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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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including funding increases for the Ma-
ternal and Child Health Block Grant, 
the Ryan White AIDS Health Services, 
and Head Start. 

We have also included more funding 
than the President requested for edu-
cation in the form of education block 
grants, safe and drug-free schools, 
State grants, and vocational education 
State grants. 

We continue to seek to fund edu-
cation initiatives in ways to infuse in-
centives, flexibility, and account-
ability into a system that has so often 
felt comfortable with the status quo, 
and this conference report moves us to-
ward our goal of strengthening our 
schools and improving learning for all 
of our children. 

In the Health and Human Services 
portion of the conference report, I am 
also personally pleased that the Na-
tional Institutes of Health has received 
an increase in funding over the Presi-
dent’s budget request. 

I believe that medical research rep-
resents the single most effective weap-
on in our arsenal against the diseases 
that affect Americans. The advances 
our scientists and doctors have made 
over the course of the last century 
could not have been predicted by even 
the most farsighted observers. Our own 
lives might some day depend on the ef-
forts of scientists and doctors cur-
rently laboring in our Nation’s Federal 
laboratories, and I am pleased that this 
important account has been increased 
for fiscal year 2000 so that this research 
can continue and expand. 

I urge the President to stop issuing 
veto threats to our fiscally responsible 
appropriations bills and join us in pre-
serving Social Security and maintain-
ing our balanced budget. 

I hope that this conference report 
serves as a first step toward a coopera-
tive budget process that will result in a 
balanced budget and secure a future for 
America’s seniors. 

This rule was favorably reported by 
the Committee on Rules last evening. I 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 
today on the floor so that we may pro-
ceed with a general debate and consid-
eration of this important conference 
report. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, this rule marks the end 
of a sad chapter in a year-long budg-
etary charade played out by the Repub-
lican majority. 

This is the last of the 13 appropria-
tions bills to be considered for fiscal 
year 2000. And what has the Republican 
majority done with the 2000 budget? 
Let us take a moment to examine this 
closely. 

They have done nothing to strength-
en Social Security. They have done 
nothing to strengthen Medicare. And 
they are following budgetary policies 

that hurt every American family. And 
to make matters worse, according to 
the Congressional Budget Office, their 
budget actually spent $17 billion of the 
Social Security surplus in spite of the 
fact that they troop out here every 
morning claiming they are not touch-
ing a penny of it. 

Let us not forget for a moment what 
the Republican majority tried to do 
earlier this year with the surplus. The 
Republicans passed a $780 billion tax 
cut that was wisely rejected by the 
President and by the American people 
because it squandered the surplus in-
stead of using it to pay down the na-
tional debt and to strengthen Medicare 
and Social Security. 

And so we move on to the latest 
chapter in this sad story of the budg-
etary games being played out by the 
Republican majority. 

In this chapter, they are proposing a 
.97 percent across-the-board cut for all 
Federal programs in order to make up 
for the fact that they cannot get their 
job done. In essence, what they are say-
ing is, stop me before I sin again. Stop 
me before I raid even more from the 
Social Security Trust Fund. 

So what does this .97 percent mean? 
Let us listen to General Hugh Shelton, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
in Congressional testimony earlier this 
week. ‘‘This across-the-board cut would 
strip away the gains that we have 
made or what we’ve just done to start 
readiness moving back in the right di-
rection. In other words, if applied to 
this program, it would be devastating. 
If it went into the personnel accounts, 
it would be disastrous.’’ 

According to the Comptrollers Office 
at the Department of Defense, this 
mindless across-the-board cut would 
mean a reduction of anywhere between 
27,800 and 50,000 active-duty personnel. 
At the low end, this would represent a 
reduction of 9,600 troops for the Army; 
7,500 for the Navy; 3,400 for the Ma-
rines; and 7,300 for the Air Force. 

This is the equivalent of three-
fourths of an Army airborne division, 
one aircraft carrier, two attack sub-
marines, two Burke-class destroyers, 
11⁄2 Marine Expeditionary Units, and 
two Air Force fighter wings. All this at 
a time when our armed forces are 
stretched thin across the globe. This, 
Mr. Speaker, is nonsense. 

Last night during the Committee on 
Rules hearing, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) tried to tell me 
that these cuts would come from 
waste, fraud, and abuse and from the 
classic expensive Pentagon toilet seat. 
He tried to tell me that because the 
Pentagon budget signed by the Presi-
dent was $4.5 billion more than the 
President requested, the nearly $3 bil-
lion in cuts mandated by the across-
the-board cut in this conference report 
would not really represent a cut in the 
Defense Department. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
ISTOOK) said last night that these are 

not cuts, they are merely adjustments. 
I beg to differ with his analysis. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier this 
week, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff said that these so-called ad-
justments would be devastating to 
military readiness. Readiness, in my 
book, does not represent waste, fraud, 
and abuse. 

Let me tell my colleagues what these 
adjustments in readiness will rep-
resent. A cut in $720 million in military 
personnel, which leaves that account 
$600 million below the President’s re-
quest, and the so-called adjustment 
will also represent a $1.1 billion cut in 
operations and maintenance, bringing 
that account down $1.1 billion below 
the President’s request. 

Last night the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) said that because of 
the obstinacy of the members of the 
Clinton cabinet, it would be hard to 
make any projections about what these 
adjustments might mean until they 
‘‘get out of denial.’’ 

Well, Mr. Speaker, it is hard for Gen-
eral Shelton and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff to be in denial about $2.7 billion 
worth of cuts in the Defense Depart-
ment when the bill signed by the Presi-
dent and passed by the majority in the 
other side contains projects they did 
not ask for. 

That includes $375 million as a down 
payment on a $1.5 million helicopter 
carrier to be built in Mississippi, the 
State of the Senate majority leader, or 
$320 billion for a ship to be built in San 
Diego, or $15 million for a study of the 
aurora borealis, things that were added 
by the Members of the other side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, this is mindless budg-
eting and a clumsy attempt to appear 
to be living up to the Republican 
mantra of saving Social Security. The 
Republicans are not saving Social Se-
curity. They are not doing anything 
about ensuring its solvency, nor are 
they protecting Medicare. They are 
trying desperately to save their thin 
majority in this House. They are look-
ing out for number one and letting the 
American people down in the process. 
They are cutting vital defense pro-
grams, ignoring Social Security, and 
denying senior Americans prescription 
drug coverage. 

This is a shameful exercise, Mr. 
Speaker. I urge every Member of this 
House, every Member who cares about 
the honest budgeting and living up to 
our responsibility as elected represent-
atives, to vote against this farce and to 
work in the next week to come up with 
real solutions for the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER). The Chair would remind 
Members of something that is too often 
forgotten. Members should not make 
reference to individual Members of the 
other body.
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Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself 30 seconds to point out that my 
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FROST), who spent nearly 2 decades in 
the majority, spending 100 percent of 
the Social Security surplus without 
batting an eye, is now concerned that 
we are trying to save it. 

I further would like to point out that 
every family in America has learned 
how to cut 1 percent of their family 
budget. Surely, even the Pentagon can 
figure out how to do that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to my 
friend, the gentleman from southern 
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is the height for someone that 
spent time in the majority that con-
sistently voted to take money out of 
Social Security to then come up and 
rail on Republicans on Social Security. 
The gentleman that just spoke did that 
very same thing time and time again. 

Secondly, I was in the hearing where 
General Shelton testified to the Presi-
dent’s budget on defense. He said that 
the President’s budget was completely 
adequate on defense. We added $16 bil-
lion to that fact. And now the General 
says that 1 percent would be hurtful, 
after we added $16 billion and he testi-
fied that $16 billion would be less. 

General Shelton is a war hero, but I 
think he has no political spine in the 
fact that he is supporting the President 
and the Democrats in trying to veto 
every single one of these bills so that 
they can spend more money. 

In that defense bill that he said that 
the President signed this week, every-
body knows that the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), the President, 
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
GEPHARDT) did everything they could 
to have Democrats stand up and vote 
against the defense bill so that they 
could use it as leverage on all of these 
bills. 

I mean, that is wrong, Mr. Speaker. 
My colleagues ought to be ashamed of 
themselves, absolutely ashamed. 

And then the President signs it and 
says, well, it is because of the 1.8. The 
only reason he signed it is because 
Democrats stood before the President 
and said they gave their word, 100 per-
cent of the Democrats on the com-
mittee in the Senate and the House 
said that they would support the de-
fense bill. And then the President had 
to back out. 

Do my colleagues know what he told 
one of those Democrats? And I will not 
mention their name because it was a 
personal conversation. He said, Oh, do 
not tell people that I was going to veto 
it anyway. 

That is sick, Mr. Speaker, absolutely 
sick and what the Democrats are try-
ing to do. 

Secondly, we add education money. 
One of the gentlemen from the other 

body from Illinois, in the conference 
we add over $300 million above the 
President’s request for education, and 
the gentleman from the other body 
said, oh, but you are making a cut, 
right? We said, no. We are increasing 
education spending from last year and 
we are adding $350 million above what 
the President requested. He said, oh, 
you are cutting. And the gentleman 
from Illinois kept on. And Senator 
STEVENS, or the chairman, I am not 
supposed to mention his name, sorry, 
the chairman of the committee said, 
no, that is not true. We are adding 
money from last year and we are add-
ing money above the President’s re-
quest. And the gentleman from Illinois 
said, well, that is not what we origi-
nally wanted. 

So we are still increasing, but the 
same old spin that we are cutting. 

Now, I am sick and tired of the 
Democrats using demagoguery to try 
and veto every one of these bills so 
that they can spend more money. They 
sit there and support the President. 
The gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
GEPHARDT) just walked in. They sup-
port the President’s budget. 

Well, Mr. GEPHARDT, that story you 
told about Mars bars, where your 
mother wanted you to save the money, 
you should have listened to your moth-
er. You still have not learned a lesson. 
You still want to spend and spend and 
spend and to tax to do that. Shame on 
you, Mr. GEPHARDT. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will address his remarks to the 
Chair. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Shame on you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

I apologize. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 

not exactly what the Chair had in 
mind, but the gentleman understands 
his point. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
understand that. 

But the point is that let us get out of 
this charade of trying to veto all of 
these bills so that the President has 
more leverage on all of these bills. 

I think it is perfectly fair to say, Mr. 
President, we are going to give you 13 
appropriations bills. Take out your red 
marker where your priorities are and 
identify under the balanced budget 
where those lines are, but do not dip 
into Social Security and Medicare. 

The 1 percent across-the-board, in-
cluding Members’ pay, which I support, 
is a way to stay under that, but yet 
Members even reject that. I think that 
that is false, and I think it is wrong. 
Get a life.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind Members that they 
cannot characterize Members of the 
other body intentions or remarks un-
less they are factual recitals of the 
public record in the other body on this 
pending measure. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT).

b 1315 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, this 
Republican budget is a bad deal for 
America’s families, and it is really 
when you think about it the worst of 
all worlds. It does not extend the life of 
Social Security by one day. It does not 
provide one penny for a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit. And worst of all, 
it hurts every family in America in 
some important way. 

Today’s Congressional Budget Office 
letter to Speaker HASTERT repudiates 
the Republican false claim about safe-
guarding the Social Security surplus. 
The CBO clearly and directly says the 
Republican budget has already spent 
$17 billion of the Social Security sur-
plus on the spending bills. This letter 
does not use Democratic or Republican 
numbers to come up with the $17 bil-
lion figure, it uses CBO’s own non-
partisan numbers. It exposes once and 
for all the clear fact that the Repub-
licans are the raiders of the Social Se-
curity surplus they claim to have safe-
ly stowed in the lockbox. 

And, remember, the use of CBO num-
bers is something that Republicans felt 
so strongly about in 1995, they shut 
down the government over using CBO 
numbers consistently throughout the 
budget. They passed a resolution of the 
House in 1995 saying we would only use 
CBO numbers. Well, under the CBO 
numbers consistently applied across 
this budget, they say that we are 
spending $17 billion of Social Security 
surplus. 

Democrats are fighting for the real 
needs of families while the only real 
priority of the Republican Congress has 
been to squander the surplus on tax 
cuts for the wealthy and special inter-
ests. Democrats want to strengthen 
and extend the life of Social Security, 
and we want to protect and modernize 
Medicare. Democrats support the 
President’s plan to devote the entire 
Social Security surplus to debt reduc-
tion and extend its solvency to the 
year 2050, and we have a proposal to 
add a prescription drug plan for Medi-
care. Republicans come up empty on 
both counts. Their budget fails to ad-
dress the issue of how we can extend 
the life of Social Security to ensure 
that current and future retirees can 
continue to depend on the foundation 
of retirement security. And they have 
no answer for seniors who are forced 
today to choose between health care 
and prescription drugs and what they 
can afford. 

Some people say this debate is not 
real, that it is some kind of an inside-
the-Beltway ritual, that somehow we 
enjoy gridlock and we do not want any-
thing to happen. Well, people who say 
that are dead wrong. Go tell the senior 
who is going to be waiting for the 
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meals on wheels and it does not come 
and it is not just the meal, it is the 
human contact that comes to that sen-
ior citizen to allow them to live in 
their home. This bill cuts thousands of 
meals on wheels. 

Go tell the child who is going to wind 
up in an overcrowded classroom be-
cause this bill does not contain what it 
should to try to get more teachers and 
to try to get more classrooms. Go tell 
the parent who is worried about deal-
ing with their children using drugs 
that we had to cut the safe and drug-
free bill. And ask the cancer patient 
who benefits from NIH research. I have 
been there. You have heard me tell the 
story of my son and what it was like to 
have that resident come in the room 
after he was diagnosed with terminal 
cancer and say, ‘‘We got on the com-
puter last night and we found an NIH 
therapy that might save his life. Don’t 
get your hopes up but we’re going to 
try.’’ 

Let me tell you something. When you 
need that research, you need it. This 
bill puts the NIH funding off to the last 
two days of the fiscal year, some kind 
of a cheap stunt in order to make the 
numbers come out. It makes no sense. 
Vote ‘‘no’’ on this budget. Let us sit 
down as adults with the President and 
the leaders of this Congress, the appro-
priators, let us come up with a budget 
that makes sense for the American 
people, that saves Social Security and 
Medicare and does right by America’s 
families. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of injecting some sorely need-
ed truth into this discussion, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK).

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I know we 
always hear some things that are long 
on emotion but short on facts or short 
on logic. One would think that what we 
were doing is cutting out or elimi-
nating certain programs that the gen-
tleman from Missouri referred to. That 
is not the case at all. What this bill 
says is for the discretionary spending 
of the Federal Government, let us re-
duce it 1 percent across the board. Not 
singling out any program for elimi-
nation, not singling out any depart-
ment, not Meals on Wheels, not the 
military, not anyone but just saying 
overall in government, can we tighten 
our belt by 1 percent so that we do not 
jeopardize the Social Security trust 
fund any more. Because in the past, 
hundreds of billions of dollars from the 
Social Security trust fund were spent 
by Congress. And it happened even 
after the Republican majority took 
over because we were trying to make 
the change and now we are making it. 
Most of it, of course, in the prior years. 

But the time to use Social Security 
money for all these other things has 
stopped, and all you have to do is say 
to the rest of government, spend 99 
cents instead of $1. That is it. And we 

do not touch Social Security benefits, 
we do not touch veterans benefits, we 
do not touch Medicare benefits. It is 
only the discretionary programs that 
are touched. Is that asking too much? 
Is that the end of the world? Of course 
not. Except to the people who claim 
what they do not want to do is spend 
Social Security, but what is their an-
swer? Do they want to spend the same 
amount but just differently? No. Do 
they want to spend less so that we do 
not touch Social Security? No. They 
want to spend more. The Democrats 
want to spend more. That is what this 
is about. We are saying no. 

The CBO scoring documents, the Con-
gressional Budget Office has given us 
in writing what they are not telling. 
They quote from the CBO and talk 
about the withdrawals from the gov-
ernment treasury, the withdrawals, the 
spending side, but they leave out what 
CBO has said about the deposits. It is 
in writing and CBO has given it to us 
based upon the things and the bill upon 
which we are about to vote, it will not 
touch Social Security, there will still 
be a billion dollar surplus without even 
counting Social Security money. They 
want to count the withdrawals of the 
account, they do not want to count the 
deposits. CBO, when you count the de-
posits as well as the withdrawals, says 
you keep the budget balanced and you 
do it without spending Social Security 
money. And it is about time that we do 
that. 

I am sick to hear these Cabinet offi-
cers stand up in front of the camera 
and say, oh, there is no way that we 
can trim back 1 percent. Tell that to 
the American families that have to do 
it constantly, adjustments a lot bigger 
than 1 percent, or businesses or anyone 
else. Do not tell me that Federal agen-
cies cannot find the way to save one 
penny on the dollar. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the rule and to 
this bill. As a nurse, I have long advo-
cated for Federal support of medical 
research. Over the past few years, we 
have substantially increased funding at 
NIH. This investment pays great divi-
dends. Most importantly, it helps ease 
the suffering of millions. 

My daughter Lisa is currently in a 
fight with cancer. She knows and I 
know the importance of the work of 
NIH, work that is in process right now. 
The bill before us supposedly provides 
$17 billion for NIH, an increase of 15 
percent over last year. But in a slick 
accounting gimmick to make it look 
like they are balancing the budget, 
House leaders are holding back nearly 
half of the money until the closing 
days of this year. This will push $2 bil-
lion onto next year’s books and allow 
them to claim they are saving Social 
Security. 

I am amazed and appalled at such ir-
responsibility. It is no wonder this is 
being rushed through without adequate 
debate. This gimmick will actually 
have the effect of cutting NIH funding. 
Scientists today will have to slow their 
work while they wait for funding, seri-
ously hampering saving research, re-
search my daughter and so many oth-
ers are waiting for, their lives on hold. 

I urge my colleagues to vote down 
this rule and to fully fund the NIH 
starting today. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS), my 
colleague on the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. GOSS. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Georgia for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, as we debate this very 
big bill we will necessarily be focused 
on big issues, as we have already heard, 
but I wanted to take a moment out to 
speak more to the human side, to com-
mend the Committee on Appropria-
tions for not overlooking an issue of 
very great importance but not of major 
press focus these days. I am referring 
to a line item that partially funds the 
Ricky Ray Hemophilia Relief Act 
found in this year’s appropriations bill. 

I think my colleagues will remember 
last year Congress enacted the Ricky 
Ray bill, which provides compassionate 
assistance from the Federal Govern-
ment for victims of hemophilia associ-
ated AIDS. This law responds to that 
awful tragedy that has impacted the 
lives of thousands of Americans and 
continues to do that. This is the first 
year that we have sought funding for 
the Ricky Ray program, and I was 
grateful to see the Committee on Ap-
propriations was receptive to beginning 
the funding process by allocating $50 
million for fiscal year 2000. I certainly 
understand how difficult the appropria-
tions process has been this year, I 
think we all do, so I am especially 
pleased that we are moving forward on 
this critically important program. I 
know the hemophilia community wish-
es we could allocate more money this 
year, the actual total funding would be 
$750 million, but I am hopeful that as 
the process continues the Committee 
on Appropriations will continue work 
to see that we set aside more funds. 

I have a letter from the National He-
mophilia Foundation expressing appre-
ciation, which I would like to insert in 
the RECORD at the appropriate point. I 
know many Americans will join me in 
thanking our colleagues the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER), the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) 
for finding a way to start the funding 
for this program. I do not believe the 
sky is falling. I think good things are 
happening. I think this proves it. I urge 
support for the rule and for this bill. 

The letter referred to is as follows:
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NATIONAL HEMOPHILIA FOUNDATION, 

New York, NY, October 5, 1999. 
Hon. C.W. YOUNG, 
Chairman, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN YOUNG: On behalf of the 
hemophilia community, I wish to express our 
deepest gratitude for your strong leadership 
and commitment to providing initial funding 
for the Ricky Ray Hemophilia Relief Trust 
Fund in the FY2000 Labor, Health and 
Human Services Appropriations Bill. Nearly 
5,000 persons with hemophilia have died from 
the complications of HIV/AIDS since HIV 
contaminated the blood supply during the 
1980s. Approximately 2,700 Individuals with 
hemophilia continue to live with HIV. For 
these individuals and for the families in the 
hemophilia community who lost their loved 
ones, the funding included in the FY2000 bill 
begins to fulfill the promise Congress made 
when it passed the Ricky Ray Hemophilia 
Relief Fund Act last year. 

As you proceed to conference with the Sen-
ate, we ask that you continue to explore ave-
nues to provide increased funding for the 
Ricky Ray Relief Act and ensure its full im-
plementation as rapidly as possible. The 
time-limited nature of the Trust Fund and 
the pressing medical, financial, and personal 
costs borne by our community give urgency 
to this request. 

Again, we thank you for your outstanding 
efforts and look forward to working with you 
to fully fund the Ricky Ray Trust Fund. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD JONES, 

President. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in strong opposition to the rule 
and the underlying bill. This rule pro-
vides for the consideration of the third 
version of the D.C. appropriations bill 
and the Labor-HHS bill which has 
never been voted on in the House, and 
just for good measure an across-the-
board cut of 1 percent. This bill does 
not extend Social Security or Medicare 
solvency for even a single day. My 
friends on the other side know full well 
that the President will veto this bill 
and we will have to come back. And a 
veto is well deserved. 

Mr. Speaker, if we pass this rule, we 
are endorsing a most unusual proce-
dure. The annual Labor, Health and 
Human Services bill appropriates about 
one-third of the United States budget. 
It makes vitally important decisions 
about funding levels for everything 
from cancer research to teacher train-
ing. One would think that the Members 
of this House would consider it their 
responsibility to bring such a bill to 
the floor and to vigorously debate 
amendments which might make it bet-
ter. But my friends in the majority are 
going to shirk that responsibility and 
opt instead for a single up-or-down 
vote on a whole grab bag of issues, 
some lacking even a passing acquaint-
ance with the Labor-HHS bill. 

In my district, Rochester, New York, 
experts at the University of Rochester 

are conducting internationally recog-
nized research in biotechnology and 
medical investigation. But in a bill 
where out of the ordinary is considered 
routine, this measure will delay any 
grants from January until September 
29, 2000. There will be no research 
grants for a year. People who are wait-
ing for cures, praying for cures know 
that this bill will not help them. As a 
former scientist, I can tell you re-
search cannot be conducted that way. 
A delay of a year could be a delay for 
a lifetime. Research delayed is results 
denied, results which might help save a 
life or improve the quality of life for 
our fellow Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I have tremendous ad-
miration for the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. PORTER), the subcommittee 
chairman. He has been a champion in 
so many ways and his intelligence, 
competence and compassion will be ir-
replaceable when he retires at the end 
of next year. I really believe that in an-
other place and time he would have 
brought a much different bill to the 
floor. But in this time and place the 
Labor-HHS bill cannot pass on its own. 
And so the majority relies on proce-
dural shenanigans to slip it through.

b 1330 
The other side will argue it is really 

just a cut in office supplies and travel 
budgets and maybe coffee money. Real-
ly? Well, how about a $184 million cut 
in veterans medical care, or $2.7 billion 
cut in defense, which would mean 
eliminating jobs for tens of thousands 
of men and women in uniform? The top 
military official in the United States 
has warned that this approach could 
seriously impair our military readi-
ness, but the majority here will be ar-
guing office supplies and travel budg-
ets. 

I do not blame the American people 
for finding this hard to believe. I find it 
hard to believe. 

Earlier this year this same majority 
said it had $892 million for a tax cut 
using up the Social Security money. 
Now it says it has to cut back on Head 
Start and child nutrition. 

