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The Sergeant-at-Arms will notify ab-

sent Members. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 370, nays 49, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 13, as 
follows:

[Roll No. 545] 

YEAS—370

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Clayton 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 

DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 

Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 

Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 

Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 

Sununu 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vitter 
Walden 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weygand 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—49 

Aderholt 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bilbray 
Borski 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Costello 
Crane 
DeFazio 
Dickey 
English 
Evans 
Fattah 
Filner 
Gibbons 
Hastings (FL) 

Hefley 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holt 
Hulshof 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kucinich 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Markey 
McNulty 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Oberstar 
Pallone 

Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Ramstad 
Rogan 
Sabo 
Schaffer 
Stupak 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Udall (NM) 
Visclosky 
Wamp 
Weller 
Wu 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Tancredo 

NOT VOTING—13 

Brady (PA) 
Buyer 
Hinojosa 
Johnson (CT) 
Mascara 

Rush 
Sanders 
Scarborough 
Sweeney 
Walsh 

Waters 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois changed his 
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

f 

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2000 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to the order of the House of 
Wednesday, October 27, 1999, I call up 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res 73) mak-
ing further continuing appropriations 
for the fiscal year 2000, and for other 
purposes, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 73 
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 73
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Public Law 106–62 is 
further amended by striking ‘‘October 29, 
1999’’ in section 106(c) and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘November 5, 1999’’, and by striking 
‘‘$189,524,382’’ in section 119 and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘‘$288,903,248’’. Public Law 106–46 
is amended by striking ‘‘November 1, 1999’’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘November 5, 
1999’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHAW). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of Wednesday, October 27, 1999, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. J. Res. 73, and that I may 
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rial. 

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

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, the continuing resolu-
tion before us extends current spending 
levels for a week, until November 5. 
That is one week from tomorrow. 

The current rates, as contained in 
the original continuing resolution, are 
continued for the five bills which have 
not been signed into law. And, of 
course, for those eight that have been 
signed into law, the funding levels in 
those bills are the controlling ele-
ments. 

There are two technical provisions 
for two anomalies which need to be ad-
justed in the continuing resolution, the 
waiver of the quorum requirement for 
the Export-Import Bank, and adjusted 
funding rate for the census. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that this is acceptable to the Presi-
dent, that he is willing to support this 
and to sign this continuing resolution, 
and I would hope that we could expe-
dite this matter.

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

b 1115 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first of all, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the 
distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, is correct; 
the President will sign this third con-
tinuing resolution. 

He should not have to. I would have 
hoped that we would have been done by 
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now. But we all, I think, understand 
why. 

My problem is that, right after this 
continuing resolution, we are going to 
be dealing with about a 3-hour charade. 
I need to discuss that in the context of 
this continuing resolution. 

After this continuing resolution is 
disposed of, we will be bringing to the 
House floor a so-called conference re-
port on the Labor, Health, Education 
appropriation bill. 

The problem is that that conference 
took place on a bill that never even 
saw the light of day on the floor of this 
House. And under the rules of the Con-
gress, we are not supposed to have a 
conference until both Houses have been 
able to vote on the bill. 

Now, the bill that comes out is an 
important bill. The problem with that 
bill is not really, in the end, the fund-
ing level. We could resolve our remain-
ing dollar differences in that bill in 
about 3 hours if we are given the oppor-
tunity to do so. But the problem is that 
the debate on this bill and the bill to 
follow today will, in my view, sym-
bolize how political debate in this 
House has been trivialized and used to 
obscure rather than reveal the truth. 

Next year we enter a new century; we 
enter a new millennium. We were sent 
here to make certain that we make the 
big decisions that will preserve the se-
curity of our country and strengthen 
the prosperity of our country for the 
next decade and for the next genera-
tion. Instead, we will be treated to a 3-
hour, cheap, phony, manipulated de-
bate about Social Security. 

Now, how did this all happen? In Jan-
uary, the President stood right here be-
hind me, and he asked the Congress to 
pass legislation that would extend the 
solvency of Social Security for today’s 
generation and tomorrow’s. He asked 
us to strengthen Medicare and provide 
coverage for prescription drugs under 
Medicare. He asked us to pass a budget 
that would help communities to re-
build falling-down schools, reduce class 
size by providing 100,000 new teachers, 
equip every school with modern tech-
nology. He asked us to protect the en-
vironment. He asked us to help him 
provide more police on our streets. 

This bill, the last appropriations bill 
for the year that will shortly follow, 
does none of those things. Instead of 
listening to what the President asked 
for, instead of trying to resolve those 
problems, our majority friends, our Re-
publican friends on the other side of 
the aisle spent the last 8 months trying 
to pass a tax cut package which gave 70 
percent of the benefits to the wealthi-
est 5 percent of people in this country 
making above $100,000 a year. That tax 
package ate up virtually every dollar 
in sight that could have been used to 
strengthen Social Security and to 
strengthen Medicare. 

In fact, our Republican friends at one 
point were willing to cut virtually 

every program in the Labor, Health, 
and Education bill by almost 30 percent 
in order to make that tax package hap-
pen. 

Now, after it did not sell, and after 
our friends on the Republican side have 
seen their numbers drop in the polls, 
we now have a very troubling situa-
tion. They have passed through this 
House a series of appropriation bills, 
four appropriation bills, which spend 
almost $30 billion more than the Presi-
dent asked us to spend.

The chairman of the committee him-
self said that the defense bill alone was 
$16 billion above what the President 
had asked for. But now after that has 
been done, we now have our Republican 
friends saying, Oh, guess what, folks? 
We cannot fund the President’s edu-
cation and health and crime fighting 
and environmental priorities without 
spending the Social Security surplus. 

There are three problems with that, 
to be blunt about it. The first is that it 
is a phony issue. Not one dollar in the 
President’s request or in any bill that 
we support on this side of the aisle will 
reduce the balance in the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund by one dollar. 

Second, it is a joke for our Repub-
lican friends to cry crocodile tears 
about protecting Social Security. This 
is the party that tried to kill Social 
Security when it was born. They have 
tried to turn it over to the insurance 
companies for 30 years and privatize it. 
They have been willing to put an 
unaffordable tax cut ahead of fixing up 
Social Security and Medicare. And this 
is a party which is led by their leader, 
who said that Social Security should 
be phased out and that in a free society 
there should be no room for a program 
like Medicare. 

For us to believe that a party with 
that track record suddenly stands as 
the only hope for Social Security re-
cipients is to make Jay Leno look bad. 

The third problem with the argument 
is that our Republican friends, despite 
their assertions to the contrary, have 
already spent billions of dollars out of 
the Social Security Trust Fund to pay 
for other things this year. At one point 
they had spent up to $27 billion out of 
that Social Security Trust Fund. 

To hide that fact, what did they do? 
First they simply adopted a budget 
technique which hid $18 billion so it 
could not be counted. That still left 
them with a $9 billion hole. And so, 
what have they done? In the bill that 
they are bringing to the floor today, 
they did not take out all the pork that 
was put in appropriation bills. They did 
not take out the famous billion dollar 
ship that was nailed into the defense 
bill by the majority leader in the other 
body. 

No, they did not do that. They did 
not take out any of the hundreds of 
projects that were put in those bills. 
Instead, they pretend that they are im-
posing a harmless 1 percent across-the-
board cut in programs. 

Well, what does that harmless 1 per-
cent do? Well, for one thing, it cripples 
the Social Security Administration be-
cause it forces them to cut back on the 
number of people that we use to ferret 
out fraudulent claims in Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and people who also 
try to get legitimate checks cut to the 
people who legitimately deserve those 
programs. 

They are cutting millions of dollars 
out of veterans’ health care under their 
proposal. And they are in the process 
also creating a colossal disruption of 
medical research. They are virtually 
shutting down all new grants to sci-
entists in this country who go to the 
National Institutes of Health to get 
funding to do research on cancer, heart 
disease, Alzheimer’s, Lou Gehrig’s dis-
ease, you name it. 

What they do is they pretend that 
they are going to give them a couple of 
billion dollars more money, but then 
they say that they cannot spend it for 
an entire year. And they do it all for 
budgetary reasons. 

Well, I want to say, make no mistake 
about it, this is not just a budgetary 
gimmick. There will be people who will 
die because of that delayed medical re-
search. Anybody who understands how 
the research programs in this country 
work understands that. 

And all of this is to pretend that they 
have not spent any of the Social Secu-
rity surplus. That whole issue is a false 
issue to begin with. For a generation, 
this Congress has taken surpluses in 
the Social Security account, it has put 
Federal notes in that Social Security 
account, and it has used that money 
for other purposes. 

And now next year what do we face? 
Instead of having 100 percent of that 
money being used for other purposes, 
as it was for 30 years, what we have in-
stead, under a worst-case scenario, is 
that 80 percent of that money instead 
is going to be used to pay down the na-
tional debt. 

Only the folks running this House 
could turn that kind of major progress 
into a political crisis. They ought to be 
ashamed of themselves for doing that. 

The fact is, if they really want to 
strengthen Social Security, they will 
quit playing games with it; and what 
they will do is recognize that the best 
thing they can do, along with paying 
down debt, the best thing that they can 
do is make the kind of investments we 
need in Generation X for their edu-
cation and for their job training so we 
can raise the income that they will 
earn so they will have decent salaries 
and can pay more into Social Security 
in order to extend the strength and the 
life of that Social Security fund. 

