on which to base
budget decisions. It has steadily done so . . .
and in the process greatly strengthened Con-
gress as an institution while elevating the
annual debate.

Maybe someday it will fall from that high
standard. That day is not yet. But Mr.
Daschle is disappointed by one of CBO’s cur-
rent positions . . . he is free, of course, to
say he disagrees . . . what he chose to do in-
stead . . . was smear the agency.

The remarks he made undercut the very
process whose integrity he pretended to pro-
tect. They did leave a stain, but not on CBO.

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
FOR ALL AMERICANS

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise this morning to voice my con-
cerns over the education and job train-
ing cuts of $4.5 billion in the majority
party’s proposed budget.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, $4.5 billion taken
out of the national education budget to
cover the tax breaks for our corporate
welfare community. I am a firm be-
liever in education and its role in our
society, and | have seen the success of
such programs as vocational education,
national student loans, and school-to-
job training programs.

Mr. Speaker, take this away from our
children and our dislocated workers,
our working families, and we place our-
selves back into a recession, an edu-
cation recession.

I honestly believe, Mr. Speaker, that
this institution has an obligation to
this Nation to make education afford-
able to everyone. We have an obliga-
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tion to this Nation to make education
accessible to everyone. We need only to
examine the benefits of the Gl edu-
cational law that offered educational
opportunities for the hundreds of thou-
sands of GI’s, who would not have ob-
tained college education if this pro-
gram was not provided by the Con-
gress.

Mr. Speaker, | believe all Americans
should go into the 2lst century with
every opportunity to succeed. | believe
we should give all Americans an oppor-
tunity to enhance their skills, further
obtain educational knowledge to pre-
pare themselves adequately for the job
market.

If you take away this opportunity—
you cut the chances for anyone to suc-
ceed. You make it that much more dif-
ficult to the average person to make
ends meet.

I urge my colleagues to think seri-
ously about the ramifications of this
$4.5 billion cut to education and job-
training programs and give our chil-
dren, families a break for the future.

PRESIDENT’S VETO OF BALANCED
BUDGET

(Mrs. CHENOWETH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, |
find it interesting that one of our col-
leagues spoke about the fact that the
President vetoed the balanced budget
bill yesterday that came across his
desk with the pen that was used by
Lyndon Johnson.

Mr. Speaker, what the gentleman
failed to say was that that pen was out
of ink. | think that is significant. The
President then dipped that pen into an
inkwell to give it new life, and there
was no ink in the inkwell. So, the
President did not veto this very impor-
tant bill with Lyndon Johnson’s pen,
but just an ordinary pen.

Mr. Speaker, in vetoing this bill, he
vetoed a bill that was so incredibly im-
portant to the American people that
our telephone systems in the House
and the Senate experienced meltdown
because of the numerous, thousands
and thousands of calls that came in not
only to the House and the Senate, but
also to the White House.

Mr. Speaker, | also want to say that
the only objection, or the only thing
that the other side of the aisle can talk
about is character assassination about
the Speaker.

ETHICAL CLOUD LINGERS OVER
HOUSE

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, after
reading the report of the House Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, it is little wonder that some of
its Members drug their feet for 14
months, because it reflects a pattern of
ethical abuse.
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Charge: Misuse of the House floor for
apparently commercial purposes. Find-
ing: GINGRICH guilty. Charge: Improper
promotion of GOPAC. Finding: GING-
RICH guilty. Charge: Commingling of
political and official resources. Find-
ing: GINGIRCH guilty.

And the Rupert Murdoch book deal,
so bad that the committee on a biparti-
san basis strongly questions the appro-
priateness of what some will call cap-
italizing on your office and says we
need even a new rule because of this
impression of exploiting one’s office for
personal gain.

Now, all the GOPAC dealings, the
tentacles of GOPAC, the tax-free foun-
dations, the book deal, the college
course, so bad that they have called in
an independent counsel. Not some tax
adviser from H&R Block, but an inde-
pendent prosecutor to get to the bot-
tom of this. Until that is done, an ethi-
cal cloud is going to linger over this
Congress.

MUCH ADO ABOUT NOTHING

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, the Eth-
ics Committee has finally reached a
unanimous conclusion about the wild
attacks that have come from liberal
Democrats against Speaker NEwWT
GINGRICH: Much ado about nothing.

They have concluded that 64 of the 65
charges brought to the Ethics Commit-
tee about Mr. GINGRICH were without
merit. The 65th charge requires an out-
side counsel because it is narrowly fo-
cused on a technical tax law.

I urge the American people to focus
not on the media hype, but on the big
picture.

Republicans are trying to balance the
budget for the first time in decades. We
are doing this to provide a better fu-
ture for our children, to get lower in-
terest rates for families today, and for
a stronger America.

Instead of joining with us to balance
the budget, liberal Democrats have
launched a smear campaign meant to
derail our legislative agenda. And as
the Ethics Committee has concluded,
these charges are baseless.

I urge my colleagues to stop playing
political football with the Ethics Com-
mittee. It was established to bring
greater integrity and respect to this in-
stitution. When you drag the Ethics
Committee through the mud, every
Member of this House gets dirty.

AT LAST, AN OUTSIDE COUNSEL

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
last night, after more than 14 months
of deliberations, the Ethics Committee
found Speaker NEWT GINGRICH guilty of
violating House rules on three counts.
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The Ethics Committee has also taken
the long overdue step of appointing an
outside counsel or prosecutor to inves-
tigate Speaker GINGRICH and untangle
the web of nonprofit and political slush
funds he directs.

In addition, the bipartisan commit-
tee rebuked the Speaker for accepting
a $4.5 million book deal from media
mogul Rupert Murdoch. In their words:
““the committee strongly questions the
appropriateness of what some could de-
scribe as an attempt by you to capital-
ize on your office”’.

Though long overdue, the ethics com-
mittee has begun the process of inves-
tigating the Speaker of the House. It is
high time.

The committee found Speaker GING-
RICH guilty of violating House rules on
three occasions. Could this be just the
tip of the iceberg? The special counsel
will find out for sure.

TIME FOR A BALANCED BUDGET

(Mr. HERGER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, when
President Clinton vetoed the Balanced
Budget Act yesterday, not only did he
reject the first balanced budget to hit
the President’s desk in 25 years, he also
vetoed the only plan that will save
Medicare for the next generation.

Under the Republican budget plan,
Medicare spending per beneficiary will
increase over the next 7 years from
$4,800 to $7,100 and the Democrats call
that an unacceptable, draconian cut.
The last time | checked, going from
$4,800 to $7,100 is an increase, not a cut.

Mr. Speaker, it’s time for the Presi-
dent to get his priorities in order. Does
he want to help deliver a balanced
budget to America, or does he want to
try to demagogue the issue for political
pints. The Republican majority wants
a balanced budget. The American peo-
ple want a balanced budget. It’s time
for the President to show leadership—
give us a balanced budget.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
PROTECTION ACT

(Ms. NORTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, at the
end of the last shutdown, | began this
countdown on the floor to help Mem-
bers understand the special outrage of
closing down the Capital City.

Mr. Speaker, this is day 9 of the
countdown to December 15. Mr. Speak-
er, 85 percent of the money in the D.C.
appropriation is money raised from
D.C. taxpayers. How would Members
feel if the Congress used their own
local money to shut down their district
over a national dispute in which they
were uninvolved?

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
DAvis] says that the Federal shutdown
was dumb, but shutting down the Dis-
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trict of Columbia was dumber. The Dis-
trict of Columbia is already on the op-
erating table suffering an acute finan-
cial crisis so severe that the city has a
control board. Even a month-to-month
continuing resolution would cripple the
District of Columbia. Doling out
money in small amounts makes it al-
most impossible to run a complicated
city and pay obligations on time.

Mr. Speaker, that is why a bipartisan
bill, the D.C. Fiscal Protection Act, is
being marked up on Friday. It is the
responsible and fair thing to do.

SUPPORT AMERICA BY SUPPORT-
ING A BALANCED BUDGET NOW

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, last night the President ve-
toed the only balanced budget seen in
26 years.

The President’s veto is a blow to our
children and the future of this country.
To me a balanced budget means pros-
perity, it means growth, it means sta-
bility. It means that our children will
live in a county that can give them
more than it gave us. To me, it means
freedom.

The President vetoed all this.

Republicans sent the President a bal-
anced budget—not because it is good
politics but because it is good for
America. We see a future where there’s
workfare not welfare, where there’s
independence not dependence.

Republicans believe that people, not
the Government, drive the Nation and
they—not us have made it the best and
most prosperous country in the world.

Support America—support a balanced
budget now.

SPEND AND SAVE MONEY WISELY

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, when
we pass a budget, we must make sure
we protect our elderly, our students,
and our working families.

One way to do that is by spending our
health care dollars wisely.

The Medicaid Program is designed to
supplement Medicare for the elderly
and provide health care for children
and the disadvantaged.

A plan aimed at preventing preg-
nancies among teenagers could mean
significant savings in our health care
expenditures.

Many in Congress have complained
about the problem of teenagers having
babies.

Demagoguery is easy; meaningful ac-
tion and deeds are more difficult.

I hope we will get beyond the talk
and pass a budget that is wise in how
we spend money and how we save
money, yet fair in how we protect the
health of the old, the young, and the
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average American, fair to the elderly,
fair to the young, and fair to the aver-
age citizen.

VETOING THE BALANCED BUDGET
PLAN

(Mr. CALVERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, the
President has missed a historic oppor-
tunity to reverse his spending addic-
tion. Since his 1992 campaign, Bill Clin-
ton has told America that he would
balance the budget in 5 years, 10 years,
8 years, 9 years, and even 7 years.

When the President vetoed the bal-
anced budget plan he showed the Amer-
ican people his true colors. The Presi-
dent does not want to balance the Fed-
eral budget. Not now, not ever.

America, don’t be fooled. The Presi-
dent will say anything.

He will tell you that Republican ef-
forts to balance the budget are ex-
treme. He will tell you that Repub-
licans are cutting Medicare. He will
tell you that Republicans are taking
food out of the mouths of children. He
will tell you that Republicans are tak-
ing away student loans.

That is not true. He tells you this be-
cause he loves big government, big
spending, and big taxes.

O 1145
GOPAC

(Ms. VALAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. VALAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today out of a sense of deep outrage.
Not long ago this House-passed legisla-
tion on lobbying reform, but it seems
the Speaker feels he and his personal
slush fund were exempt from it.

It’s no wonder that the Speaker re-
fuses to act on campaign finance re-
form, when there are allegations that
GOPAC financed his own campaign to
the tune of $250,000. The evidence is so
damning that last night the Ethics
Committee issued a stinging rebuke to
Speaker NEWT GINGRICH.

My colleagues, | call on the Speaker
himself to release the list of past
GOPAC donors, and the list of past
GOPAC contributions to his own cam-
paign.

Mr. Speaker, if you really have noth-
ing to hide, then you have nothing to
be afraid of. The American people de-
mand the truth, it is time for you to
come clean and end this charade.

BALANCED BUDGET PEN

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, the
only thing that stands between this
country and a balanced budget is Presi-
dent Bill Clinton. Unfortunately, he ve-
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toed the only balanced budget bill in
the Oval Office yesterday. Instead of
balancing the budget, the President
has made it clear that he wants more
spending, not less spending.

Mr. Speaker, | thought that the
American people’s priorities are just
the opposite. It seems to me that the
people want a smaller, less costly, and
more efficient Federal Government.
The American people want to keep
more of their hard-earned money
through tax cuts, not tax increases.
The American people want an economy
that stimulates job creation, not stifles
economic growth.

Mr. Speaker, by vetoing the Balanced
Budget Act, it’s obvious the President
doesn’t know what the American peo-
ple want. So I'll tell him. The Amer-
ican people want a balanced budget,
and they want it now.

HOOKED ON REAGANOMICS

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, | have
noticed that for the last few weeks, my
Republican colleagues have stopped
talking about saving Medicare. That’s
probably because no one believes that
cutting $270 billion from Medicare
while providing $245 billion in tax
breaks will save anything except the
lifestyles of the rich and famous.

Now the Republicans talk only about
balancing the budget. However, their
so-called balanced budget proposal ac-
tually increases the deficit next year
and the year after that. This should
come as no surprise considering that
their tax breaks come first, while leav-
ing the hard spending cuts to future
Congresses. That is exactly what Ron-
ald Reagan did to increase our debt by
$3 trillion.

Mr. Speaker, it appears my Repub-
lican colleagues can’t help repeating
the mistakes of the past. | suppose
that’s what happens when you’re
hooked on Reaganomics.

WHAT ARE THE DEMOCRATS
TALKING ABOUT

(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, | want to
take just a moment to comment on
what we are hearing from the other
side of the aisle today. Particularly be-
cause yesterday the President vetoed
the most important bill, the Balanced
Budget Act of 1995, that has ever come
across his desk. And after 2 years and
11 months, we are still waiting to see
his version of a balanced budget.

Here is what most of the Democrats
are talking about today, Speaker GING-
RICH. Let me just tell my colleagues,
selective memory is a fine thing, but
there is a fine line between self-right-
eousness and hypocrisy, or have they
forgotten the House bank and post of-
fice scandals that happened on their
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watch. Have they forgotten the two
votes in the last Congress when they
voted to block a Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct investigation
into Dan Rostenkowski who was then a
member of the House Democratic
Party leadership, for allegations of
misconduct and ghost employees, the
same gentleman who is under indict-
ment today. They have forgotten that.

Here is the bottom line with this dis-
cussion. If my Democratic colleagues
had any ideas on how to solve the
major problems facing our country,
they would be down here talking about
them and not just continuing this
character assassination against the
Speaker.

I think the American people see
through it. It is time to get on with the
people’s business. It is time to do the
right thing for our kids and our coun-
try, and it is time to balance the budg-
et.

DEMOCRATS HAVE NOT
FORGOTTEN

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, no, we
have not forgotten. We thought you
had. But finally after the filing of
many complaints against Speaker
NEWT GINGRICH and 14 months later,
the House Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct found the Speaker
guilty, guilty, guilty on one, two, three
counts of violating House rules by mis-
using official resources and the com-
mittee appointed a special outside
counsel to investigate another serious
charge about the Speaker’s political
GOPAC operation.

Well, it is about time. Believe me,
the American public does not appre-
ciate double standards. What is good
for the goose is good for the gander. No
one should be so big, so important, so
powerful they can violate the rules of
this House and the laws of this country
without suffering the consequences.
NEWT may be Speaker, however, he,
too, must account for any and all
wrongdoing. It is about time.

Let us get on with the business of
finding out who NEWT GINGRICH really
is.

DOING WHAT WE WERE SENT
HERE TO DO

(Mr. MCINTOSH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let us
face it. What is going on here is an out-
rageous attempt to reverse the election
results of 1994. The defenders of big
government did not like the fact that a
Republican majority came in and
agreed we were going to balance the
budget and reduce the size of the Gov-
ernment. So they turned to outrageous
personal attacks against the Speaker
of the House.
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The fact is the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct, led by a very
able, nonpartisan, tough lady, the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON] dismissed 64 of the 65 com-
plaints. There was nothing wrong with
the Newt book deal. They never said he
was guilty of anything. But the other
side is going to continue these char-
acter assassinations because they view
that as the only way they can regain
control, reverse the election, and once
again turn back the clock and go for
more spending, more deficits, and the
ruin of this country.

This freshman class was sent here to
get the job done. We will not be de-
terred by these types of personal at-
tacks on our leader. We will stay here
to balance the budget and do what the
American people sent us here to do.

THE GOPAC DEAL

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
about 6 months ago | addressed this
House about the GOPAC deal with
NEWT GINGRICH. My words were written
down then necessarily. But the mills of
the gods grind slowly, but they grind
exceedingly well. So the mills of the
gods have caught up with Mr. GING-
RICH, and the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct has said that it is
time to really look at the true facts.

The Republicans have showered this
floor with acrimony, swaggering bra-
vado. | have heard the President
vilified and called a bugger. | have
heard welfare recipients called alli-
gators, all from this side of the aisle.
So to say now that we are trying to as-
sassinate Mr. GINGRICH’s character is
wrong. We are not trying to do that.

I am happy to say today that the
President of the United States vetoed
the reconciliation bill and well he
should have. Regardless of the type of
pen that he used, he turned back this
really, really vicious attack against
the poor and the elderly and the under-
served of this country.

ETHICS COMMITTEE RESULTS

(Mr. SHAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | just want
to stand before this House and thank
my colleague, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JoHNSON], for her
courage. She is one of the most ethical
people | have ever met.

I think colleagues on both sides of
the aisle can agree. During this thor-
ough, bipartisan investigation by the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, she was not allowed to defend
the actions of the committee. The in-
vestigation committee had six dif-
ferent specific complaints. Five of
them were dropped. Only one is being
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looked at, and that is to hire a special
counsel to investigate the tax implica-
tions of two nonprofit organizations
which helped the Speaker in his course,
a course that was in 21 universities, a
course for which he never received a
penny.

Was he guilty of encouraging people
to call an 800 number to learn more
about this course? Yes, if you call that
guilt.

Was he guilty he had an unpaid advi-
sor help him during the transition to
decide who he should hire in his office?
Yes, if you call that guilt, I do not.

He had a town meeting and he adver-
tised his town meeting on the floor of
the House.

Bottom line: The Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct dropped
five of the six complaints and is having
a special counsel look at the one re-
maining issue, the tax implications of
the Speaker’s college course.

| salute my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle who serve on the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct.
They worked hard and resolved a num-
ber of difficult issues on a bipartisan
basis. | hope we can now get back to
the business of balancing our Federal
budget.

PRESIDENTIAL VETO

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the
more the American people know about
the Gingrich revolution, the less they
like.

I was so proud yesterday when the
President vetoed the Gingrich budget.
It is what the American people have
asked him to do. The American people
have spoken. They do not support a
budget that cuts Medicare and Medic-
aid, education and the environment to
pay for tax breaks for the wealthiest
Americans. Last month the President
cut a deal with the Republicans to bal-
ance the budget in 7 years while pro-
tecting the priorities of the American
people. The budget that the President
vetoed yesterday failed to meet that
agreement because it did not protect
the values that the American public
holds so dear. It is time for the Repub-
licans to send the President a balanced
budget that protects the priorities of
the American people and then he will
sign it and then we can get on with the
business of the people.

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
WITHDRAWAL OF PRIVILEGED
RESOLUTION

(Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PETERSON] is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.
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Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, earlier this week, |, along
with my colleague, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. JOHNSTON], offered a privi-
leged resolution concerning the inves-
tigation by the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct of Speaker
GINGRICH. This request was
nonprejudicial. It was not a character
assassination. It simply asked for a re-
port of the activities of that commit-
tee.

Last night’s action by the committee
and the assurance that the House will
receive a report on the investigation
was welcome news. | regret we had to
resort to a privileged resolution to get
such a report, but in light of last
night’s announcement, I am announc-
ing that we will not offer our privileged
resolution as planned today.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I,
the pending business is the question of
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2099,
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 291 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 291

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the fur-
ther conference report to accompany, and
the amendment reported from conference in
disagreement on, the bill (H.R. 2099) making
appropriations for the Departments of Veter-
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes. All points of
order against the conference report and
against its consideration, and against the
motion printed in the joint explanatory
statement of the committee of conference to
dispose of the amendment of the Senate
numbered 63, are waived. The conference re-
port, the amendment reported in disagree-
ment, and the motion shall be considered as
read. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the motion to its final
adoption without intervening motion except
debate pursuant to clause 2(b)(1) of rule
XXVIII.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.
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Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 291 al-
lows for the consideration of the fur-
ther conference report to accompany
H.R. 2099, making appropriations for
the Departments of Veterans Affairs
and Housing and Urban Development
and various independent agencies.

In my opinion, this is probably the
most important of all of the appropria-
tion bills. It provides the money re-
quired to meet the needs of our veter-
ans and also provides the funding nec-
essary to ensure adequate housing for
the needy, the disabled, and the dis-
advantaged. Members will recall that
the House voted to recommit this con-
ference report on November 29, and |
hope we got it right this time.

The rule waives all points of order
against the conference report and
against its consideration, and against
the motion to dispose of Senate amend-
ment No. 63 as printed in the joint ex-
planatory statement of the committee
of conference.

Finally, the rule provides that if the
conference report is adopted, then the
motion printed in the joint statement
of managers to recede and concur in
Senate Amendment 63 with an amend-
ment shall be debatable for 1 hour.
Senate amendment 63 was reported in
technical disagreement, and pertains
to the funding necessary to carry out
the orderly termination of programs
and activities under the National and
Community Service Act of 1990.

Mr. Speaker, this is basically the
same conference report with various
technical changes recommended to im-
prove the bill.

Those who rely on veterans benefits
and housing assistance should not have
to go through the anxiety of wondering
whether or not their benefits will be re-
duced or discontinued. | urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and to sup-
port this conference report.

O 1200
Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |

yield myself such time as |
consume.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN] for
yielding the customary one-half hour
of debate time to me.

Mr. Speaker, we strongly oppose this,
the second rule that has been reported
to provide for the consideration of the
conference report on the Veterans Af-
fairs, Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies appropria-
tions bill. We oppose just as strongly
the conference report itself that the
rule would make in order.

Even though the House voted on No-
vember 29 to recommit the conference
report, ostensibly because of cuts in
funding for veterans programs, it was
clear at the time that many Members
were just as concerned about the un-
precedented cuts included in this bill
in spending for the environment and
for housing.

Interestingly, the new conference
agreement is virtually identical to the

may
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one the House voted to recommit. In
fact, no changes were made in veterans
funding, as the recommittal motion de-
manded. What the conferees did was
take this opportunity to make so-
called technical corrections, including
one that weakens HUD’s antiredlining
regulations.

We are concerned, Mr. Speaker, that
the conferees not only did not respond
to the wishes of the House, but also
took advantage of the recommittal to
further weaken our Nation’s commit-
ment to fair housing laws.

We would not be in this position at
all if the legislation before us did not
so flagrantly violate the rules of the
House. As has been the case for all the
rules for considering this legislation,
the one before us today sanctions fla-
grant and wholesale violations of the
House rule that prohibits legislating on
an appropriations bill. By protecting
the major and substantive policy
changes contained in the bill, it contin-
ues the objectionable trend that has
developed this year of allowing the
Committee on Appropriations to sub-
vert the authorizing committee proc-
ess.

When we Democrats were in the ma-
jority and proposed rules that pro-
tected by waivers even the most minor
and technical provisions, our Repub-
lican colleagues protested loudly and
vehemently. Had we attempted to pro-
tect the kind of major policy changes
contained in this appropriations bill,
you would have screamed in indigna-
tion, and you would have been right to
have done so.

We have tried to be patient with the
majority’s frequent, flagrant, and un-
warranted waivers of rule XXI, the pro-
hibition on legislation in an appropria-
tions bill, that have been contained in
the rules for consideration of appro-
priations bills this year. We recognize
from our years of being in the majority
it is nearly always impossible to avoid
all violations of rule XXI in an appro-
priations bill.

Unfortunately, however, the waiver
provided in this bill goes far beyond
the bounds of what can reasonably be
considered legitimate or appropriate.
While the conference agreement is less
draconian than the House-passed bill,
the waiver still sanctions the Commit-
tee on Appropriations’ rewriting of en-
vironmental and housing laws. It sanc-
tions the Committee on Appropria-
tions’ usurpation of the function of the
authorizing committees, which is an
egregious misuse of the waiver.

It has become increasingly clear that
the new chairmen of the authorizing
committees are willing to cede their
responsibilities to the Committee on
Appropriations. They should, rather,
defend the integrity of the legislative
process by insisting on their commit-
tees’ right to make major policy
changes the way they should be made,
after following the deliberative com-
mittee process of hearings and full con-
sideration of authorization legislation.

Indeed, the Committee on Rules it-
self should be disturbed about the
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precedents that are being set. Instead,
the Committee on Rules is acquiescing
to this subversion of an open and ac-
countable committee process. As the
history of this bill demonstrates, many
of these policy revisions would have
been unable to withstand the scrutiny
of full scale debate.

Despite the fact the conferees made
improvements in the radical bill origi-
nally approved by the House, we are
still faced with legislation making
drastic follow policy changes that will
seriously affect virtually all of our
citizens. Consider what this bill does to
the environment. For example, it
slashes funds for environmental protec-
tion by a unprecedented 21 percent.
These cuts would cripple EPA’s en-
forcement efforts, seriously weakening
the implementation of virtually every
environmental law, including the Clean
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the Safe
Drinking Water Act, and the law regu-
lating the use of pesticides. It would
limit EPA’s authority to initiate
cleanups at new Superfund sites.

In addition, five legislative provi-
sions remain in the bill, language pro-
tected by this rule. Many of the other
controversial 17 riders approved by the
House have simply been shifted to re-
port language, where they are less visi-
ble, but where they still pose an equal-
ly serious threat to public health.

The riders retained in legislative lan-
guage include provisions barring EPA
oversight of wetlands policy, limiting
EPA authority to list new hazardous
waste sites for cleanup under the
Superfund law, and barring EPA from
issuing a new standard to protect the
public from contamination of drinking
water by radon. These are changes that
hamper the EPA’s ability to protect
the health and safety of our citizens.

When the funding cuts and legislative
changes contained in this bill are com-
bined with the changes to environ-
mental policy made in other bills the
House has passed this year, including
the Clean Water Act revision and the
so-called regulatory reform bills, this
effort amounts to nothing less than a
full scale assault on the environmental
protection laws that have served our
Nation so well, and which many of us
believe need to be strengthened, not
weakened and not repealed.

The other area that is cut drastically
by this conference report is housing,
where funding is reduced by 21 percent
or $4 billion from this year’s level.
Homeless programs are cut by 27 per-
cent. Here, too, the funding cuts in the
legislative changes in the bill amount
to significant changes in housing pol-
icy, resulting in a dramatic shift in the
course of our Nation’s commitment to
affordable and accessible housing for
all our citizens.

For example, this bill means that no
new public housing will be funded, even
though the number of families who
need help continues to grow each year.
If all that were not enough, this legis-
lation also eliminates all funding for a
number of programs, including the
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President’s AmeriCorps National Serv-
ice Program, the Community Develop-
ment Bank Initiative, the FDIC Afford-
able Housing Program, and the Office
of Consumer Affairs.

Mr. Speaker, the provisions of this
conference report represent the mis-
guided budget priorities of the Repub-
lican majority. Those priorities are
forcing Congress to make deep cuts in
domestic programs in order to pay for
unnecessary increases in defense spend-
ing, including $7 billion for more weap-
onry than the Defense Department re-
quested, and for tax cuts that will
mainly benefit the wealthiest among
us.

Mr. Speaker, again, this is a bad rule
for an unworthy bill. It protects egre-
gious violations of our rule prohibiting
legislating in an appropriations bill,
and it does so in order to allow Con-
gress to make damaging changes to en-
vironmental and housing laws. The
rule should be defeated.

The President has, and properly so,
vowed to veto the bill, because it does
not uphold the values so important to
the American people. What we should
do is to send this bill back to con-
ference today, where the conferees
should take seriously the need to make
substantive changes in this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | urge a ‘“no’ vote on
the rule, and on the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MoAKLEY], the ranking
member on the Committee on Rules.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, why
are we considering this bill today?