A retroactive cut in bills which have 
already been signed by the President is 
a new wrinkle for us, and that has hap-
pened for several of the appropriations 
bills. It is very much like the con-
tractor who builds a house, Mr. Speak-
er, and then comes back the next 
morning and breaks the windows. 

The rule is objectionable because it 
condones the highly unconventional 
process under which we consider this 
underlying bill, and the bill is objec-
tionable for reasons too numerous to 
fully address in the time allotted for 
any of us, but I solemnly urge defeat of 
both.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I would just like to put the 

debate on this final spending bill in 
context. 

The President brought us what he 
called a balanced budget proposal. It 
was balanced, but it increased spending 
dramatically; and it funded it, and this 
is why it was balanced, it funded it by 
raising taxes $160 billion on the Amer-
ican people at a time when taxes are 
higher than they have ever been with 
the exception of 1 year during World 
War II. 

Mr. Speaker, we put his budget on 
the floor, and we did not support it, 
and most of my colleagues did not sup-
port it on the other side of the aisle. 
Recently the President suggested that 
we close the gap between what we need 
to fund next year’s services and the 
money available by raising taxes $20 
billion. Well, we brought that proposal 
to the floor. The Republicans opposed 
that increase in taxes; and, as I recall, 
everyone of the Democrats did too. 

So, do not just talk. Be part of the 
action. What we are doing here today is 
finding a way to adjust our expendi-
tures so that we can do the things the 
American people need. 

Any Secretary, any Cabinet member 
paid the salaries they are being paid 
can cut their expenses 1 percent over 
the year. The gentlewoman from New 
Mexico (Mrs. WILSON), one of our col-
leagues, was made head of the agency 
in Arizona responsible for children’s 
services halfway through the year, and 
she had to save 4 percent in half a year, 
and she did it without touching a sin-
gle children’s program. 

Mr. Speaker, there is not anyone I 
represent who does not work in a fac-
tory or in a work place that over the 
last 2 years has not had to be more effi-
cient and cut overhead in order to put 
their product out there on the market 
better quality, lower price. It is noth-
ing in the private sector to have to find 
1 percent. 

Why is this an emergency? Why is it 
that the gentleman from Missouri 
could get up here and claim that we are 
going to cut programs like Meals On 
Wheels? As my colleagues know, it is 
really very distressing to see the level 
of fear they were willing to put out 
there over 1 percent. Frankly, if my 
colleagues cannot cut 1 percent out of 
their own expenditures, if any high-
paid executive cannot cut 1 percent out 
without compromising programs, they 
are not a person who understands qual-
ity improvement, continuous improve-
ment, or all of the other modern man-
agement techniques that allow them to 
reduce administrative costs and im-
prove the delivery of services. 

So I am astounded at these horror 
stories that my colleagues are putting 
out, but let me also say one other 
thing. I am proud of what we are doing 
because in this Congress we have quiet-
ly decided to move our own goalposts. 
A few years ago we balanced the budget 
with great fanfare. That is terrific. 
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This year we found, because the econ-
omy was doing well, we have the oppor-
tunity to balance that budget without 
Social Security funds. First time ever. 
I mean talk about revolutions. 

Balancing the budget was not nearly 
as hard as balancing it without Social 
Security funds, and we are going to do 
it without Social Security funds and 
without new taxes, and our colleagues 
should be helping us cut 1 percent, not 
scaring the American people.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ). 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I hear 
the nervous voices of my Republican 
colleagues, as they should be nervous, 
about what they propose today before 
this House and before the American 
people. 

When I am back home in New Jersey, 
I spend a lot of my time meeting with 
working families who are just trying to 
make ends meet, parents who have to 
work long hours and need a place to 
have after-school programs for their 
kids, senior citizens who are scared 
that they may have to choose between 
food and the medicine they need to 
stay healthy. I have a group in Mid-
dlesex County that I am working with 
to try to serve all of our homebound, 
bedbound and disabled seniors hot 
meals. Right now a lot of these people 
live on cold food or one meal a day. 
These are real people suffering in my 
communities and communities across 
the country. 

So when I look at this budget bill, 
the question I ask is: What does this do 
for these people? Well, for starters it 
guts the funding we made to them on 
hot meals, and it provides nothing to 
provide these seniors with a prescrip-
tion drug benefit, but it does not stop 
there. It denies a million children the 
chance for a safe after-school program, 
it cuts funding for over 8,000 des-
perately needed new teachers, it cuts 
immunizations for 330,000 poor chil-
dren, and it does nothing, Mr. Speaker, 
to extend the life of Social Security, 
not even by 1 day. 

And why does this bill fail in all 
these respects? Because Republicans 
need the money to pay for their tril-
lion-dollar tax giveaway, a proposal 
the American people rejected during 
the break. 

It is all a matter of priorities. This 
bill does not extend the life of Social 
Security even by a single day. It fails 
to provide one penny for a Medicare 
prescription drug benefit, and the only 
thing it does, Mr. Speaker, is hurt 
some American families in some very 
real way. 

To Republicans, the top priorities are 
tax breaks for their special-interest 
friends. For we Democrats the top pri-
orities are America’s seniors and fami-
lies. Let us vote with them and against 
this rule. 

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

At the risk of sounding remedial, I 
would like to point out to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey that there is 
no tax cut in this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT).

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule and of the con-
ference report. The report not only in-
cludes funding for the District of Co-
lumbia, it also includes more money 
for education, Pell grants for college 
students, the NIH, Federal impact aid 
for local communities, the Ryan White 
AIDS program, and communities serv-
ices block grants the administration 
requested. 

But I am particularly pleased that 
the report includes a slightly less than 
1 percent cut on new spending includ-
ing a $1,400 cut to Members of Con-
gress’ own pay. Cutting Members’ cost-
of-living increase tells Federal agen-
cies that they are not alone in holding 
down costs and says, ‘‘If you have to 
take a cut, Congress will, too.’’ The cut 
in salary will also bring Members to a 
level that is more comparable to the 
Social Security beneficiaries’ COLA, 
further illustrating the Republicans’ 
commitment to preserving Social Se-
curity. 

I congratulate the Republican leader-
ship for funding key programs in this 
bill and for keeping its word on pro-
tecting Social Security. I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule and the 
conference report. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

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

I come to the floor this afternoon in 
the name of the people of the District 
of Columbia to protest being used by 
this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, it is one thing to be 
abused. It is just as bad to be used. It 
is one thing to be treated like a dog. It 
is another thing to be treated like a 
mule. That is what is happening here. 

The District of Columbia, the tiniest 
appropriation, is being used as a mule 
to carry across the largest appropria-
tion, the Labor-HHS appropriation. 
This appropriation is the only one that 
involves a breathing, living city. We 
should have been the first out of this 
place. It is the simplest. It is our 
money, not my colleagues’, virtually 
all of it. It does not belong here. It 
makes devolution a joke, for me to 
have to come before my colleagues who 
have virtually nothing to do with rais-
ing the money in this bill to ask for my 
own money. 

Mr. Speaker, it is hung up here extra-
neous matters that are none of my col-
leagues’ business. It makes the whole 
idea of devolution as it comes out of 
their mouths a joke because it involves 
them in tiny matters that in their ju-

risdictions would never go anywhere 
outside their borders. 

It makes a lot of hard work go up in 
smoke. There is the work of the Dis-
trict of Columbia which presented a 
marvelously balanced budget with tax 
cuts and a surplus. There is the work of 
the Senate and House appropriators, 
and I appreciate that Senator KAY BAI-
LEY HUTCHISON and the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) have worked to 
get a bill that might be signed. 

I wondered after the veto of this bill 
why would there be no negotiations. 
Talk about irregular order. Nobody sat 
down and tried to work out our dis-
agreements. Now I know why, because 
my colleagues needed a bill number. 
That bill number, the first thing run-
ning, happened to be the District of Co-
lumbia appropriations containing the 
money of the people of the District of 
Columbia raised in the District of Co-
lumbia. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues did not 
have the nerve and the guts to take 
their HHS bill to full committee and 
then to this floor so that it could be de-
bated openly. They tried something so 
underhanded that it needs to be ex-
posed to the American people. 

What has resulted is a double delay. 
We had to delay while our colleagues 
negotiated this jerry-built HHS bill. 
Then we had the delay, of course, while 
we negotiated our differences in the 
D.C. bill. 

What we have is a potentially sign-
able bill, one not to my liking, and I do 
not know if it would be signed, that is 
going over with a bill my colleagues 
know will not be signed to further 
delay the people of the District of Co-
lumbia getting their own money. 

This rule is unworthy of any serious 
legislative body. It is an unconscion-
able way to treat the people of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. TIAHRT), a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, once 
again we are stressed between a debate 
over spending the Social Security sur-
plus. This bill that is the result of this 
rule will protect the Social Security 
surplus, but one would not know it 
from the rhetoric. According to the 
other side we are actually dipping into 
the Social Security surplus by $17 bil-
lion. But once again we see that the 
sky is falling and Chicken Little is 
running about the House of Represent-
atives. They say children will be sit-
ting in crowded schools because of this, 
seniors will not eat, parents will be 
helpless to stop their children from 
doing drugs, medical research will be 
frozen for a year, and 50,000 troops will 
be laid off or reduced in force. 

Well, none of that is true. Let us just 
look at defense, for an example. Gen-
eral Shelton came to the House of Rep-
resentatives, came to the Senate and 
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he said, ‘‘Here’s the President’s budget. 
We think it’s sufficient to provide for 
our Department of Defense.’’ Then we 
increased that amount of money in 
budget authority by $4.5 billion. Now a 
1 percent cut would reduce that, but 
it’s still $2 billion over the request that 
was completely sufficient, $2 billion 
more, and now, Mr. Speaker, all of a 
sudden we are going to be laying off 
50,000 troops. 

How can that be? How can it switch 
when we are still increasing by $2 bil-
lion? Well, I have the letter that says 
that we are dipping into Social Secu-
rity surplus by $17 billion that has been 
referred to by the opponents of this, 
and it puts some really bogus 
groundrules to do that. But even if it 
were true, it says that in order to keep 
from spending the Social Security sur-
plus, one would have to have a 4.8 per-
cent across-the-board reduction, 4.8 
percent. Well, where is their offer to 
cut the budget by 4.8 percent so we can 
protect Social Security?

b 1345

Now, you say this will not extend So-
cial Security even one day. Well, if you 
do not follow your own rhetoric and ar-
guments, if you do not cut another 4.8 
percent, you will shorten the life of So-
cial Security. You will reduce the 
amount of time that is available for us 
to pay our seniors the benefits that 
they have so adeptly earned by work-
ing and paying into the system. The 
charges are not true, so why do they 
make the charges? To increase spend-
ing. 

I ask my colleagues to vote for the 
rule and vote for the bill that follows.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM). 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to remind myself of the old adage, se-
lect your words carefully today, for to-
morrow you may eat them. I rise in 
strong opposition to this rule for a fun-
damental reason why all of us should 
be opposing this rule: It brings a $95 
billion spending bill to the floor with-
out allowing the House to debate it and 
to decide where to cut it. That in itself 
is unprecedented, bringing a bill to the 
floor as a conference report that has 
not had committee action, that has not 
had floor action. That should be suffi-
cient reason for anyone who cares 
about the process of this House to op-
pose this rule. 

Now, I, too, am sick and tired of dem-
agoguery. I heard an excellent speech 
from my friend from Alabama (Mr. 
CALLAHAN) this morning in which he 
openly and honestly said a lot of 
things. 

My reason for being here today is my 
opposition to the leadership of this side 
of the aisle, a leadership that has the 
gall to stand on this floor and to have 
a message from their party taking full 
credit for the balanced budget and the 

fact that we almost got by without 
spending Social Security last year, 
when that same leadership did not vote 
for the budget of 1990 that laid the 
foundation, the budget of 1993 that put 
the walls up on the economy, and only 
provided 187 votes for the balanced 
budget agreement in 1997 that has be-
come the mantra of political dema-
goguery on this floor. How do you have 
the gall to stand here and to blame 
anybody? There is enough credit and 
blame to go around. 

I happen to be one of the 46 Demo-
crats that stood and voted with you in 
1995 when you said a balanced budget 
should be required and to use scoring 
by the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office based on the most cur-
rent economic and technical assump-
tions of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. I agreed with you then, I agree 
with you today. That is why the Blue 
Dogs sent a letter to this same CBO 
asking them to score it, and when they 
responded to our question of CBO as-
sumptions and methodology and ex-
cluding directed scorekeeping, they 
tell us we are spending $17.1 billion of 
Social Security, we, the Congress, both 
sides. But how can people blame the 
minority when the minority can pass 
nothing? That is CBO. 

All I am saying is it is time for a lit-
tle honesty. You know, that tax bill 
that you begged and pleaded with us to 
support, according to CBO honest scor-
ing, would have spent $120 billion of the 
same Social Security trust fund we 
here today are debating. 

Come on, it is time to be honest with 
our rhetoric. ‘‘Across the board spend-
ing.’’ I heard the gentleman from Okla-
homa a moment ago make this talking 
claim. The measure does not specify 
the accounts. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education of the Committee on 
Appropriations.

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

Mr. Speaker, we find ourselves at 
this moment in the middle of a very 
highly structured and organized 
disinformation campaign by our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
and yet some of the criticisms that 
have been leveled I want to admit to. 

The gentleman from Texas and ear-
lier the gentlewoman from New York 
said that it is not right that a bill like 
the Labor-HHS bill, or any other ap-
propriation bill, comes to the floor 
without the chance of the House to 
shape that legislation on the floor. I 
agree with that. I regret that this bill 
has not been taken up on the floor. I 
think it is a failure of process, and I ac-
cept the criticism that has been leveled 
in that regard. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Texas that the bill was shaped in the 

subcommittee and in the full Com-
mittee of Appropriations and that my 
colleague from Wisconsin was invited 
to an informal conference which we 
had to have in the absence of passing 
the bill on the floor. He refused to par-
ticipate and his voice was not heard. 
But the criticism is a valid one. 

Yet there is so much today that is 
not valid, so much that is 
disinformation. This bill in total is the 
same as the President’s budget. It is 
equal to the President’s budget in edu-
cation, it is higher than the President’s 
budget in health and human services, 
and it is somewhat below the President 
in labor. But it is equal to the Presi-
dent’s budget, overall. 

Yes, we differ on how that money 
ought to be spent, and it is up to the 
Congress, not the President, to shape 
legislative policy, and we are doing 
that. 

The minority leader followed by the 
gentlewoman from California said in 
effect we are cutting NIH. Let me re-
mind my colleagues from the other 
side of the aisle that in the last 5 years 
we have increased NIH 5.7 percent, 6.9 
percent, 7.1 percent, and, last year, 15 
percent, and in this bill 14 percent. 
And, very frankly, the President of the 
United States in his budget this year 
proposed just a 1.4 percent increase for 
NIH. Are we supporting biomedical re-
search? Yes, we are. Is anything saying 
that we are not? The truth is, ‘‘no’’; it 
is a lie. 

I would end by saying this: Nobody 
for the last 15 years has attempted to 
get control over the budget in a way 
that protects the Social Security re-
serve, and your side of the aisle has 
presided over hundreds of billions of 
dollars of raid on that reserve. Thank 
God we are trying to correct that right 
now.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, it is abso-
lutely correct that I refused to partici-
pate in the conference on the Labor-
HHS bill, because it was not a con-
ference. The conference is supposed to 
come after the House passes a bill. 

We were never given an opportunity 
to debate this bill on the floor and help 
shape it. Then we went into a con-
ference controlled by the Republican 
leadership with a specific instruction 
about what ought to be provided in 
that bill, and so I simply said to the 
gentleman, ‘‘Look, my friend, when the 
Republicans have determined what 
they want in that bill, I will be happy 
to sit down with you and give you an 
honest assessment of what else you 
need to do to get a bill that can be sup-
ported on a bipartisan basis.’’ But I 
will not participate in a sham. And I do 
not apologize for that. I am proud of it. 

Secondly, with respect to NIH, the 
gentleman from Illinois is a great 
friend of NIH. There are few better 
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friends in this House than the gen-
tleman from Illinois. But the product 
today, not through his desire, but be-
cause of this silly, phony debate on So-
cial Security, what is happening to 
NIH is that all but a few hundred mil-
lion of the $4 billion that we are pro-
viding to NIH for new grants will be 
frozen for an entire year. That will kill 
people, and that is wrong.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BENTSEN).

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, let me first say to the 
respected chairman of the sub-
committee just for a point of reference, 
in 1995, my first year in the House, it 
was the Republican budget, the fiscal 
1996 budget, that the President would 
not adopt that cut the NIH by 5 per-
cent. You all have forgotten about 
that, but you all did propose that, and 
thank God you did. 

Now, the bill before us today perpet-
uates a fraud on the Federal budget 
process and the American people. The 
Republicans have produced a Federal 
budget which in reality exceeds the 
spending caps set in 1997 by more than 
$30 billion and, according to our own 
Congressional Budget Office in this let-
ter, spends at least $17 billion against 
the Social Security surplus, even with 
the across-the-board cuts, advance 
funding and gimmicks such as delaying 
medical research funding and paying 
the government’s bills to private con-
tractors late. 

Today we read that the Speaker of 
the House and the Republican leader-
ship, in their effort to pursue this 
budgetary fraud for political goals, has 
cut a deal with the chairman of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, promising him that they 
will make him whole later on. He will 
get his highways, but medical research, 
trying to find cure for cancer and AIDS 
in Houston, Texas, will get the shaft. 

No matter how much my Republican 
friends say it, no matter how much 
they wish it, the fact remains that, as 
scored by CBO, their budget exceeds 
the ’97 budget spending caps by $30 bil-
lion, and spends $17 billion of the So-
cial Security surplus. This is before the 
House takes up bills to rewrite the 1997 
Balanced Budget Agreement, before the 
tax credit extensions and the minimum 
wage tax cuts, which we know will cost 
billions more. 

It is not really whether you cut 
across the board, it is the fact that you 
have destroyed the budget process.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the 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 
into the new fiscal year, dealing with 
the largest discretionary budget, other 
than defense, under most unusual cir-
cumstances. 

This is the bill that deals with every 
family in America on education and 
health and working issues and training 
and job safety and such, and we are op-
erating under and asked to vote for a 
rule which completely bypasses regular 
order. 

This is my ninth budget. In not one 
of those previous 8 years have we dealt 
with the labor, health and education 
budget in less than at least one whole 
day of debate, where it was possible to 
amend this legislation along the way, 
either by the minority or the majority, 
to offer amendments and have them de-
bated and considered along the way. 

Not a single amendment can be of-
fered here, not a single one debated. It 
is totally unamendable under these cir-
cumstances. But we are here under 
that set of rulings, and we should re-
ject the rule for that reason.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from the 
Virgin Islands, Mrs. CHRISTIANSEN. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the rule and to this combined 
DC/Labor-HHS-Education conference 
report, which in reality is a misnomer, 
because the majority did not even 
bother to bring a freestanding Labor-
HHS-Education bill to the floor. 

While they are continuing to invent 
new budgetary gimmicks to mask the 
fact they have already raided the So-
cial Security surplus, our friends in the 
majority have brought a Labor-HHS 
bill to the floor which cuts many of the 
President’s priority requests to a com-
pletely unacceptable level. In fact, 
even if the President’s request was ap-
proved, it would not have been ade-
quate to sustain and meet the current 
capacity building needs of minority 
communities. Of the CDC’s minority 
HIV and Health Disparities request, it 
cuts the administration’s request by 
$39 million, making it less than last 
year’s level. This is unconscionable and 
must not be allowed to stand. We can-
not afford to take a step back, just as 
we are finally beginning to make a dif-
ference. 

My colleagues, we must not allow 
disparate treatment in health care of 
minorities to continue. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this unfair rule 
and this mean-spirited bill which cuts 
much needed funding in health care, 
education and social services to our 
families and our children. 

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

b 1400 

Mr. Speaker, the speakers on the 
other side, several of them have en-
gaged in what I have referred to as tri-
ple-speak, not double-speak but triple-
speak. They said, oh, well, the Presi-
dent only requested X for defense, and 
Congress voted more than the Presi-

dent requested for defense. Now they 
are cutting back across-the-board 1 
percent, and the figure is still more 
than the President requested for de-
fense. Therefore, defense is just hunky-
dory. 

What the gentlemen on the other side 
really did was to appropriate more 
than the President requested for weap-
ons systems, for pet weapons systems 
for particular Members of Congress, 
money that was not even requested by 
the President. Now they want to cut 
below what the President requested for 
operations and maintenance and for 
personnel. 

This is not double-speak, this is tri-
ple-speak. In fact, the Defense Depart-
ment, under their 1 percent cut, will 
now get less than what the President 
asked for to be able to deploy people 
around the world, less for operations 
and maintenance, and will in fact have 
to reduce the size of the armed forces. 

They should not be permitted to get 
away with this kind of charade. The 
American people deserve to be spoken 
to honestly and directly when we are 
talking about what we are doing with 
their money. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a charade. We 
will vote ‘‘no’’ against the rule. If the 
rule is passed, we will vote no against 
the conference report. If the conference 
report should be passed, the President 
will veto it. They do not have the votes 
to override the veto, they know that, 
and we will then, finally, be in negotia-
tions with all the parties at the table, 
unless the other side stubbornly re-
fuses to negotiate with the President. 

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I grate-
fully bring an end to this discourse by 
yielding the balance of my time to my 
friend, the gentleman from Southern 
California (Mr. DREIER), the chairman 
of the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) is recognized for 
41⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule. I would like 
to commend this House, because when 
we move from this rule to the debate 
on the conference report and then vote 
it out, we will have, for the first time 
in a heck of a long time, passed all 13 
appropriations bills without touching 
social security, and we will have sent 
them down to the President. 

There has been a great deal of rhet-
oric that we have heard during this de-
bate, but I have to say that we are 
going to be making history when we 
proceed with this. 

We are trying to make some tough 
decisions. It is very easy to simply ad-
vocate a tax increase when we are ad-
vocating more spending. What we are 
saying is that we are not going to in-
crease the tax burden on working fami-
lies, we are not going to touch social 
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security, and at the same time, we are 
going to make sure that we do not in-
crease spending. 

It is tough to do that. We are the 
ones who proposed doing it responsibly. 
That is why so many of my colleagues 
on this side have argued eloquently on 
behalf of a very responsible 1 percent 
cut. 

My friend, the gentleman from Dal-
las, Texas, has justifiably talked about 
the fact that we are going to see prob-
lems within the Department of De-
fense. That does not have to happen. It 
does not have to happen. We will, with 
this 1 percent cut, have, as has been 
pointed out, $1.8 billion more than the 
President’s request for national de-
fense, and those priorities can clearly 
be established within the Pentagon and 
by the President. 

We all acknowledge that there has to 
be waste, fraud, and abuse in every 
level of government. We are going to be 
doing it right here in the United States 
Congress, as well. 

We know that when it comes to edu-
cation, $34.7 billion was requested by 
the President. What is it that we had? 
We had $35.03 for education, and with 
this 1 percent cut we end up with $88 
million more than the President’s re-
quest for education. So if we look at 
what it is we are trying to do, we are 
doing it very, very responsibly. I hope 
very much that my colleagues will join 
in helping us make history by giving us 
a bipartisan vote on both the rule and 
on the conference report.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to strongly oppose this rule. Although the 
rule waives all points of order against the con-
ference report, the rule also denies any 
amendments to this very flawed bill. 