That is what we would say if this 
issue was being dealt with honestly on 
the floor. But it is let’s-pretend time, 
and so we cannot get to the truth, I 
guess. 
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So, Mr. Speaker, what I guess I would 

say to my majority friends on the Re-
publican side of the aisle is simply this: 
if they have the votes, pass this tur-
key, get it on to the President, let him 
veto it, let us clear the air, and then 
let us really sit down and do business. 
If we could get the political bull gravy 
out of this debate, we could solve all of 
the remaining dollar problems in about 
3 days. 

We are not that far apart. The gap in 
dollars that separate us is not nearly 
as large as the credibility gap that 
they have developed in the way that 
the majority has handled this issue. 

There are only four ways to get a 
budget. The first is, if they really want 
to protect Social Security, we can go 
back and we can cut out a lot of the ex-
cess spending that they have included 
in some of the previously passed appro-
priation bills. If they want to do that, 
I will work with them on that. If they 
do not want to do that, I am not going 
to argue. 

Second thing they could do then is 
simply say, Okay, we are going to take 
a look at some of the President’s rev-
enue sources, such as his proposal to 
try to discourage the use of tobacco by 
young people, which would bring some 
additional revenue into the Treasury. I 
do not much like that, but I would 
rather support that than to lie. And 
that is what is happening now. 

The third thing they can do if they 
want to pass a budget is simply get 
real and to simply adjust the spending 
caps which we are operating under to 
reflect what we are actually spending 
rather than what we pretend we are 
spending. I know the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) has urged the 
same solution. I agree with him on 
that. 

They can get my support on any of 
those three options. The one option I 
do not want to support is the one that 
the House continues to pursue at this 
moment, which is to stay in Let’s-Pre-
tend Land and to hide everything that 
we are doing through all of these fancy 
budgetary devices. 

This chart shows what they are doing 
to the National Institutes of Health. 
The blue graph shows what amount of 
money was provided by the National 
Institutes of Health to medical re-
searchers in each month last year as 
those contracts were signed in an or-
derly fashion. 

Under this bill that they are bringing 
to the floor today, they are telling the 
National Institutes of Health that, 
even though they are going to give 
them more money, they are not going 
to let them spend it for an entire year 
and then; in the last 2 days, they are 
supposed to put out a huge percentage 
of their own budget.

b 1130 

That is irresponsible. It is a financial 
gimmick. It does not serve any purpose 

but to cover somebody’s political tail, 
and it will hurt our efforts to find 
cures for every major disease that 
plagues mankind. 

So I would say simply, there are a lot 
of good people on both sides of the 
aisle, and sooner or later they have to 
be unleashed so that we can sit down, 
work out a rational compromise on 
these bills, and get this Congress out of 
town before it does any more damage 
to its reputation.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

First, I would like to get back to the 
subject of the continuing resolution. I 
listened with interest to the debate of 
my friend from Wisconsin. His debate 
went to the overall issue of budget 
items as well as the bill that we are 
going to consider next. But right now, 
what we have before us, is the con-
tinuing resolution. 

I want to tell my friend from Wis-
consin when he says we are not that far 
apart, he is pretty accurate. We are not 
that far apart on our legislation. We 
are miles apart on the political rhet-
oric. And I am afraid that it is going to 
be more difficult to close that gap be-
tween the political rhetoric than it will 
be to solve the problems of the appro-
priations bills. 

The gentleman suggested that we 
should consider the President’s new tax 
program that he sent to us. We did. 
Maybe the gentleman forgot. But the 
President’s package of tax increases 
was presented to this House just about 
a week ago, and after great debate, not 
a Republican voted for that tax pack-
age and not an independent voted for 
that tax package, and not a Democrat 
voted for that tax package. So the ef-
fect, Mr. Speaker, was that the Presi-
dent’s plan to increase taxes got zero 
votes in the House of Representatives. 

My friend from Wisconsin said that it 
is pretend time. Let me tell you how 
much pretending we are doing here. 
Yesterday, official figures released 
show that the Federal Government ran 
a surplus of $122.7 billion in the last fis-
cal year, fiscal year 1999, which just 
ended September 30th. That is the first 
time the government has recorded 
back-to-back surpluses since the Eisen-
hower administration in 1956–1957. The 
1999 surplus was almost double the 1998 
surplus, which was $69.2 billion. So we 
are getting there. We are getting to the 
point. We are not spending Social Se-
curity surpluses. And in fiscal year 
2000, we will not spend Social Security 
surpluses. That is not pretend time, 
that is the fact. I am basing this on of-
ficial reports that were released yester-
day. 

I am not going to do this now but I 
might do this later and show how much 
various Congresses spent out of the So-
cial Security trust fund in recent 

years. It is a tremendous amount, as 
high as $60 billion in the year that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin chaired the 
Committee on Appropriations. So a lot 
of money was spent out of the Social 
Security trust fund in the past. But in 
fiscal year 2000, that will not be the 
case. We are keeping our word. We are 
not dipping into the Social Security 
trust fund to finance the day-to-day 
operation of the government. We are 
saving that money for the people that 
it was promised to.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and Judiciary.

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, we heard it for the first 
time or at least I did publicly from the 
gentleman from Wisconsin a few min-
utes ago when he spoke in the well. We 
have heard it privately from that side 
of the aisle for a long time now but we 
heard it publicly here, when the gen-
tleman said, yes, we have spent out of 
the Social Security surplus for 30 
years, when the gentleman’s party con-
trolled this Congress. And he said now 
you folks want to not spend the Social 
Security moneys for general govern-
ment purposes, and you ought to be 
ashamed of yourselves, he said. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I am not ashamed 
of myself at all. I am extremely proud 
that our party, for the first time in 
more than 30 years, is saying to that 
party no, you cannot spend any more 
from the Social Security trust fund. 
That is for our elderly, and you can 
live on the tax moneys that come into 
the general treasury, and that is what 
this party is attempting to do. And so 
we heard it for the first time here. Get 
the transcript and read it. Publish it in 
the newspapers. That party stands for 
blowing the Social Security trust fund 
for anything and everything, and they 
have, as the gentleman said, for 30 
years at least. And our party now says 
no more. The Social Security moneys 
that hardworking Americans pay into 
this government system shall be used 
only for the purposes for which it was 
paid, and that is to provide for the care 
of the elderly when they reach that re-
tirement age. And our party has laid 
down the line, no more raiding Social 
Security, leave it alone, it is for our el-
derly. You ought to be ashamed of 
yourselves for suggesting the continu-
ation of that kind of a policy of using 
Social Security for every other pur-
pose.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute. Despite what we have 
just heard from the past two speakers, 
the Congressional Budget Office this 
morning has indicated that you are 
spending this year $17 billion out of So-
cial Security. What I said on the floor 
is that you should be ashamed for de-
nying the truth. That is what you 
ought to be ashamed of. 
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The second thing I would point out to 

the gentleman is that whatever money 
was spent out of Social Security by 
Democratic Congresses was less than 
we were asked to spend by President 
Bush and President Reagan in all 12 
years they were in office except for 1 
year. In 11 out of the 12 years, we were 
asked to spend more out of Social Se-
curity by President Bush and President 
Reagan than the Congress agreed to do. 

So let us keep the facts straight. If 
you are going to quote me, quote me 
right. I am not attacking your actions. 
I am attacking the hypocrisy that I so 
often see in this House.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
KINGSTON), a member of the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time. 

Mr. Speaker, first of all let me say 
why are we here. I would say probably 
for three real reasons. Number one, in 
response to the American people in 1997 
to get our fiscal house in order, we 
passed a bipartisan budget agreement. 
I did not support it. I know the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin and many oth-
ers did not but over 300 Democrats and 
Republicans joined with the White 
House to pass this agreement to give us 
a road for budget restraint in the next 
couple of years. That is number one. 

Number two, we have said as recently 
as last week, no new taxes. On a vote of 
419–0, Democrats and Republicans re-
jected President Clinton’s proposals to 
increase taxes. And number three, de-
spite the fact that the President said in 
his State of the Union address that we 
should only preserve 62 percent of the 
Social Security trust fund, we on the 
Republican side have insisted on 100 
percent, and now many of the Demo-
crats have said, let us protect 100 per-
cent of the Social Security trust fund. 

So with these three principles col-
liding, what we are trying to do is bal-
ance the budget by reducing spending 
by about one cent on the dollar. It is 
not that hard to do. If you look back at 
the principles, here is what the White 
House said about the Republican plan: 
The key goal is to not spend Social Se-
curity surplus. That is right from the 
mouth of Chief of Staff John Podesta 
at the White House. 

This chart, Mr. Speaker, shows that 
under Democrat control and under Re-
publican control up until this year, we 
have been spending Social Security 
surplus. But this year on this chart, we 
have not. We do not want to back off 
that commitment. I think it is very 
important. 

And the way to not do that is this 
simple, shown in this chart. We are 
going to spend out of a dollar 99 cents 
and we are going to save one cent. 
Where can you get some of this money? 
Look at it in practical examples. The 
President went to Africa last year. One 

thousand three hundred Federal em-
ployees went with him at a price tag of 
$42.8 million. Under this proposal, 13 of 
them would have to stay at home. He 
went to China, $18.8 million, 800 Fed-
eral employees. Under this plan, eight 
of them would have to stay at home. 
Ben & Jerry’s, the delicious and suc-
cessful ice cream company, gets a Fed-
eral subsidy of $800,000 to sell ice cream 
overseas. Under this proposal, they 
would get less, and who knows, maybe 
they would have to do it the old-fash-
ioned way and pay for it themselves. 