Just last Wednesday, by a vote of 216
to 208 the House wisely recommitted
this horrible VA/HUD conference re-
port because it made too many cuts in
veterans health benefits.

So if the bill is so bad, why is it here
again? If a majority of the House
couldn’t bring themselves to vote for
this bill last week what’'s going to
make them vote for it this week?

I had hoped the conferees would have
gotten rid of these unfair veterans cuts
but the only changes to this bill are a
few technical changes and a few new
commas and semicolons.

This bill is nearly exactly the same
bill that was carried out of here in a
coffin last week.

My guess is that the only difference
between last week’s bill and this
week’s bill is a few broken arms. Other-
wise | can see no reason why anyone
would support this dreadful bill.

And, it doesn’t stop with veterans
health cuts. This bill still guts Federal
safeguards that protect our air, water,
land, and public health from toxic pol-
lution. It is a dangerous attack on
American families, and American vet-
erans, and it belongs in the trash can.
Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
defeat this rule and defeat this bill,
again. Veterans need their health care
this week just as much as they needed
it last week.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
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the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this is a
bad rule on a bad bill. It should be re-
jected. | want to thank my colleague,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BEILENSON], for making this time
available.

The bill has not been changed. The
Wall Street Journal says it. What does
it say? It says that the House Repub-
lican leadership determined to over-
come an embarrassing loss last week
and will try again to pass a com-
promise $80.6 spending bill, but without
restoring additional funds for veterans
medical care. It goes on to say that

new construction funds will be cut
back by the GOP.
But this is where the leadership

hopes to get votes, by adding language
that raises the hopes of additional
medical clinics in the home district of
three lawmakers, who it goes on to
name.

I think that is wonderful. But what
we really need is a bill which is fair
and decent and which takes care of the
veterans. | would point out to my col-
leagues that there is not a new nickel
in this bill for veterans care. The same
abuses with regard to the environment
are there, the same improper legisla-
tion in an appropriations bill is there.

Remember, the bill last week was
overwhelmingly rejected by this body,
and the reason was that it did not pro-
vide adequate care to American veter-
ans. Better than 1 million veterans will
not be getting care and better than 40
facilities will close which are now pro-
viding health care to veterans because
of this bill and budget. Also better
than 5,000 people who are providing
health care to American veterans will
lose their job at VA under this bill.

The quality of care for American vet-
erans will continue to erode to satisfy
my Republican colleagues’ desire to
balance the budget at the expense of
the poor, the unfortunate, and the vet-
erans.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | just
wanted to follow up on what the gen-
tleman from California said, and that
is that the rule should be defeated with
regard to this conference report, if only
because we have continued to have this
battle over authorizing language or
riders in the bill.

As you know, on two occasions in
this House, we have asked and we have
voted to remove the antienvironmental
riders that apply to the Environmental
Protection Agency, the EPA. Yet we
still have some of them in the bill. We
have the rider that deals with wetlands
that essentially guts the EPA’s ability
to veto a bad wetlands decision. We
also have the rider that says that no
Superfund sites can be added to the na-
tional priority list. And many of the 17
riders that we voted against on the
floor of this House twice still exist in
the report language of the bill.
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If I could just talk about the two pro-
visions that remain in the statute it-
self, one with regard to the Superfund
Program. The Superfund Program is
actually cut back in this legislation by
about 19 percent. If no new sites can be
added, it really cripples, if you will, the
efforts to the EPA when they find haz-
ardous material and contaminated haz-
ardous sites. When they reach a certain
level that they should be added by the
Superfund, all of a sudden they cannot
be considered and cleaned up pursuant
to the Federal program.

When you talk about wetlands pro-
tection, particularly from my home
State of New Jersey, this is a very seri-
ous problem in areas which are rapidly
developing. The EPA has not tradition-
ally exercised its authority on wet-
lands that much.
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They are very discreet, | would say,
in exercising their veto over the Army
Corps of Engineers’ actions. So it
makes absolutely no sense to say in
this appropriations bill, in this con-
ference report, that EPA’s ability to
deal with wetlands protection is simply
taken away.

Overall, the bill continues this on-
ward thrust to dismantled our ability
to protect the environment. The cuts
in the EPA are around 20 percent over-
all. The cuts in enforcement are 25 per-
cent. | have said over and over gain, if
we cannot enforce good environmental
laws, what is the use of even having
them. And | am afraid that is what this
is all about. There are many people
here who simply do not want to see our
environmental laws enforced, so they
go, in a roundabout way, to make sure
they cannot be enforced, to make sure
the polluters are able to do their thing,
so to speak, by cutting back on en-
forcement.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the way to
go. We should defeated the rule and we
should also defeat the conference re-
port.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], the distinguished chairman of
the House Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, first
off, 1 want to acknowledge the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA], a good marine, back there.

Mr. Speaker, | tend to get excited
and upset when | see political shenani-
gans going on around here. | was very
proud to have served in the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps. | was very proud to have
been elected to come to this body 18
years ago. | was very proud to have
served on the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs for 10 years and serve as the
ranking Republican on that commit-
tee.

I would like to invite all my col-
leagues to come up to my Saratoga of-
fice, where | have a wall half as wide as
this room here full of plaques from
every major veterans organization in
America, national veterans’ organiza-
tions, talking about how much we have
done for the veterans of this Nation.
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Then | see this kind of shenanigans
on the floor here where somebody
comes on the floor and they say we are
not providing enough money for veter-
ans. These same people that are saying
this, and this is why | get so exas-
perated, are people that voted against
peace through strength day in and day
out, year in and year out, when we
were trying to bring down the Iron Cur-
tain and stop the spread of inter-
national communism around this
world. These same people voted against
the defense budget day in and day out.
They voted against contra aid in
Central America when we were trying
to stop the spread of communism right
here in this hemisphere. They voted
against the deployment of intermedi-
ate range missiles, which was finally
what really brought the Soviet Union
to their knees. They voted against aid
to El Salvador. They voted against
every single defense budget that | can
recall, even when we had an effort to
try to strengthen the CIA.

All these so-called veterans support-
ers were voting against all of these
things, and yet they have the gall to
come on this floor here today and say
we are not spending enough money for
the veterans.

Upstairs, Mr. Speaker, in the Com-
mittee on Rules, when they made these
same kind of ridiculous arguments, we
pointed out to them that in this appro-
priation bill, which provides for the
funding for the Department of Veter-
ans Affairs and the Department of
Housing and NASA, and a myriad of
other agencies and bureaus, we pointed
out that almost every one of them were
being cut. | think maybe every one of
them were being cut except for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.

The gentleman from Mississippi, Mr.
SONNY MONTGOMERY, from the other
side of the aisle, the ranking member
on the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
today, and one of the most standup
men | know, he and | and the gen-
tleman from Arizona, Bos STumpP and
the gentleman from California, JERRY
LEwIs, and others fought to get a level
of funding for the medical care delivery
system, that part of the budget, up to
about $600 million, over a half billion
dollars, and we succeeded. And, oh, how
the liberals complained because we
were cutting housing and we were cut-
ting the EPA.

We just heard a little of it down here
on the floor a minute ago, cutting
NASA, cutting all these other sundry
agencies. Well, up in the Committee on
Rules I made the offer. As my friends
know, we lost. We could not maintain
that whole $600 million in additional
spending when everything else is being
cut and finally had to settle for about
$400 million. But that is almost a half
billion dollars more than last year. |
said, | will make this offer. Where do
we want to take it out of the rest of
this budget, because that is where it
has to come from? Do we want to take
it out of housing? Oh, no, we cannot
take it out of housing. Do we want to
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take it out of EPA? Oh, no, we cannot
take it out of EPA. Do we want to take
it out of NASA? Oh, my gosh, no. We
had people from Texas there and they
would not take it out of NASA.

So, Mr. Speaker, here we are today
with this phony argument saying that
they want to recommit this bill and re-
instate and add another $200 million for
veterans. Let me tell my colleagues,
that is the most phony argument |
have ever heard in my life. And | tell
my colleagues, | personally resent it,
and | want everybody to come over
here and | want them to vote for this
rule. Then | want them to vote for this
bill, which, in my opinion, gives a fair
and adequate increase to the veterans
budget.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, the gentleman at the microphone is
an outstanding marine veteran, but he
is not the only veteran in the House.

Mr. SOLOMON. Absolutely. | just
pointed to another good one.

Mr. MOAKLEY. The gentleman can
point to another one here.

Mr. SOLOMON. Absolutely.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, we
have our differences on what is wrong.
The only thing | am making a point of
is that this budget came in with $200
million less than the House position. Is
that not so, Mr. SOLOMON?

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman asked me how | could fix
that. We were not informed on how
those on the other side of the aisle
were putting the budget together, when
they had all those raw figures. We are
closed off of that room. So at one time,
after the gentleman brings the budget,
he says where would | fix it?

All I am saying is, if the House came
in with that figure originally, the vet-
erans need that money today as much
as they needed it last week. And when
the bill was recommitted, no one
looked at that veterans figure to try to
make some changes. It is still the same
figure as it was when the bill was de-
feated here last week. That is the only
point I am making.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, the gentleman
makes a good point. | worship the
ground a former President walked on,
and | have not talked to him since last
February 6, when we passed the line
item veto. That was Ronald Reagan. He
taught me something, and it always
bothered me, | would say to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, and that
is when we compromise, are we com-
promising our principles?

In other words, Mr. Speaker, if we
really believe in something, we should
not give in. He said, JERRY, in all the
years | was President, for 8 years, he
said | could not have it all my way. We
had to compromise. And, Mr. Speaker,
| would say to Mr. MOAKLEY, there is

H 14185

another body over there, and we have
to live with them. We cannot just ig-
nore them.

Now, we have 250 veterans hospitals
out there, and all of these outpatient
clinics and all of these people. We need
to keep those going. The money ex-
pires. We have to pass this bill. Some-
where along the line we had to com-
promise. So if we can get $400 million
more for the veterans medical care de-
livery system, and it came out of
NASA, HUD, and Housing and we can-
not get another penny out of there, |
think it is time we compromise.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is time we
voted for this bill because | think it is
fair for everybody. What does the gen-
tleman think?

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield once again, |
would say, no, | think we should stay
with the House position on the veter-
ans. It was the veterans who came for-
ward that were responsible in Killing
this bill, and | do not see any changes
that affect them in here. | would be
very surprised if a lot of people from
your party do not walk in with casts on
their arms if they are forced to change
their votes.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time once again, let me
say that | think the people in my party
will do what | ask them. | hope the
gentleman does not change his mind,
because we are just getting the Presi-
dent’s new budget.

The President, when he finally got
around to giving us a 10-year balanced
budget, according to his figures, he was
going to cut veterans benefits by $9 bil-
lion within the first 7 years of that 10
and then $17 billion overall. We just got
this new budget he set up this morning,
and lo and behold, what does it have in
it? Four billion dollars, not $200 mil-
lion. Four billion dollars in additional
cuts in veterans benefits.

| say to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, | want him to stick with me
and fight that with every ounce of
strength he has.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | think
the gentleman has erred on his figures.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I am
reading it out of Congress Daily in the
Washington Post. Do they make er-
rors?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from California, JERRY LEWIS,
my very good friend, who has done
such an admirable job in one of the
most difficult positions in this Con-
gress, and that is having to appropriate
funds for this whole myriad, this big
part of this entire budget.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | appreciate my colleague yielding,
and | did not want to intervene in the
magnificent discussion between mem-
bers of the Committee on Rules, but |
must say to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLomoN] that your col-
league and ranking member on the
Committee on Rules is absolutely
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wrong when he suggests that we did
not make an effort to find this money.

As a matter of fact, when we got our
direction from the House, the biggest
difficulty with that motion to recom-
mit was the fact the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] chose not to find
offsets. It was obvious he was playing a
political game in the process.

Mr. SOLOMON. That is what | resent.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Having said
that, nonetheless, we went back and
took a very, very hard look. The re-
ality is that the only account in this
bill that had an increase had to do with
VA medical care, some $400 million.
There are significant reductions, ac-
tual reductions, in housing and EPA
and NASA, in FEMA, and all of them
less under the CR, to say the least. As
we go forward, those accounts will be
affected very significantly.

But to suggest we did not try to find
that money, the reality was that we
could not go back and get more out of
HUD. Maybe the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY] wants that, | am not
sure. We could not go back and get
more out of EPA. Maybe Mr. OBEY
wants that, but | am not sure. He did
not indicate it. We did try to find the
money, and came to the conclusion
that the only account that had been in-
creased was VA medical care; and, in-
deed, it was appropriate for us to have
the House recognize that support for
our veterans.

It is very, very important that we
not distort this process. Some in the
House, maybe the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], | am not
sure, some in the House believed the
President was going to veto the defense
bill, and from that they would take
away some money from defense and
give to these social accounts. Now,
that did not occur. The President let
that bill become law. We did not get a
veto.

I never expected it, frankly, but we
did not get extra money. Maybe that
was their wish list, whereby we would
provide more money for every one of
these social programs. But, indeed,
that did not occur, and because of it,
this bill is fairly balanced and should
not be distorted further because of the
political process that appears to be
taking place on the other side of the
aisle.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | would just say to
the gentleman, we are doing every-
thing we can to cooperate. We voted,
many of us the other day, for the Com-
merce-Justice-State appropriations
bill. There was a lot in there | did not
like. It was too much spending. But we
have to keep the Government running.
We have to keep it going. This is an ef-
fort, a compromise to do that.

This is probably the most important
part of the entire budget except for the
Department of Defense. That is why we
need to compromise and pass this bill
today.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. SOLOMON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | would
ask, does the gentleman know of any
veteran or veterans organization that
is not interested in our Nation reach-
ing a balanced budget? Do not the vet-
erans organizations, at least they have
expressed it to me, feel very strongly
that our whole economy and their ben-
efits and everybody else’s benefits, So-
cial Security, the whole gamut of what
the Government provides, depends on
our reaching a balanced budget as soon
as possible so that the work of the gen-
tleman from California and his com-
mittee, and all the other committees,
and the gentleman from the Commit-
tee on Rules, in trying to contract the
Government spending and Kkeeping
those benefits flowing in a rational
manner all lead to a balanced budget
which benefits everyone? Is that not
what the veterans want for our coun-
try? | ask that rhetorically.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time once again, | would
say to the gentleman, yes, everyone
does, and so does 69 percent of the rest
of the American people.

I am going to ask the gentleman to
yield back the balance of the time and
I will move the previous question, but
I would hope that everyone would come
over here. We have the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], we have four
more appropriation bills to nail down
here in some way and we want to work
together.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, let me say |
find this debate ironic. This is Decem-
ber 7. A fairly significant military
event happened on that day, as all of us
know. | think it is ironic that on De-
cember 7 we are being asked by our Re-
publican friends on this side of the
aisle to adopt an appropriations bill
which will reduce funding for veterans
medical care by $213 million below the
amount originally provided in the
House bill.
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Do we want that money restored?
You betcha. Do we want more money
in this bill in general? You betcha. |
make absolutely no apology for that.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLOMON] said that those who brought
this motion to the floor, in the gentle-
man’s words, had voted against provid-
ing aid to the Contras. You bet I did. It
was an illegal war. The gentleman said
that we voted against aid to Salvador.
Not me. | voted for a significant
amount of aid to Salvador.

The gentleman said we voted against
the Pershing missile. No, | did not. |
supported the Pershing missile. |
thought that was the one missile that
was necessary to bring the Soviet
Union to their senses. | think the gen-
tleman ought to get his facts straight.

Second, let me point out that the
President is going to veto this bill. It is

December 7, 1995

$900 million below where the President
wants it on the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, and $1.6 billion below on the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency. While
my colleagues have very reluctantly
eliminated the antienvironmental rid-
ers in the bill, they still have included
many of those same riders in the state-
ment to the managers, which still puts
pressure on the EPA to follow those
antienvironment suggestions being
made by this committee.

Mr. Speaker, | would make the point
that this bill, when it comes back from
conference, has $1.5 billion more to use,
and yet the account for veterans medi-
cal care is reduced by $213 million. We
do not believe that makes sense.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle can talk all they want about
there being a nominal increase in the
funding for veterans medical care, but
the increase provided will not keep up
with inflationary cost increases to pro-
vide VA medical care. | think the com-
mittee understands it.

Mr. Speaker, this reduction will
mean that nearly 50,000 veterans will
be denied treatment at VA facilities;
nearly 20,000 inpatient visits will not
occur; nearly 430,000 outpatient visits
will not be accommodated; more than
2,700 personnel years in the VA will be
lost.

Mr. Speaker, | hardly think that is
the kind of present we want to give our
veterans on December 7. | would urge,
after this rule is disposed of, that we
vote for the recommittal motion when
it is offered again, to insist that the
committee do what this House said
they ought to do in the first place.

Mr. Speaker, | would suggest that
this committee does not have to reduce
EPA funding in order to facilitate this
request of ours. What they do need to
do is go back to the drawing board and
get a new budget allocation from the
Committee on Appropriations central
office so that they do not have to skew-
er the progress we want to make in

veterans health care and in environ-
mental protection.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |

yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dentially a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays
175, not voting 15, as follows:

Evi-
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Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk

Abercrombie
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Borski

[Roll No. 842]

YEAS—242

Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers

NAYS—175

Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
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Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wolf
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley

Doyle LaFalce Rahall
Durbin Lantos Rangel
Edwards Levin Reed
Engel Lewis (GA) Richardson
Eshoo Lincoln Roemer
Evans Lipinski Rose
Farr Lofgren Roybal-Allard
Fattah Lowey Rush
Fazio Luther Sabo
Fields (LA) Maloney Sanders
Filner Manton Schroeder
Flake Markey Schumer
Foglietta Martinez Scott
Ford Mascara Serrano
Frank (MA) Matsui Sisisky
Frost McCarthy Skaggs
Furse McDermott Slaughter
Gejdenson McHale Spratt
Gephardt McKinney Stark
Geren McNulty Stokes
Gibbons Meehan Studds
Gonzalez Meek Stupak
Green Menendez Tanner
Gutierrez Mfume Taylor (MS)
Hall (OH) Miller (CA) Tejeda
Harman Minge Thompson
Hastings (FL) Mink Thornton
Hefner Moakley Thurman
Hilliard Moran Torres
Hinchey Nadler Torricelli
Holden Neal Towns
Hoyer Oberstar Velazquez
Jackson-Lee Obey Vento
Jacobs Olver Visclosky
Jefferson Ortiz Ward
Johnson (SD) Orton Waters
Johnson, E.B. Owens Watt (NC)
Johnston Pallone Waxman
Kanjorski Pastor Wilson
Kaptur Payne (NJ) Wise
Kennedy (MA) Payne (VA) Woolsey
Kennedy (RI) Pelosi Wyden
Kennelly Peterson (FL) Wynn
Kildee Pickett Yates
Kleczka Pomeroy
Klink Poshard

NOT VOTING—15
Ackerman DeFazio Ros-Lehtinen
Bevill Fowler Tucker
Bryant (TX) Hancock Volkmer
Chapman Istook Watts (OK)
de la Garza Rivers Young (AK)
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Mr. SKAGGS changed his vote from
““yea’ to “‘nay.”’

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
842, | was on the floor and voted my voting
card. Evidently an electronic malfunction oc-
curred and my vote was not recorded. If it had
been properly recorded, | would have voted
“yea.”

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 291, |
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 2099) making appropriations
for the Departments of Veterans’ Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent
agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMBEST). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 291, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
Wednesday, December 6, 1995, at page
H14112.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEwIS] and
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES]
will each be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEwIS].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report and on
the Senate amendments reported in
disagreement and that I might include
tables, charts, and other extraneous
materials.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure once
again to bring to the House floor the
conference report to accompany the
fiscal year 1996 Appropriations Act for
the Department of Veterans Affairs,
housing, and other independent agen-
cies. Following Housing passage of the
motion to recommit, | anticipated that
the conferees would follow the direc-
tion of the House and add an additional
$213 million to the VA medical care ac-
count.

Unfortunately, when that motion was
made, the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] chose not to supply nec-
essary offsets so it would be in order to
facilitate our effort in responding to
the House’s direction. So as a result of
that lack of direction, Senator BOND
and | made a serious effort to locate
offsets but soon discovered that remov-
ing $213 million from the other ac-
counts, to say the least, would distort
our bill considerably.

As Members can see from this chart,
which outlines the major agencies in
this account, it is apparent that most
of our agencies have been reduced very
significantly from the 1995 appropria-
tions year. HUD, for example, is down
by $350 million. NASA down by $352
million. EPA is down by $235 million.

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious by this
chart that there is only one account,
there is only one account within this
bill that had an increase. And that in-
crease was some $400 million for VA
medical assistance. It is true that when
the bill left the House we had more
money in this specific account, but ev-
erybody knows that when we deal with
the other body, we must make sure
that we try to make sense out of the
priorities of both bodies. In this case, it
is very obvious that the priorities in-
volved making sure that we did not
continue with further reduction in pro-
grams like important housing pro-
grams as well as important programs
in EPA.

So, Mr. Speaker, | think it is impor-
tant for the House to recognize that
the present CR that we are dealing
with for EPA, for example, creates
major adjustments in terms of money
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availability. If we look at the current
CR we are working under, EPA is cut
by 11.5 percent. For housing programs,
for example, they are 12.5 percent
below the levels of the current con-
ference report.
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This is a far, far greater reduction
than the reductions in the VA-HUD bill
that is before us today. These remain-
ing eight days provide a window of op-
portunity for narrowing the differences
that divide the Congress and the White
House. With every passing day, indeed
with every passing hour, this window of
opportunity is closing.

If the White House is serious about
resolving the differences that remain
between the White House and the Con-
gress, the time to act is now. We are
suggesting to the administration that
they take a hard look at what a CR
really means. If we should decide by
the action on the floor today not to
send this bill forward, not to have an
opportunity to change it between now
and the time it actually goes to the
White House, then indeed it is very
likely that all of these programs will
operate under a CR that is consider-
ably longer than ever anticipated and a
continuing resolution that is even
more severe than these numbers we see
on the chart before us.

If indeed Members of the House want
to give support to important housing
programs, if they really care about
EPA, if indeed we are interested in see-
ing that these programs go forward in
a way that makes sense, the important
thing today is to vote no on the motion
to recommit that will be before us
shortly and, beyond that, vote aye on
final passage in this bill.

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

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, just 1 week ago | stood
before the House in opposition to the
conference report on H.R. 2089, the fis-
cal year 1996 VA-HUD and Independent
Agencies appropriations act. As | stat-
ed then, this bill grossly underfunds
many critical programs upon which
this Nation depends for decent and af-
fordable housing, veterans benefits, a
safe and clean environment, science
and technological investments.

Earlier this year, the House dem-
onstrated that it shared my position
with regard to protecting our environ-
ment and adopted the Stokes-Boehlert
motion to instruct when the House ap-
pointed conferees. Then upon bringing
the conference report to the floor for
consideration, the House registered
further concern about insufficient
funding for yet another important pro-
gram, veterans medical care, and re-
committed the bill to conference.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
brought back for consideration shows
plain and simple that the leadership
does not care that the House wanted
this bill changed. The basis of recom-
mittal was to maintain the House posi-
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tion for veterans medical care. Nothing
in this bill has changed with regard to
that instruction.

In fact, it appears that the leader-
ship’s interpretation of recommitting a
bill based on specific instructions
means merely changing votes of Mem-
bers who voted to recommit the bill. |
think that veterans and veterans orga-
nizations should watch today to see
which Members voted with them just 8
days ago in favor of more money for
veterans medical care by recommitting
the bill, and now, without any changes
in the bill, changed their votes against
adding the additional funds barely a
week later.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
completely ignores the House instruc-
tion. This is total disrespect, disregard,
and defiance to this body, after it re-
committed this bill with instructions.
In flagrant disregard of the House in-
struction, the conferees decide not to
add any more money to VA medical
care, and, after changing just a few
commas, semicolons, and adding a lit-
tle language, sent the same bill back
here today in total derogation of the
House’s instructions.

Mr. Speaker, | have said before this
is a bad bill. The President has said it
is a bad bill. The House said it was a
bad bill when it sent it back to con-
ference. Since the conference report
has not changed to reflect the House
instructions, maybe the House needs to
tell the conferees again. The President
has given us his position on the bill,
and that is the statement that | have
received on the statement of adminis-
tration policy that says this:

The President will veto this bill, if pre-
sented to him in its current form. The bill
provides insufficient funds to support the im-
portant activities covered by this bill. It
would threaten public health and the envi-
ronment, and programs that are helping
communities help themselves, close the
doors on college for thousands of young peo-
ple, and leave veterans seeking medical care
with fewer treatment options.

The President’s statement also says:

In addition, the administration would like
to work with the Congress to address the
other concerns that were outlined in the con-
ference letter of November 6, 1995.

The President finally says:

Clearly, this bill does not reflect the values
that Americans hold dear. The President
urges Congress to send him an appropria-
tions bill for these important priorities that
truly serves the American people.

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not serve
the American people, and | urge sup-
port for the motion to recommit and to
vote against the conference report.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 3%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG], a
member of the committee.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, what we have before us
today is the same conference report as
before, but a decidedly different budg-
etary playing field.
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Since the last time we were here,
President Clinton has signed the De-
fense bill, which, for the time being,
takes off the table the honey pot of
money the administration was seeking
to redirect toward spending on social
programs.

Indeed, the choice before us today
seems more clear today than ever be-
fore.

Either President Clinton signs this
bill, or all of the programs under its ju-
risdiction will most likely be funded at
the levels contained in the last con-
tinuing resolution.

This bill is really the last, best
chance we have to increase spending on
environmental protection; to increase
spending on affordable housing; to in-
crease spending on space exploration
and scientific research compared to
current funding levels.

The numbers are indisputable. Every
major program in this conference re-
port gets an increase. NSF up 0.63 per-
cent; FEMA up 1.74 percent; NASA up
1.92 percent; VA medical care up 2.47
percent; EPA up 11.46 percent; and HUD
up 12.44 percent.

So | urge my colleagues, think long
and hard about that before you vote.

Now Mr. Speaker, | feel compelled to
address the veterans medical care
issue.

There has been a lot of debate about
the conference committee’s actions fol-
lowing this latest motion to recommit.
And | think it is time we start separat-
ing the facts from all the political the-
ater.

When the conference report was last
brought to the floor, the minority
moved that it be sent back to con-
ference to add more money for veter-
ans’ medical care.

At the time, | doubt that even the
sponsors of the motion to recommit be-
lieved that it would prevail.

After all, motions to recommit are
procedural votes that are, with few ex-
ceptions, largely symbolic in nature.

Certainly, this motion to recommit
did not have the same significance as,
say the Stokes-Boehlert motion we
considered earlier this fall.

But | think that many Members saw
this vote as an opportunity to dem-
onstrate their concern for the Nation’s
veterans. Who knows, maybe some
Members voted to recommit the VA-
HUD bill just out of habit.

Either way, the motion passed.

But | think it is clear that this was
not an organized attempt to put more
money into veterans medical care. If it
were, the sponsors surely would have
offered a package of offsetting spend-
ing cuts to fund the increase. They did
not.

So the conference committee treated
the motion for what it really was—a
feel-good vote.

| believe that every Member of this
body, Republican or Democrat, shares
a genuine concern for those Americans
who have sacrificed their health and
well-being in defense of our great Na-
tion.
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Indeed, in the bill before us today, we
have treated veterans medical pro-
grams better than any other program
under our jurisdiction.