This bill cuts $1.2 billion out of the Presi-
dent’s education agenda. It guts last year’s bi-
partisan commitment to hire 100,000 teachers 
to reduce class size in the early grades, block 
grants the program, and cuts out the addi-
tional $200 million requested by the President 
to hire 8,000 teachers next year, in addition to 
29,000 teachers hired this year. 

This measure funds 3,400 fewer after 
school centers serving 950,000 fewer children 
than requested by the President. 

The appropriations bill also cuts $189 million 
in Title 1 funds below the President’s request 
which help schools hire an additional 5,400 
Title 1 teachers to serve 290,000 disadvan-
taged children. 

This legislation also cuts $44 million in re-
quested CDC funding to immunize over 
333,000 children against childhood diseases. 

This bill denies $94 million requested for 
educational technology initiatives, including 
funds to establish computer learning centers in 
260 low-income communities, to implement 
technology plans in 220 school districts; and 
impose technology instruction in 4,700 middle 
schools. 

When our multi-cultural society is our Na-
tion’s strength, this bill wrongfully denies $169 
million for Bilingual Education, HEP/CAMP, 
and Adult Education, denying bilingual edu-
cation training for 1,800 teachers; high school 

equivalency and college assistance for 2,400 
migrant students; and ESL education for 
600,000 adult learners when one-third of re-
cent immigrants do not have a high school di-
ploma or its equivalent. 

And this bill also injures our hardworking 
students by denying $60 million of the $240 
million requested for GEAR UP, preventing an 
estimated 131,000 low-income middle and 
high school students from receiving the men-
toring, counseling, tutoring, outreach, support 
services, and encouragement they need to 
raise their expectations and successfully pur-
sue college; cuts out $50 million for new initia-
tives to educate disadvantaged youth and their 
families about college opportunities. 

This bill cuts $35 million in requested fund-
ing to improve pre-service training for 2,500 
new teachers and denies funds to recruit 500 
new teachers under the Teacher Quality En-
hancement Program; and rejects $18 million 
for Troops to Teachers aimed at meeting the 
need for 2.2 million additional teachers over 
the next 10 years. 

The Department of Education is a vital entity 
that provides a great many services to our Na-
tion’s education, yet, the bill cuts $16 million 
out of the Department’s administrative budg-
et—forcing a furlough of employees for 10+ 
days—in a back door attempt to dismantle the 
Education Department piece by piece. As writ-
ten, the bills denies $125 million requested by 
the President to support family care for over 5 
million Americans with long-term care needs, 
cuts $28 million requested by the President to 
ensure that 1.6 million elderly and disabled re-
ceive quality nursing care, and cuts funding 
available for social services for the elderly and 
low-income Americans in FY 2000 by $1.1 bil-
lion or 46% below the mandatory level. 

This bill also strikes a blow to our workforce 
and eliminates assistance for 241,000 unem-
ployed individuals. It also shortchanges efforts 
to improve the safety and health of workers 
and the safety of their benefits, but cutting $69 
million out of requested increases for work-
place safety enforcement, initiatives to pro-
mote equal pay, to address problems of coal 
dust in mines, and help other countries im-
prove working standards. Worse yet, the 
measure eliminates $25 million new initiative 
to provide health coverage for uninsured work-
ers, cuts the Minority AIDS initiative by $15 
million below the 1999 level. 

This legislation also injures the American 
farmer and drops $508 million in emergency 
aid to farmers devastated by Hurricane Floyd 
in North Carolina and states on the Eastern 
seaboard with no guarantee that this needed 
assistance will be provided later. 

The 1.4% cut across the board will decid-
edly hurt key programs. This bill cuts $403 
million out of the Department of Education, re-
ducing the conference level to $81 million 
below the President’s program request, cuts 
$550 million out of the Department of Health 
and Human Services, and cuts $122 million 
out of the Department of Labor. An additional 
$109 million would be cut out of Title 1, elimi-
nating reading and math assistance for ap-
proximately 168,000 disadvantaged children, 
$108 million would be cut out of Pell Grants, 
underfunding the maximum Pell award, $54 
million would be cut from Head Start, and over 
10,000 fewer kids would be served, $2 million 

would be cut from Meals on Wheels, and 1.5 
million fewer meals would be served to 11,000 
fewer seniors. 

By combining the Labor HHS bill with the 
DC Appropriations Conference Report, we 
send the message to America’s children, 
workers, and elderly that we do not care about 
them—that we are willing to cut their services 
because we were too lazy to amend this bill. 

I oppose this rule and the underlying bill. 
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

the previous question on the resolu-
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. 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 221, nays 
206, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 547] 

YEAS—221

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 

Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 

Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:40 Jun 23, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H28OC9.000 H28OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE27306 October 28, 1999
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 

Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 

Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—206

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Forbes 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 

Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill (IN) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shows 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—7 

Gilman 
Hinojosa 
Mascara 

Rodriguez 
Rush 
Scarborough 

Waters 

b 1424 

Ms. BERKLEY and Mr. BISHOP 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay’’. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for:
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall 

No. 547 I was unavoidably detained and 
missed the vote. If I had been present I would 
have voted ‘‘aye.’’

Stated against:
Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 547, I was delayed. Had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 345, I 
call up the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 3064) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against reve-
nues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2000, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-

REUTER). Pursuant to House Resolution 
345, the conference report is considered 
as having been read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Wednesday, October 27, 1999, at page 
H10933.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) each will control 1 hour. 

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 within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report to ac-
company H.R. 3064, and that I and the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) 
and the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. ISTOOK) may include tabular and 
extraneous material. 

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 might 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe all of the 
Members understand now that this 
conference report includes, not only 
the District of Columbia appropria-
tions bill, that was rewritten and 
passed after the President vetoed the 
first one, but it also includes the 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 

and Education bill, which is the 13th 
appropriations bill to be sent to the 
President’s desk. The submission of 
these 13 bills plus the two 
supplementals will end this phase of 
the appropriations process. 

The next phase of the process, then, 
is to receive the vetoes from the Presi-
dent on those bills which the President 
determines that he does not like, and 
to work with the White House Office of 
Management and Budget and the Presi-
dent himself, if he is available, on 
whatever differences we can to try to 
get subsequent legislation signed, be-
cause all of these appropriations bills 
must become law. 

Much of the debate will be related 
probably, not to the District of Colum-
bia portion of the bill, but the Labor, 
HHS portion and to the offset section.

b 1430 

One of the issues that we will hear 
about, I know, because we heard a lot 
about it during consideration of the CR 
and also the rule on this bill, is the 
across-the-board cut, which is less than 
1 percent. I am not a great proponent 
of across-the-board cuts, but we are 
doing everything that we possibly can 
to make sure that we do not spend any 
of the Social Security money. To do 
this we made this less than 1 percent 
across-the-board cut part of our offset 
package. 

Now, there has been and there will be 
a lot of criticism of this across-the-
board cut, but everyone that I know 
who lives outside the Beltway is con-
vinced that the Government wastes a 
lot of money, a lot of their money. And 
I know that the folks back in my dis-
trict would laugh at me, and anyone 
else who would try to convince them 
that our government could not find 1 
penny out of every tax dollar from the 
discretionary accounts; that we could 
not save one penny out of every dollar. 
I think we would be laughed out of 
town if we tried to convince our con-
stituents that this government, that 
has considerable waste, and we try to 
weed out the waste the best that we 
can, but it continues to pop up, we 
would be laughed out of town if we 
tried to convince our constituents that 
this government could not save 1 penny 
out of every dollar that we appropriate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. PORTER), the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education of the Committee on 
Appropriations.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my distinguished chairman for yielding 
me this time. 

Before we begin the more partisan 
portion of this debate, I want to join 
with my colleague, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), for a tribute to a 
retiring member of our staff, and I 
want to congratulate Bob Knisely, who 
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is sitting directly on my right, on his 
retirement and wish him well. 

Bob has served the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, and related agencies, 
for 28 years. That is an absolutely re-
markable achievement, Mr. Speaker. 
There are only 10 Members of this 
House who were here when Bob Knisely 
began his career with the sub-
committee. He has served under Chair-
man Mahon, Chairman Whitten, Chair-
man Natcher, Chairman OBEY, Chair-
man Livingston, and now Chairman 
YOUNG. On the Subcommittee on 
Labor-HHS and Education, he has 
served under Chairman Flood, Chair-
man Natcher, Chairman Smith and 
now during my tenure. 

In the world of appropriations, two 
words encompass the strongest values 
of the committee and, when used, Mr. 
Speaker, represent the highest com-
pliment that one can pay to a staffer at 
any level. One is ‘‘technician’’. It con-
tains none of the bureaucratic connota-
tions usually associated with the word. 
Bob Knisely is an outstanding techni-
cian, Mr. Speaker. He assures that the 
legislative and other products of the 
subcommittee meet his high standards 
for quality and that they will assure 
the implementation of our policies. His 
expertise in the rules of the committee 
and the House, as well as the technical 
aspects of putting the bill and report 
together, is absolutely irreplaceable. 
His knowledge of the programs under 
our subcommittee’s jurisdiction is, of 
course, unparalleled, as is his under-
standing of the history of the sub-
committee for more than half of its ex-
istence. 

The second word, Mr. Speaker, is 
‘‘professional’’. There are those who 
continue in the mistaken belief that a 
professional staff cannot exist on the 
Hill; that we must surround ourselves 
only with individuals who share our po-
litical views. This is rubbish, and Bob’s 
career demonstrates the true concept 
of professionalism. He has served chair-
men and members of our subcommittee 
of both parties equally, providing them 
with his best advice and technical sup-
port. 

Bob, our subcommittee and its chair-
men have been better and more effec-
tive because of your service here. This 
institution, which we all love, is a bet-
ter place because of your service. And, 
hopefully, your career will serve as a 
model to continue to strengthen it 
even after you have left. Your shoes 
will be very, very hard to fill. 

I know that I speak for the entire 
subcommittee and for this entire House 
in wishing you well in your retirement, 
and I hope we can call on you occasion-
ally for help. Your work of 28 years and 
your professionalism are a credit to 
our subcommittee, to the Congress, 
and to our country.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, when I first went on the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education as a 
rookie, Bob Knisely was one of the per-
sons who taught me both about the 
programs with which we dealt, and 
about the way the committee worked 
and how I could be most effective in 
pursuing the goals that I was con-
cerned about. 

To this day, I have no idea whether 
Bob is a Republican or a Democrat. I 
do know he is a consummate profes-
sional. I do know he is a first-rate 
human being. I do know he is a spec-
tacular public servant. He is one of 
those people about whom the public 
will never hear, but he is one of those 
people, nonetheless, who has helped 
every day to make things better for 
working people, who are supposed to be 
the primary interest of the Department 
of Labor. 

He has always given us straight, hon-
est information. He is part of a terrific 
staff that acts as reality checks on all 
of us practicing politicians. We like to 
fit the facts into our rhetoric, but Bob 
Knisely has been one of those people 
who has always helped us to fit our 
rhetoric into the facts. We may not 
have always been comfortable with 
that, but that, in the end, is what a 
professional staffer is supposed to do. 

I am profoundly grateful for the serv-
ice that you have provided, Bob, and I 
am profoundly grateful to the assist-
ance you have given me, and all of us, 
through the years, and I wish you well 
in your retirement. Thank you again 
very much.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), 
who wishes to wish Mr. Knisely well, 
and to discuss the District of Columbia 
appropriations conference report.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, the reason why I rise to speak with 
regard to Mr. Knisely is that I worked 
with Mr. Knisely a quarter of a century 
ago. 

Over the last 25 years, I have become 
older and fatter and grayer and uglier, 
but Mr. Knisely looks the same. He is 
just as sharp and keen of mind and 
quick of wit, and he is just as slim and 
good looking as he was then. 

But putting aside all the superficial 
things, the substantive thing is, as the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
said, he is a consummate professional. 
I was on the Senate Committee on Ap-
propriations staff during some very dif-
ficult times. And I know that the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) re-
members, and by the way, even then 
the personality and intellect of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin made him a 
larger-than-life presence on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations 25 years ago, 
but if it were not for Bob Knisely, a 
great many of the issues that we could 
not find our way out of never would 
have been resolved in a spirit of bipar-
tisanship. 

He is a very professional staffer and a 
good person and this country owes him 
a deep debt of gratitude. 

Now with regard to the D.C. Appro-
priations Bill, Mr. Speaker, here we go 
again. I am not sure if we can remem-
ber how many times we have been on 
the House floor or in conference on just 
the D.C. appropriations bill. This little 
bill is about $6 billion, $429 million is 
all of the Federal funds involved, but 
certainly this should be the last time 
that we would have to bring the D.C. 
appropriations bill to the House floor 
because we have made great progress 
since the President’s veto of the first 
D.C. appropriations conference report. 

Maybe it took a White House no to 
get all the parties into a room and dis-
cuss it seriously, earnestly. It cer-
tainly worked, if that is what it took. 
The chairman, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK), and the chair-
woman, Senator HUTCHISON finally 
kept an open enough mind to find out 
what needed to be done, and so we 
reached an acceptable compromise. 

It took very few changes, as we had 
been saying all along, to reach that ac-
ceptable compromise. The compromise 
includes increasing the cap on special 
education attorney fees, eliminating 
the restriction on a private organiza-
tion to be able to use private funds to 
carry out needle exchange programs, 
and allowing the District’s Corporation 
Council to review and comment on its 
voting rights lawsuit without the use 
of Federal funds. 

I have to say if they had accepted 
these modest changes several months 
ago, showing proper respect and def-
erence to the District’s home rule, we 
would not be here today. If it had not 
been for a lot of politicizing and pos-
turing, we could have and should have 
had this appropriations bill signed into 
law last July. 

For such a small appropriation of 
Federal funds, we had to have so much 
political rhetoric, $429 million is all 
the Federal money involved, and yet 
we are holding up $6.8 billion of the 
District’s money. Because we changed 
things with the D.C. Revitalization 
Act, we treat the District as we would 
other States. We give them grants and 
contracts. We do not oversee them any 
more, or certainly we should not be, 
yet we are holding the District’s budg-
et hostage. They have a tax cut in it. 
They have a balanced budget and fiscal 
accountability in it.

They have a terrific Mayor, better 
management now in so many key 
areas. They are doing everything that 
we had hoped that they might do; more 
importantly, that their citizens de-
manded that they do. They have a lit-
tle surplus. They are all in agreement 
on their own budget, and yet we are 
holding up their $6.8 billion budget 
using as leverage this little $425 mil-
lion of Federal funds, holding it hos-
tage. 
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It has been held hostage to a series of 

controversial social riders and restric-
tions on how the District can spend its 
own local property tax money and pri-
vate money that is not even local pub-
lic money. Those restrictions have not 
and would not be imposed on the con-
stituents of any other Member of Con-
gress, yet we impose them on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

But this compromise, as I say, re-
moves several of the most objection-
able riders, at least with regard to the 
needle exchange program, which is al-
ways a controversial issue. But free 
needle exchange operates as a gateway 
so that the Whitman-Walker private 
organization could get access to ad-
dicts who were in desperate need of 
drug treatment and counseling. By of-
fering free needles, they got them into 
the program so that they could iden-
tify them and heal them. The District 
has the worst AIDS epidemic of any 
other urban areas. They desperately 
need to be able to do whatever it takes 
to address effectively that problem.

b 1445 
But since we have taken so much 

time to do our most important job 
passing appropriations bills, this little 
D.C. bill, important really only to the 
residents of the District of Columbia 
because it holds hostage over $6 billion 
of their own money, is now held hos-
tage to a grander political scheme. The 
Labor, Health, and Human Services Ap-
propriations bill, a bill with $93 billion 
of Federal money, compared to $429 
million in the D.C. bill is attached as 
an amendment along with a 1% across 
the board cut and thus ensures its veto. 

As a free-standing measure, we would 
support, in fact the entire sub-
committee, Democrats and Repub-
licans alike, would support this D.C. 
appropriations bill. We have always 
hailed it from an appropriations stand-
point. It has always been a good appro-
priations bill. It is just these politi-
cized, idealogical riders that sunk it. 

Now it is going to be crushed by the 
Labor-HHS bill and by the 1 percent 
across-the-board cut. That is not right. 
It is wrong. It should not have hap-
pened. And I urge a no vote because it 
did happen.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
ISTOOK), the very distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Appro-
priations for the District of Columbia.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman YOUNG) for the opportunity 
to present this bill today and for the 
leadership that he has provided in the 
appropriations process, and also to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, on which I also serve 
and which has been combined in this 
bill with the D.C. appropriation. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, there were a num-
ber of people who, frankly, have been 
proposing, and basically these are peo-
ple on the other side of the aisle, they 
have been proposing that we get all the 
appropriations bills and put them in 
one big package. Well, we have not 
done that. But we have a smaller pack-
age with two sets of issues, those for 
the District of Columbia and Labor, 
Health and Human Services. I guess 
they do not like that either, but this is 
just the best way we believe to proceed. 

Now, why is that? Now, Mr. Speaker, 
we have had the D.C. bill on the floor 
before. We know the Nation’s capital 
has a special relationship with the Fed-
eral Government. We have in this bill 
the funding, the assistance from the 
Federal Government to help the Dis-
trict of Columbia get some problems 
squared away, attacking the link be-
tween crime and drugs, incentives for 
the adoption of young people that cur-
rently are stuck for years in foster 
homes, incentives for the downsizing of 
the government in the District of Co-
lumbia. Because the city officials rec-
ognize it is bloated, it is too large, it 
needs to come down to size. 

We have the environmental cleanup. 
We have the incentives for college at-
tendance. We have the approval of the 
budget of the District of Columbia. And 
get this, Mr. Speaker, the District of 
Columbia has a Democrat mayor and a 
majority Democrat city council, and a 
key part of their budget is reducing 
taxes and reducing the size of govern-
ment, and the Republican members of 
the city council were major contribu-
tors to this effort. 

I have not heard anybody in the Dis-
trict of Columbia say, there is just no 
way they could handle a 1 percent cut 
in the size of their government. In-
stead, the Democrats in the District of 
Columbia and the District of Columbia 
city government are aggressively try-
ing to reduce the size of their govern-
ment and at the same time reduce 
taxes. And, yes, we heard within D.C. 
some people saying, oh, the tax breaks 
go to people with the wrong economic 
status. 

But D.C. recognized they needed to 
have the tax incentives to create jobs 
and to help their economy and they did 
not fall into this demagogic trap of 
trying to say they are giving it to the 
wrong group of people. No, the Demo-
crats of the District of Columbia did 
not do that. And so, we have the ap-
proval of their tax cuts and their budg-
et. We did not change anything about 
their proposed budget and their pro-
posed tax cut. We endorse it. But now 
it is part of this proposal for the Fed-
eral Government programs. 

We hear people saying, now, when it 
comes to the Federal Government, 
though, there is no way we could re-
duce things by just one penny out of 
each dollar, not even one penny. I saw 
the Cabinet officers on TV the other 

day, Mr. Speaker, and they were say-
ing, oh, there is no way we could do a 
1 percent cut. They want to make it 
sound as drastic as possible instead of 
finding the administrative savings that 
businesses have to do when they do 
cuts, that families have to do when 
they do cuts. 

I remember former Democratic Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter who went on na-
tional TV to tell people to adjust their 
thermostats, wear sweaters if nec-
essary, turn out some of the lights, but 
let us reduce some costs. But today we 
are hearing people on the other side of 
the aisle say, because this has a 1 per-
cent reduction, not in Social Security 
benefits, not in veterans’ benefits, not 
in Medicare, only in so-called discre-
tionary spending, we cannot handle it. 
Even though spending will actually be 
up for so many of those agencies from 
what it was before, they do not want to 
take a hard look at the size of govern-
ment. They do not want to tell these 
Cabinet officers maybe they should 
lead by example. 

The pay of Members of Congress is 
being adjusted one percent less under 
this bill than otherwise. I do not see 
the President or Cabinet officers trying 
to lead by example. This is important. 

First we have to agree on how much 
we have to spend. The sad thing, Mr. 
Speaker, is that my friends on the 
other side of the aisle when they say, 
oh, we want to balance the budget and 
we want to do it without spending So-
cial Security money, but instead of 
saying that means we might have to 
make more adjustments, they do not 
want to make any at all. They want to 
spend more. They want to get more 
into Social Security, as happened for 
decades around here. And it should not 
have happened, and it is time to fix it. 
This bill fixes it. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Florida (Chairman YOUNG). I want 
to commend the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Chairman PORTER). I want to 
commend the people that have worked 
so hard, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Chairman KASICH), who will speak in a 
moment, working on overall things. 

I do not think the American people 
believe that Cabinet officers will not 
find the way to make their adjust-
ments, as they have the right to do, 
program transfers, adjustments, re-
programming of funds. They have those 
tools at their disposal to make sure 
there are no difficulties caused by sim-
ply saying they have got to save one 
penny out of each dollar. 

I urge adoption of the conference re-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present to the 
House today the conference agreement on 
H.R. 3064, the District of Columbia, and the 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education Appropriations Act for 
fiscal year 2000. The conferees met yesterday 
morning and resolved the remaining matters in 
disagreement between the House and Senate 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:40 Jun 23, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\H28OC9.001 H28OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 27309October 28, 1999
bills and filed the conference report, House 
Report 106–419, last evening. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference agreement in-
cludes the FY 2000 DC Appropriations Act; 
technical changes to the FY 2000 VA–HUD 
Appropriations Act; the FY 2000 Labor, Health 
and Human Services and Education Appro-
priations Act; and an offset package that pro-
tects social security. 

Regarding the Labor-HHS Appropriations 
Act, the chairman of that subcommittee, the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois, Mr. POR-
TER, will be yielded time to explain that part of 
the conference report. The offset package was 
developed by the Budget Committee and the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio, Mr. KA-
SICH, is here to explain the offsets. 

Mr. Speaker, regarding the DC Appropria-
tions Act, the conference agreement reflects 
the vetoed bill, H.R. 2587, with a few adjust-
ments. The needles language has been ad-
justed to retain the prohibition on using Fed-
eral or local funds, but without the restriction 
on privately-funded programs. There is also a 
new provision, section 173 that allows the 
D.C. Corporation Counsel to review and com-
ment on briefs in private lawsuits and to con-
sult with officials of the District government re-
garding such lawsuits. All of the other social 
riders—marijuana, abortion, domestic part-
ners—are the same as they were in the 
House-passed version of H.R. 3064. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, the conference 
agreement endorses the budget and tax cuts 
approved by the District’s Democrat mayor 
and majority Democrat city council, whose Re-
publican members were important contributors 
to this effort. The conference agreement helps 
the District in its efforts to reorganize, cut 
costs, reduce overhead, and improve services. 
This conference agreement retains the initia-
tives that were in the initial House bill, such as 
Federal funding for the largest-ever effort to 
crack down on the link between drugs and 
crime, so the DC’s streets and neighborhoods 
will be far safer. The conference agreement 

includes incentives to move children from fos-
ter care to adoption in a safe, loving, and per-
manent home, and $2.5 million in Federal 
funds to complete a community pediatric 
health initiative for high risk children in medi-
cally underserved areas of the District. We 
also retained the $17 million in Federal funds 
for tuition assistance so that D.C. high school 
graduates will have the same opportunities 
that exist for students in the 50 States who at-
tend State-supported institutions of higher 
education. In addition, language in the initial 
House bill strengthening the popular charter 
school movement in the District has been re-
tained. The conference agreement also in-
cludes Federal funding to clean up pollution in 
the Anacostia River and to complete all design 
and other requirements for the construction of 
expanded lane capacity for the 14th Street 
Bridge across the Potomac River. 