Under this proposal we may want to 
look at the FDA cheese inspection pro-
gram because the FDA inspects cheese 
pizza but the USDA, the Department of 
Agriculture, inspects pepperoni pizza. I 
do not know, maybe they could get to-
gether. That might be an example of 
cutting out government waste. 

Here in Washington, D.C., one of the 
cronies of the city council was awarded 
a $6.6 million contract for job place-
ment. One year later after being asked 
to place 1500 people, 30 people had been 
placed. 

Those are just a couple of examples. 
That is all we are saying. If we can do 
that, we can keep from raiding Social 
Security or increasing taxes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, let me again repeat the 
facts to counter the fiction that we 
have just heard. Despite the fact that 
our majority party friends have taken 
$12 billion of education money and 
slipped it one day over into the next 
fiscal year so they could hide it in this 
year, despite the fact that they have 
taken almost $4 billion at the National 
Institutes of Health and squeezed that 
spending just over the line into the 
next fiscal year, it will still be spent, 
still come out of Social Security, just 
next year’s Social Security money, de-
spite the fact that they have simply or-
dered the accountants to not count $13 
billion in spending that they do at the 
Department of Defense, despite all of 
that, we have a letter from the Con-
gressional Budget Office this morning 
that indicates that you are still spend-
ing $17 billion worth of Social Security 
this year. Now, get off the baloney, get 
back to the facts and let us resolve our 
differences in an honest way.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. CLAY), ranking member of the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

Mr. CLAY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, if the Republican lead-
ership had done its job instead of play-
ing politics with appropriations for 
vital government services, I would not 
be here this morning to speak on this 
unnecessary continuing resolution and 
to oppose H.R. 3064, which includes the 
Labor, HHS and Education Appropria-
tions Act, because if passed it would 

make drastic cuts in programs that are 
vitally important to Americans, espe-
cially to those most in need of the Fed-
eral Government’s assistance and pro-
tection. 

Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, this ill-
conceived and sensitive bill faces swift 
death at the hands of a veto by the 
President. Many of the important ini-
tiatives proposed by the President to 
improve our schools and to prepare our 
children for the 21st century have ei-
ther been eliminated or underfunded. 
The bill that we will be considering 
after this guts the Clinton-Clay plan to 
hire 100,000 new teachers and reduce 
class sizes in the early grades. Instead, 
it diverts $1.2 billion to a block grant 
that requires no real accountability 
and would permit spending public 
money to send children to private 
schools. 

Mr. Speaker, last week this body 
overwhelmingly defeated the Repub-
lican majority leader’s ill-advised at-
tempt to authorize vouchers for private 
and public schools. Now the same mis-
guided leadership is attempting a back-
door enactment of the same raid on 
public funds. The cuts in H.R. 3064 are 
devastating. The Republicans’ bill cuts 
$26 million from the President’s fund-
ing request to improve the reading 
skills of 100,000 students as proposed in 
the Reading Excellence Act. The Re-
publicans’ bill denies $60 million of the 
President’s funding request for Gear 
Up, thus preventing 131,000 low-income 
students from receiving mentoring, 
counseling and tutoring services in-
tended to help them prepare for col-
lege.

b 1145 

The bill provides $300 billion less 
than the President requested for after-
school enrichment centers, thereby 
funding 3,400 fewer centers; and after 
selling our children and teachers short, 
the Republicans’ bill also reflects the 
same legislative assault on workers. 
The bill would undermine worker pro-
tection programs by cutting $18 million 
from the President’s request for the 
Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration. Funding for the Labor 
Relations Board is cut by $10 million 
below the President’s request, which 
will result in total gridlock in resolv-
ing labor-management disputes. 

Mr. Speaker, I recommend that we 
defeat the bill that comes after this 
continuing resolution. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), who is the 
very distinguished chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I listened 
carefully to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. CLAY) and what he had to 
say about education funding; and, Mr. 
Speaker, he is way off the mark. This 
bill does better than the President in 
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his budget, which was a political docu-
ment in the extreme. 

It does better than the President on 
education funding by over $300 million, 
and to say that Republicans are not 
committed to education is simply 
wrong. Our commitment is just as 
strong or stronger than that on the 
other side of the aisle; but we do not 
believe, and the reason the gentleman 
referred to accounts that he said were 
not plussed up as the President sug-
gested, we do not believe that public 
education ought to be directed by 
Washington. The very genius of public 
education in our country is that it is 
not directed by Washington; it is di-
rected by our school districts and our 
States, where the primary responsi-
bility lies. 

We put a great deal of money into 
primary and secondary education, and 
we put a great deal of money, more 
than the President has suggested in 
both areas, into college student finan-
cial assistance so that young people 
have a chance to get a higher edu-
cation. We put in $679 million more 
than the President in his budget re-
quest in special education for handi-
capped kids. We put $45 million over 
last year and $15 million over the 
President’s request in the Trio pro-
gram so that minority young people 
have a chance to get a higher edu-
cation. We funded impact aid, a Fed-
eral responsibility, for more than the 
President. 

In line item after line item in this 
bill we do better than the President, 
and we give more flexibility to the 
local school districts and States.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

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

As my colleagues know, this Con-
gress is quickly running out of Federal 
buildings to name around the country. 
It has about commemorated everything 
that could be commemorated, and 
since these uncontested measures rep-
resent the principal legislative product 
of this Republican do-nothing Con-
gress, it is appropriate that this legis-
lation would be before us today as real-
ly only another of these uncontested 
commemorative resolutions. It com-
memorates failure. It deserves a name: 
The Republican Congressional Failure 
Act of 1999. 

As late as September 19, the Speaker, 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT), told the country that ‘‘by 
the first of October we will have all of 
the appropriation bills passed out of 
the House and the Senate,’’ and here 
we are, nearing November 1, not Octo-
ber 1, and one of those very important 
bills has never even been presented to 
the House for consideration, much less 
the Senate or the President of the 
United States for his consideration. 

We will have later today that bill fi-
nally come before us, and it is clear 
that the reason for the delay of that 
bill; now that we have it, is that it has 
failure written all over it. This legisla-
tion funds all of our Federal commit-
ment to public education in this coun-
try, funds all of our major health re-
search for all the very dreaded diseases 
that touch families throughout this 
country; and yet here we are a month 
after the conclusion of the fiscal year 
for which it was supposed to have been 
approved, and it has never even been 
debated on the floor of the House. 

This is a measure that touches every 
family, one way or another, through-
out the United States. Like the other 
parts of the Republican legislative 
agenda, this bill fails to add one single 
dollar to strengthen Social Security, 
and it also fails to meet the standard of 
the rhetoric we have heard about So-
cial Security here this morning. I have 
a letter that the Congressional Budget 
Office sent this morning, October 28, to 
Speaker J. DENNIS HASTERT. The Con-
gressional Budget Office says, and I 
quote:

Outlays from congressional action on ap-
propriation legislation including the latest 
action on all 13 appropriation bills would 
also exceed the discretionary caps (those are 
the ones put in place to assure a balanced 
budget) by more than CBO’s baseline esti-
mate of the on-budget surplus. After taking 
that surplus into account, the Congressional 
Budget Office projects an on-budget deficit 
of about $17 billion.

That is $17 billion directly out of So-
cial Security Trust Fund monies. To 
say that they are not using Social Se-
curity monies for non-Social Security 
purposes is flat wrong, and the evi-
dence is here from the Republican Con-
gressional Budget Office to dem-
onstrate it. This bill and the legislative 
program of which it is a part fails to 
get prescription drugs to seniors, fails 
to ferret out waste. It is late, and it is 
wrong for America. This bill should be 
rejected, and another stop gap con-
tinuing resolution undoubtedly will be 
presented to this House, because of the 
same failures that have characterized 
the first 10 months of this year. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
CALLAHAN), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs.

Mr. CALLAHAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I love this House. Wit-
ness the ceremony yesterday afternoon 
where we honored former President 
Ford and Betty Ford and the comments 
that were made there about the respect 
this institution has had over past dec-
ades. 

But are we so naive or so stupid, Mr. 
Speaker, that we think the American 
people cannot see what we are doing 
here? Is there anybody in this body 
who thinks they are fooling the Amer-

ican people by saying we are going to 
destroy the Social Security Trust 
Fund? Of course we are not. The only 
thing we have to argue is history, and 
history says for 40 years until 1993 that 
the majority party during those years 
was spending much of the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. 

And now we are here today with a 
balanced budget talking about whether 
we might dip into the Social Security 
Trust Fund by $10 or $15 billion, which 
we are not, but the American people 
are not that naive. The American peo-
ple are truly appreciative of the fact 
that during the last 3 years we have 
balanced the budget. What a wonderful 
argument it is to develop today, saying 
we are not going to spend all of the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. Maybe CBO 
or some other organization might score 
some of the things we pass here today 
as a possible invasion of the trust fund, 
which I do not think it is. But the 
American people are not easily fooled. 
The American people know exactly 
what we are talking about when we 
have debates such as this which is 
nothing but demagoguery. 

Mr. Speaker, I am just as guilty as 
any of my colleagues. I stood on this 
floor the other day and demagogued 
the President of the United States for 
taking 1,700 people to Africa and spend-
ing $47 million of the taxpayers’ money 
on that trip. We do all of that, but let 
us not think for 1 minute that the 
American people are so naive as to 
think, Mr. Speaker, that anybody in 
any party would deliberately do any-
thing to the detriment of the Social 
Security Trust Fund. 