The lesson here is that procedural
votes, however politically appealing,
have real consequences.

So | urge my colleagues, let us keep
the process moving along. Vote for the
conference report, and resist any fur-
ther procedural potshots fired from the
sidelines.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL],
the distinguished ranking minority
member of the Committee on Com-
merce.

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, as Yogi Berra said, “It’s
deja vu all over again.”” On December 7,
the day on which the Japanese bombed
Pearl Harbor, we are bringing up a bill
of special concern and interest to our
veterans. This is exactly the same bill
that was rejected by the House re-
cently, because it slashed veterans
health care some $400 million below the
administration’s request, and some $213
million below the choke-hold level that
the House had passed. The same bill is
back before us. Let us reject it again,
because it is no better bill today than
it was last week when we rejected it.

I remember my vote last time, and |
know my colleague do. We voted for
veterans, for their families, for their
children. We told the majority that
while we favored a balanced budget, we
do not favor a budget that balances on
the back of our veterans. We said that
with their slashing of Medicare, their
trashing of Medicaid, and their bashing
of every other item in the social safety
net, adequate health services for our
Nation’s veterans becomes even more
vital.

We said then this bill is unaccept-
able. It is still unacceptable. It has not
changed. It will cut funds for construc-
tion of two hospitals, including one
needed to replace a hospital damaged
in the L.A. earthquake of 1991. It will
lead to firing of health care workers. It
will lead to denial of health care for
veterans. It includes the same punitive
constructions on the budget of the Ad-
ministrator and the Secretary of the
Veterans Affairs Department.

A vote against this bill will simply
inform the Committee on Appropria-
tions conferees, who have disregarded
the instruction of this House, that they
cannot so lightly do it, and that when
the House informs them they are to
take care of the veterans, they should
do so.

A vote against the bill that arbitrar-
ily cuts 22 percent from EPA’s general
budget is also a good vote. It makes a
total additional 25 percent cut in envi-
ronmental enforcement. These cuts, to-
taling over $1.6 billion, come on top of
nearly $1.3 billion in last year’s rescis-
sion bill.
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Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
vote against this outrageous behavior
by the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN].

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of the conference
agreement for a second time. | again
thank the gentleman from California,
Chairman LEwis, for yielding me this
time. He deserves credit for doing a
terrific job on a tough but very essen-
tial bill.

As | said last week on the House floor
during consideration of this conference
agreement, we have done the best we
could, given our allocation. We have
prioritized our Nation’s needs. No one
ever said it would be simple balancing
our Federal budget, but | believe it has
been done responsibly.

It is easy for those in the minority to
say that we need more money. But the
fact is, what we need to do is to live
within our means. We have spent our
allocation, and there is no more money
left.

That is why | was surprised when this
conference report was recommitted
with instructions to add more money
to veterans medical care. This pro-
gram, unlike the majority of the other
programs included in this bill, received
nearly a $400 million increase, an in-
crease of $400 million.

Yesterday in conference committee
the question was asked of the minor-
ity, where should the increased funding
for veterans medical care come from?
No suggestions were given, and the rea-
son no suggestions were given was be-
cause they know that in order to gov-
ern, to really balance the Federal budg-
et, and to serve people’s needs, we all
have to make tough choices.

A delicate balance has been a reached
in this conference agreement, and tak-
ing funding from one program and giv-
ing it to another would disrupt this es-
sential balance.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good con-
ference report. We have done our job. |
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONzALEZ], the
distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, as | did last week, I
strongly oppose this mean spirited and
draconian HUD-VA appropriations con-
ference report for fiscal year 1996.
Nothing has changed. It was a bad bill
then and it is a bad bill today. It still
victimizes people who are helpless—
they have neither money nor power,
which are commodities that seem to
get attention these days. And it still
slashes one-fifth of the budget for the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment.
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What this conference report still
does, make no mistake, is place the
burden on cities and States, while the
Federal Government takes a walk and
abrogates its responsibilities. The Re-
publicans call it devolution; | call it
shirking our responsibility in favor of
the wealthy at the expense of Ameri-
ca’s poor and working families.

I still urge a ‘“no” note on this con-
ference report, which merely victim-
izes further the victims of poverty.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to my colleague
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
HUTCHINSON].

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker,
under this conference agreement, VA
medical care is increased by $400 mil-
lion. Increased. A real increase of $400
million at a time when the word “in-
crease’ is becoming a rarity. It comes
at a time of declining veteran popu-
lation and a decline in the utilization
of VA hospitals.

In addition, medical research is in-
creased by $5 million over last year’s
level, and the minor construction pro-
gram is increased by $37 million over
last year’s level. The VA-HUD appro-
priations agreement is fair to veterans’
programs. In fact, the VA-HUD Act re-
flects cuts in virtually every agency
program or account except VA’s medi-
cal care account. This increase comes
at a time in which the veterans’ popu-
lation will decrease by 2.5 million and
the VA hospitals, it might surprise my
colleagues to know, on any given day
has between 23 percent and 50 percent
of all beds in those VA hospitals lying
vacant.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, the adoption
of this agreement, is integral to our
balanced budget plan. And what will a
balanced budget mean to Arkansas’
veterans, my home State? With a bal-
anced Federal budget, according to a
recent study, interest rates will drop
2.7 percent. For an Arkansas veteran
that means, on the average mortgage,
$1,591 per year that they will save.
That is for an Arkansas veteran. On a
school loan, on an average 10-year stu-
dent loan in Arkansas, they will save
$645 when we do this. They will save
$148 per household because of the de-
creased cost of local and State govern-
ments.

A balanced budget is good for veter-
ans and this is a step toward that bal-
anced budget, which we need.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican plan in-
vests dollars and dignity in veterans’
programs. It also makes a commitment
to future veterans that America will be
anchored on a sound, strong financial
basis. This bill is pro veteran. | urge
support for it.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, [Mr. MARKEY].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, this is a
bad bill. It is basically the first step of
a two-step process which we are going
to see within this Congress. The first
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step is putting the EPA on a starvation
diet. Squeeze down the amount of
money they have to clean up Superfund
sites. That is what this bill does.

Meanwhile, at the same time, in the
Committee on Commerce, there is a
Superfund gutting bill which does at
least two things, but more. One, it puts
a cap of only 125 more sites that can
ever be cleaned up under Superfund.
Ever. Only 125. There is at least 1,200 or
1,500 more sites in the country, but
that is all it will be, 125.

Second, it gives polluter rebates. It is
the Ed McMahon polluter’s clearing-
house sweepstakes. The Superfund bill
in the Committee on Commerce says to
polluters, congratulations, you may
have already won millions of dollars in
fabulous cash rebates. All you have to
do is wait for Congress to pass that bill
that is in Commerce right now, and
soon our prize van will be on its way to
your corporate headquarters with a re-
bate check in hand to pay you for
cleaning up sites that you willfully or
negligently polluted in the past, drain-
ing out all remaining money that is in
Superfund.

So think of this as the one-two
punch. Finishing off Superfund once
and for all, drain the revenues here so
that we cannot clean up any of the ex-
isting sites that are on the list, sorry,
and then put a cap on any future sites
in the next bill coming down the line.

Mr. Speaker, we must vote no here so
that we can have the full debate we
need on what the responsibility is of
the Government of this country to
clean up these neighborhood night-
mares across the country.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida, [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the chairman for yielding
me time, and | commend him on han-
dling a bill that | think is very impor-
tant to the future of our veterans and
the future of our Nation’s space pro-
gram and handling the bill extremely
well.

This bill fully funds our manned
space flight program and the shuttle
account at the levels the President
asked for. It also includes funding for
the construction of a new veterans
clinic in my district. The veterans in
my district have been asking for a
health care facility for 12 years. It is
one of the largest areas in the Nation
of veterans that does not have a medi-
cal health care facility, and we have
some funding in this bill to provide
them with some good quality out-
patient medical care.

Mr. Speaker, as many know, prior to
coming here | was a practicing physi-
cian, and this will meet about 80 to 90
percent of the health care needs of the
veterans in my district. It is a good

bill. 1 encourage all of my colleagues to
support it.
What | think was disgraceful, Mr.

Speaker, was a motion to recommit to
add more money to a veterans account
and then no attempt to find an offset
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for where those funds would be coming
from. | had hundreds and hundreds of
veterans support me in my campaign
last year because they want the budget
balanced. They know if we do not bal-
ance the budget, there will be no
money for health care for veterans,
there will be no money for the space
program. There will be no money for
anything. We will be broke.

Mr. Speaker, it is shameful to see
people getting up and saying let us put
more money into this and then not
come up with a place to find the
money. We need to get our priorities in
order. We need to balance the books.
We need to be responsible with the way
we handle the people’s money. This is
the people’s money.

I know what would happen if the mi-
nority were the majority. They would
just borrow the money again. They
would add more money to our Nation’s
debt.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of this
committee has crafted a well-thought-
out bill that meets the needs for the fu-
ture of our Nation, for the future of our
space program and for the future of our
veterans. It is a good bill. | encourage
all of my colleagues to support the bill
and vote, yes.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WATERS], a member of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, this con-
ference report is a disaster. This con-
ference report hits veterans where it
hurts most. It cuts funding for new
construction of veterans outpatient
medical facilities. Many aged and ill
veterans are forced to try to travel
miles to get to a VA facility and this
would decrease transportation assist-
ance. Many are simply doing without
desperately needed health care.

If that is not enough, this bill hurts
another vulnerable population, fami-
lies and children, who simply need a
place to live. Decent housing, shelter, a
roof over their heads. This bill cuts
housing by 21 percent. What an indict-
ment on our values. We wave the flag
and proclaim our love for veterans, yet
when their backs are turned, we stab
them in the back by ignoring their
health care needs. And where are our
so-called family values? These are real
lives, real people, real children, real
families we are hurting.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
conference report. It does not even de-
serve the dignity of a debate.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH].

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of this conference re-
port.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and the veter-
ans throughout our Nation need to know the
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truth about this conference report. It is a good
piece of legislation that deserves to be passed
and signed into law. Why? Because without
this legislation veterans will not get the health
care they deserve. This bill provides the VA-
Medical Care Account with $400 million more
than last year. It is the only account in the en-
tire bill to receive an increase.

What will happen if this bill does not pass or
is vetoed by the President? Should we have to
fund all the accounts in the bill under a con-
tinuing resolution, those levels will not be
nearly as high as the levels in this bill. That is
true for veterans programs, housing programs,
environmental programs, and disaster readi-
ness. That is why it is essential that this bill be
passed and signed by the President.

All of these programs are important, and
this conference report reflects this fact by pro-
viding funding to improve housing for our poor,
to eliminate drugs in our neighborhoods, to
maintain essential environmental programs,
and to provide good health to our veterans.

These are our Nation's priorities and this
legislation provides funding for these priorities.
| urge my colleagues to support the con-
ference report to H.R. 2099. If you care about
the veterans and other citizens in your district,
you will know it is the right thing to do.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin, [Mr. NEUMANN], a
member of the committee.

(Mr. NEUMANN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of this bill. The
freshman class came here about 10
months ago with a very strong respon-
sibility to get this budget balanced in 7
years or less. When we look at the
overall budget picture, we see Medicare
spending going up from $4,800 per per-
son to now over $7,100 per person in the
system. We see Medicaid spending
going up at a rate faster than the rate
of inflation.

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to allow
these areas of the budget to increase,
and at the same time get to a balanced
budget over a 7-year period of time,
someplace, somewhere the budget has
to be brought under control. And much
to the credit of our chairman, this is
one of the places where the budget was,
in fact, brought under control.

Our chairman has hit the number
that he was given in order to bring the
budget into balance over this 7-year pe-
riod of time, and, clearly, he is to be
commended for doing that. This area of
spending in the HUD-VA budget and
budget authority is down over $9 bil-
lion from last year. This is truly a
credit to the chairman of this commit-
tee and to all the people that have been
actively involved in bringing this in
line.

The American people have said it is
time to get this budget balanced.
Clearly, this bill we have on the table
today is an important and significant
step in the right direction.

(Mr. CLAY asked and was given per-
mission to speak out of order.)
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SHIRLEY VOLKMER, WIFE OF REPRESENTATIVE
HAROLD VOLKMER, PASSES AWAY

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, | asked for
this unanimous consent to speak out of
order for a moment to inform the
House that Shirley Volkmer, the wife
of our colleague, the gentleman from
Missouri, HAROLD VOLKMER, passed
away this morning in Arlington Hos-
pital.

I would like to notify the Members
that visitation will be held tomorrow,
Friday, December 8, from 6 p.m. until 8
p.m. at the Murphy Funeral Home lo-
cated at 4510 Wilson Boulevard in Ar-
lington, VA. Visitation will be held
from 2 p.m. until 5 p.m. Sunday, De-
cember 10, at the O’Donnell Funeral
Home in Hannibal, MO.

Services for Shirley Volkmer are
scheduled for 10 a.m. Monday, Decem-
ber 11, at the Holy Family Catholic
Church in Hannibal, MO.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. EbwARDS], the ranking minority
member of the Veterans’ Subcommit-
tee on Hospitals and Health Care.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, today
my Republican colleagues have a
choice, a very clear choice. | believe
they must choose between their com-
mitment to veterans health care versus
towing the party line.

Last week, 25 House Republicans
showed independence and courage in
saying no to their party and no to $213
million in conference cuts to veterans
health care. These 25 Republicans
should be saluted for putting veterans
above partisanship. Sadly, rather than
saluting them, the House Republican
leadership scolded them for supporting
veterans.

Let me quote for my colleagues one
House leader from today’s Wall Street
Journal. Referring to the 25 Repub-
licans, the leader said this, and | quote,
“l was madder than hell. They had for-
gotten the big picture and they were
doing things on their own individual
initiatives.”

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day for this
House when Republicans are criticized
by their own leadership for showing
their own individual initiatives to sup-
port veterans. The Journal article went
on to say this: “The loss infuriated the
leadership, which wants to show its po-
litical muscle and reverse the outcome
without making high profile conces-
sions on spending.”’

Mr. Speaker, when did showing polit-
ical muscle become more important
than helping veterans? | would suggest
that showing political courage is far
more important than showing political
muscle.

I urge my 25 Republican colleagues,
who cast a tough vote, a courageous
vote in favor of veterans last week, to
do so again today. How can anyone ex-
plain to veterans why in 1 week they
switched their vote on $213 million in
veterans health care? More important,
by putting veterans above partisan-
ship, we can ensure that our Nation’s
veterans receive the quality health
care they so deeply deserve.
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I urge my 25 Republican colleagues to
vote today for the same motion to re-
commit that they voted for just a week
ago. Our veterans have stood up for us.
Now, on Pearl Harbor Day, it is time
for us to stand up for them.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Taking just a moment, | was kind of
curious about the remarks of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS]. |
presume, since the gentleman knows
full well that his party is not willing to
take additional funding out of HUD or
out of EPA, | suppose the gentleman
would want to take it out of NASA. We
can take more out of NASA, if the gen-
tleman would like, and put it back into
veterans programs, but | am not sure
that his district or his State would un-
derstand or appreciate that.

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

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, may we
have some understanding as to how
much time each side has left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CoMBEST). The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEwiS] has 15% minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES] has 18 minutes remaining.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, what
this legislation is about speaks to the
priorities of the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH] and the Republican
leadership, and those priorities are
wrong.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when millions
of Americans are finding it increas-
ingly difficult to locate affordable
housing, should we be making major
cuts in our housing programs which
will result in higher rents for the work-
ing poor and increased homelessness?
The answer is no.

At a time when people from one end
of this country to the other are worried
about the impact of pollution and pes-
ticides in our air, our water, and in our
food, should we be making devastating
cuts in environmental protection? The
answer is no.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when millions
of our veterans, the people who put
their lives on the line to defend this
country, are today unable to receive
the health care and the other benefits
which they have been promised, should
we be laying the groundwork in this
legislation for a 7-year budget which
makes devastating cuts to our veterans
programs? The answer is no.

Mr. Speaker, this country must move
forward toward a balanced budget, but
we should not do it on the backs of our
veterans, the elderly, the children, the
middle class, and the poor.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN].

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
really to speak in response to some of
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the things we have heard here, because
listening, it is almost like some of our
veterans across the country might
think we do not care about them.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is important
that our veterans know and understand
that under the bill we are about to
pass, spending on veterans benefits is
being increased by $400 million. It is
the only category, as we looked at this
whole thing, where we did in fact do in-
creases. Only in Washington do we call
a $400 million increase for our veterans
a cut.

Mr. Speaker, | just think it is very
important that we reassure the veter-
ans in this Congress, and the veterans
across this country, that veterans ben-
efits are not being cut. Veterans bene-
fits under this bill are going up by $400
million.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. ROEMER].

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to this bill. This bill
wildly misses the mark. It misses the
mark on fairness, because it misplaces
our values and it is about misguided
priorities.

Mr. Speaker, | am a strong supporter
for the balanced budget and have voted
for a coalition budget that balances the
budget in a fair manner by the year
2002.

Mr. Speaker, this particular bill will
cut housing by 22 percent, it will not
restore $213 million in badly needed
veterans benefits, and it misplaces our
priorities in science, where it rewards a
space station that is $80 billion over
budget and threatens our science in
programs like the Galileo project that
will hopefully be tremendously suc-
cessful today in helping us discover
what takes place on Jupiter.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly encourage
my colleagues to defeat this misguided,
misplaced bill and to continue to work
on efforts such as the coalition budget
to balance this budget in a fair man-
ner.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST].

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to make a couple of com-
ments in this debate about priorities.
This bill is doing everything it can
with the limited resources we have to
prioritize those tax dollars to the peo-
ple who need the money the most.

Mr. Speaker, it deals with housing in
a way that holds people very account-
able for the condition of those houses,
but ensures that people who need to
live in public housing, who need a lift
up, will get that.

So, public housing is not cut, nor is it
going to send anybody out into the
streets. The money is spent to ensure
that people who need to live in those
houses have a decent place to live and
ensures the accountability of those
people who are on the boards of direc-
tors of public housing in the various
communities.
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Mr. Speaker, as far as veterans bene-
fits are concerned, | will say two
things. First, it is an increase of $400
million. That is an actual increase. |
am a veteran of Vietnam, wounded. |
spent time in the system. As a former
Marine Corps, wounded Vietnam vet-
eran, and the list goes on and on, and
there are a lot of Americans out there
that are in that category, | have been
through the system.

Mr. Speaker, 1 have been through
naval hospitals. | have been through
veterans hospitals. | continue to visit
them as a Member of Congress and also
as a wounded veteran who occasionally
will need their services. This bill
makes sure, and we are held account-
able, this bill makes sure that veterans
receive the benefits that they deserve.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY], the distinguished
ranking minority member of the full
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, on December
7, we are being asked to pass a bill
which reduces veterans funding by $900
million, and which cuts environmental
protection funding by $1.6 billion below
the amount requested by the President.

Mr. Speaker, | do not think we ought
to do that on any day. | certainly do
not think we ought to do that on the
anniversary of Pearl Harbor. That is
not the message | want to send to vet-
erans.

Mr. Speaker, | also want to say that
on the environmental side, while the
committee has removed, after the
House voted to instruct them to do so,
while the committee has removed the
17 antienvironment riders, the pollut-
er’'s dream list, from the bill, they
have, nonetheless, retained some of
those same provisions in the statement
of the managers, which still puts pres-
sure on EPA to follow those misguided
suggestions. | do not think we ought to
do that on December 7, or any time.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen a number
of charts displayed by our good friends
on the Republican side of the aisle. |
would simply make two points. If those
charts compared agency-to-agency
funding from one year to another, they
would show that total VA funding is
$43 million below last year, and $915
million below the President.

In a very simplified chart, if this line
across the page is represented by the
President’s budget, veterans are cut by
$915 million. Or if I can use a compara-
tive chart, the bill which came back
from conference had $1.5 billion more
than what was contained in the House
bill, represented by this baseline. But,
in fact, veterans got $213 million less in
funding, even though the bill was ex-
panded by a billion and a half dollars.
Now, that hardly sounds to me like
veterans are being given high priority.

Mr. Speaker, we are being told on the
Republican side of the aisle by my good
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. NEUMANN], that, after all, we have
a 2-percent increase in here for veter-
ans. There is a nominal increase for
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veterans health care, but the fact is
the inflation rate in health care is 10
percent a year.

Mr. Speaker, when we provide only a
2 percent adjustment, that means in
real purchasing power there is a sig-
nificant decline in what we are going
to be able to provide for veterans. That
is why 50,000 veterans will be denied
treatment at VA facilities; nearly
20,000 inpatient visits will not occur;
430,000 outpatient visits will not be ac-
commodated; and, 2,700 personnel-years
will be lost.

Mr. Speaker, we are also told, ‘““Gee
whiz, you folks did not prepare any off-
sets.” There are a number of offsets
that the committee could provide.
They know where they can find them.
But let me suggest that we did ask the
Committee on Appropriations to pro-
vide a different outcome, because we
offered a motion in full committee
where the allocations are made be-
tween the 13 various subcommittees.
We offered a change in allocation from
that adopted by the Republican major-
ity which would have provided signifi-
cant additional assets in this bill. | be-
lieve the number was around $200 mil-
lion additional in outlays.

Mr. Speaker, In my view, if we want
to correct the problem, we ought to go
back and provide a different 602 alloca-
tion. That is what we ought to do.
What my Republican colleagues have
done is to short-sheet this bill in order
to enable the country to buy twice as
many B-2 bombers as the Pentagon
wants, and in order to enable the coun-
try to go down the road in spending $70
billion on an aircraft that we do not
need for another 15 years in the case of
the F-22.

In order to finance those additional
funding requests that the Republican
majority has, we are being told we
ought to cut education, squeeze veter-
ans, squeeze health care, squeeze envi-
ronmental protection. | do not think
that is what this Congress ought to be
all about.

Mr. Speaker, | would simply say, in
closing, that in addition to the problem
which we have in veterans, which can
be corrected by the motion to recom-
mit, we need to have a substantial in-
crease in environmental funding, and
this bill simply does not provide it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, it gives me great pleasure to yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. RoTH], my classmate and
colleague.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | was sitting
in my office and | saw all these words
flying back and forth, and 1 was re-
minded of an adage we have back in
Wisconsin that actions speak louder
than words. | was reminded that yes-
terday President Clinton vetoed the
balanced budget bill. But to do it, he
flew a pen from Texas, from the LBJ
Library, up here to Capitol Hill, to
Washington, to the White House, to
veto the bill.

Mr. Speaker, if he is so interested in
veterans on this historic day of Decem-
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ber 7, I would have given President
Clinton this pen and he could have ve-
toed the bill, and he could have saved
all of that money and could have given
it to the veterans.
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We have got too much symbolism
here. It is about time for some intellec-
tual integrity. Our friends on the other
side are throwing all this barnyard
stuff over here. Let us do something for
the veterans on December 7. Let us do
something for the children of this
country. Let us do something for the
United States of America for which all
those veterans fought, and let us have
a balanced budget for the first time in
26 years and really do something for
this country, rather than all this sym-
bolism.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. MFUME].

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, let us, if
we might, try to set the record straight
on a couple of aspects of this bill that
are pretty much irrefutable. This bill
eliminates national service as we know
it in this country, never to occur
again. It eliminates community devel-
opment financial institutions. It deci-
mates the ability of the Environmental
Protection Agency to do what it has
set out to do, whether it is Superfund
cleanup or rewarding polluters, as this
bill does, it is bad news for the EPA,
for the environment and for Americans
no matter where they may be. And it
goes so far, it cuts the EPA by 20 per-
cent.

Some critics are upset because some
of us have raised the question about
veterans and are arguing, well, veter-
ans are concerned about a balanced
budget. Every veteran | know is, but
they are also concerned about knowing
that they will have someplace safe to
take care of them in their old age. We
were not worried about offsets when we
were sending them into World War 11,
Korea, and Vietnam. We should not be
worried now except to say that we have
an obligation to veterans that goes be-
yond just maintaining the funding.

We cut 60 percent in construction fa-
cilities alone and that adversely affects
veterans no matter who they are or
where they are. Finally the bill reduces
funding for housing by 20 percent. It
takes all of the things that many of us
have worked for on both sides of the
aisle under the name of a balanced
budget and eliminates them by saying,
this is what we have to do.

Conscience tells me what we have to
do is to reorder priorities. In doing
that, we will find other ways to take
care of the balanced budget, but not by
decimating the EPA, by doing away
with housing throughout this country
and housing programs, and by severely
hurting veterans who all across this
Nation are looking for decent, ade-
quate veterans care and a right to be-
lieve that this country and this Con-
gress on December 7, Pearl Harbor day,
have their best interests in mind. It is
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a bad bill. In fact, it is a disaster. |
would urge its defeat.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Ms. BROWN].

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
this bill is a slap in the face to Flor-
ida’s veterans. The President requested
$154 million for the Brevard County
Hospital which would serve Florida’s
veterans in and around my district.
But the Republicans in Congress took
away that money. That hospital so des-
perately needed by veterans will not be
built.

Where do sick veterans in Florida go
for hospital care? For the last few
years, hundreds of Florida veterans
who have developed psychological
problems are shipped out of State.
That’s right. They get shipped off to
Mississippi and Alabama for their care.
Two beautiful States, indeed, but far
away from their loved ones in Florida.
I think this is wrong. To me, there is
nothing more compelling than the need
to care for veterans who suffer the ef-
fects of fighting our wars. That’s why
Florida needs the Brevard County Hos-
pital.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to the con-
ference report on the VA-HUD appropriations
bill. President Clinton has announced his in-
tention to veto this bill because it funds veter-
ans programs at $900 million less than what
he requested in his budget.

Right now, nearly 2-million veterans live in
Florida, nearly 60,000 in my district alone.
More veterans live in Florida than in any other
State except one. And 100 veterans move to
Florida every day. These men and women are
growing older and need medical care.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a slap in the face to
Florida’s veterans. The President requested
$154 million for the Brevard County Hospital
which would serve Florida's veterans in and
around my district. But the Republicans in
Congress took away that money. That hospital
so desperately needed by veterans will not be
built.

Where do sick veterans in Florida go for
hospital care? For the last few years, hun-
dreds of Florida veterans who have developed
psychological problems are shipped out of
State. That's right. They get shipped off to
Mississippi and Alabama for their care. Two
beautiful States, indeed, but far away from
their loved ones in Florida. | think this is
wrong. To me, there is nothing more compel-
ling than the need to care for veterans who
suffer the effects of fighting our wars. That's
why Florida needs the Brevard County Hos-
pital.

According to the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, with this bill, almost all renovation and
construction of veteran’s health facilities will
terminate. A funding freeze would lead to a
sharp reduction in the number of employees
who counsel veterans and decide claims for
benefits. The VA’s award-winning medical and
prosthetic research program would be cut in
every year under the freeze.

Mr. Speaker, balancing the budget is a top
priority. And | am committed to doing just that.
The President is also committed to a balanced
budget. But in balancing the budget, a shared
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sacrifice is necessary. And | share the Presi-
dent's view that we must not balance the
budget on the backs of our Nation's most frag-
ile citizens—seniors, veterans, poor women,
children, and the disabled.