This conference agreement, as did the first 
one (House Report 106–299), totals $429 mil-
lion in Federal funds which is $24 million 
below the house bill, $18 million above the 
Senate bill, and $255 million below last year’s 
bill. The reduction of $255 million below last 
year’s bill is due to several non-recurring items 
funded last year. The total conference amount 
of $429 million is $24 million below our 302(b) 
allocations in budget authority and outlays. In 
District funds, the conference agreement pro-
vides $6.8 billion of which $5.4 billion for oper-
ating expenses is $7 million below the House 
level, $29 million above the Senate bill, and 
$284 million above last year; however, in-
cluded in this $284 million increase is a ‘‘rainy 
day’’ reserve fund of $150 million. 

The conferees have included language 
under Defender Services that will allow the 
use of $1.2 million to pay attorneys for their 
services to indigents in FY 1999. Because the 
D.C. Courts underestimated the amount re-
quired for this program, language has been in-
cluded in the conference report allowing FY 
2000 funds for court operations and defender 
services to be used to pay for FY 1999 and 

FY 2999 attorney services for indigents in the 
event the regular appropriation is insufficient. 
This language will allow the appointments and 
payments to continue without disruption. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important to make clear 
that language in the conference report permit-
ting the courts to use FY 2000 funds to pay 
excess FY 1999 obligations does not in any 
way waive any possible applications of the 
Anti-Deficiency Act to the courts on the 
grounds that the obligation to make payments 
to these attorneys exceeded the obligational 
authority available for making those payments. 
The courts are not absolved of their responsi-
bility and accountability under the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act. 

Title II of the conference agreement com-
mends the District for reducing taxes and rati-
fies the city’s action in that regard. One of the 
initiatives taken by local officials in agreeing to 
a consensus budget for fiscal year 2000 is to 
reduce income and property taxes by $300 
million over the next 5 years, including $59 
million in fiscal 2000. I want to acknowledge 
that Republican members of the District’s city 
council, although outnumbered, contributed 
significantly to the tax reduction enacted by 
the District government. In fact, one of the two 
council members who spearheaded the tax cut 
was a Republican member. 

I will include a table showing the amounts 
recommended in the conference agreement 
compared with last year’s enacted amount, the 
budget request, and the House and Senate 
recommendations. 

In closing, I want to thank all of our Mem-
bers for their hard work and their contributions 
to this bill, especially the Chairman of the 
Committee, the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida, BILL YOUNG. He has displayed an 
amazing degree of patience, good judgment, 
and resolve in getting us to this point. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask for an ‘‘aye’’ vote on the 
adoption of this conference report. 

I reserve the balance of my time.

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:40 Jun 23, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\H28OC9.001 H28OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE27310 October 28, 1999

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:40 Jun 23, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\H28OC9.001 H28OC9 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 2
96

A
/3

 h
er

e 
G

:\G
R

A
P

H
IC

S
\E

H
28

O
C

99
.0

01



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 27311October 28, 1999

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:40 Jun 23, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\H28OC9.001 H28OC9 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 2
96

A
/4

 h
er

e 
G

:\G
R

A
P

H
IC

S
\E

H
28

O
C

99
.0

02



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE27312 October 28, 1999
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 

time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to transportation cuts in 
this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the latest Republican ma-
jority appropriations scheme. 

For weeks they tried to craft a Labor/HHS/
Education spending bill that would be accept-
able to the American people, and for weeks 
they failed. 

Everyone on Capitol Hill spends a lot of 
time talking about priorities. And to be honest, 
we all have the same goal—which is to con-
vince the American people that we are really 
fighting for their priorities. 

But the old adage ‘‘actions speak louder 
than words’’ has never been truer. 

While the majority Republicans like to say 
improving education is one of their top prior-
ities, how are we supposed to react when they 
use the money that was designated for edu-
cation funding to offset the spending for their 
real priorities. 

For weeks Democrats have been asking the 
Republicans to show us their budget plan, and 
for weeks the Republicans have refused. 
Today, we finally see why. 

Under this bill, every education program will 
be cut by almost 1 percent. This may not 
sound like a big deal, and the Republicans will 
tell us all day that such a small percentage will 
not have a negative impact. Well what this bill 
will do is: Blocks nearly 300,000 students from 
receiving needed math and reading tutoring 
services under Title I; cuts $200 million from 
the class-size reduction initiative; and cuts 
after school care and programs for nearly 
1,000,000 children. 

The Republicans claim this 1 percent cut 
will only impact government waste—is that 
what they think of our Nation’s children? 

For weeks the Republican leadership has 
been delaying bringing this bill to the floor. 

Today, we learned why. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Maryland for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, 3 minutes does not give 
me an opportunity, obviously, to dis-
cuss this bill or the fiscal shenanigans 
that are going on in this bill. But I do 
want to focus on one facet of this bill, 
the National Institutes of Health. 

We have all heard the phrase ‘‘women 
and children first.’’ That, essentially, 
means that we want to give to women 
and children priority. This phase has 
been women, children, and the sick and 
workers last. This bill has been held 
hostage to the last. Why? Because the 
President places a priority on women, 
children, workers, and the sick. 

My distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. PORTER), cares a lot about 

NIH. I want to tell the chairman, and I 
am sure he knows this, I am surprised 
that he would support this bill. Be-
cause under this bill, Mr. Speaker, they 
are proposing to spend this fiscal year 
that we are in now 1.5 billion less than 
President Clinton suggested. Hear me, 
$1.5 billion less. 

I will tell my colleagues that people 
are concerned about this because it 
will delay such a large part. NIH budg-
et will be a massive managerial chal-
lenge but much more importantly will 
force the delay of research grants and 
delay of clinical trials. 

My friends, the chairman of our com-
mittee so critically involved in bone 
marrow transplants knows how timely 
action is. We are delaying clinical 
trials for cancer patients. We are de-
laying clinical trials for victims of 
heart disease. We are delaying clinical 
trials for victims of AIDS. We are de-
laying clinical trials for children with 
serious, life-threatening diseases. We 
are delaying them until September 29 
and 30. That is 11 months away. 

Who of my colleagues would stand 
and say to a critically ill child, wait 11 
months while we underfund by $1.5 bil-
lion what the President asked for NIH 
funding? We pretend that we are giving 
NIH $17.9 billion. But we are saying, 
hey, guess what. Forty-two percent of 
it they cannot spend. Women, children, 
sick and workers last. 

Why have we done this? To save So-
cial Security? The majority leader of 
their party says that Social Security 
ought to be done away with. Let us re-
ject this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I am now happy to yield 6 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), 
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
want to get off my stride. But let me 
say that the Republicans, recognizing 
that the National Institutes of Health 
really are one of the crown jewels of 
the Federal Government, have had his-
toric increases in NIH, something that 
has never been seen before, a 15 percent 
increase last year, a 14 percent increase 
this year. 

But on to the other subject at hand. 
And that is, as I have been passing by 
this floor and past the television sets, 
listening to the debate, I have begun to 
observe that it is seemingly impossible 
for this House not to denigrate just 
about anything we do. It is remarkable 
to me as I stop and I watch this debate. 

For the first time since man walked 
on the Moon, we have balanced the 
budget, when we include all the spend-
ing that the Federal Government 
makes versus all the revenue that has 
come in. Since the first time we have 
walked on the Moon, we are in balance. 
And now, to my own surprise, we are 
actually going to balance the operating 
part of the Federal budget without 
stealing from Social Security. 

And do my colleagues know what? As 
Members of this House, we feel com-
pelled to wipe that off the slate, to ig-
nore an accomplishment that a couple 
years ago was beyond our imagination, 
when we have got budgets from down-
town that puts spending in the red as 
far as the eye could see, and now we 
find ourselves not only balancing the 
unified budget, but we no longer have 
to take from Social Security. 

Should we not, just for a second, 
shake one another’s hands across the 
aisle and maybe even send some kudos 
down Pennsylvania Avenue that, for 
the first time, we have demonstrated 
something people thought was impos-
sible in this town and it has resulted in 
a stronger economy, a major contrib-
uting factor? 

Now, some of the critics of our ap-
proach today say that we are spending 
into Social Security; and then out of 
the other side of their mouths they say 
we are not spending enough. 

Well, which is it? We cannot be 
spending too little and at the same 
time be spending too much. Pick an ar-
gument, choose one of them, and stay 
with it. They are going to give politics 
a bad name. 

Now, this Republican majority has 
started a firewall. Is it the greatest 
firewall? I do not know if it is the best 
one, but it is a pretty good one. 

What we are saying is we are not 
going to reach into that Social Secu-
rity surplus and we are going to use the 
Office of Management and Budget as 
the traffic cop to add up the numbers, 
not as the economic estimates, but the 
traffic cop. 

The President shut down the Govern-
ment over the issue of OMB being the 
traffic cop. And we have decided to go 
along. We have decided to say that the 
President’s Office of Management and 
Budget, as provided under the law and 
provided for by the United States 
courts, will be the referee and the arbi-
ter of whether we are into Social Secu-
rity. 

And now we as Republicans, joined 
by I hope some of my colleagues on the 
Democratic side, have used the ex-
traordinary tactic of an across-the-
board cut to make sure that that traf-
fic cop does not give us a ticket for a 
violation. 

In my tenure in the House of Rep-
resentatives, in 17 years, we have 
never, as on a voluntary measure by 
elected Members of Congress, cut 
across the board in order to achieve 
this objective.

b 1500 
Will we stay out of Social Security? 

I am not sure. It is likely we will stay 
out of Social Security. But we are 
fighting on the margins, are we not, on 
this issue, because we have never 
achieved this much in any of our ten-
ure. 

Now, why do we want to stay out of 
Social Security? Because we do not 
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want to commit the money to any 
other program. We want to use it to 
pay down some debt, which is good for 
this economy, and we want to preserve 
those dollars as a leverage to trans-
form Social Security, not just for the 
seniors but for us and our children, so 
we can regenerate this system and we 
do not want to blow this opportunity 
and reduce our leverage. The Com-
mittee on the Budget 5 years ago and 
working with my friends in the Com-
mittee on Appropriations who from 
time to time we get into fights in the 
hallway with, we sat down 5 years ago 
and we plotted a road map. We have 
made some real progress. Have we 
made all the progress on that road map 
that I would like? You have just got to 
ask the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) and he will tell you, ‘‘Of course 
not. The gentleman from Ohio is never 
happy with any of the level of spending 
we have. He is always complaining it is 
too much.’’ But we are moving forward 
on this road map. 

Today rather than spending our time 
debating about the crumbs, debating 
about the margins and about obscuring 
a message to the American people who 
have become cynical because of the 
failed promises of politicians, let us for 
once keep our eye on the ball, hold our 
heads high, congratulate one another 
of different philosophies and different 
parties and different branches of gov-
ernment. And while we can continue to 
fight on the margin and while we can 
continue to advance on this road map, 
let us just celebrate how far we have 
come and how far we have come in con-
tributing to the benefit of our great 
country. I hope we will support this 
bill and today will be a day of celebra-
tion, not just a day of argument.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 10 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, despite the fiction we 
have just heard, we have a letter from 
the head of the Congressional Budget 
Office which spells out that the Repub-
lican budget so far has eaten into $17 
billion of the Social Security surplus. 
So much for the fiction we just heard.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the pub-
lic has every right to be cynical about 
a Republican House leadership whose 
majority leader said several weeks ago 
that Social Security was a bad retire-
ment and a rotten trick on the Amer-
ican people. This is from the party who 
today claims that in fact they want to 
save and preserve Social Security. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose this ir-
responsible budget, one that does noth-
ing to extend the life of Social Secu-
rity, does nothing to add a prescription 
drug benefit for Medicare, but does a 
lot of harm and hurt to real families in 
this country. I oppose this bill because 
it is chock full of accounting tricks. 
But the cruelest trick of all is the 

delay in funding to the National Insti-
tutes of Health. This bill would delay 
$7.5 billion in funding for the National 
Institutes of Health, amounting to 42 
percent of their budget, 60 percent of 
its research grants. 

Let me just say, what is the National 
Institutes of Health for those who may 
not know? What is it but our Nation’s 
leading biomedical research effort, to 
investigate cures and treatments for 
every disease, for cancer, for diabetes, 
for arthritis. The list is endless. Why 
the delay? In order to keep up this 
budget charade, their absurd claim 
that they are not spending Social Secu-
rity, even though the Congressional 
Budget Office says that they have al-
ready dipped into the Social Security 
surplus to the tune of $17 billion. So to 
keep up the budget charade, this bill 
says that no funding could go to the 
National Institutes of Health, to their 
researchers, the people who work on 
these cures and treatments until the 
last final days of the fiscal year of next 
year. 

What does this mean for medical re-
search? It means delay. It would mean 
delay in research, delay in hiring, 
delay in salaries for a year. It is out-
rageous. 

Mr. Speaker, as a cancer survivor, I 
am offended with a bill that plays 
games with biomedical research. We 
make strides every day in cancer re-
search. That is why this is so cruel. 
Cancer knows no fiscal year. A family 
struggling with this life-and-death dis-
ease cannot wait a year. They need 
hope now. As a survivor, I know some-
thing about the power of hope. I know 
what it is like to pray for a cure. I 
know what it is like to put your life in 
the hands of doctors and of researchers. 
I would not be alive today if it were 
not for the advances in medical re-
search. Advances in cancer research 
saved my life and every day in labora-
tories around this country men and 
women are making those life-saving 
discoveries that will change the lives 
of people that they have never met, 
families huddled in a hospital room, 
praying for a loved one to have the 
chance at life. Research cures cancer. 
Research gives hope. Delays in medical 
research funding plays games with peo-
ple’s lives. 

We were sent here to do well by the 
people that put their trust in us, not to 
do harm. This bill does harm. Oppose 
it. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. POR-
TER) the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I thank the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on the District of Co-
lumbia, a valued member of my sub-

committee as well, for allowing us to 
attach our bill to his bill and bring it 
through the process. 

Let me say that earlier in the debate 
on the CR and in the debate on the 
rule, the charge was correctly made 
that this bill was not heard fully on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives, was not shaped by the Members 
of the House as it should have been, 
and that we did not carry out our con-
stitutional responsibility, particularly 
in view of the fact that spending bills 
must originate in the House. While the 
bill was shaped as it should have been 
in the subcommittee and in the full 
committee, I accept that criticism, it 
is fair and right, and I regret that the 
normal process was not able to be fol-
lowed. 

But let me say that beyond that crit-
icism, much of the rest of what I have 
heard is not fair criticism, it is simply 
political talk. 

Members that vote on this conference 
report are going to be voting to protect 
the Social Security trust fund. To 
achieve this end has not been easy 
given the competing spending demands 
and the small size of the non-trust fund 
surplus. And this conference report 
does rely on advance appropriations, 
delayed obligations and additional off-
sets provided in the leadership pack-
age, primarily a .97 percent across-the-
board reduction. 

But let me say, Mr. Speaker, that 
this is the first time that we have at-
tempted to do this and that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
for 17 years did nothing to protect the 
Social Security trust fund and raided it 
to the tune of $850 billion in IOUs . . . 
They never even tried. We are trying to 
save the trust fund, and all they give 
us is political criticism. We should get 
credit for trying to do something that 
the minority never even attempted 
when they controlled the House. 

This bill, the Labor, Health and 
Human Services and Education portion 
of it, is funded at a slightly higher 
level than the President suggested in 
his budget. There are cuts in it, yes, 
because we do not agree on policy mat-
ters with the President. There are also 
increases where the President did not 
provide adequate funding for programs 
that we think are higher priorities. 
Education is level-funded; HHS, we 
spend more; Labor, we spend slightly 
less. Overall, the funding is slightly 
more than the President’s. We plus-up 
the Job Corps more than the President. 
We think it is a higher priority. We 
plus-up consolidated health centers 
higher than the President. We think it 
is a very important priority. Despite 
all the rhetoric, we plus-up NIH by the 
second largest increase in its entire 
history, 14 percent, and last year it was 
15 percent. And yes, all of that money 
will eventually be paid out, even under 
our plan. It will be paid out for the re-
search for which it is appropriated. We 
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put more money in for Ryan White 
AIDS than the President. 

We are $320 million above the Presi-
dent total in education funding. Impact 
Aid is higher than the President. The 
maximum Pell grant is set at $3,300, 
which is higher than the President’s re-
quest. TRIO, higher than the Presi-
dent. Special education, $679 million 
for disabled children, higher than the 
President. 

Now, do we make some cuts? Do we 
fail to fund some programs that the 
President has suggested? Yes. But, la-
dies and gentlemen of the House, it is 
our responsibility as the legislative 
branch to fashion a bill that we think 
is proper for this country and the 
President’s only role in the legislative 
process is to veto it if he disagrees. It 
is our prerogative to write the prior-
ities, not his, and that is exactly what 
we do. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good con-
ference report. It assures that the So-
cial Security trust fund remains se-
cure. It is the first time it has been at-
tempted ever. The other side never at-
tempted it once. Give us some credit, 
ladies and gentlemen. We are doing our 
best to do the work for the American 
people to protect Social Security, to 
fund vital programs that work for peo-
ple, that get positive result in their 
lives. I think this is a bill every Mem-
ber of this Chamber ought to support.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
very unfortunate day, because this bill 
that comes before this body today has 
been traditionally a bill that brings us 
together. It says that the strength of 
our country is measured not only in 
our military might but in the health, 
education and well-being of the Amer-
ican people. Mr. Natcher always called 
it the people’s bill. 

So it is unfortunate that this bill 
today has become a mockery. It has be-
come a mockery because it is being 
used by the Republican majority to say 
that a vote for this bill today is a vote 
to protect Social Security. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. In 
fact, the Republicans are spending tens 
of billions of dollars of Social Security 
funds in this whole budget process 
while misrepresenting that to the 
American people. 

In this bill, we fund the National In-
stitutes of Health. This funding gives 
hope to the American people. It is a 
place where we say the NIH has the 
biblical power to cure. And while ev-
eryone’s hopes were raised while there 
was talk of the increased funding in 
the bill for the NIH, those hopes were 
quickly dashed when the budget gim-
mickry of the Republican Party was 
demonstrated, that $7 billion, 40 per-
cent of the NIH budget, would be de-
layed, the spending would be delayed 
until the end of the fiscal year, the last 

day or two of the fiscal year. That 
means 40 percent of the funding, 60 per-
cent of the grants. 

Every one of us knows people who 
have written to us about health prob-
lems in their families, be it breast can-
cer, prostate cancer. I have in my own 
community a woman Meg who has suf-
fered from a disease, a little known 
one, called EDS. She and thousands of 
her friends suffer from this disease and 
the only hope they have is the National 
Institutes of Health. This is a disorder 
of the connective system that can lead 
to premature death, crippling and dis-
figurement, mostly to women. So they 
were very hopeful when this bill urged 
the National Institutes of Health to 
look into this issue. Biomedical re-
search is the best hope for people with 
diseases, especially some of these dis-
eases that no one has ever heard of. 
Our former Speaker Mr. Tip O’Neill, 
Speaker O’Neill, said all politics is 
local. But in this bill, all politics is 
personal. It is as personal as the 
woman with breast cancer, or the man 
with prostate cancer, my friend Meg 
with EDS, or people with AIDS who 
look to us for hope. And what do they 
get? Budget gimmickry. It is a very, 
very sad testimony. 

Another area in education, this bill 
cuts 1 million students from after-
school programs. In one place after an-
other from the cradle to the rocking 
chair, this bill is a disservice to the 
American people. I urge my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘no.’’

b 1515 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BONILLA), another member of the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education. 

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

The rhetoric I hear from our friends 
on the other side of the political aisle 
today reminds me of Chicken Little, 
and if we look at their faces, they are 
telling us over and over again that the 
sky is falling and we are facing tremen-
dous disaster if we vote for this bill, 
and I think that the American people 
are smarter than that by now, to listen 
to the same message over and over and 
over again. 

Mr. Speaker, I think I heard one of 
my colleagues say this morning that 
this bill hurts every family in America. 
I think that their arguments have to 
start changing to include a little more 
substance and reality about what we 
are doing here today. The truth of the 
matter is, and these are real numbers, 
that this bill is the People’s bill, and 
we do so much in spite of the budget 
restraints we now live under that were 
not only voted upon by this Congress, 
but signed into law by the President. 

Mr. Speaker, let us not forget that 
the President signed the law that we, 

after we gave him the bill that says we 
have limits now on what we can spend, 
because it is no different than any fam-
ily, than any business out there that 
has to face fiscal constraints year after 
year for the benefit of the greater good 
of the organization, the family or the 
corporation; and we are having to 
make some tough decisions, but none-
theless have kept as the highest pri-
ority funding for health care, like the 
Community and Migrant Health Care 
Centers that the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. PORTER) pointed out earlier 
for the Trio education program that we 
have increased funding for that that 
has held so many people in low-income 
neighborhoods like myself, frankly, 
when I was a teenager, a program that 
helped give me that lift to go to college 
and to graduate from college, and other 
programs like health professions, 
nurses and dental hygienists and as-
sistants out there looking for that first 
break to provide a service for the com-
munity. 

We give more money to these pro-
grams, more money than the President 
has asked for in the first place. 

Mr. Speaker, if we visit with people 
out in the heartland who are running 
these medical programs, for example, 
they are all recognizing the truth in 
what we are trying to accomplish. I 
just met about an hour ago with rep-
resentatives from the March of Dimes 
from my hometown in San Antonio, 
and I told them what we tried to do 
with programs that provide for folic 
acid for mothers, expectant mothers, 
so that we can cut back on birth de-
fects in our country and in our State; 
and they understand what we are try-
ing to do, and they know that we are 
trying to help families out there in the 
heartland. 

And I am just hoping that as people 
watch this debate, they will listen to 
the sincerity of what we are trying to 
portray here today of our efforts to try 
to help America in every neighborhood 
out there whether it involves an edu-
cation program or a health care pro-
gram, because I think that if we watch 
the faces of those who will step up 
right after me that we will see the face 
of Chicken Little, and we all remember 
the story on how misinformed Chicken 
Little was. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that in our col-
leagues’ hearts they know that this 
misinformation that is being put out 
there over and over again is no longer 
selling with the American people. 

Stand with us, stand with the Presi-
dent to understand that we have got to 
cut spending yet provide for these im-
portant services for the American peo-
ple. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing this time to me. 
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This debate opened with the distin-

guished chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), indicating that we would 
not hear much about the District of 
Columbia during this debate on the 
District of Columbia bill. That is what 
is wrong with this bill. But I am not 
going to let my colleagues forget what 
they are doing to the people of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. It is hard to regard 
what we have before us as a bill at all. 

The District of Columbia, of course, 
had a bill number before us, but that is 
what we have been degraded to because 
we are serving other purposes, we are 
serving other masters. The Labor-HHS 
appropriation has been slopped to-
gether, bypassed committee, bypassing 
debate on this floor, thrown over the 
transom on to the backs of the people 
of the District of Columbia. Makes the 
D.C. appropriation, our smallest, a 
beast of burden for the largest appro-
priation. 

What kind of way is this to treat a 
city pulling itself up by its bootstraps 
in the full throes of recovery with a 
new mayor, a reformed City Council 
meeting the expectations of its own 
residents, meeting the expectations of 
the Congress? 

Early meetings with the Mayor, a 
promise to try to get out our appro-
priation first out? We are the last out, 
Mr. Speaker. At early hearings, our 
subcommittee chair worked with us on 
problems that we ironed out through-
out; and yet, Mr. Speaker, the ultimate 
response was more riders on the D.C. 
appropriation than in 25 years of home 
rule. 

Today, we see further delay on our 
bill even after Senate and House appro-
priations have worked mightily to try 
to deal with our differences. 