We have to look at where we were 
when we, the majority, took control of 
this House 5 years ago and where we 
are today, and it is as simple as that. 
The chairman of my committee (Mr. 
YOUNG) has the most compelling chart 
of all of the charts that have ever been 
presented on this issue to the House, 
and it shows what was happening be-
fore the Republican party took control 
of this House, and it is so glaring that 
the amount of money that we are now 
saving for the Social Security Trust 
Fund is a result of what we have done 
in this body. 

So we can have all this fun we want, 
and we can engage in all this rhetoric, 
and we can demagogue, and we can 
stand up and we can say these bad 
things about each other. The real fact 
is the American people are no fools. We 
have balanced the budget, we have 
saved Social Security, and it is because 
of the programs that we have imple-
mented in the last 4 years.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT), ranking Democrat on the 
Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, a con-
tinuing resolution is a confession of 
failure on the part of Congress. It is a 
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confession by Congress that it has not 
done its job, so is the appropriation bill 
that follows this continuing resolution. 

We were elected to use our judgment, 
our experience, to use our discretion to 
get the best value out of the American 
taxpayers’ money. What do we do with 
an across-the-board cut? It is nothing 
less than abdication of the judgment 
that we were elected to use. It whacks 
the budget across the board by 1 per-
cent, cutting the good with the bad. 

Now that may sound minimal. One 
percent sounds trivial. But if it is mini-
mal, why not go back through these 13 
bills and do it using discretionary judg-
ment, picking out things that have 
been larded into these bills, Member 
adds, and we can start with Senator 
LOTT’s helicopter landing ship, just one 
of many things that cost several hun-
dred million dollars that we can do 
without. The Navy said so, did not 
want it, did not ask for it. 

One percent is not minimal if some-
one is one of the people who have been 
hurt by the cut. As my colleagues 
know, we have spent the better part of 
this year, this past year, trying to get 
veterans health care up to the level 
that the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs itself says we need to fund it at in 
order to keep our promises made to the 
men and women who served our coun-
try particularly in time of war, and if 
there are any promises we ought to 
keep; we ought to keep the promises we 
made to our veterans. 

What does this bill do? We have got 
the veterans’ health care up by 1.5, $1.7 
million; it whacks it $200 million. That 
is health care veterans will not be able 
to get if this bill were to become law. 

We spent last year, the whole past 
year, trying to get funding for our men 
and women in uniform, our Armed 
Services, up to the level where they 
want to stay in the service and encour-
age others to join the service because 
recruitment and retention are off, both 
badly. 

What does this bill do? The appro-
priations bill that will come after this 
continuing resolution will whack our 
men in uniform to the tune of 28,000 
men and women on active duty who 
will have to be involuntarily separated, 
removed from service. What in the 
world will that do to morale when we 
are trying to encourage retention and 
recruitment? 

Kicked out of the service, mindless 
across-the-board cuts. General Shelton 
summed up the effects yesterday when 
he said a 1 percent across-the-board 
would be devastating to our national 
defense. But that is what we are pro-
posing here today. 

All of this mindless carnage to the 
budget is being done in the name of 
holding Social Security surplus harm-
less, and it is a worthy goal; but I sug-
gest to my colleagues in truth this is 
not the real goal. The real goal is to 
send these 13 appropriation bills to the 

President, have them veto several of 
them, and then we will be able to say 
he is responsible for our having to bor-
row this year from Social Security. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, that dog will not 
hunt.

b 1200 
Do not take my word for it. Listen to 

what CBO says this morning just off 
the press in its summary of 12 bills 
that this Republican majority and this 
House and the Senate have passed, the 
last to come, Labor-HHS. It summed 
them all up, and here is the summary 
right here on this chart in the simplest 
possible terms for people to under-
stand. 

The appropriations spending cap for 
this year in July was $580 billion. At 
that level, CBO said we would have a 
surplus this year of $14 billion, $14.4 to 
be exact. So that means if you spend 
$594 billion, the cap on appropriations, 
plus the on-budget surplus, you can 
stay out of Social Security. But CBO 
says today, looking at all 13 appropria-
tion bills, that they spend altogether 
$611 billion. Simple arithmetic says, 
therefore, these bills to date are $17 bil-
lion already into the Social Security 
trust fund, $17 billion already into the 
Social Security surplus, because these 
bills to date spend $611 billion as op-
posed to a spending ceiling of $594 bil-
lion if you want to stay out of Social 
Security. 

There it is in simple form. In more 
complicated form I have a letter here 
dated October 28, 1999, from Dr. 
Crippen, who is the Director of CBO, 
which I would like to insert in the 
RECORD. It sets it straight. It spells it 
out. You are already $17.1 billion into 
Social Security. That is the bottom 
line, no way around it. 

Let us vote down the Labor-HHS bill 
so we can get down to reality and get 
down to budgeting, rather than blam-
ing, which is what the people elected us 
to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
for the RECORD:

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, October 28, 1999. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: As you requested in 

your letter of October 27, the Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) has estimated the on-
budget deficit for fiscal year 2000, incor-
porating appropriation action to date. 

CBO’s estimates are based on appropria-
tion bills that have been signed by the Presi-
dent and, for those that have not yet been 
enacted into law, on the most recent con-
ference agreements. The enclosed table pro-
vides CBO’s estimate of how those bills 
would affect the on-budget surplus for fiscal 
year 2000. As you requested, the table dis-
plays the impact on that estimate of the ad-
justments made to CBO’s figures for Con-
gressional scorekeeping purposes—with the 
exception of the adjustment made for contin-
gent emergencies. 

In response to numerous questions about 
the on-budget deficit and related matters, 

CBO has prepared a memorandum entitled 
Discretionary Spending Caps, Deficits, and the 
Social Security Surplus, which provides some 
context for addressing the budgetary issues 
you have raised. A copy of that memo-
randum is enclosed. 

If you wish further information, we will be 
pleased to provide it. 

Sincerely, 
DAN L. CRIPPEN, 

Director. 

Enclosures:

TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED BUDGETARY IMPACT OF CURRENT 
APPROPRIATION ACTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000, AS OF 
OCTOBER 27, 1999

[In billions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Discretionary Appropriations (By bill): 1

Agriculture ............................................................ 22.7 22.7
Commerce, Justice, State, the Judiciary .............. 37.2 36.3
Defense ................................................................. 269.4 267.8
District of Columbia ............................................. 0.4 0.4
Energy and water ................................................. 21.3 21.0
Foreign operations ................................................ 12.7 13.3
Interior .................................................................. 14.4 14.7
Labor, HHS, Education 2 ....................................... 84.6 83.4
Legislative ............................................................ 2.5 2.5
Military construction ............................................. 8.4 8.8
Transportation ...................................................... 13.6 44.7
Treasury and general government ....................... 13.7 14.7
Veterans, HUD, independent agencies ................. 71.9 83.7

Subtotal 1 ..................................................... 572.9 614.1
Across-the-board reduction of 0.97 percent ........ ¥5.7 ¥3.5
Savings from additional collections of defaulted 

student loans ................................................... ¥0.1 ¥0.1

Total 1 .......................................................... 567.1 610.5
CBO’s July 1999 Baseline Estimate of Discretionary 

Appropriations ...................................................... 539.3 579.8

Difference (Total appropriations minus baseline es-
timate) .................................................................. 27.8 30.7

Additional Interest Costs Resulting from Higher Ap-
propriations .......................................................... n.a. 0.8

Total Change from Baseline ....................... n.a. 31.5
CBO’s July 1999 Baseline Estimate of On-Budget 

Surplus ................................................................. n.a. 14.4
CBO’s Estimate of the On-Budget Deficit (¥) Re-

flecting Appropriation Action to Date 2 ................ n.a. ¥17.1
Congressional Scorekeeping Adjustments 2 .............. 3.4 18.1
Projected On-Budget Surplus Under Congressional 

Scoring .................................................................. n.a. 1.0

1 CBO estimates, excluding scorekeeping adjustments. 
2 Reductions applied to CBO’s estimates for Congressional scorekeeping 

purposes; not included in any of the figures above. Includes $0.4 billion in 
debt service savings, but does not include $1.6 billion in adjustments for 
contingent emergencies.

SOURCE: Congresisonal Budget Office. 
NOTE: HHS = Department of Health and Human Services; HUD = Depart-

ment of Housing and Urban Development; n.a. = not applicable. 

DISCRETIONARY SPENDING CAPS, DEFICITS, 
AND THE SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS 

October 28, 1999

The current budget debate centers around 
two distinct objectives. The first is adher-
ence to the statutory caps on discretionary 
spending specified in the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997 (BBA). The BBA extends an ac-
counting framework for discretionary spend-
ing and requires across-the-board cuts (se-
questration) if the caps are exceeded. The ex-
ecutive branch alone determines whether a 
sequestration is needed and, if so, executes 
it. 

The second objective is avoiding an on-
budget deficit—that is, avoiding the need to 
borrow from the Social Security trust funds 
to finance non-Social Security spending. 
Whether that objective is met depends on the 
total amount of revenues and spending in the 
rest of the budget. No enforcement mecha-
nism, such as sequestration, exists to ensure 
the attainment of that goal. 

Those two objectives are related but are 
not identical, and actions taken to achieve 
one of them would not necessarily increase 
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the likelihood of achieving the other. In ad-
dition, confusion exists about the relation-
ship between on-budget deficits and the So-
cial Security surplus. In response to numer-
ous questions, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice (CBO) has prepared this memorandum to 
provide some context for addressing those 
issues. 