Our Nation’s veterans earned their benefits
through service and sacrifice. It should be
America’s highest priority to honor our commit-
ment with our veterans. | believe it is wrong to
abandon our veterans who have gone in
harm’s way to serve our country. We need to
take care of our U.S. service men and
women—when they are fighting our wars, and
when, as veterans, they need health care. |
urge my colleagues to vote against this bill.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, my position on H.R.
2099 has been consistent from the be-
ginning. It simply does not have a suf-
ficient enough allocation to address all
the vital programs under the jurisdic-
tion of this subcommittee. It is irre-
sponsible to even consider sacrificing
one critical program over another sole-
ly because the Republican leadership
does not want to provide additional
money for this bill overall.

There was an opportunity for us to do
this, just 2 days ago, when the House
full Committee on Appropriations met
and increased the 602(b) allocation for
other appropriations bills. However,
the VA-HUD allocation was not consid-
ered as a part of these discussions. We
are not even talking about making up
the $9 billion difference between the
President’s budget request and this
conference report.

The President in good faith tried to
negotiate a package that would have
added an additional $2 billion for VA
HUD as well as support the remaining
appropriations bills at a level that
would retain some very important do-
mestic programs. | think it is impor-
tant for me, before closing, to say that
I have just received, while here on the
floor, a statement of administration
policy. It is dated December 7, 1995. In
the statement of administration policy
we are told that the President will veto
this bill if it is presented to him in the
current form.

This is after the administration has
been advised of the action taken by the
conferees yesterday in conference. |
will not read other parts of the bill, of
the statement except to say this: The
President said, the bill provides less
than the President requested for veter-
ans medical care. The bill also includes
significant restrictions on funding for
the Secretary that appear targeted at
impeding him from carrying out his du-
ties as an advocate for veterans
throughout the country. Finally, the
bill does not provide necessary funding
for VA hospital construction.

The President ends the statement by
saying: Clearly, this bill does not re-
flect the values that Americans hold
dear. The administration would like to
work with the Congress to address the
issues discussed above as well as the
other concerns that were outlined in
the conferees letter of November 6,
1995. The President urges Congress to
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send him an appropriations bill for

these important priorities that truly

serves the American people.

Obviously, this bill does not serve the
American people.

Lastly, | would just make reference
to a letter | received, dated December
7, 1995, from the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs. The Secretary says in his let-
ter to me: ““Dear Congressman STOKES,
I was greatly pleased to see that the
House voted yesterday’’—this is refer-
ring back to the previous vote—‘‘to re-
commit the fiscal year 1996 VA-HUD
Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act back to the conferees with instruc-
tions to provide an additional $213 mil-
lion for VA medical care.”

It goes on further to say: ‘It is my
great hope that the conferees will be
able to agree on a figure that rep-
resents the sense of the House as evi-
denced by yesterday’s vote.”

Secretary Brown then says: “It is
also my hope that the conferees will be
able to address the issues of the puni-
tive cuts in my office and three VA
staff offices. These cuts were a reaction
against what | consider were my hon-
est efforts to be sure that the veterans
community and the public were aware
of the facts in the budget debate. | un-
derstand the conferees reacting against
my outspoken advocacy for VA medical
funding. But their action will result in
adverse personnel actions through ei-
ther furloughs or layoffs for many dedi-
cated career civil servants who are per-
forming essential services.”

We have a chance today to try and
give the conferees one additional
chance to clean up this bad bill.

I think the House has spoken once
before. This is a golden opportunity for
us to once again tell the conferees of
the House and Senate that this bill is
intolerable, that the President is going
to veto it. Congress has the first oppor-
tunity and the first responsibility to
act before the President has to take
the serious action that he has indi-
cated. | urge Members to support the
motion to recommit and vote against
this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD the letter from Secretary
Brown to which I referred.

THE SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, November 30, 1995.

Hon. Louls STOKES,

Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee on
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies, Com-
mittee on Appropriations, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN STOKES: | was greatly
pleased to see that the House voted yester-
day to recommit the FY 1996 VA, HUD, and
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act
back to the conferees with instructions to
provide an additional $213 million for VA
Medical Care. Your leadership in opposing
the conference report was instrumental in
the successful motion to recommit. | ap-
plaud your outstanding efforts.

You and | have talked often about the ne-
cessity for providing adequate funding to
take care of the medical needs of our sick
and disabled veterans. It is my great hope
that the conferees will be able to agree on a
figure that represents the sense of the House,
as evidenced by yesterday’s vote.
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It is also my hope that the conferees will
be able to address the issue of the punitive
cuts in my office and three VA staff offices.
These cuts were a reaction against what |
consider were my honest efforts to be sure
that the veterans community and the public
were aware of the facts in the budget debate.
I understand the conferees reacting against
my outspoken advocacy for VA medical
funding, but their action will result in ad-
verse personnel actions, through either fur-
loughs or layoffs, for many dedicated career
civil servants who are performing essential
services.

Once again, | want to thank you for your
outstanding leadership and your dedication
to our Nation’s veterans.

Sincerely,
JESSE BROWN.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Speaker, | first want to say too,
that we very much appreciate our col-
leagues’ patience with this process. It
is not usual that we go back at a bill
more than one time, and in this cir-
cumstance to have a bill recommitted
by the House for a specific purpose is
not the normal process. Because of
that, we are taking up a good deal
more of the House’s time than would be
normal.

I think it is important for the Mem-
bers to know exactly what the cir-
cumstances were at the time of that re-
committal motion. At that point in
time, there is little doubt that there
were those on the other side of the
aisle, some on this side of the aisle,
who thought the President did plan to
veto the defense bill. My colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], has
referred to his own belief that there
were several billions of dollars in the
defense bill that the President had not
sought and, therefore, he might very
well veto it.

The motion to recommit in part was
in hopes with that veto that they
would get more money for this bill and
there could be additional dollars put
back in the veterans programs. The
fact is that that veto did not take
place. So we are dealing with a specific
and limited number of dollars within
this bill.

Just as important, | think it is criti-
cal for all of us to understand that we
are on a pathway to attempting to bal-
ance our budget over a 7-year period.
Between this year and the year 2002, we
hope to get to a balanced budget. If we
are to do that, we must recognize that
there are only a few bills around that
have sizable numbers of discretionary
dollars.

This bill makes the single greatest
contribution of all of our appropria-
tions bills toward balancing that budg-
et, a savings from the President’s re-
quest of some $9.2 billion. Between now
and the time this bill gets to the Presi-
dent’s desk, he can still come forward
and participate in a serious way in this
process, if indeed he has some other ad-
justments or priorities that he would
make.

Please, have the President and his
people come and talk to us. He has yet
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to suggest any change that would
make this bill more satisfactory from
his point of view. Between now and the
time the Senate finishes its work,
there is a narrow window of oppor-
tunity for him to do that. Otherwise,
the President is playing politics with
this bill rather than seriously seeking
partnership by way of working with
the legislative branch.

I want to tell my colleagues that
there has only been one major dis-
appointment this year in this process.
My disappointment lies with the dif-
ference | see between the way the ma-
jority and the minority worked with
each other in the House versus the
other body. I was most impressed by
the fact that the other body found it-
self in the same situation we are in,
limited numbers of dollars because we
are in a new reality.

We are attempting to reduce the rate
of growth in spending and eventually
balance the budget. Recognizing that
in the other body, the Democrats and
Republicans alike worked together in a
very positive way within limited cir-
cumstances to try to accomplish a bill
that met most of their needs. In the
House, | am disappointed to say, we
have not had that experience. | must
say that one of my best friends on the
other side of the aisle is my colleague
and my ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES]. | say
to my colleague that it is a great dis-
appointment to me that we have not
been able to work together in a posi-
tive way in this new atmosphere.

I do understand his and his col-
leagues’ great disappointment with the
fact that we are not in a situation
where Congress is going to continue to
just take last year’s spending, in-
creased by inflation, and then add on
more. That has been the pattern for
the 15 years | have served on the sub-
committee. But indeed, in that new en-
vironment, | would have hoped we
could have worked together in a posi-
tive way instead.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. | yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | would
just say to my distinguished chairman
and my friend that | share with him
the concerns that he has expressed in
terms of the manner in which the proc-
ess in the House has not been the same
as it was in the past. As the gentleman
knows, when | chaired the same sub-
committee which he now chairs, | at-
tempted at all times to involve the
gentleman in the process and did so in
a way where he was never caught in the
dark as | have been caught in terms of
this particular bill. I have not been in-
cluded in the same way | included the
gentleman. | just want to say to the
gentleman | hope that he could have
handled the matter a little differently.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, reclaiming my time, | really did not
intend to discuss this on the floor, but
the reality is that this year we have
given the gentleman information ahead
of time in printed form. We have in-
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formed him well ahead of time. In the
past this Member had these issues dis-
cussed the night before the bill went
forward with no material to take
home, no material to discuss. Indeed,
we believe we have been radically more
open than it was in the past.

If 1 could continue with my com-
ments, | am not sure, | must say, while
I have expressed my disappointment,
and | hope that my colleague and I will
discuss this further in private, | do not
know where my colleague would take
the additional funds that he suggests
that he would like to give back to the
veterans by way of this recommittal
motion.
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I cannot believe that he is not appre-
ciative of the reality that veterans’
programs are increased in this bill. It
is the only account that has an in-
crease in this bill. Above and beyond
that, every one of these other programs
has been reduced. I do not think my
colleague would want to take more
money out of HUD. | cannot believe my
colleague would be interested in taking
more money out of EPA. | really do not
believe my colleague wants to close
down NASA.

The reality is that this is a balanced
bill, as balanced as it can be within the
constraints of the limitations of this
new age.

Let me say that it is also important
for the Members to know that | have
not heard from one veterans’ group
that has not been satisfied with this
bill. Indeed most recognized the re-
ality, that they have an increase in
this bill while no other agency has an
increase.

Further, | think it is important for
our colleagues to know that should we
decide in this body not to go forward
with this legislation, then we are left
with the continuing resolution and we
are likely to have a continuing resolu-
tion for a very extended period. Under
those circumstances every one of these
accounts would be spending out at con-
siderably less, perhaps as much as 25
percent less, than they would under
this piece of legislation.

This is a very, very difficult bill. It is
complex obviously, but, most impor-
tantly, Mr. Speaker, | want my col-
leagues to know that this is the first
serious effort to take a gigantic step in
the direction of balancing our budget,
the largest single contribution towards
balancing the budget and moving down
that pathway toward 2001. This is a
good bill. It recognizes our constraints,
and at the same time it recognizes our
critical responsibilities to the people
who are served by the programs that
come under the jurisdiction of this sub-
committee, and, Mr. Speaker, with
that | urge my colleagues to vote
against the motion to recommit, and |
urge my colleagues in the final analy-
sis to vote for the bill.

Mr. Speaker: | submit the following
material for the RECORD.
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H.R. 2099 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Conderence
FY 1868 FY 1968 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
TITLE | B
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
Veterans Benefits Administration
Compensation and pensk 17,626,602,000 17,648,972,000 17,848,972,000 17,648,072,000 17,848,872,000 +23,080,000
Readjustment benefits 1,208,800,000 1,345,300,000 1,348,300,000 1,348,300,000 1,345,300,000 + 38,700,000
Service Members Ocoupational Conversion and Training ..... 6,880,000
Sublotal 1,208,800,000 1,34%,300,000 1,345,300,000 1,982, 180,000
Veterans i and indemnities 24,780,000 24,800,000 24,860,000 24,080,000
Guaranty and indemnity prog: t indefinite) .............. 507,006,000 504,122,000 504,122,000 804,122,000
Negaiive subsidy for guarartesd loans -185,500,000 -188,500,000 -188,800,000
Administralive exp 95,226,000 78,085,000 05,226,000 08,226,000
Loan guaranty program account (Indefinite) ..........csvemsemsiriaens 43,638,000 22,950,000 22,960,000 22,080,000
Administrative exp 50,371,000 52,138,000 52,138,000 82,138,000
(By transfer)
Direct loan program {indefinite) 28,000 28,000 28,000 28,000
(Limitation on direct loans) {1,000,000) {300,000) {300,0004 {300,000
Ad P 1,020,000 456,000 489,000 456,000
(Loun jovel) 167,000) {99,000 {90,000 198,000
Education loan fund prog nt 1,081 1,083 1,000 © 1,000
(Uimitation on direct loans) {4,034) {4,120) 14.000 {4,000
Administrative expenses 195,000 203,000 195,000 196,000
Vocational rehabiiitation loans program account..................... - 54,000 58,000 54,000 54,000
(Limitation on direct ioane) (1,964,000 (2,022,000 {1,964,000) {1,964,000
Adminisirative sxpenses 767,000 377,000 377,000 377,000
Native American Veleran Housing Loan Program Account........ 218,000 455,000 208,000 208,000
Total, Veterans Benefits Administration.....c...uneisinsiseas 19,018,183,081 16,482,536,083 18,480,417,000 19,487,287,000 18,480,417,000 -135,748,081
Veterans Health Administration
Medical care 18,214,684,000 18,961,487,000 18,777,474,000 16,480,000,000 18,5684,000,000 +348,318,000
(Transfer oul) {-3,700,000) {~4,500,000) 4,500,000
Legisiative offsats ~170,000,000 -170,000,000
Total 18,214,684,000 16,961,487,000 16,607,474,000 18,280,000,000 16,564,000,000 +348,318,000
Medical and prostheti h 251,743,000 257,000,000 251,743,000 257,000,000 287,000,000 +5,257,000
Health professional scholarship Program...........emusssiss 10,386,000 10,388,000 10,386,000 -10,388,000
Madical administration and misceliansous operating expenses 99,788,000 72,262,000 63,802,000 83,802,000 63,802,000 -8,187,000
(By transfer) 185,700,000} {4,500,000} {+4,500,000)
Grants to the Republic of the Phillppines..............cecemieecusicnssenes 500,000 500,000
Transitional housing loan progam:
-Loan program account (by transfer) {7,000 {7.000) {7,000
Adminisirative expenses (DY TANSTEN) .........c.ersersssssrssmsersarnss {54,000) (56,000 (54,0004
{Limitation on direct loans) {70,000) {70,000} {70,000
General post fund (transfer out) (481,000} (-63,000 81,4
Total, Veterans Health Administration.........couesenmscenesnas 16,547,102,000 17,301,135,000 16,933,205,000
Departmental Administration
General operating exp . 890,183,000 015,843,000 821,487,000 872,000,000 848,143,000 -42,050,000
Offsetting receipt 32,000,000 32,000, (32,000,000 {+32,000,000)
(Transfer out) {-6,000,000} {-6,000,000}
Total, Program Level {8090,183,000) {915,843,000) {853,487,000} (904,000,000 (874,143,000} {-16,050,000)
National Cemetery System 72,004,000 75,308,000 72,804,000 72,004,000 72,004,000 ....cercemreirerinsiasensnes
Office of Inspector General 31,815,000 33,500,000 30,800,000 30,800,000 36,800,000 815,000
C tion, major proj 354,204,000 513,755,000 183,485,000 36,745,000 138,155,000 -218,138,000
(Transfer out) £7,000,000) {7.000,000) {7,000,000) 7,000,000}
Construction, minor project 152,834,000 228,145,000 152,834,000 190,000,000 180,000,000 +37,008,000
Parking revoiving fund. 18,300,000 -18,300,000
By transfer) {7.000,000} {7600,000) {7,000,000) {+7,000,000)
Grants for construction of state extended care fecilities ............ 47,397,000 43,740,000 47 367,000 47,387,000 47,387,000  ...covrmecsernsrarsirsorases
Grants for the construction of state vet oter 5,378,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 -4,378,000
Total, Departmental AdmINISrAtion .........eeenssmmseirnes 1,570,815,000 1,812,001,000 1,308,777,000 1,248,888,000 1,326,180,000 -244,718,000
Total, title |, Dep 1t of Vi Affairs, 37,734,180,081 38,608,762,083 37,723,360,000 37,337,565,000 37,801,218,000 -42,862,081
(By transfer} (61,000 (63,000 {7,081,0004 {12,781,000} {17,581,000) {+17,500,000}
{Limitation on direct loans) (3,135,084 (2,495,120} {2,437,000) (2,437,000} {2,437,000) {868,034}
Consisting of: .
Mandatory (10,489,311,000)  {18,981,762,000)  {19,361,762000)  {19,381,762,000f  {19,381,762,000) (127,549,000}

Discretionary {16,244,680,081)  (19,245,000,083)  {18,981,637,0004  {17.978,823,0008  (18,329,456,000) {+84,588,608)
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H.R. 2099 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,

AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Conference
FY 1966 FY 1968 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senale Conference enacted

TMEN
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Selected Housing Programs
Housing certificates for families and individuale performance

funds. 8,508,955,000
Public and indian housing capital performance funds 4,884,000,000
Annual contributions for assisted hOUBING ......usswesmssssssscssssssess 11,083,000,000  ..cooneniminerssnnines 10,182,358,000 §,504,388,000 10,155,795,000 -827,205,000

Prepayment duthorlty. 4,000,000 +4,000,000

Transfer from UDAG (100,000,000 {-100,000,000}
Severely distressed public housing 800,000,000 808,000,000 260,000,000 220,000,000
Amsistance for the renewal of expling section 8 subsily

contracts 2,598,000,000 L T T . - O — -2,536,000,000
Flexible subsidy fund 50,000,000 50,000,000
Housing opportunities for persons with AIDS, 188,000,000
Congregate servi 25,000,000 ~25,000,000
Rental housing assistance

Rescission of budget , indefi 38,000,000 -35,116,000 -38,119,000 -38,118,000 -35,110,000 +2,881,000
{Umilation on annual contract authority, indefinite).........c.... {-2,000,000% (-2,000,000) {-2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000} ..vcrvrrmmermsriorassssonsens
Rescission of prepayment recapt 58,000,000 183,000,000 -183,000,000 -183,000,000 ~183,000,000 67,000,000
Homeownership aseistance 6,873,000 = -8,875,000
Reacission of budget authority, indefinite ............cov... - 184,000,000 + 184,000,000
Public and indian housing Operation perforMance fFUNDS .........  cccermcnssessessesmsases - 3,220,000,000
Payments for operation of low-income housing projects........... 28900000,000 .....ouriensinisnnssaoneres 2,500,000,000 2,800,000,000 2,800,000,000 -100,000,000
Drug efimination grants for low-INCOMe housing ... - 290,000,000 200,000,000 200,000,000 ..erseresrnsssessasnn .-
Affordable housing perf funde 3,338,000,000
HOME investrment partnerships prog 1,400,000,000  ...coveenirrnerssrasnnnns 1,400,000,000 1,400,000,000 1,400,000,000  ......ovmenmnsmrsssasnssns, -
H vership and opportunity for psople sverywhers grants _ '

(HOPE grants) 50,000,000 50,000,000
National b vership trust d ration program...... 80,000,000 -50,000,000
Youthbulid program 50,000,000 ~50,000,000

counseling assistance 80,000,000 .....cocnviicsnirnrsarnsas 12,000,000 -50,000,000
Indian housing loan guarantee fund program &cCOUN ............. 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 ..ooonnsiismrssmsssmsasimasasns
(Limitation on guaranies loans} (22,388,000 (36,800,000} (36,900,000 36,900,000} {36,900,000) {+ 14,512,000}
Violent crime reduction program 3,000,000
Total, Selected housing prog (net) 18,708,875,000 17,046,838,000 13,806,240,000 14,740,101,000 14,734,878,000 -3,871,186,000
Homeless Assistance
Homeless assistance fund 1,120,000,000
Homeless assistance grants 1,120,000,000  ..oconsmmsrsssssersensrasenss 678,000,000 780,000,000 823,000,000 -287,000,000
Community Planning and Deveiopment _
C nity opportunity fund 4,850,000,000
C iy opportunity perk program J 21,000,000
Administrative expenees 900,000
Community development grants 4,800,000,000 .....oenenrnimnenssrionn - 4,800,000,000 4,800,000,000 4,800,000,000  ......corecrecrensaasansenssns
Section 108 loan guaraniees:
{Limiation on guaranteed icans) {2,054,000,0000  ..cooornenrmssssssrmmimssnes {1,000,000,000% {1,806,000,000¢ {1,500,000,000) {-554,000,0003
Credit subsidly _ 10,500,000 15,750,000 31,750,000 +31,750,000
Administrative exp 225,000 875,000 875,000 +878,000
Policy Deveiopment and R h
Research and technology 42,000,000 42,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 8,000,000
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Fair housing activities. 33,375,000 45,000,000 30,000,000  .ceoreerererresssersarsesesne 30,000,000 3,375,000
Management and Administration
Salaries and exp 451,219,000 478,479,000 437,194,000 438,219,000 420,000,000 31,219,000
By transfer, limitation on FHA corporate funds) (496,365,004 (827,782,000 {508,748,000) {532,782,000) 532,782,000 (437,427,000
(By transfer, GNMA) {8,824,000 9,101,000 {8,824,000 9,101,000 (9,101,000} {+277,0004
(By transfer, Community Planning and Development). {900,0008 {225,000) 975,000 {873,000 {+878,0004
Total, Salaries and exp: (955,308,000} {1,017,262,000) {961,688,000) {900,777,000 mamm {+7,180,000%
Office of inspector General 38,427,000 36,968,000 38,427,000 38,968,000 36,567,000 +140,000
{By transfer, limitation on FHA corporate funds} ...........ccco.u... {10,061,000) (11,283,000} {10,861,000} {11,283,0004 {11,263,000 {+322,000}
Total, Office of INSPECIOr GENEMAI .........coocomccucnscmssussrensssnssenss {47,388,000} {48,251,000} 47,388,000 {48,2651,000 {47,850,000) {+482,000)
Office of federal housing enterprise oversight 15,451,000 14,896,000 14,805,000 .. 14,865,000 558,000
Offsetting ipt -15,451,000 _ 14,896,000 “14,BO8,000  ..occomrrecsearresscssasensas -14,808,000 +3558,000
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H.R. 2099 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,

AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

FY 1985 FY 1966
Enacted Estimate House

Senale  Conference

Corfersrce
compared with
snacied

Federal Housing Administration
FHA - Mutual mortgage insurance program account:
{Limitation on guaraniesd loans) {100,000,000,000;  {110,000,000,000)  {110,000,000,0008 {110,000,000,0000  (110,000,000,000) {+ 10,000,000,000}
(Limitation on direct loans) {180,000,000 {200,000,000) {200,000,0004 {300,000,0004 {200,000,000} {+20,000,000
Adminietrative expenses 308,548,000 341,586,000 308,84¢,000 341,806,000 341,565,000 +32,749,000
Offestling ipé -308,848,000 ~341,508,000 ~308,848,000 ~341,906,000 ~341,308,000 -32,746,000
FHA - General and special risk nk:
{Limitation on guaranteed loans) {20,088,072,0000  {17,400,000,000)  {15,000,000,0000  {17.400,000,0008  {17,400,000,000
(Umitation on direct loans) {220,000,0004 {120,000,000) {120,000,000¢ (126,000,000 {120,000,000% 100,000,000
Administrative exp 187,470,000 187,470,000 187,470,000 200,470,000 202,470,000 +5,000,000
Program costs 188,308,000 188,366,000 99,820,000 100,900,000 86,000,000 -103,366,000
- -134,008,000 37,908,000 ~37,868,000 ~37.888,000 -37,608,000 +98,100,000
Subeidy - single family -81,873,000 27,044,000 -27,044,000 27,044,000 27,044,000 +54,800,000
Subeidy - Title | 24,480,000 23,777,000 <23,777,000 23,777,000 23,777,000 +883,000
* Total, Federal M g A 148,838,000 207,048,000 178,273,000 213,853,000 198,653,000 +53,017,000
Govemnment National Mortgage Association
G tees of morigage-b d securities loan guaranise
program account:
{Limiiation on gueranteed loans) {142,000,000,000)  {110,000,000,000) {110,000,000,000 (110,000,000,0004 (110,000,000,000)  (-32,000,000,000%
Administrative expenses 8,824,000 8,101,000 8,824,000 9,101,000 8,101,000 +277.000
Offeetting receipts 262,700,000 -508,300,000 -508,300,000 <508,300,000 508,300,000 245,800,000
Adminisirative Provisions
Proct savings. 3,538,000 +3,538,000
FHA morigage ir limits, 3,000,000 +3,000,000
GNMA REMICs -180,000,000 + 180,000,000
GNMA REMICs ~30,800,000 +30,800,000
1-year extension of HECM's d L -11,000,000 11,000,000 8,000,000 -8,000,000
FHA Assignment Ref -1,078,000,000 -1,078,000,000
Non-judicial foreck +10,000,000 + 18,000,000
property dispoeition - FHA fund ~40,000,000 40,000,000 ~40,000,000
Sec. 213 - d ation 30,000,000 +30,000,000
Sec, 224 - FHA fund 34,000,000 34,000,000 +34,000,000
Total, title K, Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (net) 24,853,518,000 24,340,032,000 19,391,383,000 20,323,187,000 19,348, 122,000 -5,305,306,000
Appropristions. (24,641,518,0000  (24,538,151,000)  {10,309,502,000  {20,521,208,000)  (185,548,241,000} (-5,906,277,000
Rescissions. {-288,000,000% (-198,119,000) 108,118,000 {-108,118,000) 198,118,000 {+86,881,000}
{Uimitation on annual contract authorlty, indefinte)......... 2,000,000} {-2,000,000) {<2,000,000§ {-2,000,0004 F2,000,000) ....ocneurerssrsomssrssrrsminns
(Umditation on g d loans) (264,099,072,000)  (237,400,000,000)  {238,000,000,000} £26,036,072,000)
{Umitation on cOrpormle funds)........e.sascscmssssssassass (515,140,000 {548,008,000) {826,783,000 853,541,000 853,841,000 {+38,701,000
800,000,000
18,391,383,000 20,323,187,000 10,348,122,000 -5,308,366,000
19,391,383,000 20,323,187,000 19,348,122,000 -8,108,308,000
B TITLE W
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
American Battle Monuments Commission
Salasies and sxpenses . 20,268,000 20,265,000 20,265,000 20,265,000 20,208,000  .......cooorsrsreerrossrires
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board
Salaries and exp 500,000 500,000
Community Development Financial institutions
Community development financial institutions fund program
t 125,000,000 123,850,000 -125,000,000
Loan subsidy 20,000,000
Office of inspecior General 350,000
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Salaries and exp 42,508,000 44,000,000 40,000,000 40,000,000 40,000,000 -2,508,000
Corporation for National and Community Service
National and community service programs operaling expenses §78,000,000 BI7 476,000 ...ocnuecmersrransennnsens 6,000,000 15,000,000 560,000,000
Additional termination costs for national senv 8,000,000
Office of Inspector General 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
Total 877,000,000 BIATB000 ..orcirieinssnsrasen 15,000,000 15,000,000 -562,000,000
Court of Veterans Appeals
Salaries and expenses 9,429,000 9,820,000 $,000,000 9,000,000 £,000,000 -428,000
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Conderence
FY 1005 FY 1508 compared with
Enacled Estimate House Senale Confersnce anacied
Department of Defense - Civil
Cemeterial Expenses, Army
Salasies and exper 12,017,000 14,134,000 11,266,000 11,048,000 11,548,000 -71,000
Environmental Protection Agency
R h and development 350,000,000 426,681,000 384,082,000 -3850,000,000
Science and Technology - 500,000,000 525,000,000 +85248,000,000
Enviconmental programs and compliance 1.881,614,000
Abatement, control, and COMPHRNGE ......ceuresmsserssmamsssarsassesnes 1,417,000,000 1,748,823,000 -1,417,000,000
(Limitation on administrative exp ) {208,722,500) {-208,722,500)
Program and ressarch operations 822,000,000 1,017,208,000 922,000,000
Program Administration and Management 1870,000,000 1,850,300,000 +1,550,300,000
Office of inapecior General 26,542,000 33,080,000 28,542,000 27,700,000 28,500,000 -42,000
Transder from Hazardous Substancs Superfund. .................... 18,384,000 14,078,000 8,000,000 1,700,000 11,000,000 ~4,384,000
Transfer from Leaking Underground Storage Tanks .............. 808,000 710,000 426,000 #00,000 500,000 -189,000
Subtotal, OIG 44,866,000 47,838,000 33,968,000 40,000,000 40,000,000 ~4,566,000
Buiidings and {aciities 43,870,000 112,820,000 28,820,000 60,000,000 60,000,000 +18,130,000
Hazardous substance superfund 1,435,000,000 1,507,837,000 1,003,400,000 1,003,400,000 1,183,400,000 271,800,000
Leglslative proposals - ref! 55,000,000
Transler to OIG -15,384,000 -14,078,000 -8,000,000 -11,700,000 -11,000,000 +4,384,000
{Urmnitation on administrative expenses) .......wemsmsemsess - 308,000,000 {-308,000,0004
Subtotal, Hazardous substance superfund ..............eceusss - 1,418,818,000 1,548,850,000 966,400,000 961,700,000 1,152,400,000 267,216,000
Leaking underground storage tank trust fund ..............cenvesnans 70,000,000 77,273,000 48,327,000 48,827,000 48,827,000 -24,173,000
Transfer to OIG - 588,000 -710,000 -428,000 -800,000 -500,000 +188,000
{Limitation on adminisirative eXpenaes) .............eseessmemssionss B,150,0008  ceocorcnrcrsrannaneas " {5,265,000 8,000,000 {7,000,000} 1,150,000
Subtotal, LUST 68,331,000 76,583,000 45,401,000 48,227,000 43,327,000 -24,004,000
Oll spill respor 29,000,000 23,047,000 20,000,000 18,000,000 15,000,000 -3,000,000
W {B,420,000)  ....ooomrrinscaersnasinsensen {8,420,000) {8,000,000) {8,000,000) {~420,000}
Water infrastructure / State revoling fund.........cwssiasimsirscs 2,262,000,000 1,8065,000,000 1,500,175,000 -2,262,000,000
Safe drinking water State iving fund. 700,000,000 500,000,000 -700,000,000
State and Tribal Aseistance Grants 2,340,000,000 2,323,000,000 +2,323,000,000
Ervironmental services - user fees. 7,500,000
Proct nt sevings. -7,525,000 +7,525,000
Total, EPA 7,240,887,000 7,/350,400,000 4,892,430,000 8,081,927,000 %,711,027,000 -1,528,860,000
Executive Office of the President
Office of Sclence and Technology POICY....c.reummeessrecnmsassmsrrseess 4,981,000 4,961,000 4,981,000 4,981,000 4,881,000  ..onommcemerscnissaisnnninnes
Council on Environmental Quality and Office of Ervironmental
Quality 967,000 2,188,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 +3,000
Total 5,978,000 7,168,000 5,981,000 5,981,000 5,981,000 +3,000
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Disaster relief - 220,000,000 320,000,000 235,500,000  .oconnerrerremmerssonsonereanes 222,000,000 £$86,000,000
Disaster assistance direct loan program account:
State share loan 2,418,000 2,155,000 2,155,000 2,155,000 2,155,000 263,000
(Limitation on direct loans) (175,000,000 {25,000,000) {25,000,0004 {28,000,000) 25,000,000} {150,000,000)
Administrative expenses 95,000 95,000 95,000 95,000 BB000  cccrcrnrerssrsorsomnes
Salaries and expey 182,000,000 172,331,000 162,000,000 188,600,000 168,800,000 +8,800.000
Office of the Inspecior General 4,400,000 4,873,000 4,400,000 4,873,000 4,873,000 +273,000
Emergency management planning and assistance................... 215,900,000 210,122,000 203,044,000 203,044,000 203,044,000 ~12,918,000
Emergency food and shelter program 130,000,000 130,000,000 100,000,000 114,173,000 100,000,000 30,000,000
Administrative provision REP saving! -11,825,000 -12,257,000 12,257,000 12,287,000 -12,257,000 732,000
Pro savings. 1,441,000 + 1,441,000
Equipment sales (sec. 510) 30,000,000 ~10,000,000 10,000,000
National Flood Insurance:
Salaries and exp {20,562,000) (20,582,000 {20,562,000) {20,562,000) {+20,562,000)
Fiood mitigation (70,484,000) {70,484,000) {70,484,000) {70,484.0000  (+70,484,000}
Premium k 21,000,000
Total, Federal Emergency Management AGency .............. 821,907,000 776,119,000 894,837,000 480,783,000 78,010,000 -143,297,000
General Services Adminisiration
Consumer information Center 2,004,000 2,081,000 2,081,000 2,081,000 2,081,000 +57,000
{Limitation on adminisirative expenses) ... {2,454,000) {2,502,000) {2,502,000% 2,802,000} {2,002,000} {+148,0004

Depariment of Health and Human Services
Office of C Adtairs 2,186,000 1,811,000 1,811,000 -2,188,000
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Confsrence
FY 1905 FY 1908 compeared with
Enacted Estimate Heouse Senate Conference snacled
National Asronautics and Space Administration 7
Human space 8,514,897,000 5,508,600,000 5,449,800,000 5,337,600,000 5,458,800,000 58,267,000
Science, asronautics and 16ChNOIOPY .....cosiccerrersmrisssssssssrmsns 5,901,200,000 8,008,800,000 5,588,000,000 §,980,700,000 8,845,900,000 -55,300,000
R . -19,000,000 + 16,000,000
National asronautical facilities 400,000,000 -400,000,000
L support 2,554,587,000 2,726,200,000 2,618,200,000 2,484,200,000 2,502,200,000 52,387,000
Office of inspecior General 18,000,000 17,300,000 18,000,000 18,000,000 18,000,000  .....cocorrrercasnccsasassrones
Administrative provision: Transfer authority. (50,000,000} {+ 50,000,000
Total, NASAI {net) 14,37€,884,000 14,200,000,000 13,871,800,000 13,798,500,000 13,820,700,000 -555,884,000
National Credit Union Administration
Central liquidity facility:
(Limitation on direct loane) {600,000,0004 (800,000,000 800,000,000} {800,000,000) ...covnmmmssmsnmmrmesneensennns
{Uimitation on administrative expenses, corporate funds)...... {901,000) {580,000) {560,0004 {580,0004 {560,000) {341,000
National Sclence Foundation
Research and related activities 2,280,000,000 2,454,000,000 2,204,000,000 2,284,000,000 2,274,000,000 8,000,000
Resclssion -38,000,000 +38,000,000
‘Majer ressusch equipment 126,000,000 70,000,000 70,000,000 70,000,000 70,000,000 58,000,000
Academic research infrastructure 250,000,000 100,000,000 100,000,000 160,000,000 100,000,000 -180,000,000
Education and human resources 805,974,000 599,000,000 560,000,000 309,000,000 568,000,000 8,974,000
Salaries and expe 123,908,000 127,310,000 127,310,000 127,310,000 127,310,000 +3,344,000
Office of inspector General 4,380,000 4,480,000 4,490,000 4,480,000 4,490,000 + 110,000
National Science Foundation headquarters relocation.............. 3,200,000 5,200,000 3,200,000 5,200,000 8200000 .....coocrecrecracrsernacnsrer
Total, NSF {net) 3,300,820,000 3,360,000,000 3,180,000,000 3,200,000,000 3,180,000,000 -180,520,000
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation
Payment o the Neighborhood Reinvesiment Corporation........ 38,067,000 55,000,000 36,887,000 38,087,000 38,867,000  .couveesuessesssnsasasseneren ..
Selective Service System
Salasies and exper 22,830,000 23,304,000 22,830,000 22,830,000 22,830,000  .......occrnrrsrsrisnissisess -
Department of Justice
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Falr Housing activities 30,000,000
Department of the Treasury
Office of Federal Housing Enterprise oversight 14,306,000
Offsetting ipt -14,805,000
Tetal, title W, independent agencies {net). 20,058,483,000 28,590,568,000 22,571,178,000 £3,337,000,000 23,556,187,000 -3,102,278,000
Appropriaiions (26,710088,000)  (26,806,568,000)  (22.571,178,000)  BAIT.0N0,000)  (23,856,187.000)  (3,154,801,000)
R . ~45,000,0004 {+45,000,000
{Limitation on adminisirative exp ) 623,748,500 (2,802,000 {18,207 000 {$8,802,0004 {17.802,000) (-008, 144,500
{Limitation on direct loans) {718,028,000} (716,008,000 (718,008,000} {716,028,000) {-58,974,000
(Limitation on corporale funds) (901,000} {560,000 {560,0004 {880,000 {560,000 341,000
TME NV )
CORPORATIONS
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation:
FSLIC Resolution Fund 827,000,000 -§27,000,000
FDIC affordable housing Program ... cecmseasmmensessoresss 15,000,000 15,000,000 ~$5,000,000
Total 842,000,000 15,000,000 -842,000,000
Resalution Trust Corporation: Office of inspector General ....... 32,000,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 -20,806,000
Total, title IV, Corporations 874,000,000 26,400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 -862,800,000
Grand total (het) 80,920,181,081 89,860,762,083 79,607,360,000 $1,008,212,000 £0,008,927,000 9,313,234,08%
Appropriations {90,200,866,081)  (90,087,881,083)  (70.806,478,000F  (81,207,331,000)  {80,808,046,000)  {-8,455,840,081}
Rescissh 333,000,000} 168,115,000} +-198,119,000) 198,119,000 196,119,000  {+ 134,861,000}
(By transfer) (100,081,0009 {63,000 (7,081,000 (12,781,000 {17.581,000)
{Limitation on administrative exp 1623,746,500 {2,502,000 (16,207,000 {18,802,000 (17,802,000 {-808, 144,500}
(Limiation on annual contract authorlty, indefinite)....... 2,000,000 {-2,000,000} {+2,000,000) 8,000,000 FRO00,000) <.occveenecncancessossassasasss
(Uimitation on direct loans) {1,200,523,004) {1,073,421,120} (1,075,383.0000  (1,0785,363,000} {1,075,383,000) {-126,100,034)
(Limiation on gu d {264,630,072,000)  (237,400,000,000) (236,900,000,000)  (238,800,000,000) (-
{Limitation on corporate funds) (518,041,000 {546,820,0004 (528,318,000 {584,401,000} (554,401,000} {+38,380,000}
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Conference
FY 1988 FY 1806 . compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference anacied
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RECAP 7
Totel appropriations in this bill (N8 ... ccccrncsscsrcacanes 58,920,181,081 $9,800,762,083 78,087,300,000 $1,008,212,000 $0,808,827,000 -9,313,234,081
Scorekeeping adjustments , -7,987,844,000 21,000,000 +8,008,944,000
Total mandatory and discretionary 81,832.217,081 89,800,762,083 79,807,380,000 $1,008,212,000 80,627,827,000 -1,304,290,061
Mandatory . 20,318,311,000 19,381,762,000 19,381,762,000 18,381,762,000 19,381,762,000 954,548,000
Crime M'ﬁ-_nd 3,000,000
Genersl 3
Defense (Function 060):
Federal Emergency Management Agency:
Salaries and 82,411,000 44,008,000 42,081,000 43,874,000 43,874,000 -18,537,000
Emergency management planning and sesistance... 137,147,000 24,025,000 24,028,000 24,026,000 24,028,000 -113,122,000
Seiective Service System 22,030,000 23,304,000 22,830,000 22,830,000 22,830,000  ......ovconssnssersnseesssesons
National Sebm/o Foundation:
Research and related activities $2,600,000 $2,800,000 2,800,000 82,800,000 +82,800,000
Total, Defense ) 222,488,000 153,935,000 15} 898,000 153,429,000 153,428,000 -80,038,000
def discretionary 81,303,418,081 70,351,085,083 €0,183,962,000 $1,404,021,000 61,112,798,000 280,082,083
Total, G | purp 61,815,000,081 70,508,000,083 80,335,568,000 81,047,450,000 01,200,1885,000 ~349,741,08t

Tolal, Discretionary 61,815,908,081 70,508,000,083 80,335,508,000 $1,647,450,000 61,268,165,000 -348,741,08%
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Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks in opposition to
this conference report and to the rule
governing its consideration.

Mr. Speaker, last year 1,200 neighbor-
hood law offices provided legal services
to 1.7 million clients. The majority of
these people were women and children
living in poverty.

The conference report before us
today contains a two-part attack on
the Legal Services Corporation, which
last year provided about 60 percent of
the funds used by neighborhood legal
service organizations. The balance of
legal services funds comes from private
attorneys, foundations, local charities,

and State and local governments.

This conference report continues the
majority’s assault on the weakest
members of our society.

The first part of this attack is to re-
duce Federal funds for the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation by $122 million. This
is a cut of 31 percent.

The second part of this attack is to
restrict the type of legal services that
the local legal services organizations
can provide with their own non-Federal
funds.

Let me illustrate the unfair con-
sequences of this restriction by sharing
with the House a letter | received yes-
terday from Marcia Cypen, executive
director of Legal Services of Greater
Miami. She points out that Legal Serv-
ices of Miami now uses non-Federal
funds to represent aliens. Under this
conference report, Legal Services of
Miami would have to choose between
giving up all Federal funds or else stop
representing those aliens who are ap-
plying for admission as a refugee or for
asylum. Many of these aliens have
work permits and are working, but
they are too poor to get private legal
assistance. They must come to Legal
Services of Miami if they have been
beaten by their husbands, illegally
locked out by their landlords, or cheat-
ed by a merchant.

Mr. Speaker, it is one thing for the
majority to put restrictions on the use
of Federal funds. But it is wrong for
the majority to impose its ideological
views on services provided by dona-
tions from private groups and State
and local governments that believe it
is important that all poor people have
access to our legal system.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the rule and against this conference re-
port.

LEGAL SERVICES OF GREATER MIAMI,
INC.,
Miami FL, December 5, 1995.
Congresswoman CARRIE P. MEEK,
Cannon House Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN MEEK: Thank you
for requesting our program’s input on HR
2076 which includes funding for the Legal
Services Corporation in 1996.

A crucial failing of the bill is that it pre-
cludes representation of certain classes of
aliens with non-LSC funds. The particular
classes of aliens affected are listed on the at-
tached page. On a practical level what this
means is that we cannot, for example, use
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non-LSC funds to represent a Haitian woman
who is beaten up by her husband, illegally
locked out by her landlord, or cheated by a
used car dealer if she has applied for politi-
cal asylum and has a work permit but her
political asylum application is still pending.
Unfortunately, there are many aliens who
remain in this limbo situation for several
years.

Approximately five percent of our current
non-immigration caseload consists of aliens
who will no longer be eligible for legal serv-
ices with non-LSC funds in 1996. This could
be remedied if Section 504 (d)(2) (B) were
amended to allow non-LSC funds to be used
to represent aliens not eligible for represen-
tation with LSC funds.

In addition, HR 2076 precludes us from col-
lecting any attorneys fees in 1996. This is in-
consistent with the stated goal of reducing
LSC’s dependency on federal dollars. Our
program has relied on income from attorneys
fees to bolster our budget, and the lack of
this income in 1996 will reduce our services
even further.

We appreciate your concern on behalf of
the poverty community of Dade County.
Please let me know if you need additional in-
formation.

Sincerely,
MARCIA K. CYPEN,
Executive Director.

MEMORANDUM

Date: December 5, 1995
Subject: Ineligible aliens under proposed

LSC restrictions
From: Esther Olavarria Cruz
To: Marcia Cypen

I have made two lists, which is necessary
to better explain who cannot be represented
under the proposed LSC restrictions:

List of aliens who can be represented by
LSC under the proposed restrictions:

1. Lawful permanent residents.

2. Aliens who are the spouse, parent, or un-
married child under 21 of a U.S. citizen and
have filed applications for permanent resi-
dence.

3. Asylees (individuals granted asylum).

4. Refugees.

5. Individuals granted withholding of de-
portation (higher standard that asylum—
very rare).

6. Individuals granted conditional entry be-
fore 4/1/80 (old refugee category—almost no
aliens now in this category).

7. H-2A agricultural workers (limited to
representation in employment contract mat-
ters only, such as wages, housing, transpor-
tation and other employment rights—very
small category).

List of aliens who cannot be represented by
LSC under the proposed restrictions:

1. Asylum applicants.

2. Parolees.

3. Special immigrant juveniles (undocu-
mented children adjudicated state depend-
ents because of abandonment, neglect or
abuse).

4. Battered spouses of U.S. citizens (unless
otherwise eligible under #2 above).

5. Battered spouses of permanent residents.

6. Aliens in exclusion or deportation pro-
ceedings.

7. Aliens with immediate U.S. citizen
spouses, parents, or unmarried minor chil-
dren who have not filed for permanent resi-
dence.

8. Relatives of permanent residents (unless
otherwise eligible above).

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in opposition to this conference re-
port. The level of funding for VA medi-
cal care is $213 million below the level
approved by the House earlier this
year, and is almost $400 million less
than the President requested.
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The chairman of the subcommittee
said they couldn’t find any more
money for the veterans. But where did
they find over $800 million for the
EPA? Why is spending for housing pro-
grams almost $1 billion more than the
House-approved level?

Members need to understand that the
VA can’t be opening new clinics when
we don’t give them the funds to do so.
Yet that is what this conference report
does.

I believe that the bill falls short. It
ignores the instruction that a majority
of House Members voted for last week.
It’s wrong. We can find the money to
do the right thing for veterans. The
President is going to veto this bill any-
way, and he should. We should not vote
for a bill that doesn’t honor our com-
mitment to veterans.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CoMBEST). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

There was no objection.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the conference
report?

Mr. OBEY. |
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves to recommit the con-
ference report on the bill H.R. 2099 to the
committee of conference with instructions
to the managers on the part of the House to
insist on the House position on Senate
amendment numbered 4.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With ob-
jection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently, a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 198, nays
219, not voting 15, as follows:

certainly am, Mr.

Evi-

[Roll No. 843]
YEAS—198

Abercrombie Boucher Coleman
Ackerman Brewster Collins (IL)
Andrews Browder Collins (MI)
Baesler Brown (CA) Condit
Baldacci Brown (FL) Conyers
Barcia Brown (OH) Costello
Barrett (WI) Bryant (TX) Coyne
Becerra Cardin Cramer
Berman Clay Danner
Bishop Clayton Delauro
Bonior Clement Dellums
Borski Clyburn Deutsch
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Dicks Kennedy (RI) Poshard Linder Petri Smith (NJ) Hastert McDade Scarborough
Dingell Kennelly Rahall Livingston Pombo Smith (TX) Hastings (WA) McHugh Schaefer
Dixon Kildee Rangel Longley Porter Smith (WA) Hayes Mclnnis Schiff
Doggett Kleczka Reed Lucas Portman Solomon Hayworth Mcintosh Seastrand
Dooley Klink Richardson Manzullo Pryce Souder Hefley McKeon Shadegg
Doyle LaFalce Rivers Martini Quillen Spence Heineman Metcalf Shaw
Durbin Lantos Roemer McCollum Quinn Stearns Herger Meyers Shuster
Edwards Levin Rose McCrery Radanovich Stump Hilleary Mica Skeen
Engel Lewis (GA) Roybal-Allard McDade Ramstad Talent Hobson Miller (FL) Smith (MI)
Ensign Lincoln Rush McHugh Regula Tauzin Hoekstra Mollohan Smith (NJ)
Eshoo Lipinski Sabo Mclnnis Riggs Taylor (NC) Hoke Moorhead Smith (TX)
Evans LoBiondo Sanders Mclintosh Roberts Thomas Horn Murtha Smith (WA)
Farr Lofgren Sawyer McKeon Rogers Thornberry Hostettler Myers Solomon
Fattah Lowey Schumer Metcalf Rohrabacher Tiahrt Houghton Myrick Souder
Fazio Luther Scott Meyers Roth Torkildsen Hunter Nethercutt Spence
Fields (LA) Maloney Serrano Mica Roukema Upton Hutchinson Neumann Stearns
Filner Manton Sisisky Miller (FL) Royce Vucanovich Hyde Ney Stenholm
Flake Markey Skaggs Molinari Salmon Waldholtz Inglis Norwood Stockman
Foglietta Martinez Skelton Moorhead Sanford Walker Kelly Nussle Stump
Ford Mascara Slaughter Myers Saxton Walsh Kim Orton Talent
Fox Matsui Spratt Myrick Schaefer Watts (OK) King Oxley Tate
Frank (MA) McCarthy Stark Nethercutt Schiff Weldon (FL) Kingston Packard Tauzin
Franks (CT) McDermott Stenholm Neumann Seastrand Weldon (PA) Klug Parker Taylor (NC)
Frost McHale Stockman Ney Sensenbrenner Weller Knollenberg Paxon Thomas
Funderburk McKinney Stokes Norwood Shadegg White Kolbe Petri Thornberry
Furse McNulty Studds Nussle Shaw Wicker LaHood Pombo Tiahrt
Gejdenson Meehan Stupak Oxley Shays Wolf Largent Pomeroy Torkildsen
Gephardt Meek Tanner Packard Shuster Young (FL) Latham Porter Upton
Gibbons Menendez Tate Parker Skeen Zeliff LaTourette Portman Vucanovich
Gonzalez Mfume Taylor (MS) Paxon Smith (MI) Zimmer Laughlin Pryce Waldholtz
Gordon Miller (CA) Tejeda Lazio Quillen Walker
Green Minge Thompson NOT VOTING—15 Leach Quinn Walsh
Gutierrez Mink Thornton Bentsen Fowler Scarborough Lewis (CA) Radanovich Wamp
Hall (OH) Moakley Thurman Bevill Istook Schroeder Lewis (KY) Ramstad Watts (OK)
Hall (TX) Mollohan Torres Chapman Morella Tucker Lightfoot Regula Weldon (FL)
Hamilton Montgomery Torricelli de la Garza Pelosi Volkmer Lincoln Riggs Weldon (PA)
Harman Moran Towns DeFazio Ros-Lehtinen Young (AK) Linder Roberts Weller
Hastings (FL) Murtha Traficant Livingston Rogers White
Hefner Nadler Velazquez O 1421 LoBiondo Rohrabacher Wicker
Hilleary Neal Vento Longley Roth Wolf
Hilliard Oberstar Visclosky Messrs. PAYNE of New Jersey, Lucas Royce Young (FL)
ey o b VENTO, HOYER, OBERSTAR, KEN. Mamlo — Simon  zff
Hoyer Ortiz Waters NEDY of Massachusetts, BRYANT of ccrery Saxton
Jackson-Lee orton Watt (NC) Texas, and CONYERS changed their NAYS_190
Jacobs Owens WﬁxTa:‘ d vote from “‘nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.” B
Jefferson Pallone Whitfie : - Abercrombie Ford McCarth
Johnson (SD) Pastor Williams _ So the motion to recommit was re- Ackerman Frank (MA) McDerm())/tt
Johnson, E. B. Payne (NJ) Wilson jected. Andrews Franks (CT) McHale
Johnston Payne (VA) wisel The result of the vote was announced Baesler Franks (NJ) McKinney
Jones Peterson (FL) oolsey Baldacci Frost McNult
Kanjorski Peterson (MN) Wyden as above _recorded. - - Barrett (WI) Funderburk Meehany
Kaptur Pickett Wynn A motion to reconsider was laid on Becerra Furse Meek
Kennedy (MA) Pomeroy Yates the table. Beilenson Gejdenson Menendez
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Berman Gephardt Mfume
NAYS—219 COMBEST). The question is on the con- 5iho Sibbons m::g; €A
A||E}:’d Collins (GA) Graham ference report. Borski Gordon Mink
Ay ot Sreenwood Pursuant the provisions of clause 7 of Boucher Green Moakley
Bachus Cox Gutknecht rule XV, the yeas and nays are ordered. g;g‘xz;err g;ltl'e(gfé mg'n't"agr;e
Baker (CA) Crane Hancock The vote was taken by electronic de-  grown (L) Hamilton Morgomery
g:'ﬁ;ggﬁ) g::fn"eans Eg;‘f:r”t vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays Brown (OH) Hastings (FL) Morella
Barr Cubin Hastings (WA) 190, not voting 15, as follows: Bryant (TX) Hefner Nadler
! 9 Cardin Hilliard Neal
Barrett (NE) Cunningham Hayes [Roll No. 844] Castle Hinchey Oberstar
Bartlett Davis Hayworth YEAS—227 Clay Holden Obe
Barton Deal Hefley 4
d Clayton Hoyer Olver
Bass DelLay Heineman Allard Calvert Ehlers Clement Jackson-Lee Ortiz
Bateman Diaz-Balart Herger Archer Camp Ehrlich Clyburn Jacobs Owens
Beilenson Dickey Hobson Armey Canady Emerson Coburn Jefferson pallone
Bereuter Doolittle Hoekstra Bachus Chabot English Coleman Johnson (CT) pastor
Bilbray Dornan Hoke Baker (CA) Chambliss Everett Collins (IL) Johnson (SD) Payne (NJ)
Bilirakis Dreier Horn Baker (LA) Chenoweth Ewing Collins (MI) Johnson. E. B Payne (VA)
Bliley Duncan Hostettler Ballenger Christensen Fawell Condit Johnstor‘1 T Peterson (FL)
Blute Dunn Houghton Barcia Chrysler Fields (TX) Conyers Jones Peterson (MN)
Boehlert Ehlers Hunter Barr Clinger Flanagan Costello Kanjorski Pickett
Boehner Ehrlich Hutchinson Barrett (NE) Coble Foley Coyne Kaptur Poshard
Bonilla Emerson Hyde Bartlett Collins (GA) Forbes Delauro Kennedy (MA) Rahall
Bono English Inglis Barton Combest Fox Dellums Kennedy (RI) Rangel
Brownback Everett Johnson (CT) Bass Cooley Frelinghuysen Dicks Kennelly Reed
Bryant (TN) Ewing Johnson, Sam Bateman Cox Frisa Dingell Kildee Richardson
Bunn Fawell Kasich Bentsen Cramer Gallegly Dixon Kleczka Rivers
Bunning Fields (TX) Kelly Bereuter Crane Ganske Doggett Klink Roemer
Burr Flanagan Kim Bilbray Crapo Gekas Dooley LaFalce Rose
Burton Foley King Bilirakis Cremeans Geren Doyle Lantos Roukema
Buyer Forbes Kingston Bliley Cubin Gilchrest Durbin Levin Roybal-Allard
Callahan Franks (NJ) Klug Blute Cunningham Gillmor Edwards Lewis (GA) Rush
Calvert Frelinghuysen Knollenberg Boehlert Danner Gilman Engel Lipinski Sabo
Camp Frisa Kolbe Boehner Davis Goodlatte Ensign Lofgren Sanders
Canady Gallegly LaHood Bonilla Deal Goodling Eshoo Lowey Sawyer
Castle Ganske Largent Bono DelLay Goss Evans Luther Schumer
Chabot Gekas Latham Brown (CA) Deutsch Graham Farr Maloney Scott
Chambliss Geren LaTourette Brownback Diaz-Balart Greenwood Fattah Manton Sensenbrenner
Chenoweth Gilchrest Laughlin Bryant (TN) Dickey Gunderson Fazio Markey Serrano
Christensen Gillmor Lazio Bunn Doolittle Gutknecht Fields (LA) Martinez Shays
Chrysler Gilman Leach Bunning Dornan Hall (TX) Eilner Martini Sisisky
Clinger Goodlatte Lewis (CA) Burr Dreier Hancock Elake Mascara Skaggs
Coble Goodling Lewis (KY) Burton Duncan Hansen Foglietta Matsui Skelton

Coburn Goss Lightfoot Callahan Dunn Harman
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Slaughter Thurman Waxman
Spratt Torres Whitfield
Stark Torricelli Williams
Stokes Towns Wilson
Studds Traficant Wise
Stupak Velazquez Woolsey
Tanner Vento Wyden
Taylor (MS) Visclosky Wynn
Tejeda Ward Yates
Thompson Waters
Thornton Watt (NC)
NOT VOTING—15
Bevill Fowler Ros-Lehtinen
Buyer Istook Schroeder
Chapman Johnson, Sam Tucker
de la Garza Kasich Volkmer
DeFazio Pelosi Young (AK)
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen for, with Mr. DeFazio
against.