This is a minimally signable bill. I 
can only accept it if I have to. 

The worst part of this process today 
is that it is all for naught, that a veto 
is assured. It is cynical; it is irregular. 
If at least the bill would be signed, 
something might be said for it. Instead 
the District of Columbia is caught in 
the middle. We are being stepped on, 
then walked over. 

This body often gets up on the other 
side of the aisle to rant about its con-
stitutional claim to work in the best 
interests of the Nation’s Capital. By 
this process today, Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues have forfeited any claim by 
throwing the people of the Nation’s 
Capital to the winds.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR). 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this 
measure. 

If my colleagues vote for this bill, 
they are voting to cut the Department 
of Defense budget by 2.6 billion. 

Now, a lot has been said that it is 1 
percent. That is 2.6 billion. That is the 
equivalent of three destroyers or two 
amphibious assault ships. Mr. Speaker, 
that is enough money to get the 12,000 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines 
that we know are on food stamps off of 
food stamps and buy 175 Black Hawk 
helicopters, replacing 30 year old Hueys 
that they are flying around in today. 

Almost all of the cuts come at the 
expense of the Department of Defense, 
and we are not talking about some-
thing that would have been. It is the 
law right now. Our colleagues are cut-
ting the budget that went into effect 
this week when the President signed it. 

So if my colleagues admit that we 
have to save some money, then let us 
set priorities, but do not cut from the 
one thing that the Nation has to do. 
The States can do almost everything 
else, but we have to defend the Nation. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, let 
me give my colleagues some facts. 

The gentlewoman from Connecticut 
said that we were cutting NIH because 
we delayed 40 percent. My colleagues 
support the President’s budget which 
only increased NIH 2 percent, so even if 
we delay 40 percent, remaining 60 per-
cent, we fund more than they do under 
the budget now; and then the remain-
ing 40 percent will also be spent, which 
is 12 percent more than the President, 
that his entire plan supports. 

So what I would say to my col-
leagues: listen to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KASICH). 

I am also a cancer survivor, and I am 
glad the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) was a cancer 
survivor, and one of our priorities is to 
double medical research. The gen-
tleman knows that, and we fight for it, 
and I believe in it. 

It is also our priority to keep our 
word not to touch Social Security and 
Medicare, and I will do everything I 
can to make sure that that happens. 

But we increased health care medical 
research by 15 percent last time, 14 per-
cent this time; and we are going to 
continue to do that because I feel that 
is one of the gifts that we can give to 
this great country. 

As far as defense, General Shelton is 
one of my heroes. I mean he could 
break me in half with his training and 
his experience in combat. But I am dis-
appointed in General Shelton. He testi-
fied before our committee on defense 
and said that the President’s budget 
was adequate for defense. That was be-
fore we added $16 billion to defense. 
And then he comes out and says, well, 
this 1 percent will hurt defense. I do 
not like reducing defense myself, but 
at the expense of Social Security and 
Medicare and our other priorities to 
save and stay under the balanced budg-
et? 

The gentlewoman said from D.C. said 
this is all for naught. I think it is im-
portant for us to lay down a marker 
and say: What do we really stand for? 
For health care? For education? 

The other day, yesterday in the con-
ference, one of the members from the 
other body said, Oh, you’re cutting 
education. 

Chairman said, No. We are adding 
$350 million above what the President 
asked, and we’re adding more than we 
spent next year. 

And the gentleman says, Oh, you’re 
cutting education because that’s not 
what we originally wanted to put in 
there. 

That argument is wrong. Join with 
us and say we are adding money to edu-
cation and health care.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON). 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Will the gentleman from Illi-
nois remove the ribbon-badge from his 
lapel? 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. I apologize 
for being out of dress code, Mr. Speak-
er.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the con-
ference report. 

Members on the other side of the 
aisle falsely claim that this conference 
report saves Social Security while in-
creasing spending over the President’s 
request for education and certain 
health care programs. When did Mem-
bers from the other side of the aisle 
start to care about Social Security? 
Just 3 months ago Members from the 
other side of the aisle were peddling an 
almost $800 billion tax cut that did not 
help save Social Security, and today 
the Congressional Budget Office stated 
the Congress has already spent $17 bil-
lion of the Social Security surplus. 

This report, like many of the spend-
ing bills before it, does not extend the 
life of Social Security by even 1 day. It 
fails to include a prescription drug ben-
efit for Medicare, and it hurts every 
American family in some way. The 
Labor-HHS and Education bill should 
help families in this country get 
through today and prepare for tomor-
row. Unfortunately, this bill is loaded 
with reckless gimmicks and outrageous 
offsets. Here are just a few examples of 
some of them. 

This report contains $10 billion in ad-
vanced appropriations creating a $19 
billion hole for next year requiring a 
further raid of the Social Security sur-
plus. 

This report contains $11 billion in de-
layed obligations for the Departments 
of Health and Human Services. These 
delayed obligations will force the Na-
tional Institutes for Health to not 
spend 60 percent of the NIH research 
grant budget until the last 2 days of 
Fiscal Year 2000. And the Centers For 
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Disease Control and Prevention, this 
delayed obligation represents 60 per-
cent of the total amount that the CBC 
awards for grants and cooperative 
agreements. This delay will interrupt 
programs that address infectious dis-
eases, immunizations including chil-
dren’s vaccines, HIV/AIDS surveillance, 
and prevention activities and chronic 
diseases. 

In the Health Resources and Services 
Administration this delayed obligation 
represents 25 percent of its budget, 
which will interrupt the provision of 
vital health services for 3 million un-
derserved men, women, and children. 

One of the most egregious offsets in 
this bill is the .97 percent government-
wide across-the-board reduction.

b 1530 

This reduction is not about cutting 
waste, fraud and abuse, as the distin-
guished Budget chairman came a few 
moments ago and talked about, in Fed-
eral agencies, as Members on the other 
side of the aisle continue to claim. In 
fact, there is very little discretion for 
agency heads to make decisions about 
these cuts. In the Meals on Wheels pro-
gram, for example, this reduction will 
result in 1.1 million fewer meals and 
8,400 fewer seniors being served. In the 
Head Start Program, this reduction 
will deny Head Start services to ap-
proximately 7,000 needy children. In 
Youth Training programs, this reduc-
tion will deny job training, summer 
employment and education opportuni-
ties to almost 6,000 disadvantaged 
youth. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, I hoped my colleagues 
and I would have been able to come up 
with a real bill that would have pro-
vided real differences for American 
families.

I am disappointed in the product we have 
before us and the process that has gotten us 
to this point, and I urge my colleagues to op-
pose this ill-conceived conference report. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, what I 
would like to do now is to yield several 
minutes successively so that Members 
of the North Carolina delegation can 
discuss their flood problems. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield first 1 minute to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this 
conference report. There are many 
grounds for objecting to the accounting 
gimmicks and the delayed payments in 
this bill, but the main objection hits 
very close to home: This bill has elimi-
nated $508 million in emergency assist-
ance for agricultural damage caused by 
Hurricane Floyd in North Carolina and 
other states. This assistance was ap-
proved unanimously by the Committee 
on Appropriations as a down payment 
on the crop and livestock losses that 
our farmers have suffered. It was ac-

cepted by our committee leadership 
very graciously. It is supported by the 
administration. Now it has been 
dropped. 

The bill contains lots of emergency 
spending for other purposes. Why, then, 
was the $508 million in flood relief 
stripped from the bill, while another $2 
billion was added in emergency fund-
ing, including $400 million in refugee 
assistance? 

Assistance for refugees is admirable. 
I support it. But we have refugees from 
this storm, thousands of families who 
have lost their homes and possessions 
and may lose their farms. We have to 
help them get on their feet again. 

This bill is deceptive in its account-
ing and uncaring in its elimination of 
assistance to hurricane and flood vic-
tims. I urge my colleagues to vote no.

Mr. Speaker I rise in opposition to this con-
ference report. Despite laudable funding levels 
for many programs in the Labor/HHS/Edu-
cation bill, it is fundamentally flawed in ways 
that require me to vote against it. 

This bill pushes $14 billion for ongoing pro-
grams into FY 2001, and delays $11 billion in 
obligations until the end of FY 2000 for the 
National Institutes of Health, the Head Start 
program, and other priorities. But cancer 
doesn’t wait; diabetes and Parkinson’s Dis-
ease don’t wait. This is not just an accounting 
gimmick, although it certainly is that; it also 
will delay critical research on which thousands 
of desperately sick people are depending. 

The proposed 1 percent across-the-board 
cut in all discretionary accounts will also have 
real consequences for real people. According 
to the Office of Management and Budget, 
these cuts will deny childhood immunizations 
for up to 2,900 children, deny food and nutri-
tion services to 71,000 women, infants, and 
children, and prevent 4,800 children and their 
families form receiving Head Start services. It 
is an irresponsible approach to reducing 
spending, since it does not distinguish be-
tween programs which might merit reductions 
and those which do not. 

The most egregious flaw for me is a per-
sonal one, since it primarily affects my home 
state. My colleagues know that North Carolina 
experienced its worst natural disaster in re-
corded history when Hurricanes Dennis, Floyd, 
and Irene pounded the eastern part of our 
state between late August and mid-October. 
Thousands of North Carolinians are still suf-
fering from the aftermath of the floodwaters, 
which are only now receding below flood 
stage in many areas. Entire towns have been 
destroyed in some cases. Over 15,000 homes 
were damaged to the point of being unlivable, 
and the infrastructure in many areas was se-
verely damaged. 

Eastern North Carolina is rural, and de-
pends on a farm economy for sustenance. 
And unlike homeowners or small business 
owners, who are eligible for at least some di-
rect assistance through FEMA or low-interest 
loans through the Small Business Administra-
tion, there is no authorized direct assistance 
program for losses suffered by farmers. The 
North Carolina delegation never had an oppor-
tunity to plead our case for emergency agri-
culture assistance through the Agriculture Ap-

propriations conference, which would normally 
have been the proper place for such assist-
ance. And while some of the $1.2 billion in ag-
ricultural assistance contained in that bill will 
benefit farmers in North Carolina and other af-
fected states, substantial unmet needs still re-
main for our farmers. 

As a consequence, I offered an amendment 
to the Labor/HHS appropriations bill during 
Appropriations Committee consideration in late 
September to provide $508 million in emer-
gency assistance for agricultural damages 
caused by Hurricanes Dennis and Floyd. 
Since damage estimates at that time were in-
complete but clearly substantial, I argued that 
this funding should be provided as a down 
payment on the needs that farmers in North 
Carolina and other affected states would be 
shown to have. Chairmen YOUNG and PORTER 
graciously accepted the amendment, and it 
was approved unanimously by the committee 
on a voice vote. Likewise, the administration 
signaled its support for this funding. 

It seems highly unlikely that there will be a 
separate emergency supplemental bill this 
year to address the needs of states affected 
by the hurricanes and associated flooding. Our 
best and likely our only opportunity to provide 
timely assistance to the victims of this natural 
disaster is through pending FY 2000 appro-
priations bills—and Title X of the Labor-HHS 
bill, which contained this $508 million, was the 
obvious place to get the job done. The sen-
sible thing would have been to use an up-
dated estimate of emergency needs from 
North Carolina and the other states to refine 
the existing emergency provisions in the bill 
for agriculture and other areas of emergency 
need. 

The omission is made all the more con-
spicuous and indefensible by the other emer-
gency spending the bill contains. Why was the 
$508 million in flood relief stripped from the bill 
while $2 billion in other emergency designa-
tions remains, including $1.1 billion for the 
standard Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program and $427 million for assistance 
to refugees? Both of these are important pro-
grams, but hardly appropriate for emergency 
funding. Assistance for refugees from other 
countries is admirable, and I support it—but 
we have refugees in North Carolina, too—
thousands of families who have lost their 
homes and their possessions. We must help 
them get on their feet again. How can they in-
terpret the elimination of this emergency as-
sistance as anything but a sign that Congress 
holds their suffering in contempt and does not 
care about their real and immediate need? 

This bill is dishonest in its accounting and 
uncaring in its elimination of assistance to 
Hurricane victims. I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
WATT). 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the bill 
and in support of my colleagues from 
North Carolina and their statements 
about the devastation and lack of at-
tention that this bill pays to North 
Carolina’s flood situation. 
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE). 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the ranking member for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I associate my remarks 
with the previous speaker, my friend 
from North Carolina, and I join him in 
saying there are some good things, but 
this bill is a sham. It is a disgrace to 
our children and families in North 
Carolina who have lost everything in 
the flood of Hurricane Floyd. The Re-
publican leadership found $2 billion for 
emergency relief in this bill, but cut 
out the $508 million for our folks who 
badly need it. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an emergency 
in our State today. I have looked into 
the faces of the farmers and the fami-
lies. I was with a family this weekend 
who had three children who lost every-
thing they own, everything. I have met 
with farmers who have lost their crops, 
the widow who lost her husband, and 
15,000 families who lost their homes. 

The Republican leadership should be 
ashamed of themselves for playing pol-
itics with the lives of these people. In 
North Carolina, normally the cold 
winds of winter come from the West. 
Today they are coming from the North, 
from Washington. I urge you to do bet-
ter by our people.

This bill is a sham to our seniors, a sham 
to our children and a sham to thousands of 
families in North Carolina who have lost every-
thing in the floods from Hurricane Floyd. The 
Republican leaders found $2 billion in emer-
gency spending for this bill, but cut $508 mil-
lion in emergency funds the committee had 
approved unanimously for Hurricane Floyd re-
lief. Folks, we have an emergency in my state. 
I’ve seen the suffering and despair first hand. 
The farmer who has lost his crops, the widow 
who has lost her husband, and the fifteen 
thousand families that lost their homes and 
every possession they ever owned, can’t wait 
any longer for the help they need to survive. 

The Republican Leadership should be 
ashamed of themselves for playing politics 
with the lives of these people. Playing pay 
raise politics on this bill is an act of cowardice 
not worthy of the U.S. Congress. Winter is 
coming. In Northern Carolina, the cold air usu-
ally comes in from the West. But today, the 
cold air is coming from the North, a chill pour-
ing in from Washington brought about by the 
cold-hearted politics being played with the 
lives of the people of my state. I urge every 
member, including my Republican colleagues 
from North Carolina, to cast a vote of con-
science against this bill and not to vote for an-
other spending bill until we take care of our 
own. We must help the people of eastern 
North Carolina get back on their feet, and we 
must help them now. 

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

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, let us 
talk about this one penny for every 
dollar. There was an amendment to 
this bill that would have given $508 

million to help farmers who have lost 
everything. These are hours of despera-
tion, not a time of celebration. This is 
a time of shame, shame on those who 
claim this helps American families. 

Let us talk about substance and re-
ality, when in fact it takes $423 million 
of our money to give to foreign refu-
gees, and you will not give one penny 
to our farmers who have lost their 
homes, their equipment? They do not 
have a future. 

This is the People’s House. We are 
elected to serve our people first, and 
may God help us honor that commit-
ment to the American people with 
every penny of every dollar. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs. 
CLAYTON). 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, nor-
mally the Labor bill we call the peo-
ple’s bill, a compassionate bill, a bill 
that cares about people’s health, their 
welfare. 

Well, you had an opportunity to do 
that, to really do that. $508 million 
would make a difference of humanity 
for farmers in my district. I tell you, 
more than 68,000 Americans who live in 
eastern North Carolina are affected. 
You are saying no to them when you 
refuse to take this opportunity. I say 
that this conference bill had a unique 
opportunity to live up to its humanity. 
This is inhumane. It is inhumane to as-
sume that you would turn your back on 
farmers and those who are destitute at 
this time. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. WALSH), the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on VA, 
HUD and Independent Agencies of the 
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I have to 
rise regarding this issue. The three or 
four Members from North Carolina who 
just spoke sent me letters as chairman 
of my subcommittee thanking me, 
thanking me for providing for $2.5 bil-
lion in disaster assistance to FEMA for 
North Carolina, while my part of the 
country, the Northeast, was terribly 
underfunded for disaster relief because 
of drought, and they have the temerity 
to stand here and accuse us of dis-
respecting the needs of the lives and 
well-being of the people of North Caro-
lina. 

That is an outrage. It is an outrage 
for them on the one hand to demand 
that we help them, and I met with 
them, the entire delegation with their 
Governor, heard their pleas, heard 
their concerns, identified and 
empathized with them, and provided 
$2.5 billion in our bill on that request 
alone. For them to stand here and 
make these allegations against my 
party, I think it is just wrong, and I 
had to stand and state the truth.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like for the gen-
tleman to tell us how much agricul-
tural aid was in that VA–HUD bill? He 
is talking about FEMA aid. We are 
very grateful for that. Of course, we 
are grateful for that. 

But in the bill before us, we are talk-
ing about emergency aid to farmers 
who have no other way of getting di-
rect payments for crop and livestock 
losses. 

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, we are 
talking about $2.5 billion in American 
taxpayer money going to Eastern 
North Carolina to help people solve 
their problems. That is our response. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, reclaiming my time, my ques-
tion is, how much of that would be 
available for direct aid to farmers for 
crop loss? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, it is direct 
aid to people.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 10 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I think what the gen-
tleman is talking about is apples and 
oranges. I think the gentleman from 
North Carolina is correct. He is talking 
about aid that farmers need that they 
are not getting.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
KASICH) was on the floor a minute ago, 
and he said that we should really be 
celebrating our success. I agree. We 
have come a long way from 1992 when 
the deficit, even with a large surplus in 
Social Security, was $290 billion and 
headed up. 

We passed three budgets to reverse 
that course, a budget summit in 1990, 
the Clinton Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act in ’93, and the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997, and my side put the 
votes on the board to pass those bills 
and we are proud of the accomplish-
ment. 

But one of the disciplines we imple-
mented when we passed those bills was 
to put a ceiling, a cap, on discretionary 
spending, the stuff that runs the gov-
ernment. The gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KASICH) said we should not be 
denigrating this accomplishment, but 
how can you help but denigrate what 
this budget before us represents? Be-
cause what it does is make a mockery 
of the discretionary spending ceiling. 

The discretionary spending ceiling 
for this year, according to CBO, is $580 
billion in July, $579.8. We are $30 billion 
over that particular limit, $30 billion 
over that limit. We have exceeded the 
discretionary spending limits to that 
extent. 

You can do that if is a genuine emer-
gency, but the Census, an emergency? 
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$4.4 billion? Spare parts, POL for the 
Army, an emergency? Give me a break. 
We are trashing the rules, the dis-
ciplines, that have gotten us to where 
we are in doing this. 

The result was given to us this morn-
ing by CBO as soon as they saw what 
this bill, the Labor-HHS bill, appro-
priated. They scored the entire 13 bills 
that make up the discretionary spend-
ing budget, and here it is: The cap for 
this year is $580 billion. If we can at-
tain that cap, CBO told us in July that 
we would have a surplus of $14 billion, 
without including Social Security. 
That gives us a target of $594 billion. 
As long as we keep the spending within 
that level, we do not have to dip into 
Social Security. 

But what is the total according to 
CBO of outlays, total spending under 
all 13 appropriation bills passed by this 
House, controlled by the Republicans? 
$611 billion. The arithmetic is simple. 
We are $17 billion into Social Security. 

Now, if you look at the letter CBO 
sent me this morning, and we have cop-
ies over here we will gladly share with 
you, that is Table 1. Look at Table 2. 
Dr. Crippen goes on to say in Table 2 
you do not have a 1 percent problem. If 
you want to cut across the board to put 
this budget back in balance and out of 
Social Security, you have got a 4.8 per-
cent across-the-board problem. And if, 
because that would be disastrous for 
defense and veterans, you want to 
leave out veterans and defense, you 
have got a 10.8 percent problem. 

So all of this talk about 1 percent 
across the board is just a minimum cut 
is poppycock. As soon as we recognize 
that, read CBO’s letter, they are our 
neutral, nonpartisan budget shop. They 
have served us well. They have scored 
outlays over the last 6 years from 1993 
to 1998 with an error factor of 0.4 per-
cent. As soon as we take their advice 
and get this back in proper condition, 
then we can get out of this sham budg-
eting and into real budgeting and fi-
nally close this process. But it is not a 
1 percent problem, it is a much bigger 
problem. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the full 
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I had not intended to get into this give 
and take on the political argument, 
but I listened to this rhetoric about the 
farm emergencies, and let me tell you 
what the truth is, and here is the pa-
perwork, the documentation that 
proves it. 

Last year this Congress added as an 
emergency amount of money for the 
farm emergencies $6 billion, $5.916 bil-
lion, to be exact. Then, when the next 
supplemental request came from the 
administration, we added to that re-
quest for the Hurricane Mitch supple-
mental $700 million. Most of it was not 
requested, we added it. Then in the reg-

ular fiscal year 2000 agriculture bill, 
which we passed and the President has 
signed, we added $8.7 billion to deal 
with farm emergencies. The President 
did not request any of this $8.7 billion. 
We still do not have a request from the 
President for agricultural losses this 
hurricane season. 

Now, for someone over there to stand 
and say this Congress has neglected the 
farmer and the emergencies in the ag-
riculture community is just not right. 
It is not accurate. It is not truthful. It 
is purely political rhetoric. The facts 
are here, and you are welcome to look 
at them.
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Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ken-
tucky (Mrs. NORTHUP), a member of the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, it 
gives me a real thrill to be here today 
and to be part of this debate. 

When I ran for Congress in 1995, what 
I told my constituents was that there 
was a new day in this country, a day of 
talking about restraint, a day of talk-
ing about balancing the budget, a day 
of talking about Social Security and 
saving Social Security, and that it was 
going to require a lot of courage, it was 
going to require us to look at things 
differently, but that I felt that I could 
be part of that debate and part of that 
solution. 

Since I arrived in 1996, the first thing 
we tackled was balancing the budget. 
It was a thrill to me when we passed 
the balanced budget amendments and 
set ourselves on a course that we were 
going to restrain spending and balance 
the budget. 

But even then, we did not imagine 
that we would be able to, as quickly as 
now, also restrain ourselves from 
spending Social Security surpluses. Let 
us give the economy credit, certainly 
that has been part of it, but we could 
have gone right on and spent. In fact, 
what we have heard today is one speak-
er after the other from the minority 
side talking about spend more, spend 
more, spend more, spend it faster, 
spend it faster, spend it faster. 

If we had stepped up every single 
budget bill we have had before us, 
every single appropriations bill we 
have had this year, and spent what 
they asked us to, we would have gotten 
way back into the past type of think-
ing. But because of the restraint of the 
leadership, the discipline of the sub-
committee chairs and the chairmen, we 
have held to the idea that we have to 
restrain ourselves, and for the sake of 
social security. 

I am tired of hearing people say so-
cial security is safe, that we have put 
a note in there saying it is an IOU and 
we are going to owe it, because our 
children in 2010 are going to have to 
start paying that back. 

We do not have things that we can 
sell, assets that we can sell to cash it 
in. It is not in stocks. It is not in 
things that we can cash in. It would be 
like me spending my six kids’ college 
funds on new clothes and saying, I am 
going to put an IOU in there. That is 
great. When they start to college, what 
do I have to sell to give them their 
money back? We are not going to sell 
our airports, we are not going to still 
our schools, we are not going to sell 
our locks and dams. 

We have no assets to sell, no assets 
to sell. The only assets we have are my 
six children, who are going to go to 
work and have to start paying for this 
spending that we did not restrain our-
selves from in the past. 

So out of great love and admiration 
for my 77-year-old parents, who are not 
going to make anymore money than 
they have in the bank, we are securing 
Social Security. For those grand-
children and my six children who are 
going to carry the burden forever, we 
are restraining our spending so they 
might have it in their day.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as she may consume to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Wisconsin for yielding time to me. 