LIMITS OF BUDGET ESTIMATES 

It is important to keep in mind that at 
this stage in the budget process, all of the 
numbers being presented are estimates of 
outcomes over the next 12 months. Even 
without future Congressional action, at this 
time next year, current estimates of total 
revenues and outlays will probably have 
proved to be too high or too low by signifi-
cant amounts. Fourteen months ago, for ex-
ample, CBO predicted an on-budget deficit of 
$37 billion for fiscal year 1999. (The spending 
and income of the Social Security trust 
funds and the Postal Service are defined by 
law as off-budget. All other spending and in-
come of the government are on-budget.) In 
fact, the on-budget accounts were virtually 
in balance that year, recording a deficit of 
only $1 billion. 

At present, the primary focus of the budget 
debate is the outlays that will occur in fiscal 
year 2000 as a result of discretionary appro-
priations of budget authority. On that 
score—estimating the outlays from discre-
tionary budget authority—CBO has an admi-
rable track record. Between 1993 and 1998, its 
projections of appropriated spending each 
year differed from actual outlays by an aver-
age of just $2 billion, or 0.4 percent (dis-
regarding whether the difference was above 
or below actual spending). 

However, for the remainder of the budget 
(revenues and mandatory spending), CBO’s 
projections—along with those of the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) and other 
forecasters—have not been as accurate. With 
total federal revenues and outlays in the vi-
cinity of $1.8 trillion each year and a na-
tional economy of $9 trillion, even small 
variations from the forecasts for economic 
variables, tax revenues, or mandatory spend-
ing can lead to changes in the surplus or def-
icit of tens of billions of dollars. For fiscal 
year 2000, if revenues and outlays differ from 
CBO’s estimates by as little as 1 percent, the 
on-budget surplus could be $36 billion higher 
or lower. Thus, the on-budget surplus for 2000 
could differ substantially from CBO’s base-
line projection of $14 billion, even if the two 
objectives mentioned above are met. 

DISCRETIONARY SPENDING CAPS 

The caps on discretionary spending are 
moving targets rather than permanently 
fixed values. The caps can be adjusted up-
ward to account for funding designated as 
emergency requirements and for certain 
other, generally small, items. OMB, which is 
responsible for determining compliance with 
the caps, may also make adjustments to re-
flect changes in budgetary concepts and defi-
nitions. As a result of those various types of 
changes, the caps on discretionary outlays 
for 2000 have increased from a total of $564.3 
billion (as initially set in the Balanced Budg-
et Act) to $575.8 billion (as specified in OMB’s 
Sequestration Update Report, issued on Au-
gust 25, 1999). 

Adherence to the caps is enforced through 
sequestration, which involves across-the-
board cuts in funding for discretionary pro-
grams. After this session of Congress ends, 
OMB will determine whether a sequestration 
is required on the basis of its estimates of 
the discretionary caps as adjusted and of the 
spending that will result from appropriation 

actions. CBO produces estimates of both the 
caps and spending, but for the sequestration 
process, those estimates are purely advisory. 

In CBO’s view, the President’s most recent 
budget request and House and Senate appro-
priation action to date all exceed the outlay 
caps for 2000 by similar amounts. CBO esti-
mates that discretionary outlays from the 
policies of the President’s Mid-Session Re-
view would exceed CBO’s July 1 estimate of 
the caps by $35 billion. The Administration, 
by contrast, asserts that those policies 
would adhere to the caps—in part because it 
estimates lower outlays from the policies 
and in part because it has proposed a number 
of offsets (such as tobacco taxes and Medi-
care savings) that CBO believes cannot be 
used to offset discretionary spending under 
the provisions of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

CBO estimates that Congressional appro-
priation action, as of October 27, also exceeds 
its July 1 estimate of the outlay caps—by a 
total of about $31 billion. But even though 
estimated outlays exceed the caps, a seques-
tration may not occur. A significant part of 
the overage—about $26 billion—results from 
spending that has been designated as emer-
gency requirements. If the President concurs 
with the designation, that spending will re-
sult in corresponding upward adjustments to 
the caps. 

In addition, OMB’s estimates of outlays 
are lower than CBO’s especially for defense 
spending—and OMB’s estimates are the ones 
that determine the need for a sequestration. 
Indeed, the budget committees’ scoring of 
the appropriation bills includes scorekeeping 
adjustments intended to approximate the 
Administration’s outlays estimates. Depend-
ing on the funding levels established in the 
appropriation bills that have not yet been 
enacted, the combination of emergency des-
ignations and lower outlays estimates may 
be enough for OMB to determine that a se-
questration is not required. 

ON-BUDGET SURPLUSES OR DEFICITS 
The second budget issue that has received 

much attention lately is whether an on-
budget surplus will result in fiscal year 2000. 
Whether discretionary spending adheres to 
the statutory caps, as determined by OMB, 
can affect whether the government ulti-
mately achieves an on-budget surplus, but 
the first does not guarantee the second. It is 
possible to exceed the caps and still have an 
on-budget surplus; conversely, it is possible 
to adhere to the caps and still have an on-
budget deficit. (The sequestration procedures 
are aimed at holding spending under the 
caps, not necessarily at avoiding on-budget 
deficits.) 

Two major factors can account for those 
different outcomes: spending for which the 
caps are adjusted and estimating errors. Al-
though the caps may be increased for spend-
ing designated as emergency requirements, 
such spending still counts toward deter-
mining the on-budget surplus or deficit. 
Thus, appropriating emergency funds is not 
a violation of the caps, but it will result in 
additional outlays that will lessen or elimi-
nate an on-budget surplus. 

Estimating errors can have a similar re-
sult. If the estimates of outlays used to de-
termine compliance with the caps are too 
low, spending may appear to fall within the 
statutory limits when, in reality, it will ex-
ceed them. The use of OMB estimates—or 
scorekeeping adjustments that approximate 
them—creates such a possibility, particu-
larly because the Administration has rou-
tinely underestimate defense spending in re-
cent years. 

CBO’s current estimates indicate that 
there is some room to exceed the spending 
implied by the discretionary caps while still 
maintaining an on-budget surplus. In its 
summer update of the baseline, CBO projects 
an on-budget surplus of $14 billion for 2000, 
assuming that discretionary outlays would 
be about $580 billion (CBO’s estimate of the 
discretionary caps at that time). If those 
projections are accurate, discretionary 
spending could exceed CBO’s estimate of the 
caps by up to $14 billion without causing an 
on-budget deficit. 

Both the President’s budget proposals and 
Congressional action would result in discre-
tionary spending that, by CBO’s estimates, 
would exceed the caps by more than $14 bil-
lion and thus result in an on-budget deficit 
for 2000. CBO estimates that the President’s 
budget, if enacted in full, would result in an 
on-budget deficit of $7 billion. That number 
is considerably lower than the amount by 
which this budget would exceed the spending 
caps because of his proposals to offset total 
outlays with revenue increases and Medicare 
reductions. However, the President’s budget 
does not include provisions for some of the 
emergency appropriations that have been en-
acted. For example, the emergency agri-
culture package will add approximately $8 
billion to outlays. Including that sum, the 
on-budget deficit for 2000 under the Presi-
dent’s proposals would increase to $15 billion 
even it the offsets were enacted. 

Outlays from Congressional action on ap-
propriation legislation, including the latest 
action on all 13 regular appropriation bills, 
would also exceed the discretionary caps by 
more than CBO’s baseline estimate of the on-
budget surplus. After taking that surplus 
into account, CBO projects an on-budget def-
icit of about $17 billion (see Table 1). 

THE SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUS 
The current off-budget surplus is much 

larger than any on-budget surplus projected 
for the near future. The Social Security 
trust funds account for virtually all of that 
off-budget surplus. (The net income or spend-
ing of the Postal Service is quite small in 
comparison.) 

Income credited to the Social Security 
trust funds (from tax revenues and interest 
on the funds’ holdings of Treasury securities) 
exceeded spending for Social Security bene-
fits and administrative costs by about $125 
billion in fiscal year 1999. CBO expects that, 
under current law, the Social Security sur-
plus will grow to $147 billion in 2000. What 
happens to that money?

TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED BUDGETARY IMPACT OF CURRENT 
APPROPRIATION ACTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000, AS OF 
OCTOBER 27, 1999

[In billions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Discretionary Appropriations (By bill): 1

Agriculture ............................................................ 22.7 22.7
Commerce, Justice, State, the judiciary .............. 37.2 36.3
Defense ................................................................. 269.4 267.8
District of Columbia ............................................. 0.4 0.4
Energy and water ................................................. 21.3 21.0
Foreign operations ................................................ 12.7 13.3
Interior .................................................................. 14.4 14.7
Labor, HHS, Education 2 ....................................... 84.6 83.4
Legislative ............................................................ 2.5 2.5
Military construction ............................................. 8.4 8.8
Transportation ...................................................... 13.6 44.7
Treasury and general government ....................... 13.7 14.7
Veterans, HUD, independent agencies ................. 71.9 83.7

Subtotal 1 ..................................................... 572.9 614.1
Across-the-board reduction of 0.97 percent ........ ¥5.7 ¥3.5
Savings from additional collections of defaulted 

student loans ................................................... ¥0.1 ¥0.1

Total 1 .......................................................... 567.1 610.5
CBO’s July 1999 Baseline Estimate of Discretionary 

Appropriations ...................................................... 539.3 579.8
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TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED BUDGETARY IMPACT OF CURRENT 

APPROPRIATION ACTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000, AS OF 
OCTOBER 27, 1999—Continued

[In billions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Difference (Total appropriations minus baseline es-
timate) .................................................................. 27.8 30.7

Additional Interest Costs Resulting from Higher Ap-
propriations .......................................................... n.a. 0.8

Total Change from Baseline ....................... n.a. 31.5
CBO’s July 1999 Baseline Estimate of the On-

Budget Surplus ..................................................... n.a 14.4
CBO’s Estimate of the On-Budget Deficit (¥) Re-

flecting Appropriation Action to Date 1 ................ n.a. ¥17.1
Memorandum: 

Emergency Designations 2 .................................... 27.2 25.8
Congressional Scorekeeping Adjustment 3 ........... 3.4 19.3

1 CBO estimates, excluding scorekeeping adjustments. 
2 Included in the appropriation figures above. 
3 Reductions applied to CBO’s estimates for Congressional scorekeeping 

purposes; not included in any of the figures above.
Source: Congressional Budget Office. 
Note: HHS = Department of Health and Human Services; HUD = Depart-

ment of Housing and Urban Development; n.a. = not applicable. 