Mr. BROWDER and Mr. KENNEDY of
Massachusetts changed their vote from
“‘yea’ to “‘nay’’.

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
disagreement.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Senate Amendment Number 63:

Page 51, strike out all after line 20, over to
and including line 3 on page 52 and insert:

For necessary expenses for the Corporation
for National and Community Service in car-
rying out the orderly terminations of pro-
grams, activities, and initiatives under the
National and Community Service Act of 1990,
as amended (Public Law 103-82), $6,000,000:
Provided, That such amount shall be utilized
to resolve all responsibilities and obligations
in connection with said Corporation and the
Corporation’s Office of Inspector General.

Page 53, strike out all after line 9, over to
and including line 7 on page 60 and insert:

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT

For program administration and manage-
ment activities, including necessary ex-
penses for personnel and related costs and
travel expenses, including uniforms, or al-
lowances therefore, as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
5901-5902; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, but at rates for individuals not to ex-
ceed the per diem rate equivalent to the rate
for GS-18; hire of passenger motor vehicles;
hire, maintenance, and operation of aircraft;
purchase of reprints; library memberships in
societies or associations which issue publica-
tions to members only or at a price to mem-
bers lower than to subscribers who are not
members; construction, alteration, repair,
rehabilitation, and renovation of facilities,
not to exceed $75,000 per project; and not to
exceed $6,000 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses; $1,670,000,000, which
shall remain available until September 30,
1997.

Page 60, after line 8 insert:

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Page 60, line 13, strike out [$28,542,000] and
insert: $27,700,000.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | offer a motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
CoMBEST). The Clerk will designate the
motion.

laid on
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The text of the motion is as follows:
AMENDMENT NUMBERED 63

Mr. LEwis of California moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 63, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:

For necessary expenses for the Corporation
for National and Community Serivce in car-
rying out the orderly termination of pro-
grams, activities, and initiatives under the
National and Community Service Act of 1990,
as amended (Public Law 103-82), $15,000,000:
Provided, That such amount shall be utilized
to resolve all responsibilities and obligations
in connection with said Corporation and the
Corporation’s Office of Inspector General.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEwis] and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] will
each be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the motion in disagree-
ment that is before us involves a dis-
agreement between the other body and
the House relative to the funding of
that program which is known as
AmeriCorps. The actual amendment in-
volved here increases the amount from
$6 to $15 million, and provides a foun-
dation whereby we will be moving to-
ward termination of that program.

Essentially it is a reflection of the
will of the House, which has voted on
other occasions essentially to termi-
nate the funding for AmeriCorps, and
that is what the motion of disagree-
ment is all about.

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

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, there is really no point
in spending much time on this amend-
ment reported in disagreement. The
issue here has little to do with the po-
sitions of the House or the Senate re-
garding the funding level for the Cor-
poration for National and Community
Service. The House bill would termi-
nate the corporation and allow the use
of funds previously appropriated to ac-
complish the orderly shutdown. The
Senate bill appropriates $6 million to
carry out the orderly termination of
the corporation’s activities. Obviously,
the difference between the two bills is
not great. The motion offered by the
gentleman from California would pro-
vide $15 million for the corporation’s
termination costs.

Technically, this motion violates the
rules of the House, and under normal
circumstances that would be the rea-
son it is reported in disagreement.
However, since the Republican man-
agers of the bill chose to get waivers of
the rules in about a hundred other in-
stances where they violated the rules, |
don’t think that is the real reason.

It would appear that the underlying
reason the managers of the bill re-
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ported this amendment in disagree-
ment is to allow an avenue for action if
a further understanding on the pros-
pects for administration approval of
this bill can be reached. Given the ad-
ministration’s recent policy statement
on this bill, it seems to me the gulf of
differences is too large to be bridged
without a sizable increase in the allo-
cation for the bill, rendering this ac-
tion futile.

Mr. Speaker, | would just note the
reason that | take this position is be-
cause in the statement of administra-
tion policy, which was received from
the President’s office, they make ref-
erence to the conference report includ-
ing no funds for the President’s suc-
cessful National Service Program. It
says if such funding were eliminated,
the bill would cost nearly 50,000 young
Americans the opportunity to help
their community, through AmeriCorps,
to address vital local needs, such as
health care, crime prevention, and edu-
cation, while earning a monetary
award to help them pursue additional
education or training.
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Then it states emphatically the
President will not sign any version of
this appropriations bill that does not
restore funds for this vital program.

So, with these observations, Mr.
Speaker, | see no need for lengthy de-
bate on this matter, and would advise
Members that | do not intend to seek a
recorded vote on the motion.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, | agree with my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES], that there is no reason to
have extended discussion on this mo-
tion in disagreement. | think it is im-
portant to say, however, that one of
the reasons the motion is in this form
is because we wanted to make a tech-
nical change that would allow the
other body, under the rules of the other
body, if it so chose, to amend this mo-
tion in disagreement further.

Mr. Speaker, if between now and that
time the administration is serious
about wanting to rearrange or make
adjustments in this bill that will lead
to agreement between the legislative
branch and the executive branch that
would cause the President to sign this
bill, there is that option. It is a very
narrow window. It seems to be closing
very rapidly.

Mr. Speaker, should the President’s
people inform the President of this op-
portunity, it could very well be that we
could have a final bill that is signable
and thereby service these agencies in a
fashion that makes sense. If the Presi-
dent chooses not to do this, it is likely
to lead to a long-term continuing reso-
lution that will cause all of these agen-
cies to be funded at something like 25
percent below the 1995 year.

Mr. Speaker, for that reason, the mo-
tion in disagreement is in the form
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that it is in. | would urge the Members
to support my position on the motion.

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

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | have no
further requests for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMBEST). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 291, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, for
whatever reason, my vote on H.R. 2684,
the Senior Citizens Right To Work Act,
was not recorded. | strongly support
the bill and | wanted my vote to be
“aye.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, on
December 5, 1 was unable to be here
due to illness and | missed rollcall
votes numbered 834, 835, 836, and 837.
Had | been here, I would have voted
“‘yes’ on rollcall 834, ‘*yes’ on rollcall
vote 835, ‘““yes’ on rollcall vote 836, and
“‘yes’” on rollcall vote 837.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. FAZIO of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | ask for this time for the purpose
of yielding to the distinguished major-
ity leader, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY], to announce the schedule
for the next week and the remainder of
this season.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. | am more
than happy to yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, this vote
marks the end of the legislative busi-
ness for the week. On Monday, Decem-
ber 11, the House will meet in pro
forma session. There will be no legisla-
tion business that day.

On Tuesday, December 12, the House
will meet at 10 o’clock a.m. and recess
immediately to receive Prime Minister
Peres of Israel in a joint meeting of the
House and the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, the House will recon-
vene at 1 p.m. for morning hour and
2:30 p.m. for legislative business. We
will first consider two bills on the Cor-
rections Day Calendar: H.R. 1787, a bill
to repeal the saccharin notice require-
ment; and H.R. 325, the communter op-
tion bill.

After consideration of the correction
of corrections day bills, we will take up
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a number of bills under suspension of
the rules. 1 will not read through the
bills now, but a list will be distributed
to Members’ offices. We will then turn
to H.R. 2621, legislation concerning dis-
investment of Federal trust funds.

Members should be advised that we
do not expect recorded votes until 5
o’clock p.m. on Tuesday, December 12.

For Wednesday and the balance of
the week, we expect to consider the fol-
lowing bills, all of which will be sub-
ject to rules: H.R. 2666, the Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations Act for fiscal
year 1996; the conference report for
H.R. 1977, the Interior Appropriations
Act for fiscal year 1996; the conference
report for H.R. 2546, the District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act for fiscal
year 1996; the conference report for S.
1026, the Department of Defense au-
thorization bill; H.R. 1020, the Inte-
grated Nuclear Spent Fuel Manage-
ment Act; the conference report for S.
652, the Telecommunications Competi-
tion and Deregulation Act of 1995; and,
H.R. 1745, the Utah Public Lands Man-
agement Act of 1995.

Also, it is possible that legislation
pertaining to the deployment of troops
in Bonsia would be considered next
week.

As Members know, the continuing
resolution expires Friday, December 15.
I am hopeful that progress will be made
in ongoing budget negotiations that
would result in legislation that will
balance the budget in 7 years; perma-
nently increase the public debt limit;
and, fund those areas of government
for which appropriations bills have not
yet been approved.

However, given these unusual cir-
cumstances, it is impossible to inform
Members with any accuracy when the
House will adjourn next week.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | would yield to the gentleman fur-
ther to inquire if it is possible to give
the Members any more certainty when
the Bosnia resolution would be consid-
ered. | know that every Member would
want to be present for that debate and
that vote.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would again yield, | thank the
gentleman for his inquiry. Mr. Speak-
er, | am sorry | cannot be more precise.
I know that that would not happen on
Tuesday. It could not happen before
Wednesday, | am sure, out of consider-
ation for the Members. Other than
that, | really cannot give the gen-
tleman any more precise information.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, Wednesday and Thursday are the
most likely dates?

Mr. ARMEY. Most likely.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentleman would respond fur-
ther, | know that we have a need for a
third CR. Everybody is aware of the
fact that it seems we have six appro-
priation bills that have not yet made it
to the President for signature or veto.

Mr. Speaker, could the gentleman
give us some understanding as to when
it will be possible to extend this CR to
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a time when all of us could conclude it
would be realistic, many assuming it
might be sometime in mid-January?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would yield.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I am more than happy to yield on
that.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is aware that even today, after
informing the press, the President’s ne-
gotiations team is going to present to
the budget negotiation meetings their
recommendation for a 7-year balanced
budget with OMB scoring. We would
obviously want to give that all the con-
sideration it is due.

Of course, seeing that the President
is moving in the direction of a 7-year
balanced budget, we remain hopeful
and optimistic that during the course
of this weekend and next week that we
will come to a conclusion of these
budget negotiations. At that time, of
course, as we have racked up the work,
we will address the question and the
need for a continuing resolution to
handle that discretionary spending for
bills not yet approved by the President.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | realize that the general budget de-
bate is going to continue for a while,
and there are many, many issues in
disagreement, but the fundamental
need to keep the government function-
ing now is, | think, something that
grows more important to more Mem-
bers as we get closer to the holidays.

I have heard from both sides of the
aisle, and on the other side of the Cap-
itol as well, that there is no stomach
for sending Federal employees on an-
other unnecessary furlough around the
holidays, when we are not going to be
able to resolve the fundamental budget
issue anyway.

Mr. Speaker, is there any hope that
we could have at least a short-term ex-
tension of the CR to allow the Repub-
lican majority to catch up with the
schedule on the appropriation bills?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman’s inquiry. Mr.
Speaker, | would join my colleague
from California in regretting the Presi-
dent’s earlier decision to shut down the
Government and unnecessarily fur-
lough workers. I can only assure the
gentleman from California we will
present the President with an oppor-
tunity to maintain continuing oper-
ation of the Federal Government and
to avoid that.

Mr. Speaker, | am sure the gen-
tleman from California would join me
in hoping that given that opportunity
that the President will most certainly
be presented with, that he would opt
this time to not shut down the Govern-
ment as he did last time.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, reclaiming my time, there is cer-
tainly no question, when we have not
sent six of the appropriations bills to
him by the December 7 date, well be-
yond the normal October 1 fiscal year
date, it is kind of difficult to blame the
President.
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Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by ask-
ing this: Many of us will be traveling
back to our districts for the Christmas
holidays. Given the complexity of air-
line reservations as we get close to the
holidays, the difficulty in rescheduling,
is there any way the gentleman could
give the Members any kind of certainty
as to what time we would be allowed,
assuming we do not have a resolution
of this budget impasse, to return to our
districts, to our families, so that we
would not once again be in the position
of having canceled flights and an in-
ability to get new accommodations for
travel?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would again yield, | too share
the gentleman’s concern about the
spending bills not yet completed, par-
ticularly Health and Human Services,
the biggest discretionary spending bill
of all, which is, as the gentleman
knows, being held up by a Democrat
minority filibuster in the other body.
Perhaps we could get that broken out.

But frankly, Mr. Speaker, until we
can get more serious discussions about
the budget in the budget conference
with the President and his team, it is
very hard for me to predict what will
be the outcome, having even yet to this
point, today, recognizing of course that
the press has been briefed, but I, as a
member of that conference, have not
yet seen a serious proposal from the
White House. So, as we await that kind
of work, we will continue to be hopeful
that some of us may be home for
Christmas.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | think at this point, having ex-
hausted any potential questions and
certainly not having received any an-
swers, | would be more than happy to
yield back my time.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
DECEMBER 13, 1995

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday, December 13,
1995.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
DECLARE A RECESS ON TUES-
DAY, DECEMBER 12, 1995, FOR
THE PURPOSE OF RECEIVING IN
JOINT MEETING HIS EXCEL-
LENCY, SHIMON PERES, ACTING
PRIME MINISTER OF ISRAEL

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order at any time on Tuesday, Decem-
ber 12, 1995, for the Speaker to declare
a recess subject to the call of the Chair
for the purpose of receiving in joint
meeting His Excellency Shimon Peres,
Prime Minister of Israel.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that it be the con-
sent of the House that the Dallas Cow-
boys be recognized as America’s favor-
ite football team.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, | object.

QUESTIONS REGARDING END-OF-
SESSION SCHEDULE

(Mr. ABERCROMBIE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, if
the majority leader has not left the
floor, I would certainly like to ask that
he come back and answer a question
that | had in the minute that has been
given to me.

Mr. Speaker, if he will not, | would
say, Mr. Speaker, that I am going to
try and not use the word “‘bitter,” but
I certainly object to the cavalier fash-
ion with which the majority leader just
left the floor talking about the Dallas
Cowboys, when there were serious
questions asked and no answer was re-
ceived with respect to what is going to
happen with this ostensible Christmas
holiday that is coming up.

Mr. Speaker, | want to know, not just
for my convenience or inconvenience
with respect to travel. | think the peo-
ple of this country are entitled to know
whether the majority of this House has
come to a conclusion as to whether or
not there is going to be a holiday; as to
whether or not there is going to be a
shutdown of the Government; and,
whether they can give us a date as to
whether we are going home.

Mr. Speaker, | do not think we need
to end today’s business of the legisla-
tive week with the majority leader
cracking jokes about the Dallas Cow-
boys, as if there is no serious business
being done on this floor.
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 641, RYAN WHITE CARE REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 1995

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 641)
to reauthorize the Ryan White CARE
Act of 1990, and for other purposes,
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with House amendments thereto, insist
on the House amendments, and agree
to the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia?
The Chair hears none, and without ob-
jection, appoints the following con-
ferees:

From the Committee on Commerce,
for consideration of the Senate bill and
the House amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Messrs.
BLILEY, BILIRAKIS, COBURN, WAXMAN,
and STuDDsS. There was no objection.

FEDERAL REPORTS ELIMINATION
AND SUNSET ACT OF 1995

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 790)
to provide for the modification or
elimination of Federal reporting re-
quirements, with Senate amendments
to the House amendment thereto, and
agree to the Senate amendments to the
House amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments to the House amendment, as fol-
lows:

Senate amendments to House amendment:

Page 3, of the House engrossed amendment,
in the table of contents, strike out ‘‘Sec.
2021. Reports eliminated.” and insert ‘“‘Sec.
2021. Reports modified.”.

Page 18, of the House engrossed amend-
ment, strike out lines 6 and 7.

Page 18, line 8, of the House engrossed
amendment, strike out ‘‘(2)” and insert
S

Page 18, line 9, of the House engrossed
amendment, strike out ‘“(3)” and insert
“@).

Page 39, line 6, of the House engrossed
amendment, strike out ‘‘reports’ and insert
“report’’.

Page 39, line 7, of the House engrossed

amendment, strike out all after ‘936(b))”’
down to and including ‘“Code,”” in line 8.

Page 43, of the House engrossed amend-
ment, strike out line 19 and all that follows
over to and including line 2 on page 45.

Page 49, line 21, of the House engrossed
amendment, strike out “ELIMINATED” and
insert “MODIFIED"”.

Mr. EHRLICH (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendments to the
House amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, | do
not intend to object. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH]
for a brief explanation of the Senate
amendment.

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for yielding to me. In
drafting this expansive and important
piece of legislation it was discovered
that four inadvertent drafting errors
existed. Senator JOHN MCcCAIN offered
the amended version in the Senate yes-
terday and it passed with no objection.
Both the House and Senate majority
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and the minority have concurred with
these technical changes prior to Sen-
ator McCAIN offering his version on the
Senate floor yesterday. | urge Members
of this body to join me in support of
this bill so that it can be sent to the
President and this redtape burden can
be lifted from the executive branch. |
hope that this fully explains the gen-
tlewoman’s inquiry.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, | withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

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

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

REFERRAL OF VETO MESSAGE ON
H.R. 2586, TEMPORARY INCREASE
IN PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT, TO COM-
MITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the veto mes-
sage on the bill (H.R. 2586) to provide
for a temporary increase in the public
debt limit, and for other purposes, be
referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

SUPPORT THE RICKY RAY BILL

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing, more than 200 high school students
gathered on the Capital steps to rally
in support of “justice for all.” They
urge our passage of H.R. 1023, the
Ricky Pay Hemophilia Relief Fund
Act. This is a justice bill, designed to
meet Government’s share of the re-
sponsibility for a terrible medical trag-
edy that occurred in the early 1980’s,
when 8,000 people with hemophilia be-
came infected with the virus that
causes AIDS through the use of con-
taminated blood products. A review of
the record shows that the Government
failed to respond to the early warning
signs of blood-borne AIDS and missed
opportunities to protect hemophiliacs.
The students have chosen to lobby on
behalf of this legislation in part be-
cause most of them today are at the
age that Ricky Ray—a constituent of
mine—would have been if he had lived.

Tragically, Ricky Ray, and too many
like him, succumbed to AIDS in De-
cember of 1992, at the age of only 15.
Please join more than 160 of our col-
leagues and cosponsor this bill. It’s the
right thing to do.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extension of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GIBBONS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extension of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed

the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extension of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extension of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
METCALF] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extension of Remarks.]

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2621, PROTECTING FEDERAL
TRUST FUNDS

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-388) on the resolution (H.
Res. 293) providing for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2621) to enforce
the public debt and to protect the So-
cial Security trust funds and other
Federal trust funds and accounts in-
vested in public debt obligations, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

VACATING OF SPECIAL ORDER

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent to vacate my request to
speak for 5 minutes today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. POSHARD addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN] is recognized for 5
minutes.

[Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] is recognized for 5
minutes.

[Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. TIAHRT addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MFUME addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JONES] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

ON THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker,
many times during the vigorous debate
on the House floor, much of what is
spoken of is sometimes confusing and
traveling in murky waters as the
American people try to understand the
direction that this Congress is taking.
Interestingly enough, as we heard last
evening, the President vetoing H.R.
2491, many might have thought that
here we go again with an attempt at
being an obstructionist and not pursu-
ing the needs of the American people.

But | think there needs to be a little
explanation as to how we got to this
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day, for many of us stayed here the
weekend before Thanksgiving to make
a commitment to the American people.
That was that we would get a budget
and, yes, we would agree on a 7-year
budget. But as Democrats and the
President pressed forward, we made
certain points that must be reempha-
sized. We said we would do so, protect-
ing Medicare, Medicaid, student loans,
food stamps, not hurt the environment,
raise taxes, not raise taxes on millions
of working men and women and their
families by slashing the earned income
tax credit, and thereby providing a
huge tax cut for beneficiaries making
over $200,000. That, Mr. Speaker, was in
the continuing resolution, no doubt.
The language was as clear as black and
white.

Now we come to a point where we are
making accusations about the Presi-
dent’s veto. He made it clear. We will
work with you on a 7-year budget. But
we understand the needs of Americans,
education, Medicare reform, but han-
dling and responding to the needs of
Americans with health care, Medicaid,
the environment. How many Ameri-
cans have sent the Republicans here to
dismantle the Clean Water Act and the
Clean Air Act?

This is reflected in the VA-HUD bill
that we saw today passed, even though
it cuts VA facilities, veterans facilities
by 62 percent. It cuts housing programs
by 21 percent. It cuts the Environ-
mental Protection Act by 21 percent. It
cuts Superfund cleanups which in fact
in my home communities in the 18th
Congressional District, two neighbor-
hoods now are facing the need to have
environmental cleanup. That is cut by
some 19 percent. Funds for elderly and
disabled housing are each cut by 40 per-
cent.

But the real irony, Mr. Speaker, is
that just 8 days or so ago, this VA-
HUD bill was recommitted to the con-
ference committee with instructions to
restore dollars for veterans health. In
the shadow of Bosnia and on this fa-
mous day, December 7, 1995, reflecting
on December 7, 1941, here we go again
in rejecting the service that veterans
have done. Just 8 days ago we recom-
mitted it, but today we have the same
Members who voted last time to recom-
mit change their votes because they
are more concerned with being in step
with the majority than being in step
with the American people.

Then in my own district of Houston,
we find in the VA-HUD bill extraneous
material dealing with public housing.
Let me set the record clear. For this
project, Allen Parkway Village, | am
for providing housing, public housing
for the 13,000 who are on the waiting
list in Houston. I am for providing
housing for seniors, working parents,
affordable housing and, yes, public
housing for those who need it. | am
particularly for getting a master plan
that will include the Houston Housing
Authority, the city of Houston, the
residents and all parties that have been
involved.
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A master plan sets the direction of
how we should be able to compete and
how we should be able to structure a
housing development that will respond
to all the needs of the people. Yes, | am
for preservation that would preserve
the concepts and the architectural de-
sign of an entity that has been noted as
having historic value. But we have an
extraneous language in the VA-HUD
bill that does not relate to bringing
people together in Houston. It relates
to tearing us apart.

I am going to stand my ground, and
that ground is to work with all the par-
ties to ensure that we do have good
housing in Houston in the Allen Park-
way Village. It is for the elderly. We
have it for those needing public hous-
ing. We have it for working families.
We have a concept, a campus style con-
cept that provides educational train-
ing, recreational services, job training
so that those citizens in public housing
can get out of public housing and be-
come independent and move into other
styles of housing.

It is important, Mr. Speaker, that
just as the President has asked and the
Democrats have committed to, we
must work together on the budget, pro-
tecting the environment, protecting
those who need Medicare and Medicaid,
protecting those who need educational
loans. And, yes, when we talk about
public housing, we must work together
because those of us who work together
will get the right job done for all of
America.

BOSNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
FUNDERBURK] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, |
am here to talk about the tragedy of
American troops being sent to Bosnia
and the fact that the President has
made a decision without consulting
with the American people and without
consulting with Congress.
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We are here for a purpose in the Peo-
ple’s House. We were elected to rep-
resent the people. Article I, section 8 of
the Constitution gives the Congress the
authority and the power to raise funds
for armies and for the Navy. The Presi-
dent, like he did with the Mexican bail-
out, has simply gone around the Con-
gress and tried to circumvent us in this
action.

It is obvious from the polls taken
around the country, and it is obvious
from the people who call into our office
every day, that there is very little sup-
port for the President’s action, yet he
has gone ahead without the support of
the people and without the support of
the Congress, and | think there is a
tragedy in the making.

Personality | lived 6 years of my life
in the Balkans. | was a United States
Ambassador to Romania, which borders
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Yugoslavia. | traveled over into Yugo-
slavia, and the terrain in that area is
mountainous. Winter is coming in the
Balkans at this time. We have got
tanks over there that are going to be
messed up in the mush and the slog of
winter. There are millions of land
mines that have been planted by the
Bosnia Serbs, and Croats, and Moslems.

And the President said he is sending
American troops over there to keep the
peace, and that we are going to impose
and we are going to bring about a
peace, and we are going to stop the
genocide of these people. Well, if we go
everywhere in the world simply be-
cause people ware fighting and killing
each other, we could be in Sudan, we
could be in Northern lIreland, we could
be in Afghanistan, we could be all over
the world. This is an absurdity.

In 1386 they had a famous battle, the
Battle of the Blackbirds in the former
Serbia and Yugoslavia, and that is
when the Serbs lost, and the Ottoman
Turks came in, and they won, and
many of the people converted or were
forced to convert to Islam. Today the
Serbs, who are Orthodox Christians,
are still upset and they are still seek-
ing revenge, and they are still fighting
against those who became Moslems. So
you see you have an ethnic strife that
has been going on for 600 years, and we
are supposed to send troops over there
for 1 year, let them stand in place, get
killed by land mines, get Killed by rad-
ical Arab terrorists who are in the
area, and then we exit after 1 year sup-
posedly, and we will have established
peace that has not been there for 600
years. Come on, Mr. President, give me
a break, get real.

The cost in lives to America is some-
thing that we ought to be very careful
about, and the cost in dollars. First of
all, the President said he was only
going to send 20,000 troops. That is
what he told the American people. Now
it is up to 37,000 troops. First he said it
is only going to cost us $2 billion. Now
it is up to $4 billion.

I mean we are up here to balance the
budget, we are here to reduce the defi-
cit, we are here to cut costs, and the
President is getting money for a Mexi-
can bailout, $25 billion out of a slush
fund. Now he wants to send $4 billion,
probably much more, to Bosnia, a place
that is an artificial creation, it is not
a member of NATO. We have NATO set
up to defend members of NATO against
the Soviet threat. What happened to
the Soviet threat? So he said we have
got to save NATO by going to Bosnia.