Because 950,000 children will have no 
place to go after school when this bill 
passes, Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose 
this legislation, and ask us to get back 
to work for the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to strongly oppose this 
appropriations bill. 

The majority has made a mockery of the ap-
propriations process by attaching the Labor 
HHS appropriations bill to the DC appropria-
tions bill. Because the bill has been presented 
in this manner, we cannot amend this bill that 
is flawed in almost every way. This political 
maneuvering simply breeds more partisanship, 
and it only sharply divides the House when we 
should be working together for the American 
people. 

On a program level comparison, the House 
Labor HHS appropriations bill is almost $4 bil-
lion or 4% below the President’s Budget re-
quest. It is about $5 billion or 6% below the 
funding level contained in the bill currently 
under consideration in the Republican-con-
trolled U.S. Senate. Excluding the National In-
stitutes of Health, which received a $1.3 billion 
increase in the bill, the remaining programs in 
the bill are in the aggregate cut close to $1 bil-
lion below current year levels. There are 45 
major programs cut below 1999 or eliminated 
entirely in the bill that total almost $2 billion in 
cuts. 

This situation is untenable, and the bill in its 
current form is a sham. It is our responsibility 
to draft an appropriations bill that works. 

This bill denies 42,000 children a ‘‘Head 
Start’’ in life. Research has shown consistently 
that Head Start helps low-income children get 
ready and stay ready for school, improves par-
enting, and helps parents get on the road to 
economic and social self sufficiency. There 
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are over 2 million low-income children under 
the age of 5 who are eligible for Head Start, 
but the program currently provides services to 
only 835,000 children, 40% of those who are 
eligible. The President’s request of $5.3 billion 
would provide a Head Start experience to an 
additional 42,000 children (including 7,000 
children ages 0 to 3) and their families as part 
of the Administration’s commitment to enrolling 
1 million children in Head Start by 2002. 

The Appropriations recommendation, how-
ever, is a full $507 million below the Presi-
dent’s request. This cut would have drastic im-
plications in my home State of Texas. The 
recommendation would result in a $43 million 
cut for Head Start funding in Texas. This sub-
stantial reduction in funding would have se-
vere consequences on the Texas children and 
would diminish the positive impact that Head 
Start has had in my State. 

The bill repeals last year’s bipartisan agree-
ment to dedicate funding solely for Class Size 
Reduction, jeopardizing the President’s goal of 
helping schools to hire 100,000 new teachers. 
The Committee bill eliminates a total of $2.2 
billion in funding requested for Class Size Re-
duction, Goals 2000 and the Eisenhower 
Teacher Training Program. In the State of 
Texas, this cut would result in a $26 million 
cut to the Eisenhower Teacher Training Pro-
gram, a $37 million cut to the Goals 2000 Pro-
gram, and an almost $114 million cut to the 
Class Size Reduction Program. Texas cannot 
sustain such a loss in Federal funding, and I 
greatly fear for the continued success of these 
programs. 

Not only does the bill cut the President’s 
combined request for the Class Size Reduc-
tion, Goals 2000 (state grants) and Eisen-
hower Teacher Training programs by $396 
million, it also cuts the funding level proposed 
by the House Committee on Education and 
Workforce for the teacher training/class size 
block grant program by $200 million or 10%. 
The Teacher Empowerment Act is a new 
teacher training/class size block grant program 
that has passed the House, but not the Sen-
ate, and has not been enacted into law. 
Should the Teacher Empowerment Act fail to 
become law, assistance to schools would be 
cut not by $200 million, but by $2.0 billion 
below the 1999 level for the programs com-
bined into the block grant. 

This bill also cuts back on funding for GEAR 
UP. In 1994, only 49 percent of low-income 
students attended a postsecondary institution 
within two years of high school. Of these stu-
dents, only 19 percent attended a 4-year col-
lege, in contrast with 70 percent of high-in-
come students. The GEAR UP program is de-
signed to help these students. By starting dis-
advantaged middle school students on an aca-
demic path, it raises their educational expecta-
tions through early college preparation and 
awareness activities, and gives them the skills 
and encouragement they need to successfully 
pursue a college education. In my hometown 
of Houston, Texas, The University of Houston 
has forged an alliance with HISD through 
GEAR UP, and this university has done much 
to ensure that low-income students have the 
opportunity to attend a four-year college. 

The bill eliminates the GEAR UP program 
which was funded at $120 million in FY 1999, 
and for which the President requested $240 

million for FY 2000. The bill would deny 
572,000 low-income middle and high school 
students sustained, comprehensive support 
services including: counseling, tutoring, men-
toring, parental involvement, after-school and 
summer activities, access to rigorous core 
courses needed for college, information about 
financial aid, and campus visits. 

This appropriations bill also drastically 
underfunds America’s Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities. Yet, one of our press-
ing national priorities is to increase the num-
ber of underrepresented minority and dis-
advantaged students who enter and success-
fully complete higher education. In 1995–1996 
black, non-Hispanic students earned less than 
8 pecent of the Bachelor’s degrees conferred. 
To increase the success rate of African-Amer-
ican and other minority students, HBCUs need 
additional support to provide stronger aca-
demic programs and more comprehensive 
services to the growing number of African-
American and other minority students. In 
Houston, Texas Southern University has been 
an exemplary institution and has provide innu-
merable opportunities for minority students. 
This bill effectively would undermine the work 
of this school. 

In addition, the lack of diversity at the grad-
uate level is becoming an important national 
concern. In 1995–1996 black, non-Hispanic 
students received only 6.4 percent of the Mas-
ter’s and 3.7 percent of the Doctor’s degree 
conferred. As we work to increase the number 
of minority students who pursue graduate edu-
cation, we have to provide sufficient support to 
ensure that HBGIs (graduate institutions) are 
prepared to serve these students adequately. 

This bill provides level funding for both of 
these programs, which is a cut of $14.8 million 
below the request for Strengthening HBCUs 
and HBGIs. The Department would therefore 
be unable to increase support for the 98 
HBCUs and the 18 HBGIs beyond the FY 
1999 level, not even for inflation. The result 
would be a decrease in minority participation 
at these schools—especially at the graduate 
school level. 

With a booming economy offering job oppor-
tunities to people who have never before been 
in the labor force and with welfare rolls shrink-
ing and with employers scouring the labor 
market for qualified workers, this bill is cutting 
job training funds by $700 million dollars 
below last year. In Texas, this would result in 
an almost $8 million cut in adult training and 
a $8.5 million cut in youth training. According 
to a survey of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
86% of cities suffer shortages of technology 
workers, 73% suffer shortages of health work-
ers, and 72% lack enough construction work-
ers to fill available jobs. Yet, this bill would do 
nothing to provide solutions to these grave 
problems. 

The bill provides an appropriation of $4,572 
million for Training and Employment Services 
for FY 2000. This is a reduction of $928 mil-
lion, or 17% below the request, and a reduc-
tion of $709 million, or 13%, below 1999. 
Overall, the House mark reduces program par-
ticipants nearly 432,300, or 20%, below the re-
quest, and about 175,000, or 9%, below 1999. 

This bill also undermines the bipartisan 
Workforce Investment Act enacted last year 
that is intended to provide access to informa-

tion and services that all Americans need to 
find and keep a job to meet the workforce 
challenges of the global economy. 

The House bill cuts the dislocated worker 
program by $140 million below 1999, and 
$335 million below the request. In Texas, the 
State would need to cut its funding by almost 
$18 million. The House mark means that 
176,600 fewer dislocated workers will be 
served compared to the President—and 
46,500 fewer than in FY 1999, reversing in-
creases the Congress has provided over the 
past three years. This means that from the 
universe of 3.3 million dislocated workers per 
year, even fewer will not benefit from services 
that could shorten the time that they are un-
employed and hundreds of employers will also 
be hindered in their capacity to find the skilled 
workers they need. The bill rejects the Presi-
dent’s goal of providing reemployment serv-
ices and training to dislocated worker who 
needs and wants them by 2004.

The bill provides a program level of $38.4 
billion for the Department of Health and 
Human Services, which is $686 million (–2%) 
below the President’s 2000 request. 

In particular, the bill slashes $212 million 
from the Administration’s request for the Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Services Ad-
ministration. This will drastically affect the 
Center for Mental Health Services which sup-
ports state prevention, treatment and rehabili-
tation efforts. These cuts will potentially deny 
20,000 individuals access to essential stabi-
lizing medication. The Committee also cuts $3 
million from the President’s request for PATH, 
a program which aids homeless individuals 
with mental illness. Every night, approximately 
200,000 Americans with major mental illness 
have nowhere to sleep. By denying the Presi-
dent’s request, the Committee is denying the 
opportunity to reach out to an additional 7,800 
homeless individuals and provide them with 
essential mental health services. 

Furthermore, our children suffer from mental 
illnesses. The tragedy in Littleton, Colorado is 
a somber example of this fact. It is estimated 
that eleven million American children and ado-
lescents have a diagnosable mental, emo-
tional or behavioral disorder. One in 20 Amer-
ican children will have a severe disorder by 
the age of 18. 

Five to nine percent of our children and 
youths ages 9 to 17 have a serious emotional 
disturbance of a magnitude that limits their ca-
pacity to function appropriately at home, at 
school, or in their communities. 

Yet, as this bill stands, we cannot help 
America’s children. The Appropriations Com-
mittee simply fails to acknowledge that our 
children are suffering. 

The Committee bill is $19 million below the 
FY 1999 funding level for the Center for Sub-
stance Abuse and Prevention. This cut se-
verely threatens the program to provide inte-
grated substance abuse and HIV/AIDS pre-
vention services to African American and His-
panic/Latino youth as well as women and their 
children. According to the Surgeon General, 
nearly one half of all new HIV infections are 
caused either directly (through sharing of in-
jection equipment) or indirectly (sexual trans-
mission from an individual infected through in-
jection equipment, birth, etc.) through sub-
stance abuse. Racial and ethnic minorities are 
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disproportionately effected by substance 
abuse related HIV infection. Sine 1981, rough-
ly 61% of all AIDS cases among women have 
been attributed to injection drug use, or sex 
with partners who inject drugs. Further, among 
the highest health care expenditures associ-
ated with substance abuse are those associ-
ated with HIV/AIDS. 

Yet, this bill eliminates $50 million in emer-
gency funds for HIV/AIDs in Minority Commu-
nities. Representing an estimated 12% of the 
total U.S. population, African Americans make 
up almost 37% of all AIDS cases reported in 
this country. In 1998, Hispanic represented 
13% of the U.S. population (including resi-
dents of Puerto Rico), but accounted for 20% 
of the total number of new U.S. AIDS cases 
reported that year (9,650 of 48,269 cases). 
The AIDS incidence rate among Hispanics in 
1998 was 28.1 per 100,000 population, almost 
4 times the rate for whites (8.2 per 100,000) 
but lower than the rate for African Americans 
(66.4 per 100,000). 

And it isn’t just children, young adults seek-
ing job training or average workers who are ig-
nored by this bill. It is our senior citizens as 
well. This bill cuts funds requested for the 
meals on wheels program targeted at the 
growing number of elderly shut-ins that cur-
rently are not getting that assistance. It elimi-
nates a new initiative aimed at protecting our 
disabled elderly from abuse in nursing homes. 
It eliminates the family caregiver support pro-
gram that would help seniors remain in their 
own homes and out of nursing homes as long 
as possible. 

The bill includes $6.48 billion for the admin-
istrative expenses of the Social Security Ad-
ministration, which is $225 million below the 
level requested by the President. Funding 
SSA at this level will result in a deterioration 
in public services. SSA would be forced to im-
pose immediate and complete hiring freeze, 
leaving 3,000 positions vacant by the end of 
the year. This would result in disability appli-
cants waiting almost 5 months, almost twice 
as long the current processing time, for a deci-
sion on their initial claims, and longer waiting 
times for the millions of individuals who visit 
district offices. Mr. Speaker, send this bill back 
to committee so that American families can 
get a fair deal for their tax dollars, not an in-
sult. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY). 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
oppose this bill, with the greatest re-
spect for the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman PORTER) and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). They both care 
deeply about the health, education, and 
opportunities available to Americans. 

I especially want to mention my high 
regard for the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman PORTER), who has said he 
will retire at the end of this Congress. 
The gentleman from Illinois has served 
his constituents, this committee, and 
the people of this great country with 
such honor, commitment, and decency, 
I am proud to call the gentleman my 
friend. 

I have hoped and will continue to 
hope that we can come together and 

work on a budget that truly addresses 
the needs of Americans. Unfortunately, 
in too many instances, I do not believe 
this budget does so. We are spending 
billions in this budget and, unfortu-
nately, in my judgment, many times 
we are spending it in the wrong places. 

In some cases, we delay so long it is 
almost like not spending the money at 
all. The delayed obligation to the NIH 
and CDC troubles me, particularly. 

I have a personal reason for caring 
about this part of the budget. I lost my 
mother to breast cancer, and not a day 
goes by when I do not think about her 
and of the years we missed together. I 
often wonder how many women like 
my mother might still be alive today if 
our country had invested more in can-
cer research and treatment a genera-
tion ago. 

I am determined that my daughters 
and granddaughters will not suffer 
with cancer as my mom did, and as so 
many Americans do today. I believe 
that while government cannot cure 
cancer, it can put the resources in the 
hands of those who will. Therefore, I 
have made funding of biomedical re-
search at the National Institutes of 
Health and the Public Health Mission 
of the CDC my top priority on the sub-
committee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

I am proud that medical research, 
particularly with regard to women, has 
finally become a national priority. 
Again, I am proud to serve on this sub-
committee. This is a bill that is meant 
to give Americans a hand in the hard 
work of raising families and caring for 
loved ones. 

We are charged with protecting 
America’s health, education, and em-
ployment, and because of that, I must 
say that it is irresponsible, in my judg-
ment, to bring a bill to the floor with 
$10 billion in money borrowed from 
next year, in effect, taking care of this 
year’s political problems at the ex-
pense of next year’s needs. 

It is irresponsible to say that we sup-
port education and health care, but 
delay $11 billion in obligations to Head 
Start, the NIH, and other agencies 
until September 29, 2000, and it strains 
whatever trust Americans still have in 
us to load this budget with trickery 
and accounting gimmicks and call it a 
success. 

Mr. Speaker, frankly, when we read 
the bill, it is easy to see why Ameri-
cans are cynical about Congress. The 
budget does nothing to secure the 
strength of social security, it does not 
reform Medicare, it hurts millions of 
hard-working Americans. Assisting 
those families should be where we start 
our budget work, not where we scram-
ble to end it. 

I believe we can do better, we should 
do better. Let us vote no, and then let 
us work together and give this budget 
the worthy and sincere effort that the 
American people deserve.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ARMEY), the majority leader of the 
House of Representatives. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I am excited, I am 
pleased, I am happy, and in fact, Mr. 
Speaker, I am elated. Can Members 
imagine what we are doing today? Stop 
and think about what we are able to do 
today. This is the most wonderful op-
portunity for public service any of us 
could ever have hoped to have had in 
any time of service here. 

Today we stop the raid on social se-
curity. We started the year saying we 
could do that. We started the year say-
ing we should do that. We have those 
who said it could not be done. They did 
not think we would be capable of doing 
it. I have to tell the Members, Mr. 
Speaker, we have worked hard. Some of 
our Members have worked themselves 
into near exhaustion. We have worked 
hard, and yes, we have had some good 
fortune, some good news along the 
way. 

We have brought ourselves today to 
that day that they said we just could 
not get to. Today we are proving that 
we can fund the government without 
raiding social security and without 
raising taxes. 

The President knows this. The Presi-
dent saw it a week ago. The President 
said, they can do it. I can see they can 
do it. Because they can do it, we must 
do it. I want to join them in doing it. 
He has done so. He has his folks up here 
working. Let us complete the job. It is 
within our reach. Let us do it. 

Today CBO has certified, and now, I 
would ask Members to please read the 
whole CBO letter and get to the bottom 
line. The bottom line of the CBO letter, 
not the one he sent the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) but the 
one he sent to the appropriators and to 
the leadership of this Congress, CBO 
has certified that we have done it. 
Right now we have done the job of 
passing the budget without spending 
social security. It is certified, indeed, 
to a $1 billion on-budget surplus. 

The President knows we can do it 
and has said, let us get the job done as 
quickly as possible. We know we can do 
it. CBO has certified we have done it. 
Now, what do we hear today from our 
friends across the aisle? They are no 
longer saying it could not be done, 
they are no longer saying it cannot be 
done. Now they are saying it should 
not be done. Why should it not be 
done? Because if we stop the raid, if we 
fund the government without spending 
social security, they can no longer do 
what it is they have been doing, fund-
ing the government with social secu-
rity. 

Today we have funded the govern-
ment without social security. Let us 
vote yes. Let us be proud, let us be 
happy, and let us be thankful that we 
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have been able to have this oppor-
tunity for service to our parents and 
our children. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, to return us 
from the land of fiction to the land of 
reality, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, the 
previous speaker is precisely why I rise 
again today. It is not a letter to the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT), it is a letter to me from the 
Congressional Budget Office which we 
requested on behalf of the Blue Dogs 
that clearly states when we use CBO 
scoring as they wish, not as the House 
leadership instructs them to ask the 
question, we are spending $17.1 billion 
of social security trust fund. 

That is a fact. That is in my letter. 
That is a simple thing that we have 
asked, just to be honest in what you 
ask and stop this political 
gobbledegook that we are going 
through as to who is spending social se-
curity trust funds. 

I say that my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), a 
moment ago expressed a spirit of con-
ciliation which I appreciate in ac-
knowledging the process today. In the 
same spirit, I acknowledge that some 
of the rhetoric coming from my side of 
the aisle is not exactly right, either. I 
will acknowledge that, and I hope I am 
not part of it. 

But the reason why I oppose this 
across-the-board cut today is because 
by CBO’s estimates, we will be spend-
ing social security trust funds after we 
have made an across-the-board cut of 
$3.452 billion in outlays. I do not wish 
to go into operations and maintenance 
of the Defense Department, of which 
we have heard witness after witness, 
statement after statement, on both 
sides of the aisle of people who are con-
cerned about defense, saying that we 
cannot afford a one dollar cut out of 
$100, or a 1 percent cut. 

Everyone that knows something 
about this knows that it is not that 
simple. But yet today, for somebody’s 
reasons, so somebody can continue to 
buy advertisements on television at-
tacking some of my Democratic col-
leagues saying we in the minority are 
spending social security trust funds, 
the CBO, when asked honest questions, 
and I have no quarrel with the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman 
YOUNG), I commend him for the job 
that he is doing, and the statements 
that have been made by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. WALSH), a moment 
ago, all of this. 

But if we really wanted to deal with 
social security, why did not the leader-
ship, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY), why did he not insist that the 
gentleman from Texas (Chairman AR-
CHER) come from the Committee on 
Ways and Means and bring a social se-
curity bill to the floor of the House 
this year, instead of spending the first 

8 months talking about a tax cut of $1 
trillion that would have spent, by 
CBO’s honest accounting, $120 billion of 
the same social security trust funds 
that we are here today to preserve and 
protect? 

Please let us get honest. There has 
been a spirit of conciliation. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman KASICH) a 
moment ago acknowledged that even 
after this, we may still not serve it. I 
ask those Members to listen to their 
chairman and be careful of their rhet-
oric, particularly when they go out and 
make political statements, because 
they are going to have to live by these 
words next year. 

Remember, the budget of 2001 begins 
about February. All of this rhetoric 
about back-end loading and all of the 
things, and the little cute games we 
are getting in order to make sure we 
say today we are not spending social 
security, will actually be factual in 
about 3 months. I ask Members to be 
careful what they say. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 20 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard people 
try to present a partial look, only a 
partial look at what CBO has said. 

A request was sent to them saying, if 
you do not count the adjustments, is 
there money coming out of social secu-
rity? They said, if you do not count it. 
But if you count the adjustments, then 
it is in surplus. That is like asking 
your banker, Mr. Speaker, to send you 
a bank statement that tells you about 
your withdrawals but leaves out ref-
erence to the deposits. Of course it 
would show a negative. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. 
DICKEY).

b 1600 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
that my constituents were here today. 
When we went home during the break 
and said we wanted to have tax reduc-
tions, we had wanted taxes to come 
back here, and they said we want to 
pay off the debt, and my response was 
time and time and time again we can-
not do that up in Washington, because 
we are going to spend, and we are going 
to spend, and we are going to spend, 
and we are going to spend. 

They said, no, no, we hear it from the 
liberals and we hear it from the con-
servatives that we are going to pay 
this debt down. Now, we are watching 
today. I just wish they could be here. 
We are watching today the people who 
are the most skilled at learning and 
talking about spending. 

I have heard every excuse there is. 
We are trying to isolate this and that, 
and we are trying to bring compassion 
in, and we are trying to say there is no 
compassion on the other side. Remem-
ber this, compassion is saving the 
money so that we can spend it later. It 
is not compassionate to go spend 

money and spend money and spend 
money so we can get recognition, so we 
can get reelected and leaving the poor 
people out there to live off of borrowed 
funds and particularly borrowed funds 
from Social Security. 

So we need to be honest. We must be 
honest. We are not being honest now. 
We took this bill and said that we were 
not covering the farm aid. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman YOUNG) 
said what he said, and then the gen-
tleman from New York (Chairman 
WALSH) got up and said $2.5 billion spe-
cifically is going to North Carolina di-
rectly. 

Now, this is how it still is. This is 
why you all are so good, you liberals 
are so good at doing what you have 
done for years. You are protecting your 
territory, and you are doing it quite 
well, but it is not right. 

We have to be responsible. We need to 
take our compassion and convert it to 
discipline and to stopping this spend-
ing. We are doing it here. We should be 
joining together to protect the people 
of America. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO), 
former chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), 
the ranking member, for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, before my planned com-
ments, a couple statements of fact. 
Nothing this Congress will do will add 
one dime to the Social Security Trust 
Fund. Nothing that this Congress is 
doing will change how dime one of the 
Social Security Trust Fund is invested. 
Regardless of which assumptions one 
uses, whether they be CBO, Congres-
sional Budget Office, or those at the 
Office of Management and Budget, in 
either case, based on current projec-
tions, this Congress will be borrowing 
money from the Social Security Trust 
Fund based on today’s assumptions. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I was going to 
make just one little observation about 
how one program works. I am for high-
way funding. I am for transit funding. 
I serve on the committee that funds 
those programs. But I think they 
should be treated like other programs. 

In this bill, those programs receive 
the 1 percent cut like other programs 
for the year 2000. But then lo and be-
hold, this same bill gives all the money 
back as additional funding in the year 
2001, saying that all those funds for 
those programs, which I like, some I 
have local interest in, is higher pri-
ority than anything else in the trans-
portation area, such as operations for 
the FAA. 

If there is any area within our bill 
that all of us were apprehensive about, 
it was FAA operations. We had already 
reduced the President’s request. That 
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will be cut by 59 million additional dol-
lars, will not automatically be restored 
next year. 

Programs, whether they be in edu-
cation, research, housing, farmers, vet-
erans, none of those are automatically 
restored next year. But because one 
powerful individual threatens to vote 
no, those funds get preference. What a 
way to operate.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER), another member of the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today is a day we should feel good, feel 
positive, feel happy, because there are 
some great accomplishments that we 
should be proud that have been an-
nounced this week and that we are 
going to pass on the floor here today. 