That surplus is invested in Treasury secu-
rities and earns interest for the trust funds. 
The cash that the Treasury receives in re-
turn for those securities can be used in two 
ways. If the revenues and expenses of the 
rest of the government (other than Social 
Security) are in balance, the cash generated 
by the Social Security surplus is used to re-
duce federal borrowing from the public—that 
is, to pay down the debt. Alternatively, if 
the budget of the rest of the government is 
in deficit, some of the cash generated by the 
Social Security surplus is used to pay other 
expenses of the government and to avoid the 
need to borrow from the public to support 
that spending. In either case, the balances 
credited to the Social Security trust funds 
and the government’s legal obligation to pay 
Social Security benefits are unaffected. 

Surpluses, both on-budget and off-budget, 
nevertheless have significant benefits be-
cause they allow the government to reduce 
debt held by the public. Such debt reduction 
cuts the government’s interest costs, adding 
further to the surplus or providing more re-
sources to be used for other purposes. In the 
long run, substantial reductions in federal 
debt held by the public can add significantly 
to national saving, thus enhancing economic 
growth and better equipping the nation to 
bear the economic and budgetary burdens 
imposed by the aging of the baby-boom gen-
eration. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I know there is a little 
confusion here today about which bill 
we are considering. We are considering 
actually a continuing resolution, and 
we are not continuing the several bills 
that the gentleman who just spoke had 
referred to, but he made a couple of 
comments that I think we cannot allow 
to go unchallenged. 

First, he talked about veterans 
health care. What our colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle ought to realize 
is that in the bill that we presented for 
veterans health care, we increased the 
President’s budget request for veterans 
health care by $1.7 billion. We in-
creased veterans health care over the 
President’s budget, contrary to what 
the gentleman in the well had just 
said. 

Then he talked about cuts in sala-
ries. No salaries will be cut by the lan-

guage in the next bill that we consider, 
nor this bill, and this bill does not cut 
anybody’s salary. The CR does not cut 
anything. The next bill does not cut 
anybody’s salaries, except Members of 
Congress. So I am not sure where all 
these confusing statistics are coming 
from. 

Then there is one more item that 
supposedly comes from the Congres-
sional Budget Office. What the Mem-
bers on the other side, who are refer-
ring to Mr. Crippen’s papers, failed to 
go to is the next two lines. The next 
two lines say ‘‘Congressional 
scorekeeping adjustments, $18.1 bil-
lion,’’ which brings us to an on-budget 
surplus of $1 billion, according to Mr. 
Crippen, who they are quoting in their 
debate. 

Here is the paper from the Congres-
sional Budget Office. It says using the 
scorekeeping adjustments, we have 
saved $18.1 billion. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I realize there is 
some confusion here as to which bill we 
are considering. We are considering a 
continuing resolution, and I think ev-
erybody supports it, including the 
President of the United States. We are 
debating a number of other bills. 

We will, after we pass the CR, get to 
the actual bill, the conference report 
on the District of Columbia and the 
Labor-Health and Human Services ap-
propriations bill, but that is not what 
is the issue before us at this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment 
the chart makers on both sides. While 
we have used a lot of charts today, and 
I am going to use one in my final pres-
entation that I think is a great chart, 
we have really improved our ability to 
present charts, and I compliment both 
sides for that.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from California, the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Defense 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I very much appreciate the chair-
man yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not intend to 
speak during this discussion on the bill 
that is before us, but the comments 
made by the last speaker are of con-
cern to me as well, for in those com-
ments he presumed in the next bill 
there may be some across-the-board 
cut that could affect the bill we have 
recently had the President sign, the 
bill funding national defense. 

Indeed, it is conceivable that if the 
House does adopt and there is signed 
into law an across-the-board provision 
that affects all accounts, that defense 
could be affected, and that does con-
cern me a lot. But I must tell you, Mr. 
Speaker, it concerns me most because 
of the condition we find our national 
services in today. 

There is little doubt that the bill the 
President signed is a breath of fresh air 

in terms of returning to recognizing 
the priority needed for national de-
fense. But indeed the reason we need to 
be concerned is because of the actions 
of past Congresses. 

Since I have been in the Congress, we 
have reduced our annual expenditures 
for national expense in amounts of al-
most $150 billion. If indeed we have had 
a problem funding our personnel, keep-
ing our forces and numbers and 
strength that is required, it is because 
of that past history of a lack of support 
of the former majority of our national 
defense systems. 

I am very concerned about the dis-
cussion that is going forward. But, in 
the meantime, I think the public 
should understand what this discussion 
is actually all about as it relates to na-
tional defense.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, my 
friend, whom I greatly respect, the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, has just said that I left out a 
line. There is a line on Dr. Crippen’s 
chart. It comes at the bottom of the 
page after CBO has scored this budget 
and says it is $17 billion into Social Se-
curity. That line says ‘‘if you use Con-
gressional scorekeeping.’’ 

Well, CBO, the Congressional Budget 
Office, is our budget office. We have 
hired them to do it. Their record for 
scorekeeping is pretty impeccable. 
Over the last 10 years they have only 
been 0.4 percent wrong, plus or minus 
$2 billion dollars, for the past 15 years 
in scoring discretionary spending. 

What they are saying is, ‘‘Do not use 
their scorekeeping; use our arbitrary 
scorekeeping. We will borrow this from 
OMB, and this from CBO, whatever 
best serves our purposes.’’ 

The best, consistent and proper way 
to score the budget before us is to use 
CBO. Their track record is good. We 
have always used them in the past. If 
you use CBO, you are $17 billion into 
Social Security.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would concede to the 
gentleman that we are using and co-
operating with the President’s Office of 
Management and Budget in this issue 
of scoring, so I wanted them to know 
that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to my 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON), a 
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to go back 
a little bit to an issue raised a little 
while ago that questioned the Repub-
licans’ commitment to the National In-
stitutes of Health that was not an-
swered, and I think it should be. 
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In 1998, I think, the Republican Con-

ference put an initiative of plussing up 
the National Institutes of Health that 
is appropriate for the research that 
needs to be done in this country, and to 
question our credibility on supporting 
NIH I think was uncalled for. 

Now, why are we here today debating 
a continuing resolution? Why? I think 
we heard the discussion. Because we 
are trying to get it right. We are trying 
to pass a budget for the first time with-
out using the Social Security surplus, 
and that is not easy. It may take a lit-
tle longer, but the American people are 
going to be very well served if we break 
this practice. 

Now, I think we heard today from the 
gentleman from Wisconsin the dif-
ference. If we look at the record and 
read it, if I heard the gentleman cor-
rectly, he said, ‘‘You know, we could do 
this rather easily,’’ and I am trying to 
be accurate in what I heard, ‘‘we could 
do this rather easily because histori-
cally we were spending 100 percent, 
borrowing it, putting the notes in the 
drawer and spending it. If we would 
agree to spend 80 percent to pay down 
debt and use 20 percent to fund govern-
ment programs, we could get this done 
real quick.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, that is true. That was a 
very accurate statement. This would be 
over with. We would be home, Congress 
would be done, the President would 
have signed the bills. 

We are trying to get it right. It has 
been difficult to suddenly take $100-
some billion out of this process and say 
we are going to do it without that. 
That is the argument that is going on, 
and if we read the RECORD of this morn-
ing’s discussion on the continuing reso-
lution, there is a very valid argument 
of why we are having a difficult time, 
because we have not agreed to take 20 
percent, borrow it, spend it. We are 
trying to have 100 percent of the Social 
Security trust fund set aside and not 
spent for general government purposes, 
and that has made it difficult.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, let me again correct the 
gentleman. When I described the 80 per-
cent, I said if you assume worst case 
scenario, which is the Republican ac-
tions on the budget so far, that you 
would have that 80 percent—20 percent 
split. So if you want to know why that 
is so bad, do not ascribe it to me. You 
are the folks who have already passed 
bills that have produced that reality, 
once you start telling the public what 
the actual facts are, rather than hiding 
almost $18 billion in spending.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. OLVER).

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

Mr. Speaker, here we are, 29 days 
past the day that started the fiscal 
year 2000. Only 8 of 13 bills have been 

passed, so here we are debating another 
continuing resolution to get us one 
week deeper into the process, and a 
week from now we will end up here de-
bating still another continuing resolu-
tion. 