Are you ready for this? The President
backed last week the Foreign Minister
of Spain, Spain is not even part of the
military aspect of NATO, he backed
the Foreign Minister, Javier Solana, to
be the new NATO military commander.
Well, this is an anti-NATO guy who is
a member of the Socialist Worker’s
Party, tried to establish communism in
Spain, one of Fidel Castro’s best
friends. Now he is the head of NATO.
We want to go save NATO under the
NATO military command of Javier
Solana. Give me a break.
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The President apparently has poll-
sters who have told him, “What you’ve
got to do is establish some leadership
credentials, so go over there, and look
presidential, act like command in
chief, and the people will reward you
for it.”” Not only that, they told him
something, and if this is the way he is
operating, and this is truly what is be-
hind this, this is a very cynical way to
manipulate the American people and to
perhaps bring about the loss of lives
and a lot of dollars. They said, you
know, ‘It doesn’t matter if the Amer-
ican people are opposed to this action,
it does not matter if Congress is op-
posed to it. You put the troops in the
field, and they will be forced to do the
loyal thing and say they support the
American troops.”’

That is the box he is putting us in,
and | think he is making a tragic mis-
take, and | wish he would reconsider.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BRYANT of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

FOCUSING ON A POSITIVE FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, first of all,
I wanted to thank the President of the
United States. We had the great for-
tune of going to the White House the
other evening for the Congressional
Ball, and my mother, Frances Foley,
was in town. | was able to take her to
that great honor, and it was an evening
of celebration, it was an evening of
sharing the great bounty of this Nation
in the people’s home, the White House,
and, yes, as a Republican, it was a
great honor to be in the company of
President Clinton and his wife.

The spirit that was alive in the
house, the White House, that evening,
was one that should be evident on this
floor, one that should be evident in the
debate about our budget for the Na-
tion’s future. He signed the veto mes-
sage the other day, and the pen failed
to write, and while many are making a
joke about it, it does symbolize one
thing: Our well is dry here in the Na-
tion’s Treasury. We are running on
empty financially. It is time to step up
to the plate and face the very impor-
tant responsibility of Congress with
the help of the President in balancing
the budget with legitimate numbers,
with legitimate dialog, with legitimate
protections for our Nation’s resources,
but doing it in an honest and honorable
and peaceful fashion, so that all Ameri-
cans, regardless of party, can be proud
of the actions of this Congress, that
they have, in fact, done the people’s
work and they have done it profes-
sionally and respectfully.
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I want to discuss another issue be-
cause from time to time Members of
the House talk about public education
as if it is a disaster, and they make un-
kind statements to public education.
The teaching profession, teaching our
children, is one of the most noble pro-
fessions in our Nation.

There are problems in schools. There
are problems on campuses. But they
are not all related to schools and pub-
lic education. They are related to a lot
of external factors in our Nation.

I think about one of my counties,
Palm Beach County, and | think of all
the great things our school systems are
doing. My father is a principal of an al-
ternative school, a school of last resort
for children with behavioral problems,
drug addictions, truancy problems. He
tells us often about the successful
graduations of children that were oth-
erwise thought of as not having a po-
tential for passing anything, never
mind high school, but they graduate;
stories about young girls who become
naval officers, who are the top of the
naval class, who a few years earlier
were counted out as derelicts, druggies,
incompetent youth. The School of the
Arts in Palm Beach County, allowing
kids to express God-given talents in
arts, and music, and dance, and thea-
ter, things that are not traditional, but
they are learning something that they
have a skill and an expertise in. Junior
ROTC programs teaching children mili-
tary leadership. They are enrolling doz-
ens of people in my school community,
and they are succeeding in educating
our young people. The science, the
math, the police academies that spring
up around our communities that are
successfully graduating children with
an educational opportunity that allows
them to go out, and get a job and be-
come meaningful, taxpaying, produc-
tive citizens.

Palm Beach Garden High School; |
visited the film school. We did inter-
views. They had tremendous techno-
logical equipment, learning to be little
broadcasters. Someday they may be on
the evening news.

These are things that are working in
our school system that we need to
magnify, talk about in a positive way,
show that public education is working,
show that teachers who are sacrificing
in a job dealing with difficult students
are doing so because they love this
country, they love children, and they
want to see the future of those children
succeed.

Future Farmers of America pro-
grams, 4-H Clubs, all things that are
working in public education that we all
too often in Congress just say things
are bad in public education, but it is
time to stand up for the programs that
work. It is time to talk about the one
thing that we can make certain when
we talk about the future direction of
America is that children have a posi-
tive education, that they learn, that
they are inspired, that they are told
different things, learn to work on com-
puters, learn to talk about children
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who may not go to college, but in fact
may work at McDonald’s, may in fact
become a store manager and a store
owner, may work at Publix as a bag
boy and rise to be a manager of that
store; that it is within each of us that
we can excel, that we can excel and be
supportive of this great country of
ours.

We have got to focus in this Congress
about the very good things in our Na-
tion and not always be talking about
negativity, and disastrous con-
sequences and evil, mean-spirited poli-
tics, because this Nation is the great-
est Nation on Earth. God’s gift to us
has been one of being able to enunciate
those positive things on this floor.

So let us respect teachers, let us re-
spect public education, let us respect
private schools, but education is
everybody’s future, it is our Nation’s
salvation, it is the elimination in the
future of crime and dependency in our
Nation.

So, | urge my colleagues to focus in
the next year ahead, as we enter 1996,
on positive education, positive future
for our Nation, positive leadership for
our children.

KEEP MEDICAID INTACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today
was National Medicaid Day, and my-
self, and Senator LAUTENBERG, and a
number of other Members of Congress,
participated in an event on the front
lawn of the Capitol where we stressed
the fact that the Medicaid changes
that have been proposed by the Repub-
lican leadership will have a severely
negative impact on the low-income
people, be they seniors, children, the
disabled, who now benefit from the
Medicaid Program, which is the Fed-
eral program that guarantees health
care for low-income people.

I was very pleased to see that yester-
day when the President signed his veto
and sent his veto message to Congress
in reaction to the Republican leader-
ship budget that he stressed the ex-
treme impact, if you will, and the un-
acceptable changes in the Medicaid
program that were set forth in that Re-
publican budget. | am hopeful that dur-
ing the negotiations that are taking
place now over the budget where the
President and the congressional leader-
ship, particularly the Republican lead-
ership, seek to come together on a
compromise budget bill, that the bill
will successfully keep Medicaid intact
and guarantee health care coverage for
those people that are currently covered
by the Medicaid Program.

What | think is most important dur-
ing these negotiations is that the Med-
icaid guarantee, the guarantee that has
been around here now for 30 years, that
low-income people have health care
coverage, that those same eligible peo-
ple be eligible in guaranteed health
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care under whatever comes out of these
budget negotiations.

There has been a lot of talk about
flexibility on the Republican side, and
specifically today a number of Repub-
lican Governors came down to the cap-
ital and stressed that they would like
to have flexibility in the Medicaid Pro-
gram and how it is administered, and |
agree with that concept of flexibility.
But the flexibility should not go so far
that they can declare certain people in-
eligible for Medicaid and, therefore,
have no health insurance, or set the
standards and the coverage for the
Medicaid Program so low or so slim, so
to speak, that the type of coverage
that is now provided where certain
services, certain health care services,
are provided, would not be provided or
the quality of care would be dimin-
ished.

So | am hopeful that we will not only
see in these negotiations a Medicaid
Program that guarantees coverage for
those who are not eligible for Medicaid,
but also that certain minimum stand-
ards be put in place as to what a health
care coverage or what a policy would
include for low-income people, and
lastly that sufficient funding be put
back into the budget bill for the Medic-
aid Program so that we do not see a de-
cline in quality for the program.
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The President mentioned in his veto
message five concerns that he had
about the Republican budget when it
dealt with Medicaid. | would like to go
through those briefly.

First, he said that the Republican
budget cuts Federal Medicaid pay-
ments to States by $163 billion over 7
years, a 28 percent cut by the year 2002
below what the Congressional Budget
Office estimates is necessary for Medic-
aid spending. So the concern here is
that if you cut Medicaid by 20 percent
over what we estimate we need for
those who are currently eligible for
Medicaid, that by the year 2002 States
with the lesser funds would have to
eliminate that many people from the
Medicaid Program.

Second, the President mentioned
that the Republican bill converts Med-
icaid into a block grant with dras-
tically less spending, eliminating guar-
anteed coverage to millions of Ameri-
cans and perhaps forcing States to drop
coverage for millions of the most vul-
nerable citizens, including children and
the disabled. This is really the key dur-
ing the budget negotiations. We do not
want to eliminate what we call the en-
titlement status of Medicaid, so that
certain people are not eligible because
States decide that they do not have
enough money and will not cover them.

Third, the President said that the
Republican budget purports to guaran-
tee coverage to certain groups but does
not define a minimum level of benefits.
There again, it is not only important
that a eligible Medicaid recipients con-
tinue to be eligible, but that whatever
package is put together of coverage for
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them, that those same minimum level
of services be included for a national
standard so that individual States can
change it.

Fourth, the President said that the
Republican budget purports to protect
certain vulnerable populations with
set-asides, but would cover less than
half of the estimated needs of senior
citizens and people with disabilities in
the year 2002. The best example of this
are those particularly vulnerable sen-
iors who are low income, who now have
their Medicare part B coverage paid,
but would not necessarily have it under
this proposal. As | said again, Mr.
Speaker, we will be talking about this
a lot more. It is most important that
Medicaid be guaranteed for those low-
income people.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. SoOuUDER] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. SOUDER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

PRESIDENT CLINTON’S VETO OF
THE BALANCED BUDGET ACT
PURELY A PUBLIC RELATIONS
STUNT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. LEwiIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, as we all know, the President ve-
toed the Balanced Budget Act of 1995. |
am not surprised, but | am dis-
appointed. | want to talk about why I
believe the President vetoed what |
think was a very good budget for this
country. It was a bad veto for all of us.
First of all, it was purely a public rela-
tions stunt, as full of irony as hypoc-
risy. The President had the pen Lyndon
Johnson used to sign Great Society
into law flown into Washington, DC
from Texas.

After his speech, the President quick-
ly left the room before he had to an-
swer questions about his balanced
budget, but there were plenty of ques-
tions Mr. Clinton should have answered
for the American people. The President
criticized the House-Senate plan to
save Medicare for the long term, but
has failed to offer his own. Perhaps
worse, 1994’s Clinton health care plan
contained major spending reductions in
the growth of Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, | wonder why it was OK
for the President to control spending
on Medicare but not for the Repub-
licans to do the same. He also should
have spoken further about the Great
Society programs Lyndon Johnson
used that pen for. For instance, most
Americans consider LBJ’s war on pov-
erty a terrible failure. Today, one child
in three is illegitimate, drug use is up,
education scores are down, and genera-
tions of families have depended on wel-
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fare instead of work. We have the high-
est crime rate in the world, and many
of our inner cities are devastated.

Is the President endorsing LBJ’s war
on poverty that has cost $5 trillion and
left this country’s poor in worse shape
that before? One more question, Mr.
Speaker. When Bill Clinton was run-
ning for President, he promised to bal-
ance the budget in 5 years. In his first
State of the Union address he promised
to use economic projections of the Con-
gressional Budget Office. Now he not
only refuses to offer a real 7-year bal-
anced budget plan, but he uses eco-
nomic figures cooked up by his own
economists so he does not have to
make tough choices. Then he stands on
the sidelines and demagogues honest
efforts to balance the budget. Why does
the President consistently say one
thing and do another?

I realize that this may sound more
than a little partisan, but frankly, |
am upset about a veto of the first bal-
anced budget we have had in more than
a generation, our first and perhaps last
chance to stop robbing our children
and grandchildren.

My daughter, 13 years old, my son, 24
years old, what kind of future are they
going to have unless we get realistic
about balancing the budget? I call on
the President to do just that. The
President’s LBJ pen did not work at
first. After trying a new inkwell he was
finally able to sign his name. If there
was any justice, the ink would have
been red.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. CHENOWETH addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

THE REAL ISSUES REGARDING
AMERICA’S ROLE IN BOSNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HORN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, the tragedy
in Bosnia is very much on the mine of
every Member of this Chamber. Bosnia
is not a partisan matter. Our policy in
Bosnia, in my judgment, has been the
error of two administrations, one of
one party and one of another party.
The embargo was put on by one, said
that it would be lifted by another, but
that still has not been done.

The result is that the Bosnians, who
were aggressed against, attacked, have
not had the weapons to defend them-
selves when they wanted to defend
themselves. Now we say in the Dayton
agreement that we will make sure the
Bosnians are finally armed. The embar-
go still exists. It needs to come off. Of
course, it never should have been put
on.

Mr. Speaker, the issue in this debate
is not who is an internationalist and
who is an isolationist. I would like to
think the issue is who is a realist.
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The issue is also one of the power of
the Congress and the power of the
President. Under the Constitution,
Presidents may wage war. It is Con-
gress that declares war.

As we know from studying the Con-
stitution in elementary school, high
school, college and university, there
are approximately 200 conflicts, large
and small, that we have been in since
1789 when the First Congress met in
New York. In only five of those did
Congress declare war, but it certainly
gave support to a number of others
through appropriations and through
authorization.

But that power of the President to
wage war is not a mandate to be Super
Cop to the world at either the whim or
the policy of the President. The ques-
tion is: “Where is our vital interest?”’

Usually the vital interest has been,
in most of those 200 engagements,
where the lives of citizens of the Unit-
ed States have been involved. Citizens
of the United States are not being held
captive in Bosnia and the lives of
American citizens have not been in-
volved.

We hear Members of the administra-
tion saying, “This is not going to be
another Vietnam,” even though one of
the top negotiators at Dayton had a
slip of the tongue in talking to a few of
us and mentioned Vietnam in the place
of where he meant Bosnia, Whether
that is significant | leave to the psy-
choanalysts.

Our troops are on the ground to sepa-
rate the warring parties, who now are
tired, presumably, and want peace
after 500 years of acrimony, war, and
conflict based on ethnicity as well as
on religion. What happens when those
supposedly tired warring parties decide
they do not want peace anymore and
the American forces are in the middle,
presumably trying to separate them?
The American forces thankfully do
have the power to respond, and to re-
spond promptly.

But | worry when a President, any
President, Republican or Democrat—
and this is a not a new thought with
me—does something in foreign affairs
in an election year. We all agree that
handling foreign affairs is, frankly, a
lot easier than dealing with domestic
policy and all the different factions
there.

The lives of American military men
and women are too valuable to be an
election year photo opportunity. The
President does not have the power to
deploy troops anywhere on either whim
or long-thought-out policy. It is the
Congress that must face up to the issue
as to whether the President has the
right to deploy troops in the former
Yugoslavia, primarily in Bosnia. |
would suggest that the President does
not have the right. He has not shown
us that there is a vital interest in
Bosnia for America.

Certainly there is a humanitarian in-
terest. There are dozens of humani-
tarian interests where people are being
butchered by their neighbors in the
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same country, be it in Africa, be it in
parts of Europe, be it in Asia. We can-
not be, as | said earlier, Super Cop to
the world. Congress needs to face up to
this issue and not duck it as it has been
ducking it for the last 2 weeks.

BLATANT POLITICAL DOCUMENTS
SENT FROM THE WHITE HOUSE
TO FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise today to discuss an issue re-
garding a letter that President Clinton
and Vice President GORE sent to a
number of Federal employees. | was at
a hearing last week on the space pro-
gram and we were receiving testimony
from the administrator, Mr. Dan Gold-
en, and one of the members at that
hearing brought up the subject of a let-
ter that had been sent to NASA em-
ployees in his district that he found
particularly offensive. | was very con-
cerned about this particular issue, so |
asked for a copy of this letter.

Honestly, Mr. Speaker, when | saw
this letter, |1 thought it was a hoax. |
thought the President and the Vice
President of the United States of
America could never be so foolish as to
send out to Federal civil service em-
ployees an openly and blatantly politi-
cal document such as this, which is ob-
viously in violation of statute. | had
one of my staff call over to the White
house to find out for sure, because |
thought it was obviously a hoax, as to
whether or not the White House had
authorized this letter. 1 was very, very
shocked to find out that this, indeed,
did come out of the office of the Presi-
dent and was authorized by the Vice
President’s office.

The letter is entitled ‘““An open letter
to Federal employees, from President
Clinton and Vice President Gore.” It
begins with a comment about how
proud they are of the work force, and
then it goes on to say some nice things
about the very good work that our Fed-
eral employees do, but then it goes on
to talk about the possibility of another
Federal shutdown.

It says in the fourth paragraph: ‘“You
all know that the law under which
most of the government is operating
expires on December 15, and the debate
that led to the November shutdown is
not over,” a very true and accurate
statement. | agree with it.

Then it goes on to say: ‘“We can’t
promise you that your jobs and your
lives won’t be interrupted again. Too
much is at stake for America. If you
are held hostage again, we know you
would not want us to forfeit the Na-
tion’s future as ransom.”’

Mr. Speaker, | think this is an out-
rage that the President and the Vice
President of the United States would
send out such a blatantly political doc-
ument to Federal employees. The Con-
gress of the United States sent to the
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President of the United States a con-
tinuing resolution to keep the Govern-
ment open, and the President of the
United States decided to veto that con-
tinuing resolution, and in him doing
so, vetoing that legislation, he shut the
Government down. It was quite appar-
ent to me when | heard that he did not
talk to the Speaker or the majority
leader of the other body on their trip
to Israel at all that he was very intent
on not negotiating with our side and
letting the government shut down.

Indeed, that was the real story be-
hind that lack of dialogue on that trip
to Israel, the fact that the President of
the United States wanted to go ahead
and shut the Government down, and
then these two gentlemen have the
nerve to turn around and send out such
a politically blatant document to Fed-
eral employees. I am calling on the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service, the honorable and distin-
guished gentleman from Florida, [Mr.
JOHN Mica] to hold hearings on this
subject, because | have since discov-
ered this is not the first time that this
has happened. No other President in
United States history has ever ex-
ploited the Federal work force for po-
litical advantage like this President
has.

I have in my hands a document that
came out of the White House, encour-
aging all Cabinet Members to solicit
political donations from Federal em-
ployees, so this President has done it
before. He has used his political office
of the Presidency of the United States
for his political gain. He is doing that
again in this letter. | think it is wrong.
No Republican President could ever get
away with doing anything like this. If
a Republican tried something like this,
the Washington press corps would be
up in arms, there would be calls for in-
vestigations, there would be hearings
being held.

I am rising today in this House to
call upon the Subcommittee on Civil
Service to hold hearings on what this
President and the Vice President of the
United States are doing, politicizing
our civil service work force. | could tell
you that | have civil service employees
in my district who got this letter and
they were outraged.
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IMPRISONMENT IS NOT THE
ANSWER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GONZALEZ] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, for all
of us, this is a holiday season—a time
for reflection and renewal. This should
most of all be a time to think about
possibilities—the possibilities of doing
the best we can.

The other day | read a truly grim re-
port: More than a million Americans
are in prison. Last year, the rate of
growth in prison population was the
biggest ever.
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Here in the United States, we lock up
the biggest percentage of the popu-
lation of any country in the world. The
chances of landing in prison are 8 to 10
times higher here than in other indus-
trial countries. And yet this is a far
more dangerous country than most:
Violent crime is far worse here than in
Canada or Britain or France or Ger-
many. So, clearly, locking people up
hasn’t made us safer.

In Texas, there are 127,000 people in
prison. That’s nearly equal to the pris-
on population of the whole United
States less than 20 years ago. We also
execute more criminals in Texas than
in any other State. And yet, | don’t
think anyone would say that we’ve
turned the corner on crime.

These days, people look at prisons as
a way of punishment, and the harsher
the better.

Ironically, prisons were invented as a
more humane way to treat criminals.
Prisons were supposed to replace brutal
punishments that left offenders scarred
or maimed—punishments that the Con-
stitution calls ‘“‘cruel and unusual.”
The idea was to create a penitentiary.
The word “‘penitentiary’ was meant to
describe a place where the miscreant
would be isolated so that he could
think about his offense and become
penitent. The offender would spend a
great deal of time alone, and be trained
in a useful occupation. The idea was, in
short, not just to punish, but to reha-
bilitate offenders.

These days, the 19th century idea of
penitentiaries is mostly forgotten. And
yet, the best run Federal prison
today—the one that costs the least to
run, the one where there is the least vi-
olence among inmates, and the one
where the inmates are least likely to
become repeat offenders—is run ex-
actly along the lines of the 19th cen-
tury idea of prison as a tool of reform
and rehabilitation. In other words, we
actually can compare a humane prison
against a brutal one, and we can see
the results: the humane prison is
cheaper to run and gets effective re-
sults; the brutal prison is more costly
and only poisons prisoners and commu-
nities alike.

Of course, not everyone can be reha-
bilitated. But in this season of hope
and renewal, we ought to think about
the growth of prisons, and ask our-
selves why we are pouring more and
more resources into a system that
clearly does not work.

There was a time when people were
jailed if they failed to pay their debts.
It was a curious and self-defeating
thing: a person obviously could not pay
a debt while in jail, so debtors’ prisons
were a burden on everybody: the credi-
tor didn’t get paid, the prisoner
couldn’t pay, and the local government
ended up saddled with jails full of hon-
est folks whose only crime was to be in
debt.

This got to be a real problem in the
city of Edinburgh, Scotland in the year
1742. So the city’s government did a
wise thing: they commissioned an art-
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ist to write a musical piece, hoping
that the resulting concert would raise
some money to pay off the debts of
some of the people who’d been impris-
oned for debt.

The composer who got the job was
George F. Handel, and in just 26 days
he produced the gigantic oratorio,
“The Messiah,” and it was a great hit:
the city raised a great deal of money,
paid off the debts of a number of pris-
oners, and freed them.

Today, it’s hard to imagine a city
council smart enough to commission a
concert to raise money to free pris-
oners. But we should think about the
lesson here: surely there is a better
thing to do than make a failing system
even worse.

After all, you can’t quarrel with the
results that the city fathers of Edin-
burgh got for their trouble: ““The Mes-
siah’” was an instant success, and it
freed prisoners and community alike of
a terrible situation. What’s more, “The
Messiah’ is the most performed choral
work in history.

If you happen to hear ‘“The Messiah”
performed this year. remember it was
written because a local government
wanted to make some money and free
some prisoners.

Maybe we can think about it, and
come up with ways to free ourselves of
the burden of a prison system which
produces far more burdens than it does
results. The least we can do in this sea-
son of hope and renewal is to ask our-
selves why it makes sense to have more
and harsher prisons, when the evidence
is that prisons that try to rehabilitate
prisoners, actually do get results, and
are safer and cheaper to run.

Shouldn’t we think about the possi-
bilities?

WE SUPPORT OUR SONS AND
DAUGHTERS IN BOSNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | rise this afternoon to ad-
dress the issue of Bosnia and to outline
the text of a resolution that was intro-
duced yesterday by my colleague on
the other side, PAuL McCHALE, and I,
both members of the House Committee
on National Security.

Mr. Speaker, | have consistently op-
posed the President’s policy on Bosnia
and | oppose it today. | voted for the
motions to lift the arms embargo be-
cause | felt we were not leveling the
playing field in that country. We could
have prevented many of the atrocities
that have occurred there over the past
several years, the ones that President
Clinton talked to the American people
about just a week ago.

| supported the resolution in opposi-
tion to the President sending in ground
troops. | think it is a grave mistake to
put our young people in the midst of
this turmoil, and in fact have stated so
repeatedly and believe today that we
are making a mistake.
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However, Mr. Speaker, the President
is the Commander in Chief, and has the
ability to deploy our troops where he
sees fit. Unfortunately, this President,
despite votes taken in this body and
the other body, overwhelmingly bipar-
tisan, objecting to his policy, has al-
ready committed our troops to Bosnia.
There is not much we can do about
that, Mr. Speaker, and that is unfortu-
nate.

However, Mr. Speaker, we can in fact
do something now, and that is what my
resolution and the resolution joined by
my friend, Mr. McHALE does. Our reso-
lution acknowledges that this Congress
has gone on record repeatedly against
inserting ground troops. Our resolution
also acknowledges that the President
is the Commander in Chief and, as
such, can send our troops and deploy
them where he wants.

The resolution does state that we in
this Congress overwhelmingly support
the sons and daughters of America
serving in our military who are going
to be deployed to Bosnia. But further-
more and perhaps most significantly,
what our resolution says is that now
that this President has committed our
troops, there will be no political sec-
ond-guessing of the support necessary
for them to complete their mission.

The reason why we make this state-
ment, Mr. Speaker, is just a few short
years ago when our troops were in So-
malia, a request was made by the gen-
eral in charge of those troops for
backup support. We would later find
out that that request was denied. When
asked why it was denied, the Secretary
of Defense at that time, Les Aspin, a
friend of mine until he passed away a
few short months ago, said that the po-
litical climate in Washington was not
right to deploy more troops to that
theater.

Mr. Speaker, we must never again
allow a political decision to decide the
fate of our troops. In Somalia, 18 young
men and women were Killed because we
did not provide the adequate backup 1
month after a request was made for ad-
ditional support. That must not happen
in this case and will not happen, be-
cause my resolution says that what-
ever General Joulwan wants in the way
of backup, whether it be personnel,
whether it be heavy artillery, whether
it be air support, or whatever that need
is, that there be no political second-
guessing from the White House. The
DOD and the administration must im-
mediately respond to the request deter-
mined by the general in charge of the
theater who has been given the respon-
sibility to protect the lives of our Kids.

Mr. Speaker, this is the least that we
can do to protect our young Americans
who are being assigned by this Presi-
dent to go into a hostile area that most
of us agree they should not be going to.
I ask my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to join us.

We already have bipartisan support.
The numbers are growing. We have
been joined by Mr. KENNEDY on the
other side, by Mr. CUNNINGHAM on our
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side, and by a number of other Mem-
bers, and | would ask our colleagues to
call my office today, or Mr. MCHALE’s
office, to sign up as cosponsors so that
we can let this President know that
while we disagree with him, he is going
to give our troops the support that
they need, they deserve and they war-
rant in terms of the operation in the
Bosnian theater.

NATIONAL DEBT CONTINUES TO
GROW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, | want
to thank Lisa and Melinda for helping
me bring out today’s total of the debt.
As of 3 o’clock this afternoon, the
United States national debt is
$4,988,640,469,699.34. For the second day
in a row, it is actually a decrease of
$125 million over yesterday.

Now, to reassure anyone who might
think that we have suddenly reversed
course in Washington, I want you to
know that, unfortunately, that is not
the case. In fact, the debt will fluc-
tuate on a daily basis, but overall, dur-
ing the current fiscal year, we can ex-
pect that the Federal debt will prob-
ably increase by another $200 billion. In
short, we will pass the $5 trillion mark
at some point in the next 6 or 7
months.

Having said that, again, | rise before
this House, Mr. Speaker, to point out
the incredible burden that this debt
presents, not only to this generation,
but to the generation represented by
Lisa and Melinda and other genera-
tions that will follow us in the future.
The $5 trillion is almost 40 percent of
every nickel and dime that the Federal
Government will spend over the next 7
years.

Now, one of the reasons that | think
it is important that this number be
brought to our attention on a daily
basis is that I think we have a hard
time as a country realizing that this is
not some abstract number that has no
meaning to the way we live our lives.

During my campaign for office in
1994, | campaigned on a theme of pay-
roll taxes. Specifically, | would talk in
various troops around my district
about the fact that if | went into a
store in Maine and bought a pack of
cigarettes, | would pay three taxes. If |
bought a can of beer, | would pay four
taxes. And we call those taxes on beer
and cigarettes sin taxes, because they
are taxes designed to discourage our
behavior, behavior that we consider ad-
verse to our health.