We are hearing all this sky is falling 
rhetoric from the other side and this 
fear and scare tactics, oh, my gosh, 
what is happening next. 

Well, first of all, the Treasury De-
partment announced this week that we 
had $124 billion surplus in this past fis-
cal year that just ended a few weeks 
ago, $124 billion surplus. Now, $1 billion 
was taken out of Social Security, so we 
have not quite met our goal. But the 
fact is we had a huge accomplishment. 
That is real numbers. That is not OMB 
numbers. That is not CBO numbers. 
That is real dollars. 

In the past 2 years, according to the 
Treasury Department, actual debt re-
duction is $138 billion. Real reduction. 
We have finally accomplished that. 

Now, a lot of our colleagues on the 
other side think it was the tax in-
creases in 1990 and 1993. In 1995, when 
President Clinton submitted his budg-
et, he projected $200 billion deficits as 
far as the eye could see. We said, no, 
that is not good enough. We want to 
have at least a balanced budget by 2002. 
Thank God we made it sooner than 
that. So we should be glad that we 
have accomplished this already with 
real dollars. 

The other great accomplishment is 
going to happen later this afternoon, 
and that is passing this bill and for the 
continuation of the fact we are really 
going to have a real surplus again. 

Now, we have the Labor-HHS bill be-
fore us now. As a member of that com-
mittee, I wish we had a full day to de-
bate it and discuss it. The one dis-
appointment that I have about the bill 
is that the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman PORTER) is going to be serv-
ing his last term as chairman of that 
subcommittee, because he has been a 
great chairman. I think both sides of 
the aisle would agree. 

But let us look at some of the real 
numbers. NIH, we have a $2.3 billion in-
crease. President Clinton asked for a 
$300 million increase. From 2.3 billion, 
and the President only asked for $300 
million. Now, all right, we are going to 

take a 1 percent cut out of it. But a $2.3 
billion increase. The President said, oh, 
cancer research is important. We agree. 
Special Ed has got a $1 billion increase. 
This is a good bill. Pass it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) may 
not have been here. This budget spends, 
in fiscal year 2000, $1.5 billion less than 
the President of the United States 
asked for in NIH. That is what their 
budget does.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, that is cor-
rect. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA), the distinguished ranking 
member on the Subcommittee on De-
fense of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I tell my 
colleagues what worries me about the 
way we are doing this. I would doubt 
that the leadership asked the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Defense where 
to cut this bill. 

Now, during the entire time that I 
have been on this committee, we have 
cut substantial amounts from defense, 
but we never did an across-the-board 
cut without knowing what the implica-
tions were. 

Some people said, well, General 
Shelton testified this way, General 
Shelton testified that way. Well, I have 
said, the gentleman from California 
(Chairman LEWIS) has said, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman YOUNG) 
has said, the Defense Department has 
been short money for the last several 
years. We have said it over and over 
again. 

When I go to a base, I find 20 percent 
short across the line. I find them short 
on real property maintenance. I find 
them short on O&M. Anybody that goes 
to any of our military bases will find 
the same thing. 

Secretary Cohen called me the other 
day. He said, ‘‘I want to tell you how 
much I appreciate what the Members of 
Congress did to raise the pay and 
change the whole thing for retire-
ment.’’ He appreciated it. He said the 
enthusiasm and morale is marvelous. 

Now, I do not want to say what I 
went through in order to make sure 
this bill was not vetoed. I mean, I have 
had a few amiable discussions with a 
lot of people. There was a tremendous 
pressure to veto this bill. I decided that 
we could not veto it. We had a good 
bill. Everybody said this is a good bill. 
This is a bill that funds the Defense 
Department with the allocation we got 
from leadership, whatever leadership 
gives us. 

If the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) gives us less money, we will 
make the appropriate cuts. If the lead-
ership decides there should be less 
money, we will make those cuts. 

During the Reagan administration, 
we cut billions of dollars, item by item 
from his budget. As we went into the 
gulf war, one of our finest victories, we 
had apportioned that money so care-
fully that we were able to win a tre-
mendous victory. But we did not do an 
across-the-board cut. We did a cut item 
by item. 

According to the figures that I have, 
the Defense Department, because it 
cannot cut pay, would have to cut per-
sonnel. When I go overseas, I find the 
members of the Armed Forces saying, I 
have been overseas four or five times. I 
went to one Marine unit, and they had 
been overseas four Christmases in a 
row because we have cut back so dra-
matically in the number of people that 
are available in the armed services. 

Now, we can argue whether they 
should be deployed so often or not, but 
this way of cutting the budget is abso-
lutely against everything that we have 
been taught. What we should do is go 
back to committee and make the deci-
sions based on the amount of money we 
have available. 

When we started this process, we had 
a bipartisan agreement in all the sub-
committees, then the leadership said, 
Okay, you have got to cut a couple 
hundred million dollars more. Well, 
they did not do that with defense. With 
defense, they took the bill, they gave 
us a good allotment, and we came up 
with a bill which everybody is praising, 
and, yet, it is not enough money. 

Any way one cuts it, it is not enough 
money. They used to come over there 
and bring all those charts over when 
we were before the committee. I won-
der where they got the money for the 
charts. But I will tell my colleagues 
this, cutting out a few charts is not 
going to make up for the amount of 
money, the $2.7 billion, we are going to 
cut out of this. This actually takes us 
below the O&M that the President re-
quested. So this is not the way to do it. 

You take this bill back, and you give 
it to the gentleman from California 
(Chairman LEWIS) and myself, and we 
will come up with a bill. We will come 
up with a legitimate cut. But the way 
we are doing it is absolutely wrong. 

I would ask the Members to think 
about the devastating impact that we 
would have when we just passed a pay 
raise, we just revised their pension, the 
morale is high. The Defense Depart-
ment knows it needs more. There is no 
question about that. All of us agree 
with that on the Subcommittee on De-
fense. Yet, we are sending a signal that 
we are just cutting across the board. 

Even though my colleagues say, well, 
it is going to be vetoed, well, I could 
have said the same thing when I argued 
that our bill was going to be sent right 
back to them. I think it behooves us to 
give us the figure and let us work our 
will on where the bill should be cut. 

So I would urge the Members of this 
body to take this bill back to com-
mittee and let us work our will. Tell us 
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how much money that our allocation 
is, and we will pass that bill out, and it 
will be a much better bill than an 
across-the-board cut.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), 
chairman of the Subcommittee on De-
fense of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I very much appreciate the com-
ments of my colleague and helpmate on 
the Subcommittee on Defense. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA) is a great American, and I ap-
preciate his help and his work. 

I would like to spend just a moment 
addressing a couple other areas rel-
ative to this debate before going back 
to defense. For, as I listened to other 
people earlier, Mr. Speaker, I could not 
help but think of that old line that 
there are darn liars and statisticians. 
That line very much applies to a lot of 
the debate that has taken place here 
today. 

Let me speak a moment about the 
whole ruckus swirling around the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. That is very, 
very disconcerting to me. But I start 
by saying that one of the great things 
that have happened in this year is that 
the majority in Congress, and I know 
the Republicans as well as Democrats, 
are concerned about that trust fund. 

But to hear the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), my rank-
ing member, talking about a set of sta-
tistics that suggest that one way or the 
other the bills that are passing here 
will be signed into law perhaps have al-
ready gone into the trust fund by $17 
billion, and then another set of stat-
isticians who reflect the administra-
tion’s view of the way dollars worked, 
suggest we have not really gone into 
the trust fund yet. 

The point is really not that. It is that 
there is a new call to set aside the So-
cial Security Trust Fund and to pro-
tect it. That, in view of the history of 
the Congress, the old majority, the 
business as usual majority, using it 
constantly to build more and more 
spending programs around the Federal 
Government, that is the point that 
needs to be made and remembered. 

One of the items that was discussed 
earlier today related to education fund-
ing within this bill, Labor-HHS, that 
portion of it, suggesting that one way 
or another we are of great disservice to 
Federal education efforts. Indeed, the 
proposal of the committee was $375 
million above the President’s request.

b 1615 

A 1 percent across-the-board would 
bring it down to the President’s re-
quest. That is $30 billion in total; more 
money at a Federal level than through-
out history for Federal money for edu-
cation. We all know that most edu-
cation dollars are raised and spent at 

the local level and the responsibility of 
the States and local school districts. 

My last point takes me to the com-
ments of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA). I could not agree 
with him more. We produced an excel-
lent bill this year. An across-the-board 
cut is not the way to deal with our bill, 
in my view. And, indeed, to reduce that 
effort is not helpful to our national de-
fense purposes. 

But having said that, the Congress 
has exercised itself by way of across-
the-board cuts before. I remember a 
discussion with my friend, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), 
talking about his favorite programs 
around here in the Labor-HHS bill, this 
very bill. And I asked him how he could 
possibly stand aside for an across-the-
board cut in Labor-HHS. Really, our 
discussion came to the point that at 
the crunch time, when there are Demo-
crats and Republicans, and there are 
these two bodies, as well as the admin-
istration, sometimes that is the only 
way to get to the final straw. 

Well, my colleagues, we are at the 
final straw at this moment. It is time 
for us to come together and support 
this measure and get our work done. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. OLVER). 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. I have only time to focus on one 
of the reasons for voting against this 
bill. 

My distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee, the honorable chairman 
and good friend, has a couple of times, 
several times, pointed out that the NIH 
budget, the National Institutes of 
Health budget, is up from $15.6 billion 
by 14 percent, up to $17.9 billion. What 
he does not point out, and that he has 
never mentioned, is that $7.5 billion of 
that, more than 40 percent, is shifted 
so that it may not be obligated until 
the 29th or 30th day of September next 
year. 

For him to speak about that would 
probably cause him to throw up. The 
number of dollars that are available be-
cause of that feature, the number of 
dollars for medical research in the fis-
cal year is, in reality, cut by about 15 
percent in the year 2000. And that 
means that medical research on cancer 
research, on Alzheimer’s, on AIDS, as 
well as genetic causes of disease and 
biotechnology, all of that has to be 
slowed down or stopped or put on the 
back burner. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO).

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

There have been many honorable 
men and women who have approached 
the microphone today to express their 
concerns about this bill, the two bills, 

and the 1 percent across-the-board sav-
ings. And although the message of the 
other side is very well organized, it is 
somewhat crippled by the well-pub-
licized strategy that the minority has 
been directed to employ by its own 
leadership, and that strategy is identi-
fied in The Washington Post on Mon-
day, January 12, and I quote the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK). He said, ‘‘It took us a little 
while to figure out how to be the mi-
nority. But DICK has it just right,’’ 
meaning the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority leader, 
‘‘it is not our responsibility to legislate 
any more, it does not make sense for us 
to compromise.’’ 

That is the direction and that is the 
strategy. I do not know which to be-
lieve. Is it a true concern about edu-
cation, about defense and the rest, or is 
it just a need to obstruct, to impede, to 
delay, to encumber, to foil? Which one 
should we believe? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR), the distinguished mi-
nority whip. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not extend 
the life of Social Security by one single 
day. This bill that we have before us 
fails to provide one penny for Medicare 
prescription drug benefits. The only 
thing it does is hurt American families. 

Compromise, the gentleman from 
Colorado said? We would be delighted 
to sit down to compromise. We cannot 
get them to the table. 

I want to talk about some folks that 
I represent. A lovely lady in my dis-
trict, retired, widowed, with children, 
$600 a month she has coming in. She 
makes a few dollars baby-sitting. Her 
prescription drug costs per year are 
over $2,000. This bill does nothing to 
help her or millions of other American 
families who are in a similar situation. 

I have another wonderful woman who 
I know who called the district office 
complaining about these prescription 
drug costs the other day because she 
has cancer and her monthly cancer pre-
scription drug costs are up to the ceil-
ing. And all she wants is a few years to 
be able to spend with her grand-
children. 

What does this bill do? As the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
OLVER) just mentioned, it stretches 
and it hurts the whole question of 
digging into cancer research and other 
medical research for Alzheimer’s and 
Parkinson’s disease. This bill does 
nothing for that lady. It denies her the 
hope that she would hope to have to 
spend those extra years with her grand-
children. 

And, of course, what does the major-
ity do in this bill and in the budget 
that we have that could alleviate some 
of these problems? There is $500 million 
for a Mississippi shipyard boat that the 
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Navy does not even want. For a boat in 
Mississippi, $500 million that the Navy 
does not want. Talk about waste, fraud 
and abuse, Mr. Speaker. This budget 
puts pork before people, and it puts 
special interests before saving Social 
Security. 

And let me also say that what this 
has been about, this battle here on the 
floor with respect to Social Security, is 
that they put together this incredible 
trillion dollar tax cut bill that they 
could not sell to the American people, 
because the American people did not 
want it. They saw the other needs we 
had. They did not want to bust the 
budget. And as a result of putting it to-
gether and advocating it, they scared 
the daylights out of senior citizens all 
over this country. 

Well, their poll numbers went into 
the toilet, excuse me, with seniors. The 
seniors saw that that trillion dollar tax 
cut going to the very wealthiest people 
in this country was going to stifle any 
prescription drug care and was going to 
cut out any benefits to extend Social 
Security and Medicare. Now they are 
in a panic. So they come here and they 
say to us, unbelievably, that we are the 
culprits here. After their own leaders, 
year after year after year have advo-
cated phasing out Social Security, let-
ting Medicaid wither on the vine, they 
have the gall to come here and suggest 
that they are the saviors. 

They have no credibility. They are as 
bankrupt on this as they are on this 
bill. And so I say, Mr. Speaker, the 
American people see through what is 
going on here. And what we need to do 
is vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill, and sit down, 
I say to the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. TANCREDO), and deal with a com-
promise where the principals are sit-
ting at the table, not coming here and 
playing these games with the American 
people that the Republicans are the 
saviors of Social Security, the party 
who wants to phase it out, the party 
that never provided a vote for Social 
Security when it was adopted in 1935.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY), the majority whip of the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, it is almost 
Halloween, and the Democrats are up 
to their usual tricks in search of the 
big government treats. Like all our ap-
propriations bills, this conference re-
port funds many very significant pro-
grams sufficiently while maintaining a 
balanced budget. But despite all the 
good qualities of this legislation, it is 
being opposed. 

Now, I hear a lot of rhetoric about 
getting down to business from the 
other side of the aisle. One Member 
after the other walks up to the podium 
and accuses the Republicans of par-
tisanship. Well, I have a message for 
the Democrats. Stopping the raid on 
the Social Security Trust Fund is not a 
partisan issue. The Republicans want 

to ensure that every penny of the So-
cial Security Trust Fund goes to those 
who paid into the fund. 

Today, with this vote, the Democrats 
will have the opportunity to join us in 
this battle. But it seems very clear 
that many Democrats are going to turn 
their backs on this historic oppor-
tunity in voting ‘‘no’’ on this bill. 
When these individuals vote ‘‘no’’ in 
the coming minutes, they are telling 
their constituents in no uncertain 
terms that they are willing to raid the 
Social Security Trust Fund to pay for 
big government programs. 

Why will the Democrats vote to raid 
the Social Security Trust Fund? The 
answer is very simple. Because above 
all else Democrats want to increase 
Federal spending. They have contin-
ually said that the taxes that Ameri-
cans pay to the Federal Government 
are not enough to fund their programs. 
Now they are saying that they need to 
take those tax dollars and the Social 
Security money to pay for these pro-
grams. 

Today, the Republicans are saying in 
one very clear voice that we will keep 
our hands off the Social Security Trust 
Fund. The Republicans know how im-
portant it is to secure the trust fund, 
and we have a plan to do it. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. WALSH), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished chair of the Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia 
for yielding me this time. 

I want to address one point. While 
this bill may not extend the life of So-
cial Security, and it was not intended 
to, what it is intended to do for mil-
lions is to extend the hope that their 
retirement promise will be kept. And 
this is the day that begins. 

My subcommittee bill includes the 
veterans budget, and I would like to re-
spond to that issue directly. First of 
all, the President proposed no increase 
in veterans’ medical care this year. 
Flat line. No increase. We propose a 
$1.7 billion increase in veterans’ med-
ical care. So even if this 1 percent 
across-the-board reduction were em-
braced by the Congress and the Presi-
dent, we are still $1.5 billion above the 
President’s request, the largest in-
crease ever given to veterans’ benefits 
for medical care. 

We have done much more for the vet-
eran on our watch than the opposition 
has, and I think it is important that we 
make note of that, a $1.5 billion in-
crease over what the President re-
quested, even with this shaving across 
the top of all the budgets. 

I want to address one other item that 
was discussed today, this idea of budg-
et gimmicks. When I received the 
President’s request for our VA-HUD 
bill, I looked and I found in that bill a 

$4.5 billion advanced appropriation for 
Section 8 housing. 

Now, the President proposes to be 
concerned about people getting public 
housing, and I think there is no ques-
tion that he does. We all do. We are all 
very concerned. I said to staff, what is 
this advanced appropriation all about? 
I have been on the Committee on Ap-
propriations for 5 years, and I had 
never seen anything like this before. 
They said, Mr. Chairman, that is a 
gimmick. The President has proposed 
to spend this money not this year but 
next year in order to fund Section 8 
housing. 

We rejected that budget gimmick. 
Ultimately, it was accepted by the Sen-
ate and the President, and the House 
joined in. And as one of the President’s 
secretaries explained to me, if every-
one embraces the gimmick, then it is 
an offset. 

So the facts are here that the Presi-
dent introduced this advanced appro-
priation, this so-called gimmick, into 
our bill. We rejected it initially. Ulti-
mately, working together in the spirit 
of compromise with the White House, 
we accepted it.

b 1630 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER). The gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) has 101⁄2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has 9 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
that we look at the heart of this mat-
ter and how we got here. The real issue 
is are there limits, are there bound-
aries on this spending of the Federal 
Government, or do we go back to the 
old days of the former majority where 
they just kept spending and borrowing 
as much as they wanted to? 

We have achieved a balanced budget. 
No matter who wants to take the cred-
it, the fact is it has been done. And 
there is plenty of credit to share. We 
have set the standard. It ought to be 
balanced without spending out the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. Many people 
agree with that in principle, but when 
it comes to practice, they do not want 
to accept the boundaries that it places 
on spending. 

So we had the President’s budget 
that proposes tons of new spending. 
And he said, well, we will spend it by 
having more taxes, more fees, and tak-
ing a third of this year’s Social Secu-
rity surplus, spending a third of it. 

We said to the President, the proper 
standard is do not spend any of it and 
do not raise taxes, either. That means 
there is a limit on spending. And frank-
ly, Mr. Speaker, we have an across-the-
board cut to balance out spending, to 
make it fit within the available money 
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because our friends on the other side of 
the aisle are not willing to accept lim-
its. 

They are still asking for more 
money. I have heard them identify a 
lot of new programs they want to put 
in. They do not want to reduce things. 
We cannot get specific agreements on 
reductions rather than across the 
board because they will not agree that 
this is all the money that there is 
available. This is the only method left. 
We could do it different ways, but this 
is the only method left if we want to 
keep the budget balanced and not raise 
taxes and not raid Social Security. 
That is why we are in this cir-
cumstance. 

But the American people understand 
that, Mr. Speaker. They have dealt 
with family budgets. They have dealt 
with business budgets. They know that 
a 1 percent shave is not the end of the 
world. 

Now, for some people, of course, it is 
never enough. And I am really appalled 
hearing some people say, well, this will 
not extend the life of Social Security. 
What they want to do will shorten the 
life of Social Security. They want to 
raid the Social Security Trust Fund so 
that when old Mother Hubbard gets to 
the cupboard it is bare; the money is 
already spent out. 

We want to preserve as much as we 
can by controlling spending. That is 
the whole issue. Keep the budget bal-
anced, do not raid Social Security, and 
accept the fact that there is a finite 
amount that this Congress can and 
should spend. 

If they would stop their new spending 
programs, it would be a lot easier. But, 
in the meantime, nobody is going to be 
hurt by doing a 1 percent across-the-
board. If the American people have to 
do it, Uncle Sam should do it, too. 

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) so he might explain 
the motion to recommit that will be 
coming shortly.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
offering a motion to recommit at the 
conclusion of the consideration of this 
bill. The motion to recommit is not de-
batable, so I am explaining it at this 
time to all Members. 

The majority has included in this bill 
a provision which will strike the com-
parability adjustment for Members of 
Congress by 3.4 percent. The fact of the 
matter is that that provision will have 
no impact on Social Security and no 
impact on the deficit and, I point out 
to all the Members, no impact on Mem-
bers. 

The reason it will have no impact on 
Members is because the Constitution 
precludes reducing a Member’s com-
pensation during the term of his or her 
office. 

Therefore, we are reliably informed 
that this provision will not take effect 

until January 1, 2001. It is, therefore, 
simply self-flagellation which will not 
adversely affect us. But we will pretend 
to the public that it will; and we will, 
therefore, add to the cynicism of the 
public as we rhetorically say we are 
beating our chest and not taking a pay 
raise, when in fact it will occur on Jan-
uary 1, 2000. 

So I would say to my friends on both 
sides of the aisle, we adopted an adjust-
ment of pay. Why did we do it? Because 
for 5 out of the 6 years we had not 
taken an adjustment, which means 
that the 2.3 percent that we received in 
1998, if divided by six, was a four-tenths 
of a percent adjustment per year. 

Certainly, I would hope that none of 
my constituents, nor any of my col-
leagues’, would think that was an un-
reasonable adjustment in salaries for 
the service given. 

My colleagues, the 3.4 percent, as all 
of us know, is 1.4 percent, or about 35 
percent, less than Federal employees 
will receive and less than the military 
will receive. That is appropriate. We 
want to take less to ensure that the 
public knows we are not here for mon-
ey’s sake. But it is fair to keep us even. 

I would hope my colleagues realize 
that the inclusion of this language will 
have a pretense to the public that we 
are doing something adverse to our-
selves and trying to tighten our own 
belts. But because it is a pretense and 
when they find that it does not happen, 
they will be cynical. 

Very frankly, I do not think anybody 
thinks this is going to happen anyway, 
which is also adding to the cynicism of 
the public. 

I urge all Members to vote for the 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. PORTER), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the ad-
ditional time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by saying 
that I want to commend the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of our committee, for the abso-
lutely marvelous job that he has done 
in shepherding all 13 appropriations 
bills through this process. We could not 
have a better chairman, a man who 
keeps his cool under fire, who works 
with all of the Members to try to ac-
commodate greatly different interests 
often. We thank him for the marvelous 
job he does in leading all of us. 

Let me thank the committee staff 
Tony McCann, Bob Knisely, Carol Mur-
phy, Susan Firth, Francine Salvador, 
Nicole Wheeler; and on the minority 
side, Mark Mioduski and Cheryl Smith. 
They do a terrific job for all of us. 

My personal staff: my AA, Rob 
Bradner; my LA, Spencer Perlman, 
who has worked on the bill, and Chris-
tina Hamilton on the staff of the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
have all done absolutely wonderful 
work. And Bettylou Taylor for the Sen-
ate majority staff, and Ellen Murry for 
the Senate minority staff and their co-
workers have done an absolutely mar-
velous job. 

Let me also thank the members of 
my subcommittee. They do yeoman’s 
work in hearing months and months of 
hearings before the subcommittee and 
it is a very, very tough job for them. 

Mr. Speaker, let me close by saying 
that the other side said to us earlier 
that they believe we are $17 billion off. 
This Federal budget is $1,800 billion. 
We are talking about less than one per-
cent. Even if we take their figures, and 
they cite a CBO letter that is based 
upon CBO revenue estimates, we can-
not estimate within 1 percent. We can-
not even estimate within 3 percent of 
what the Federal revenues are going to 
be for the next year. 