For weeks now the Republicans have 
accused Democrats of spending the So-
cial Security surplus on this year’s 
budget. Now, give us a break. The Re-
publicans are in the majority here. 
Democrats cannot pass a budget at all. 
We cannot spend a single penny of the 
budget. The Republican majority has 
passed appropriations bills, one right 
after the other, with accounting gim-
micks that call for routine items be-
coming emergencies and putting future 
expenditures past the end of the fiscal 
year so it appears in next year’s ac-
counts. 

The Office of Management and Budg-
et says you have been spending Social 
Security money, your own Congres-
sional Budget Office says that you have 
been spending Social Security money, 
$17 billion by the latest count, but the 
Republican leaders, one after another, 
proclaim they are not spending a single 
dollar of the Social Security surplus. 

Well, every propaganda campaign de-
pends on convincing people you are 
doing exactly the opposite of what you 
are actually doing, and this is a propa-
ganda campaign. The big lie, repeated 
again, and again, and again. 

It really does not matter, because a 
year from now, by election time, one 
year from now, every American will 
know exactly how much money has 
been spent from the Social Security 
surplus, and it will be impossible to 
hide it or lie about it any longer. But, 
more importantly, is the fact that in 
all of this year the Republican major-
ity has deliberately refused to extend 
the life of the Social Security system 
by so much as a single day. They have 
deliberately refused to extend the sol-
vency of the Medicare program by so 
much as a single day. There is not a 
whimper of dispute on either of those 
facts. 

They have refused to put the interest 
saved by paying down America’s debt 
into the Social Security trust fund, 
which alone would extend Social Secu-
rity by 15 years, so that people over the 
age of 30 would be able to know that 
they have Social Security good for 
them into at least the year 2050. And 
they have refused to extend the sol-
vency of the Medicare program beyond 
the 15 years the present law assures. 

At the same time, they have refused 
to expand the Medicare program to 
provide for a prescription drug benefit 
for our senior citizens. In fact, they 
passed earlier this year a disastrous 
tax bill which would have made it im-
possible to extend the life of either So-
cial Security or Medicare. Both would 
have died a slow death by strangula-
tion. Fortunately, the President vetoed 
that bill.

b 1215 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW), 
who plays a major role on the issue of 
Social Security as a senior member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman for yielding this time to me. 

I think everyone on the Committee 
on Appropriations knows that social 
security comes under the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and I have been sitting here listening 
to Member after Member coming down 
and talking about how the appropria-
tion process is not extending the life of 
social security for even one day. 

Mr. Speaker, this committee has no 
jurisdiction with regard to social secu-
rity. If we do not solve the problem of 
social security, it will become a prob-
lem in about 2014, because we will be 
looking for appropriations to put 
money into the social security trust 
fund to pay off the Treasury bills that 
are in the trust fund to keep the bene-
fits flowing. 

That is my greatest concern, and I 
think this should be America’s greatest 
nightmare at this particular time. But 
that has absolutely nothing to do with 
the appropriations process. We have to 
leave this to another day. We have to 
work together to solve this problem. 

If we start putting cash into the so-
cial security trust fund now, through 
the appropriation process under the 
law governing the social security trust 
fund, that money just comes right out 
the other end and is converted into 
Treasury bills. It does not in any way 
affect the solvency of the social secu-
rity trust fund and as far as what date 
is it going to have to go out and tap 
into the taxpayers to get some money 
to take care of its obligations and the 
benefits. 

I even saw a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means on the mi-
nority side get up and start talking 
about how this does not extend the life 
of social security. Mr. Speaker, the 
Committee on Appropriations does not 
have jurisdiction over social security. 

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

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. OLVER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I fully agree that it is not under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Ap-
propriations to do, but this is passing 
the buck from one committee to an-
other. This is a year when, in very good 
economic times, we could have ex-
tended the life of social security by a 
very simple measure, and with ref-
erence to passing the buck, all I said 
was that the Republican majority has 
steadfastly and deliberately refused to 
extend the lifetime of social security 
by so much as a day. 

Mr. SHAW. Reclaiming my time, I 
would like to ask the gentleman two 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:40 Jun 23, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H28OC9.000 H28OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 27295October 28, 1999
questions. One, exactly what does the 
gentleman expect the Committee on 
Appropriations to do to extend the life 
of social security in a bill this year? 

Mr. OLVER. I do not expect the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to do any-
thing. I was merely pointing out that 
it is a responsibility of the majority to 
solve America’s problems. 

Mr. SHAW. The gentleman is abso-
lutely correct. 

Mr. OLVER. The problem in this in-
stance is that we need to extend social 
security. 

They really cannot pass the buck 
from one committee to another when it 
is a matter of all the committees. 

Mr. SHAW. If the gentleman would 
let me explain to him, and if he was lis-
tening, he would know that I said the 
buck stops at the Committee on Ways 
and Means, not the Committee on Ap-
propriations. It is a Committee on 
Ways and Means responsibility to do 
this. We need to do it with a plan that 
is going to save social security for all 
times.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BOYD). 

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman from Wisconsin yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to enter 
into the fray behind my friend, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW). I 
want to say that the rhetoric on Social 
Security has reached a new level for 
the time I have been here, a short 3 
years. 

The gentleman from Florida is right, 
nothing that we will do here today or 
in the next month will change, and I 
think the American people know and I 
know every Member of this body 
knows, nothing will change the fact 
that every social security recipient 
will get their paycheck on time, with 
full benefits, at least until the year 
2034. 

I want to remind Members, though, 
that what the Committee on Ways and 
Means has done over the last 8 months 
under the leadership of the Republican 
majority is focus on an $800 billion tax 
cut, rather than a structural reform for 
social security. I think many of us feel 
like we ought to set some money aside 
so when we address the structural re-
form, we will have that money to be 
able to pay for it. 

I want to talk to the Members about 
the cuts, if I might, the across-the- 
board cuts. I want to tell a very per-
sonal story. I got word earlier this 
week that last Thursday a young lieu-
tenant commander in the Navy who 
happens to be a cousin of mine, Lieu-
tenant Commander Raymond Wor-
thington, flying off the U.S.S. Eisen-
hower, lost power on both engines as he 
began to take off, and the nose turned 
down into the water and he and his 
back seat ejected, and obviously were 
rescued and safe, but the plane was de-
stroyed. 

I tell that story because his mother, 
for the 3 years I have been in Congress, 
has been hounding me about the age of 
F–14s and the availability of spare 
parts, and the shortage of mechanics 
and people who keep these F–14s run-
ning and in good shape. 

I want to tell the Members, this 
across-the-board cut will cut $1 billion 
out of the operations and maintenance 
account of the Department of Defense. 
It will make it harder for Lieutenant 
Commander Raymond Worthington and 
his cohorts to get the maintenance and 
spare parts they need. 

I want to tell the Members also what 
else these across-the-board cuts do. 
They take approximately $200 million 
out of veterans’ health care, something 
that we all agree has been underfunded 
for many, many, many years. That is 
very wrong, and I would hope that this 
Congress, this House, would reject 
those across-the-board cuts.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, just two points in clos-
ing. With respect to veterans’ health 
care, everyone has said that the origi-
nal budget request was inadequate. We 
all agree on that. 

On this side of the aisle, during con-
sideration of the Veterans Department 
budget we asked that $2.4 billion be 
made available for veterans health. 
The committee chose to provide $1.7 
billion, instead. Now, the action that is 
coming today on the part of the major-
ity party will cut an additional $200 
million out of that $1.7 billion. We do 
not think they ought to do that. 

Secondly, we have heard a lot of peo-
ple give some lurid examples of waste, 
fraud and abuse. They said, we can eas-
ily get at that if we pass this 1 percent 
cut. The problem is that the way the 1 
percent cut is designed, we cannot get 
at any of that waste, fraud, and abuse. 
We also cannot get at any congres-
sional Members’ pork projects, any of 
the earmarks. 

One example, in the VA-HUD report 
on page 95, we will find a list of 444 ear-
marked items. The problem is that 
none of those items can be eliminated 
under this proposal before us today. All 
we can do is take 1 percent out of 
them. 

I will place all of those items in the 
RECORD so people can see what I mean. 
I am not suggesting that some of these 
projects are not perfectly legitimate. I 
am saying that it is a fraud when Mem-
bers come to the floor and bring up 
these lurid examples, mostly from 5 
and 7 years ago, and say, ‘‘oh, we 
should cut this out,’’ when in fact the 
way they have drafted this provision 
prevents the administrators from being 
able to cut out that which they object 
to. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say, in 
the time remaining, I recognize the 
gentleman from Florida has done ev-
erything that he can in order to keep 

this issue on the merits. I recognize he 
has done everything he can to try to 
see that we handled these issues in a 
responsible way. I think there have 
been considerable problems above his 
pay grade that have prevented us from 
doing that. I know if he were left to his 
own instincts, we would have a far dif-
ferent product here today. Again, I ap-
preciate the opportunity I have had to 
work with the gentleman.

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

Mr. Speaker, I compliment both sides 
of the debate for their chartsmanship, 
because we have produced some nice-
looking charts. This one that I am 
going to refer to today has a lot of 
writing on it. Members may not be able 
to see it too well, but I will refer to it. 

I wanted to say to my friend, the 
gentleman from South Carolina, who 
said that we cannot get our job done, I 
want the Members of the Congress to 
know that we are getting our job done. 
When we pass the next bill today, we 
will have sent all 13 appropriation bills 
to the President, along with the two 
supplementals that the President had 
asked for. We are doing it without a 
massive omnibus appropriations bill 
like we saw last year, and that most all 
of us pledged not to let happen again. 

I want to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 
While we have had some fairly strong 
political differences, and we have had 
different approaches to our positions, 
the fact is that we have worked to-
gether very well, and we have cooper-
ated with each other in order to get the 
job done. 