Well, yet, then what do we say when,
if 1 created a job and | pay or manage
9 different taxes in the State of Maine
and a number close to that in other
States across the country, and those 9
taxes on a job total almost 25 or 30 per-
cent of the total cost of hiring an em-
ployee, then what do we call that? Does
it become a sin today to create a job or
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create economic opportunity for an in-
dividual?

I would suggest before this Chamber
that there is a connection between an
extremely high tax burden across the
country, again 9 taxes and almost 25
percent of gross cost at the minimum
wage, not at a high wage, not at some
$100,000 salary level, but at a lousy $4.25
an hour. In fact, the minimum wage
today really is an appropriate term to
describe the problem that men and
women have when they find a job. The
real issue today is take-home pay, not
minimum wage. When you look at the
difference between the two, it is stag-
gering.

Now, | mentioned yesterday that |
have been criticized by a columnist in
a local paper back in my district that
this was a waste of time.

Specifically, this editor had objected
to the fact that | was faxing the debt
total out to him and other editors
throughout my district on a daily
basis. In fact, he criticized me and he
said, ‘“‘Congressman LONGLEY should
consider his own contribution to the
national debt by his wasting of our tax
dollars on faxes such as this, which
cost paper, employee time, computer
time, et cetera.

The editor went on to say, ‘I intend
to let him know that we do not need to
see a new fax each day or ever again.
Thank you.”

Now, the irony is that these several
paragraphs were maybe less than 20
percent of a column describing the
need of the local community to look
ahead in planning the use of their
downtown.

0 1600

I point that out, and in some sense
this is humorous but there is also a
very serious point that needs to be
made and this is fundamentally the
problem that we must confront as a
Congress and we must confront as a
country, is that Washington has be-
come so remote from day-to-day life in
America, from what goes on in our
town halls, and in our State govern-
ments, that we have ceased to realize
that the debt is actually a tangible fac-
tor that affects the way we live our
lives, and when the editor of a promi-
nent local paper suggests, when talking
about downtown improvements, that
the city cannot afford to just keep
chugging along not particularly wor-
ried about the future, it would not hurt
to think again.

Again, this is the ultimate issue.
This debt not only is a monument to
an incredible level of spending but it
represents the fact that Washington
has gone beyond a high level of taxes,
it has gone beyond a high level of
spending, and it has actually spent far
more than it has taken in and it is now
threatening to leave a $5 trillion stone
around the necks of our children and
our grandchildren and the future of
this country.

In my opinion, with all due respect to
this editor, there is no issue more im-
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portant than once and for all coming to
grips with this national tragedy.

SUPPORT VOICED FOR PRESI-
DENTIAL VETO OF RECONCILI-
ATION BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. VENTO] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | seek this
time today to voice my support for the
President’s veto of the reconciliation
measure that was returned to the
House with a long message yesterday
that was read into the RECORD.

In that message, of course, the Presi-
dent touched on, | think, the elemental
points of equity, of fairness, of the Con-
gress’ responsibility to try to achieve
laws that in fact provide for the needs
of the people that we represent. That
in doing so in terms of attempting to
achieve a balance in the budget that we
also balance the responsibilities and
the sacrifices that are expected in a
fair way to provide for our success as a
Nation today and into the future.

In fact, of course, today as we look at
the economy and the progress that has
been made in this administration, it is,
I think, encouraging, that since 1993
there are 6 million new jobs that have
been created, the deficit on an annual
basis is on a glidepath, that does not
mean that we can stop in terms of our
work, that in fact we must continue to
deal with attempting to achieve sav-
ings.

There are, of course, today 150,000
fewer Federal employees than there
were when the President took office.
So we are making some success.

But the President pointed out in that
deficit message specifically the type of
inordinate cuts that are being proposed
in Medicare. The President, of course,
has been foremost in his responsibility
and advocacy for health care reform. In
fact | think the first 2 years one of the
major shortcomings that occurred was
the future, of course, of a health care
reform proposal, an effort to rational-
ize the system.

Today | think the President, too,
would not argue that his plan was the
only plan in terms of health care re-
form but that it was necessary to ra-
tionalize that system to bring these
costs into control and the services in a
way that would inure to the benefit of
the people that we represent.

So that similarly when the President
points out the types of cuts in Medi-
care, 1 think he does it, in a sense,
standing on the high ground because of
the work that he has done. Similarly
the significant cuts in Medicare. In
fact, half the cuts in the budget pro-
posed by this new Congress, this Re-
publican Congress, have been in the
area of Medicare and Medicaid cuts.

Furthermore, of course, the Presi-
dent indicated his opposition and con-
cern to many other elements in terms
of the welfare reform.
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But one of the other areas that |
thought needed special attention is the
issue dealing with the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. This area is a very im-
portant area. Obviously in trying to
achieve a balanced budget, a fiscal
budget, we also need to maintain an
environmental balance.

| think what has been lost in the en-
thusiasm and the controversy that sur-
rounds many of the policies with the
environment has really been a lack of
understanding and a recognition of
what the consequence of many of these
actions are.

It is as if, Mr. Speaker, that we have
moved back to the 19th century era of
the robber barons and we are trying to
put into place policies that maybe were
right, and | do not even think they
were right in the 19th century, in the
latter part of the 20th century.

The Arctic Plain, the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, really represents an
area that is a window on the Ice Age.
Since the retreat of the great Ice Age,
this area has been the home of the cari-
bou calving ground of 160,000 herd cari-
bou, the porcupine caribou herd today.

What is being proposed here is to
take it out of that protected status
that it has enjoyed, to permit it to be
open to oil and gas exploration.

In order to understand the impact of
this, this is not just any piece of land.
It really is an arctic desert. It is an
area that has very little water on it.
The vegetative mat is about as deep as
the podium that | am standing in front
of today speaking and it has taken
20,000 years of accumulated growth for
that organic mat to form over the
polar ice area.

Of course, while the oil development
and gas development may not occupy
much of the surface, it would in es-
sence, of course, have a profound im-
pact on this 1.5 million-acre area. Inci-
dentally, it is the only part of the arc-
tic plain on the Beaufort Sea that is in
fact not open to development today,
and that is the irony, because there are
so many areas of Alaska, so many
areas of that plain that are already
open to oil development. And so just
feeding this, or letting the speculators
bid on it, would not deliver us a great
change in terms of our deficit but it
would | think destroy forever a pristine
area and create an environmental defi-
cit.

As my colleagues tonight are noting, the
Republican budget reconciliation bill decimates
programs for people such as Medicaid and
Medicare and replaces them with a new type
of welfare—aid to dependent industries and
special interests. This is especially evident
where environment issues are concerned.
Over and over again, the interests of the min-
ing, timber, oil, and gas industries take prece-
dence over public health and the rights of fu-
ture generations to inherit a healthy planet are
adversely affected by the provisions of the Re-
publican reconciliation measure especially as
it impacts the environment.

I'll make just a few points to illustrate my
point. First, the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
is destroyed.
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The bill permits oil and gas exploration sup-
posedly to secure $1.3 billion in Federal reve-
nue and in my view the Treasury will never re-
ceive that much because the economic as-
sumptions are faulty and the bill assumes a
50-50 split between the Federal Government
and Alaska, even though Alaska can and
probably will sue for 90 percent under the
Alaska Statehood Act.

The best the Nation would get is enough oil
to fuel the America’s energy needs for 200
days—That's the most optimistic forecast. But
most importantly the unique and fragile Arctic
ecosystem would be destroyed. ANWR is
home to more than 200 species of conspicu-
ous and many more inconspicuous species of
fauna and flora. The porcupine caribou herd
uses the northern coastal plain for calving and
post-calving activities. It is the biological heart
of this arctic wilderness The Native American
Gwich’in people who rely on the caribou for
subsistence would of course be adversely af-
fected. Public opinion opposes oil drilling in
ANWR in fact 70 percent favor the preserva-
tion of this area. Furthermore, this new policy
of using asset sales for deficit reduction sets
a bad precedent. The loss of resources offsets
potential gains in terms of dollars.

Second the mining provisions of this meas-
ure enshrine the rights of speculators in law at
the expense of the U.S. taxpayer. The mining
law of 1872 permits mining companies to ac-
quire public land and mineral rights for a frac-
tion of their value, this so-called reform re-
mains blind to the mineral value of the land.
The mining industry now buys mineral rich
land for as little as $5 per acre. And we
should not be blackmailed in the reform proc-
ess to give away the minerals to the mining in-
terests. Within the past week, the Secretary of
the Interior was forced to turn over 3 billion
dollars’ worth of copper and silver for under
$2,000 because of the 1872 Mining law.

Meaningful reform of this budget-busting
19th century mining law is needed today. The
Republican budget fails to provide real reform.
Federal mineral rights will be sold at their mar-
ket value, which means the value of the sur-
face land, not the minerals underneath. This
would be like selling Fort Knox for the price of
the parking lot and building. The American
taxpayers are getting ripped off again under
the Rubric of reform—some reform; Repub-
lican reform.

Third, other provisions in the Republican
budget continue the special interest benefit
under a mantra of budget balancing such as
Park concessions change that gives incum-
bent concessionaires huge advantages over
the competition. Grazing provisions that further
reduce the already scandalously low fees paid
by ranchers. Continuation of below cost timber
sales—as the taxpayer pays the cost and
loses in American legacy and congressional
mandates the transfer of a Ward Valley, CA
site for a low level radioactive waste dump
with no public or scientific safeguards.

In conclusion, this budget bill regards land
and conservation policy will revive the era of
the great robber barons, who exploited and
degraded America’s natural resources during
the nineteenth century and into the 20th cen-
tury. Isn't it time to correct such policy for the
21st century. This Republican budget bill
would destroy natural monuments like ANWR
and in essence build new monuments to
greed and the special interests. This budget
bill fails in terms of politics and public opinion,
science, economics, and morality.
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President Clinton was right to veto this
budget reconciliation (“wreckonciliation™) bill—
we owe it to future generations to protect their
rightful legacy and uphold this veto and more
importantly balance the budget without creat-
ing a massive environmental deficit or a
human deficit.

IN MEMORY OF GENERAL MAX
THURMAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | rise
this afternoon to remember the life and
the contributions of a great American.
Gen. Max Thurman had his final battle
with leukemia end 1 week ago. His re-
mains were laid to rest earlier today at
Arlington National Cemetery.

During almost four decades of mili-
tary service, Max Thurman found his
duty offered him diverse challenges,
from Vietnam, the U.S. Army Recruit-
ing Command, ultimately to com-
mander of our forces during Operation
Just Cause in Panama, an operation for
which he delayed his retirement from
military service.

His devotion to duty was so intense
that he earned several nicknames dur-
ing the course of his military career.
Indeed, one of those nicknames, | sup-
pose, speaks volumes to those who
served under his command, for they
came to call him Maxatollah. But that
devotion to duty, that intensity, that
ability that Max Thurman brought to
the U.S. Army served that fighting
force well in a massive transition from
a conscripted army to a volunteer
force.

Max Thurman faced a challenge not
only on the field of battle but among
those who would make their livings
trying to influence Americans on Madi-
son Avenue, for it was Max Thurman
who worked just as tirelessly in his re-
cruiting command to fashion a message
to young Americans, to reshape and
rethink and rearticulate a call to duty.
It was Max Thurman who worked with
those from the civilian world to encap-
sulate a phrase that spoke not only to
the promise of youth, not only to the
promise of this great country, but to
the promise of service in the U.S.
Army, for it was Max Thurman who
helped to coin the phrase ‘“‘Be all that
you can be.”

Indeed, his reputation won him a cer-
tain celebrity. The story goes that
once upon a time, in the airport, | be-
lieve, in Chicago, a lady approached
him and simply said, ‘““General, are you
the ‘Be all you can be’ man?”’

And Max said, yes, he was that man.

But he was far more. Those privi-
leged to serve with him, both on the
field of battle and in other commands,
talk of his reputation, of his intensity,
of his dedication to service, of that
commanding voice but, yes, also that
distinctive walk that would reverber-
ate in the Marshall Corridor in the
Pentagon, as if this were a man born to
command.
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My personal recollections are dif-
ferent, for | did not know the
Maxatollah, not in that sense. My fa-
ther grew up with Max in the southern
town of High Point, NC, and Max
Thurman preceded me to North Caro-
lina State University where he earned
his degree in chemical engineering.

The Max Thurman | knew was a
kind, decent and yes, dare | say gentle
man, one always willing to stop and
answer questions in a kindly fashion.

Yes, we heard his command voice in
Panama, in Operation Just Cause, and
yes, we mourn his passing and pass
along our condolences to his brother,
Lt. Gen. Roy Thurman, now retired,
and to all those who served with him.

But it is safe to say that Max
Thurman lived up to the slogan “‘Be all
that you can be’ because he was all he
possibly could have been.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SPEND-
ING PRACTICES QUESTIONED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
METCALF). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HokE] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | think that
you are well aware that | have come to
the well on a number of occasions to
address the House regarding my con-
cerns about Government waste in gen-
eral and how to root it out and elimi-
nate it. But in particular | have fo-
cused attention on the Department of
Energy and the extravagant travel
practices of certain members of the De-
partment, and the relationship of that
travel to the transfer of money from
certain accounts into other accounts as
it relates to the overall mission of the
Department of Energy.

In that context, | had occasion to get
a telephone call from the Secretary of
Energy some 3 or 4 weeks ago, asking
to meet with me and to explain certain
things, which | did. It was my impres-
sion, both from that conversation as
well as from other developments that
had occurred in the press, that perhaps
a new leaf had been turned over in the
Department of Energy, that the kind of
profligate waste and abuse of travel
moneys and of traveling and just a gen-
eral sort of complete uncaring attitude
toward the taxpayers’ money had been
overcome, and that really we had done
some good work perhaps just by bring-
ing attention to it in this House.

But it is my very sad duty today to
report to you and to this House that |
have had come across my desk a cable
that was addressed to the State De-
partment from U.S. Ambassador John
B. Ritch. He is the U.S. Chief of Mis-
sion to the United Nations in Vienna.
It criticizes in very stark terms the on-
going waste of taxpayer dollars on
travel by the Department of Energy,
specifically the U.S. delegation to the
International Atomic Energy Agency
conference in Vienna this past Septem-
ber.
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I want to read to you from the cable.
It says, ‘““‘Subject: Nonproliferation of
delegates as well as weapons.”

The size of the United States delegation to
this year’s IAEA general conference ex-
ceeded thermonuclear critical mass and
threatened to vaporize our message of fiscal
austerity to the United Nations. At least 38
Washington visitors, of whom only 19 were
accredited to the conference, came to Vienna
to participate in the 39th general conference
in September. At a rate of $188 per day for 8
days, per diem alone approached $60,000.
With an average air fare of $900, air fare for
the delegation came to $35,000, bringing the
total close to $100,000. This figure does not
include the visitors’ salaries, nor does it
cover the full cost of the United States dele-
gation, which also included most of the al-
ready in-place staff. Counting the U.N. Vi-
enna, our delegation came to about 50.

Ironically, the United States delegation
spent much of the week fighting a proposal
that would have increased our annual con-
tribution to the technical assistance fund by
$125,000, roughly the same amount that it
took to bring our visitors to Vienna. Predict-
ably, most of the work to defend the United
States position actually ended up being done
by a few experts from Washington and U.N.
VIE.

Let me remind you again, Mr. Speak-
er, this is written by our U.S. ambas-
sador to the U.N. delegation in Vienna.
This is an ambassador who is an ap-
pointee of President Clinton.

In the context of today’s budget climate
and Administration efforts to reinvent a
more cost-effective government, this year’s
delegation represented a profligate cost. But,
as indicated above, it was also an embarrass-
ment. Several of our G-77 and other counter-
parts wondered aloud how our professed
budgetary austerity squared with extrava-
gant United States Government travel hab-
its. By way of comparison, most other dele-
gations, even from larger countries, included
only one or two visitors from capitals. It is
also true that a traveling Cabinet officer
needs some accompanying support. But these
points do not serve to justify more than
three dozen visitors from Washington, par-
ticularly since the general conference is, in
certain respects, one of the least substantive
events on the IAEA calendar. We want to be
clear on this point: U.N. VIE encourages sub-
stantive visits, but for substance, Washing-
ton officials should glean far more from a
well-scheduled one-to-two-day visit during
the normal IAEA work cycle.

The Ambassador said the size of the
U.S. delegation to IAEA conference
this past September threatened to va-
porize our message of fiscal austerity
for the United Nations.

Now, what brings me to the floor, be-
sides wanting to bring to your atten-
tion, Mr. Speaker, this, | think, impor-
tant piece of information, what really
brings me to the floor is that lost in all
of the liberal rhetoric that we hear
around here about massive budget cuts,
about heartless and cold treatment,
about callousness, is the fact that the
Federal Government continues to
waste billions and billions of dollars
annually. It is precisely this type of
waste and abuse that Americans want
stopped.

This disclosure that comes on the
heels of President Clinton’s veto of the
very first balanced budget to cross his
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desk ever, and the first balanced budg-
et to come across any President’s desk
in 26 years, raises questions certainly
about this administration’s commit-
ment to controlling Federal spending.
The President is talking about
reinventing Government. If this is the
kind of Government that he has
reinvented, if this is what he wants in
terms of reinvention, then, doggone it,
Mr. Speaker, we are getting nowhere
on this.

I will wrap up by saying this: The
President’s veto of the budget package
while he has this kind of profligate
spending going on in his own agencies
clearly shows the lie of what is going
on at the political levels in this gov-
ernment.

Mr. Speaker, I am including for the
RECORD the message just referenced, as
follows:
IMMEDIATE—UNCLASSIFIED—DSSCS

MESSAGE—11758 CHARACTERS
VVZCZCMSS4272
ACTION=DOE

CMS(—),EIA(-),NN42(-),PO(-) OIN
IDD(—)

INFO=

DATEZYUW RUEHVEN3288 3191559
EEEE=RHEBDOE.

ZNY EEEEE zZH

EZ02:

0 J51559Z NOV 95

FM USMISSION USVIENNA

TO RUEHC/SECSTATE WASHDC IMME-

DIATE 1929
RUEHMT/AMCONSUL MONTREAL 0020
RUEHRO/AMEMBASSY ROME 1147
RUEHFR/AMEMBASSY PARIS 2122
RUEHGV/USMISSION GENEVA 3037
RUCNDT/USMISSION USUN NEW YORK
1126
RUEHBS/USEU BRUSSELS
BT
UNCLAS E F T O SECTION 01 OF 02
USVIENNA 003288
**% SECTION BREAK ****
SECTION 01 OF 02

DEPT FOR PM—AMBASSADOR
SIEVERING;

FROM USMISSION UNVIE

SENSITIVE

NOFORN

E.O. 12958: N/A

TAGS: IAEA, AORC, AFIN, US

SUBJECT: NON-PROLIFERATION OF DEL-
EGATES AS WELL AS WEAPONS

EZ05:

REF: USVIENNA 2856

1. This is an action request, see para 8.
SUMMARY

2. The size of the U.S. delegation to this
year’s IAEA general conference (REFTEL)
exceeded thermonuclear critical mass and
threatened to vaporize our message of fiscal
austerity to the UN. Against the twin back-
drops of UN reform and reinventing govern-
ment, UNVIE recommends that the Depart-
ment issue strict guidance to limit the size
of U.S. delegations to international con-
ferences. As to the severity of the problem
and how it might best be rectified, we are in-
terested in the observations of other rel-
evant U.S. missions. Ambassador would wel-
come a clear-cut instruction to administer
the country clearance authority against a
new and stricter standard. End summary.

COUNTING THE BEANS

3. At least 38 Washington visitors (of whom
only 19 were accredited to the conference)
came to Vienna to participate in the 39th
IAEA general conference in September. At a
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rate of $188 per day for 8 days, per diem alone
approached $60,000. With an average airfare
(Delta roundtrip Washington-Vienna-Wash-
ington) of $900, airfare for the delegation
came to $35,000, bringing the total close to
$100,000. This figure does not include the visi-
tors’ salaries. Nor does it cover the full cost
of the U.S. delegation, which also included
most of the already-in-place UNVIE staff.
Counting UNVIE, our delegation came to
about 50.

4. lronically, the U.S. delegation spent
much of the week fighting a proposal that
would have increased our annual contribu-
tion to the technical assistance fund by
$125,000, roughly the same amount it took to
bring our visitors to Vienna. (Predictably,
most of the work to defend the U.S. position
ended up being done by a few experts from
Washington and UNVIE.)

GO FORTH AND REDUCE

5. In the context of today’s budget climate
and administration efforts to reinvent a
more cost-effective Government, this year’s
delegation represented a profligate cost. But,
as indicated above, it was also an embarrass-
ment. Several of our G-77 and other counter-
parts wondered aloud how our professed
budgetary austerity squared with extrava-
gant USG travel habits. By way of compari-
son, most other delegations, even from larg-
er countries, included only one or two visi-
tors from capitals. (The only delegation even
comparable to ours was the Japanese, which
totalled 20, including Vienna-based person-
nel; Japan was shielded from comment, how-
ever, by an impeccable UN payment record.)

6. To be sure, some U.S. delegation mem-
bers came to do work not directly related to
the general conference, taking advantage of
the presence of counterparts here—for exam-
ple, for an NPT depositaries meeting and
consultations on nuclear materials. It is also
true that a traveling cabinet officer needs
some accompanying support. But these
points do not serve to justify more than
three dozen visitors from Washington, par-
ticularly since the general conference is, in
certain respects, one of the least substantive
events in the IAEA calendar. We want to be
clear on this point: UNVIE encourages sub-
stantive visits, but for substance, Washing-
ton officials would glean far more from a
well-scheduled 1-2 day visit during the nor-
mal IAEA work cycle.

ACTION REQUEST

UNCLAS E F T O SECTION 02 OF 02
USVIENNA 003288

DEPT FOR
SIEVERING;

FROM USMISSION UNVIE

NOFORN SENSITIVE

E.O. 12958: N/A

TAGS: IAEA, AORC, AFIN, US

SUBJECT: NON-PROLIFERATION OF DEL-
EGATES AS WELL AS WEAPONS

7. Ambassador requests that the Depart-
ment draw up standards or guidelines which
10 and relevant missions can use to limit
significantly the size of U.S. delegations to
international conferences. For its part,
UNVIE—having beefed up its IAEA section
to reflect U.S. national security priorities—
is now positioned not only to cover the daily
work of the Agency but also to handle, with
very limited augmentation from Washing-
ton, the board of governors meetings and
general conferences. Buttressed by instruc-
tions, we are prepared to use the country
clearance process to help manage cost-effec-
tive USG participation in Vienna con-
ferences. Ritch
BT
#3288
2482
NNNN.

PM—AMBASSADOR

Amb. JOHN B. RITCH,
Chief of Mission.
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THE QUESTION OF THE BALANCED
BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
METCALF). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, as
you know, | have been coming to the
floor in past days to discuss this whole
question of the balanced budget. The
previous speaker mentioned it again. It
comes up on this floor with a regu-
latory that | think lets it amount al-
most to the point of prayerful incanta-
tion, Mr. Speaker. We hear over and
over again phrases, like “This is for my
children and my grandchildren.” *““We
must have a balanced budget in order
to give them an opportunity.” ““We
have to have a balanced budget in 7
years.”

Mr. Speaker, | will say yet again, and
say for the record, that there is no pro-
posal from the Republican majority to
balance the budget in 7 years. There is
no such thing as a balanced budget. On
the contrary, what is happening is a
proposal that is now before the Presi-
dent and the negotiators that is now
before the President and the nego-
tiators from the White House from the
Republican majority which mortgages
the Social Security trust fund to the
tune of some $636 billion, at least as of
last January, and the conference report
of the Republican majority in the
House of Representatives, that does
not include the interest.

The facts are, then, that we will be
paying somewhere in excess of $1 tril-
lion. |1 take that back, Mr. Speaker. |
do not know if we will be paying it. We
will certainly owe it. But | have not
seen any plan whatsoever or language
in the budget proposal which indicates
how we are going to pay the $1 trillion
back.

For those who maybe have tuned in
to our proceedings here and have been
kind enough to contact me and ask for
a little more detail and for those who
may not know, of our colleagues, about
this proposition that | am putting for-
ward that there is no balanced budget,
may not have heard it, let me reiterate
where | get this proposition, Mr.
Speaker.

Let me indicate to you that | have in
my hand a copy of the concurrent reso-
lution of the budget for fiscal year 1996.
This was printed on June 26, 1995, and
this comes from your Committee on
the Budget. This is, in fact, the official
conference report.

On page 3 of the conference report,
Mr. Speaker, it lists the deficits, and |
am quoting now from the document,
“For purposes of enforcement of this
resolution, the amounts of the deficits
are as follows:” The fiscal years 1996
through 2002 then follow: In the first
year, the deficit is $245,600,000,000. Defi-
cits accrue each succeeding year until
you reach the year 2002, the 7th year of
this proposed balanced budget, in
which the deficit amount is listed as
$108,400,000,000.
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If we are talking about reducing defi-
cits, that is one thing. President Clin-
ton’s budget did that. We reduced the
deficit. We reduced the absolute num-
ber of the deficit, and the rate of the
deficit has been going down and will
have gone down for 3 years, something
which | believe the record shows, Mr.
Speaker, has not been done since Mr.
Truman’s administration in the late
1940’s.

So | repeat, the budget document it-
self, so we know the premise that | am
operating from, indicates that we will
have deficits, deficits starting in the
$245 billion range this year and con-
tinuing on through to the year 2002,
when supposedly we have a balanced
budget.

Let me indicate what the public debt
is. The public debt, and these are not
my figures, Mr. Speaker, this is what is
printed in the record of the conference
report of the Republican majority here,
the public debt is as follows: The ap-
propriate levels of public debt are for
the fiscal year 1996, $5,210,700,000,000,
$5.2 trillion; in the year 2002, 7 years
from now, when we supposedly have
balanced the budget, the number has
gone to $6,688,600,000,000, almost $6.7
trillion from $5.2 trillion. | do not
think it takes any great mathemati-
cian to realize that the public debt will
have risen during the time we are sup-
posedly balancing the budget by more
than $1 trillion.

Going on, again, quoting from the
budget document itself, not figures |
made up, section 103, Social Security,
‘““social security revenues,” Now |
think anybody that is observing our
proceedings today or listening in to our
proceedings, they know what they
mean by a balanced budget. It is how
much of the revenues you have, how
much money comes in and what your
outlay is, how much money comes in
and what your outlay is, how much
money goes out, and at the end of the
year or at the end of a period of years,
if you say you are going to balance the
budget, that is what we mean by it,
how much came in, how much went
out.

Well, | have just read to you that
there is a deficit. Obviously, we are
spending more money than we are tak-
ing in. Where are we going to get the
money? ‘““‘Social security revenues, for
purposes of this section, the Congres-
sional Budget Act, the amount of reve-
nues of the Federal Old Age and Survi-
vors’ Insurance trust fund and disabil-
ity insurance trust fund are as follows:
Social security revenues,” Mr. Speak-
er, ‘“‘fiscal year 1996, $374,700,000,000,”
almost $375 billion, and again other
amounts accruing each year from 1997
on through the 7-ye