Let me tell the Members how the job 
has been done. If we look at this chart, 
there are 30 items on this chart that 
the Committee on Appropriations will 
have done at the end of this day, 30 
items. I challenge any other committee 
in the House or the Senate to have pro-
duced 30 measures to bring before their 
body for votes. 

Let us just take a look at it: the 
Kosovo emergency supplemental; the 
Hurricane Mitch supplemental; the 
conference report on the two 
supplementals; the Agricultural Appro-
priations bill; the conference report on 
the Agriculture bill; the Commerce-
Justice-State Appropriations bill; the 
conference report on Commerce-Jus-
tice-State; the Defense Appropriations 
bill; the conference report on the De-
fense Appropriations bill; the District 
of Columbia Appropriations bill No. 1; 
the conference report on the D.C. bill 
No. 1; the District of Columbia bill No. 
2; the Energy and Water bill; the con-
ference report on Energy and Water; 
the Foreign Operations appropriations 
bill; the conference report on the For-
eign Operations Appropriations bill; 
the Interior Appropriations bill; the 
conference report on the Interior Ap-
propriations bill; the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations bill; the con-
ference report on the Legislative 
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Branch Appropriations bill; the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations bill; 
the conference report on the Military 
Construction Appropriations bill; the 
Transportation Appropriations bill; the 
conference report on the Transpor-
tation Appropriations bill; the Treas-
ury-Postal Service Appropriations bill; 
the conference report on that bill; the 
VA-HUD-Independent Agencies Appro-
priations bill; the conference report on 
the VA bill; the steel, oil, and gas loan 
program issue that came to us from the 
Senate; and today, then, item No. 30, 
the conference report on D.C. No. 2 and 
Labor-HHS. 

So the Committee on Appropriations, 
while we have had political differences, 
has worked well together to produce 
these items. They all will have been on 
the President’s desk by the end of this 
week. The President will probably veto 
the last five bills. He has signed the 
first eight, which I think is a major ac-
complishment. There are five bills that 
we expect will be vetoed. 

We need to have this last bill on the 
President’s desk so that then we can 
deal with the President’s vetos specifi-
cally. Once he vetoes the bill, he sends 
that message back to us and he tells us 
why he rejects that bill. That gives us 
somewhere to start in the final nego-
tiations to find how we can rewrite 
those bills to get them signed by the 
President. 

So contrary to those who say we can-
not get our job done, the Committee on 
Appropriations is and has been getting 
its job done. I think the appropriators 
on both sides of the aisle, while maybe 
not totally supportive of everything in 
all of these bills, ought to be rather 
proud of the record they have estab-
lished here. Again, I thank the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for 
helping us move these bills. 

I want to say a word about our lead-
ership. Our leadership has come in for 
some criticism because they have in-
volved themselves in appropriations 
issues on occasion.

b 1230 

Well, that is the role of the leader-
ship. They have a right to do that. 

I have to tell our Members that, 
when I, as speaking from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, presented a 
problem or had a discussion, I found 
great support for the strategies that we 
were suggesting, for the policies that 
we were suggesting. Our leadership 
supported us every way they could. Did 
they have input? Of course they did. 
That is why we elect leaders, to have 
something to say about the outcome of 
the legislative process. 

So all in all, despite being miles 
apart on political rhetoric, we are fair-
ly close together on getting our job 
done. I am proud of the Members of the 
Committee on Appropriations on both 
sides. While I may disagree with some 
of them, especially on that side, I am 

very proud of the fact that we have 
been able to produce 30 separate appro-
priations issues and passed all of them 
but one, and we are going to pass that 
one today. 

I would also like to add that, up until 
today and all the votes that we have 
had on appropriations bills, we have re-
ceived 8,702 aye votes to 3,514 no votes. 
That is almost three to one ayes. So 
the House, in my opinion, has shown 
great support for the work product of 
the Committee on Appropriations. I am 
very, very proud of that record. I hope 
that all of the members on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations on both sides 
share that pride, because we are get-
ting our job done.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER). All time for debate has ex-
pired. 

The joint resolution is considered as 
having been read for amendment. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
Wednesday, October 27, 1999, the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
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 424, nays 2, 
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 546] 

YEAS—424

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 

Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 

Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 

Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 

Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 

Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
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Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 

Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 

Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—2 

DeFazio Paul 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brady (PA) 
Coburn 
Hinojosa 

Mascara 
Rush 
Scarborough 

Waters 

b 1251 

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The result of the vote was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3064, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 345 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 345

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 3064) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against revenues of said District for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for 
other purposes. All points of order against 
the conference report and against its consid-
eration are waived. The conference report 
shall be considered as read. The conference 
report shall be debatable for two hours 
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER). The gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. LINDER) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST); pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 345 
provides for the consideration of the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
3064, a bill to provide for fiscal year 
2000 District of Columbia appropria-
tions, and for other purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule waives all 
points of order against the conference 
report and its consideration, and pro-
vides that the conference report shall 

be considered as read. The rule pro-
vides for 2 hours of general debate di-
vided equally between the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 
House rules provide for one motion to 
recommit, with or without instruc-
tions, as is the right of the minority of 
the House. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is in-
tended to move the appropriations 
process forward and send the message 
that we are committed to sending all of 
the 13 appropriations bills to the Presi-
dent. I heard it stated on the House 
floor earlier this week that only three 
times in the last 2 decades has the Con-
gress passed all 13 appropriations bills 
by the fiscal deadline. Like past Con-
gresses, we did not meet the set dead-
line, but today we are sending the final 
appropriations bill to the President for 
his signature. 

Keeping America’s fiscal house in 
order does take a little longer than the 
freewheeling spending days of the past 
because we must ensure that all fund-
ing is spent efficiently and where it is 
needed most. Notwithstanding the fis-
cal constraints we now face after dec-
ades of fiscal irresponsibility, the bill 
before us today responsibly funds areas 
important to every American citizen 
and also protects the American people 
from waste, fraud and abuse in Federal 
agencies. 

I want to discuss briefly the contents 
of the conference report that this rule 
makes in order. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
responsible bill that provides funding 
for important issues across the Nation. 
It includes funding for the District of 
Columbia, and substantial funding for 
education and health programs in the 
jurisdiction of the Departments of Edu-
cation, Labor, and Health and Human 
Services. It also forces Federal workers 
to weed out waste in all of their agen-
cies to find savings that will protect 
the Social Security program. 

The President has stated clearly that 
they want to spend more money. Once 
again, Members on the other side of the 
aisle have refused to admit what the 
rest of America strongly believes, that 
Social Security funds should be spent 
on Social Security benefits and noth-
ing else. I urge President Clinton to 
work with Congress to ensure that So-
cial Security is not raided to spend 
more money on wasteful and ineffi-
cient Washington spending plans. 

To achieve this, we are including in 
this bill a plan to direct every Federal 
agency to reduce spending by less than 
1 percent, .97 of 1 percent, by rooting 
out waste, fraud and abuse. Surely the 
Federal Government can save one 
penny out of every dollar, and the 
American people know that. By cutting 
waste in the Federal Government, we 
can stop the raid on Social Security 
that this government has done for dec-
ades. 

American citizens every month sit at 
the kitchen table and find ways to pay 

their bills and save money for their fu-
ture. This Congress is simply asking 
the men and women who run Federal 
Government agencies to make the 
same kind of fiscally responsible budg-
eting with the money taxed out of our 
paychecks. This plan puts the power in 
the hands of each agency because each 
agency would have the opportunity to 
identify that percent of waste, fraud, 
and abuse and eliminate it. 

It is up to the agency head to decide 
where to find the savings, and I am 
sure even the best government program 
wastes at least 1 cent on the dollar. 
For example, the Government Account-
ing Office audits have found that Fed-
eral agencies were unable to account 
for over $800 billion in government as-
sets, that one out of every $18 spent in 
the Section 8 program is wasted, and 
that the government lost over $3.3 bil-
lion on students who never paid back 
their student loans. Another example 
of waste; approximately 26,000 deceased 
persons received $8.5 million in food 
stamps. 

We all know that the agency direc-
tors and executives know where the 
waste is, and I am relatively certain 
they will be able to weed out at least 
that much in savings with this sensible 
plan.

b 1300 

The second component of this con-
ference report includes the District of 
Columbia funding that was included in 
the first D.C. appropriations bill, ap-
propriating a total of $429.1 million in 
Federal funding support for the Dis-
trict and sending $6.77 billion in Dis-
trict funds back to the people of Wash-
ington. 

We maintain a number of important 
provisions that are designed to turn 
our Nation’s Capital around, including 
ratification of the tax cut plan that 
was allotted by the city council and 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia 
to provide more opportunity for Dis-
trict residents to save their hard-
earned money, reinvest it, to create 
jobs, and stimulate economic growth. 

In addition, part of the city-wide ef-
fort to revitalize the District also de-
pends upon efforts to reduce the 
scourge of drug use and related crime 
in the District of Columbia. Therefore, 
we have provided funding for universal 
drug screening and testing, additional 
probation and parole officers, and drug 
treatment services. 

I am also very pleased that the bill 
retains the current law prohibition on 
Federal funds from being spent on any 
program to distribute needles for the 
purpose of illegal drug injection. 

Finally, the third component of this 
conference report includes funding for 
the final appropriations bill allocating 
money for the Department of Labor, 
Education and Human Services. The 
Labor, Education, HHS allotment in-
cludes health and education funding, 
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