Let us celebrate. As the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) said earlier, we 
have done a terrific job in getting this 
process under control and protecting 
the Social Security Trust Fund. 

Let me say something else. We have 
learned in the last 5 years to focus on 
the bottom line. We are doing it on a 
bipartisan basis. We have learned to 
protect Social Security. We did not do 
it before. We are doing it now. 

We demand from every Federal 
spending program results for individ-
uals, the betterment of their lives. The 
money has to be spent well. We have to 
see that it gets something positive 
done in the lives of every single Amer-
ican that it affects. 

We have brought the budget into bal-
ance. We have brought an end to the 
raiding of Social Security. I believe 
that all of us ought to go back home 
and celebrate the tremendous job that 
has been done, celebrate the tremen-
dous economy that our constituents 
have brought to all of us. We have done 
the people’s work in the right way. 

Support the conference report.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self the balance of the time. 
Mr. Speaker, I am sure that before 

this debate is done the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) will point out that 
in all the years, going back to the Mes-
ozoic Era, that the Congress borrowed 
Social Security money. I will stipulate 
that is true. I will also stipulate that, 
in every year but one, Congress did less 
of that than we were asked to do by Re-
publican Presidents. 

The problem with this bill today is 
that it is a giant fudge ball of gim-
micks to enable the Republican party 
to pretend that they are helping Social 
Security. 

What are the gimmicks? First of all, 
the bill provides $12 billion in aid to 
schools. That money is supposed to go 
out this July to the school districts. 
Instead, it delays it until October 1 so 
it slips just over the line and is not 
counted in this fiscal year. 
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That does not help Social Security. 

In fact, it does spend next year’s Social 
Security money. 

The bill also contains $18 billion for 
NIH for medical research. Sixty per-
cent of the dollars for those research 
grants are delayed for a year. New re-
search grants will be cut by 90 percent 
for a full year under those rec-
ommendations. Again, that helps the 
Republicans pretend that they are not 
spending Social Security money. But it 
again spends that same Social Security 
money next year. That does not do So-
cial Security any good. Just a political 
gimmick. 

The 13-month gimmick that they 
provide, it is not only a gimmick, it is 
a public fib. Taxpayers pay $50 million 
a year in order to staff the Congres-
sional Budget Office that is supposed to 
tell us how much everything we do is 
going to cost. And they have told us 
today, despite denials to the contrary, 
that the Republican budget right now, 
even with all these gimmicks, still 
spends $17 billion out of Social Secu-
rity money. 

So what does the Republican leader-
ship do to try to avoid it? They simply 
set up a device that says, ‘‘Ignore it.’’ 
They order the scorekeeping agency to 
simply ignore $13 billion worth of 
spending in the defense bill. In this bill 
today, they tell them to ignore $1.6 bil-
lion, just ignore it. 

They then have another gimmick. 
They declare $25 billion of so-called 
emergencies, because if we call it emer-
gencies, that also does not count. 

Example: the fuel assistance pro-
gram. That provide help to low-income 
elderly so they can pay their heating 
bills in the wintertime. Last year, the 
Republican leadership tried to elimi-
nate that program. This year they call 
it an emergency. I have a little trouble 
following that one. That is a double re-
verse even the Green Bay Packers 
could not duplicate. 

Another problem: when we provide 
all of these phony emergency designa-
tions, it really removes all restraints 
on spending. When we take the Depart-
ment of Defense bill, which the chair-
man has already indicated is $16 billion 
above the President—and he said that, 
I did not—when we add up all other in-
creases, we have bills that add $30 bil-
lion to the President’s budget. 

So then how do they deal with it? 
They totally disrupt the NIH funding 
stream for research grants and they 
say, ‘‘Oh, we are going to give them 
this harmless little 1 percent across-
the-board cut.’’ The problem is they rig 
it so that we cannot really attack the 
waste and fraud that they are talking 
about. 

I have a list here from Senator 
MCCAIN of all of the congressional pork 
put into the Department of Defense 
bill. It is 11 feet long. They have got it 
rigged so that none of these projects 
can be eliminated, even though the De-

fense Department did not ask for them. 
One of them alone is $1.5 billion. Do my 
colleagues call that responsible to say, 
no, we are not going to cut this but, oh, 
yes, we are going to cut cancer re-
search, we are going to cut education? 
We do not think that is the right way 
to do it.

b 1645 

And then as was also mentioned, one 
powerful chairman has gotten all of his 
programs effectively exempted. They 
get cut this year but, oh, the money 
gets put back this year. I love high-
ways, but I do not love them more than 
I love cancer research, or providing 
health care to people who do not have 
it. If you are an American family and 
you have to cut back in your budget 
and you had a trip to Bermuda and you 
bought a new car and you bought milk 
and you bought groceries and you paid 
the rent, if you go to cut back in your 
budget, you do not cut all of that back 
evenly 1 percent. You say, ‘‘Well, prob-
ably the trip to Bermuda isn’t nec-
essary.’’ You will cut that out. You 
pick and choose. You make intelligent 
choices, not the kind of choices in this 
bill. 

This is not a bill at all. This is a 
magic show, designed to put on a 
phony debate on Social Security. If you 
really care about Social Security, if 
you really care about Medicare, recog-
nize this turkey of a bill does nothing 
to strengthen Social Security or Medi-
care. What you ought to do is extend 
the solvency of Social Security, put a 
prescription drug benefit into Medi-
care. I held 16 hearings around my dis-
trict to listen to seniors who needed 
help to pay for their drugs. I ran into 
one woman who paid $600 a day, yes, a 
day, for prescription drugs. This bill 
does nothing for her. I ran into another 
couple, they spent $28,000 a year on pre-
scription drugs. 

Your leadership, the same leadership 
that has said on other occasions that 
Medicare should not even be here and 
that Social Security ought to be 
phased out, you now give this cock and 
bull story that somehow you become 
the last-minute defenders of Social Se-
curity. Give me a break. Let us play it 
real. Drop the debates, sit down in a 
room, figure out what is practical, end 
this debate. I know the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) would like to do 
that. He knows I want to do it. And I 
know the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
PORTER) wants to do that, too. We are 
not able to do it because of a dispute 
above our pay grade, but this Congress 
is not going to get out of session until 
that dispute stops, we play this real for 
a change and give the American people 
what they deserve, an honest budget.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
before closing comments on the bill 
itself, I wanted to add to the comments 
that were made about our friend Bob 
Knisely at the beginning of the debate 
and say that I certainly agree with 
those comments. I would also like to 
say that the Committee on Appropria-
tions staff, we have a tremendous staff, 
and they work long, hard hours and 
long days and after we have finished 
our 12- and 14-hour days as Members, 
they add another 5 or 6 hours to put on 
paper or put into the computer deci-
sions that we made during that day. I 
want to thank Jim Dyer, who is the 
clerk of the full Committee on Appro-
priations and Chuck Parkinson and 
Dale Oak and John Mikel and all the 
staff of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. They all do a tremendous job, 
and I think they deserve that recogni-
tion. 

I want to say, Mr. Speaker, that I 
envy the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY). The gentleman from Wis-
consin had the privilege to chair this 
committee for a year and during that 
time the gentleman had 81 more Demo-
crats than we had Republicans. As 
Chairman in this year I only have 10 
more Republicans than Democrats. 
That makes it a lot different. In addi-
tion, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
was able to spend $60 billion out of the 
Social Security trust fund that year. 
Chairman YOUNG cannot spend any-
thing out of the Social Security trust 
fund and does not want to. 

Despite the fact that we have this 
small majority, which we hope will in-
crease the next time we organize the 
next Congress, there are some things 
that we promised to do. A lot of people 
do not realize that politicians keep 
their promises. We promised to do ev-
erything we could to balance the budg-
et. We kept that promise. The report 
yesterday said that we not only have a 
budget surplus this year but we had 
one last year. This is record-setting. 
This is the first time since Eisen-
hower’s administration that we had 
two back-to-back surpluses. We prom-
ised to increase national defense. And 
if I misspoke and said that we were $16 
billion over the President’s budget, 
that was not correct. This budget is $16 
billion over last year, the fiscal year 
1999 defense budget. So we have in-
creased our investment in national de-
fense, a promise that we made. 

We have increased medical research, 
a promise that we made. Despite the 
rhetoric today to the contrary, we have 
increased medical research. We have 
increased education, over and above 
the President’s request. The only argu-
ment that we have with the Democrats 
and the administration on education is 
who makes the decision on how it is 
spent. Does some bureaucrat in Wash-
ington make that decision or do our 
local school boards make the decision? 
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The needs in one district may be dif-
ferent than the needs in another dis-
trict and those needs should be deter-
mined by the people who control and 
are elected in those school districts to 
make those decisions. 

We stopped spending the Social Secu-
rity money. The gentleman from Wis-
consin’s party controlled this Congress 
for 40 years. What did they do about 
Social Security? They spent it. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin just said 
that this bill does nothing to deal with 
Medicare or prescription drugs. That is 
true. Why? This committee does not 
have jurisdiction over that issue. That 
is a Ways and Means issue. But I would 
say again, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin’s party controlled this House for 40 
years. What did they do in 40 years to 
provide for prescription drugs and 
Medicare? Nothing. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we adopted 
Medicare. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman has had his hour. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER). The gentleman from Florida 
controls the time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
it has not been easy because of a small 
majority. And the 1997 budget accord 
which the gentleman from Wisconsin 
did not have to deal with, either, be-
cause he was Chairman before the 1997 
budget agreement has not made it 
easy. But we made promises, and we 
have kept those promises, and this bill 
today will complete the promise of 
having 13 bills on the President’s desk. 
Then we will go to the final phase of 
our appropriations process for this 
year, and then we can all go home and 
be with our constituents, where we 
should spend considerable time. 

After this bill gets to the White 
House, then the final phase will be to 
deal with the President’s vetoes, on 
whichever bill he determines to veto. 
At that point the gentleman from Wis-
consin and I will once again become 
major players to try to settle those dif-
ferences and get signable bills. But now 
let us vote against the motion to re-
commit and vote for this conference re-
port.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
opposition to this conference report. 

Let’s look at how we got to this shameful 
place in the budget process. 

First, the Republicans tried to cut taxes for 
the wealthiest Americans by billions of dollars. 

When that didn’t sell, they decided on 
across-the-board cuts to programs that affect 
all families. 

I hope my colleagues look at what this bill 
doesn’t do and the consequences it will have 
on families and children. 

First, this bill does not extend the life of So-
cial Security by a single day. 

It also fails to provide one penny for a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit. 

Most importantly, this bill fails to take care 
of our children. 

It will leave children unable to participate in 
the Head Start; title I; before and after-school 
programs that families need. 

What does this bill do? Well, it does take 
$17 billion from the Social Security surplus. 

Robbing the Social Security surplus and not 
investing in our children—that’s not a respon-
sible and fiscally prudent way to run a govern-
ment. 

I urge my colleague to oppose this con-
ference report.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
opposition to the combined D.C. and Labor, 
Health and Human Services appropriations 
conference report. 

First Mr. Speaker, linking a Labor HHS con-
ference report to another rider laden con-
ference report is wrong. But even more egre-
gious, is the fact that this House did not con-
sider a Labor HHS bill. Instead, the Repub-
lican leadership sent it straight to conference, 
leaving Democrats with no opportunity to 
amend the bill. 

This is tantamount to denying my constitu-
ents representation in Congress! I strongly be-
lieve each member should have the oppor-
tunity to debate and amend this extremely im-
portant appropriations measure. 

Instead, we have a Labor HHS bill, which 
has: 

1. A 21 percent across the board spending 
cut; 

2. Guts the class size reduction initiative this 
Congress funded last year; 

3. Denies funding to after-school centers—
centers that keep our children off the streets; 

4. Cuts title I funds which help disadvan-
taged students; 

5. And, dramatically underfunds bilingual 
and immigrant education. 

What is the impact of an across the board 
budget cut? It means that Head Start pro-
grams will service almost 5,000 fewer children 
and their families. It means that more than 
70,000 fewer women, infants and children will 
benefit from food assistance and nutrition 
services. It means that over 117,000 dis-
advantaged children will have their reading 
and math assistance programs eliminated! I 
don’t know about my Republican colleagues, 
but the thought of allowing over 70,000 
women, defenseless infants, and children be 
malnourished so we can give tax cuts to the 
rich makes me sick. 

Mr. Speaker, the real truth is that a Demo-
cratic-led Congress created the Social Secu-
rity Program, and it was signed into law by a 
Democratic President, despite fierce opposi-
tion from Republicans. Now we are expected 
to believe that Republicans are protecting So-
cial Security? Something they never wanted in 
the first place. 

The Republicans are clearly playing games 
with the budget—games with the lives of the 
American people. 

Does this Republican leadership care? No. 
They tout the ‘‘tax relief’’ packages, which only 
help the top one percent of wage earners in 
the country. Does the Republican leadership 
care about Social Security? If so, it is not evi-
dent in this bill, which does not extend social 
security by one day. Instead, this budget 
would still exceed the discretionary caps set 
by this leadership, thereby dipping into the so-
cial security surplus. The Congressional Budg-
et Office reports that $17 billion in excesses in 
this year’s budget will be taken from the social 
security surplus. How does this indicate a Re-

publican Party who purports to care about 
saving social security? 

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, this bill provide 
one penny for prescription drug benefits to our 
financially strapped seniors. In fact, this bill 
takes food out of their mouths and services 
from them. This Labor HHS bill cuts the 
Meals-On-Wheels Program, resulting in over 
1.3 million fewer meals being delivered to the 
elderly. 

What about other cuts in this bill? Schools 
in my district are bursting at the seams. I now 
have to go home and tell these schools that 
the little relief they have received from the 
class size reduction initiative will be reduced. 
Schools that are already operating at 119 per-
cent over capacity will lose funds. School dis-
tricts that are seeing a growth of 30,000 stu-
dents every five years are losing funds for 
class size reduction, after-school programs, 
and title I assistance. Furthermore, this bill 
does not even address the national crisis that 
our school infrastructure is in. With walls and 
ceilings sagging, paint peeling, and antiquated 
heating systems—in my district they still have 
coal burners for heat—our Nation’s schools 
need help. But do we have any school mod-
ernization fund assistance here? No. Did we 
have it in the Republican tax package? No. 

This bill is a travesty Mr. Speaker, and I 
urge all Members to vote against it. Don’t take 
food from the mouths of infants, seats from 
our students, or services to our elderly. Vote 
against this Labor-HHS conference ‘‘agree-
ment.’’

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to com-
mend Mr. OBEY and the Democratic members 
of the Labor-HHS Subcommittee. They worked 
hard to defend critical health programs from 
short-sighted Republican proposals like slash-
and-burn, across-the-board cuts. 

But I am deeply troubled by the inclusion of 
a rider delaying vital reforms of our national 
organ allocation system. A 1-year moratorium 
on the Department’s final rule expired last 
week. A revised final rule has been published. 
We are ready to reform organ allocations for 
the better. 

So why is there a new rider? How much 
longer are we going to play political games 
with transplant patients and their families? 
Every day of delay hurts patients across the 
country. 

This rider flies in the face of sound science 
and equity. 

First, we have hard data from UNOS itself 
documenting dramatic 200 to 300 percent 
transplant and survival disparities between 
centers across the country. These are pre-
cisely the inequities which the final rule would 
address. But the rider would delay the final 
rule. 

Second, we have the Institute of Medicine 
recommending ‘‘that the final rule be imple-
mented’’ because broader sharing ‘‘will result 
in more opportunities to transplant sicker pa-
tients without adversely affecting less sick pa-
tients.’’ But the rider would delay the final rule. 

Finally, we have the Institute of Medicine 
correcting the mistaken objections that local 
donations and small transplant centers would 
do poorly under the final rule. IOM says the 
evidence is that neither would happen. But 
again, contrary to the evidence, the rider 
would delay the final rule. 
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I know the opponents to organ reform will 

say, ‘‘What’s the harm of getting more public 
comment?’’

The answer is simple. ‘‘Been there, done 
that.’’

There is no excuse for delaying the final 
rule any longer. The Secretary has already 
bent over backward to achieve a consensus. 
She has revised the final rule to reflect the 
concerns of patients, surgeons and transplant 
centers. 

The final rule already embodies years of de-
liberation, three separate public comment peri-
ods and input from public meetings held 
across the country. It embodies the consensus 
that organs should be shared more broadly to 
end unjust racial and geographical disparities 
in organ allocation. 

A delay in the final rule is a vote for the sta-
tus quo: a status quo of gross racial injustice; 
a status quo of parochial self-interest which 
flies in the face of equity and the evidence; a 
status quo that is slowly killing patients who 
deserve to live, but are deprived of that right 
by a system that stacks the odds against 
them. 

If you want to help them, let the final rule go 
into effect. It’s that simple.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, the Labor-HHS 
appropriations bill is yet another example of 
the Republican party’s inability to govern. I will 
vote against this bill because it fails the Amer-
ican people. It is a failure with regard to Medi-
care and education and other important 
Democratic priorities. It fails to fund a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit for seniors, and 
it fails to provide funds to reduce class size 
and hire 100,000 new teachers. 

Adding insult to injury, Republicans have 
added a 1-percent across-the-board budget 
cut to the Labor-HHS bill. This cut will have 
disastrous effects on programs that are critical 
to children, seniors, veterans, farmers, and na-
tional security. In lieu of an egregious across-
the-board cut, I have proposed that the Re-
publican leaders eliminate the Members’ pay 
raise, as well as all Member earmarks. How-
ever, the Republican leadership would rather 
put money in their pockets and pet projects 
than use it to fund the priorities of the people. 

Republicans have also proven, through this 
across-the-board cut, that they will take care 
of their own priorities at any cost, even if it 
means losing up to 48,000 military personnel 
and cutting much-needed assistance to our 
farmers by $86 million. Putting money in their 
pockets must also be more important than 
fighting the war on drugs and maintaining 
strong law enforcement. Their budget cut 
would cut 90 agents from the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration and 247 FBI agents. 

Moreover, Democrats are not alone in their 
concerns about the inevitable cuts in defense. 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Henry Shelton 
has confirmed the disastrous effects of the 
Republican-proposed budget cut on our mili-
tary. In testimony before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, he stated that the 
across-the-board budget cut would be ‘‘dev-
astating’’ to the military. 

In addition, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the Republican-appointed budget score-
keepers, announced today that Republicans 
have already spent $17 billion of the Social 
Security trust fund. This announcement comes 

as Republicans take to the floor one after an-
other to praise the importance of Social Secu-
rity, vowing not to dip into the trust fund. 
These are crocodile tears from the party that 
has consistently raided Social Security. They 
have opposed this program since its inception 
and have consistently tried to kill it. 

The sad truth is that the Republicans’ new-
found concern for Social Security is merely a 
political ploy. They weren’t concerned last 
year when they spent one billion dollars of the 
trust fund, and they weren’t concerned during 
the Reagan administration or the Bush admin-
istration, when Republicans consistently pro-
posed spending billions of dollars of the Social 
Security trust fund. 

I urge my colleagues to cast their vote 
against the Labor-HHS bill. A vote against this 
product of poor Republican governance, budg-
et gimmicks, and cynical political maneu-
vering, is a vote for bolstering our national se-
curity, educating our children, caring for our 
seniors, respecting our veterans, and helping 
our farmers.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to let my colleagues know what the proposed 
1-percent across-the-board cuts will mean for 
hungry and poor people in the United States. 

One percent may not sound like very much, 
and I might agree with our colleagues who 
argue that there is one percent of fat in the 
overall federal budget that can be cut. But 
those cuts should be made with care—not 
with this meat-cleaver approach. 

Many federal programs—and virtually every 
one that benefits low-income Americans—al-
ready have faced cuts year after year. For ex-
ample, the food stamp program—which was 
slashed in order to pay for welfare reform—
would be cut by $210 million. The fund that 
helps churches and charities operate their 
soup kitchens and food banks is another ex-
ample. This fund already is running on empty 
because of the growing need working poor 
families have for help with their grocery bills. 
All around the nations, food banks and soup 
kitchens are turning people away—and yet 
this bill would cut their funding by nearly $1 
million a year. 

Nor do one percent of the people who re-
ceive meals-on-wheels, WIC assistance, food 
stamps, or help from soup kitchens and food 
banks deserve to be dropped from these pro-
grams. If this bill becomes law, here is what 
will happen: 1.3 million fewer meals would be 
delivered through the nation’s Meals on 
Wheels programs; 71,000 fewer women and 
their young children would get assistance from 
the WIC nutrition program; 4,800 fewer poor 
children would be enrolled in Head Start—a 
program that enjoys bi-partisan support and 
has proven to be an effective way to ensure 
children succeed; and 2,900 fewer poor chil-
dren would receive childhood immunizations. 

Mr. Speaker, while our nation is enjoying 
the best of times a generation of Americans 
has known, too many Americans still face the 
worst of times. This country should not ever 
balance its budget on the backs of the poor—
and especially not at the time when there are 
responsible ways to meet our commitment to 
all American citizens. 

Cutting spending across-the-board is the 
wrong way to meet our responsibilities. It will 
hurt people who are doing all they can to be 

self-sufficient. It will hurt children who swell 
the ranks of impoverished Americans. I urge 
my colleagues to reject this proposal.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, we are 
here today in a spirit of compromise. My com-
pliments to Chairman ISTOOK for his patience 
and the statesmanlike approach he has taken 
in bringing this conference committee Report 
to the floor. 

The last D.C. budget was vetoed by the 
President on September 28. The city, and I 
emphasize that this is a city we are talking 
about—not an agency or department—is oper-
ating under a continuing resolution. This is not 
acceptable. 

The Nation’s Capital is caught in the middle, 
and many urban needs here are being ad-
versely affected. It is my sincere hope that the 
flexible approach taken by the House con-
ferees will encourage the administration to 
sign the bill containing the D.C. budget. This 
may be the city’s last clear chance to get the 
resources and reforms it needs. 

While much progress has been made in the 
District, there are still enormous problems 
which must be addressed. A substantial num-
ber of functions remain in receivership, includ-
ing foster care and offender supervision. The 
enhanced resources for foster care in this 
budget, to take just one example, are des-
perately needed by many children. 

Our local courts are funded in this budget. 
They too very much need the added re-
sources this bill provides. 

Very soon I expect the House will pass the 
legislation I sponsored to enhance college ac-
cess opportunities for D.C. students. The 
money to fund that program is in this budget. 

There is additional money in this budget for 
public education. There are 146 public schools 
in this city, and now 29 charter schools. The 
money to help the children in those schools is 
in this budget. 

This budget contains the largest tax cut in 
the city’s history, which is central to our goal 
of retaining and attracting economic develop-
ment. 

There is money in this budget to clean up 
the Anacostia River, open more drug treat-
ment programs, and study widening of the 
14th Street Bridge. 

What the city needs is a stronger tax base 
and more taxpayers. This bill takes us another 
step in that direction. 

This D.C. budget is the one the President’s 
strongest supporters in Congress have always 
insisted he would sign. Let’s hope so. 

In the 5 years I’ve had the honor to serve 
as chairman of the District’s authorizing sub-
committee, it’s been my philosophy that you 
cannot have a healthy region without a healthy 
city. Working in a bipartisan manner, building 
consensus, I’m proud of the way we have 
helped to turn this city around. I urge this 
House and then the White House to let us 
continue.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
opposition to the conference report on fiscal 
year 2000 appropriations bill for the District of 
Columbia and the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education. 
The conference report before us is a sham 
budget which I cannot support. 

The bill before us today perpetuates a fraud 
on the federal budget process and the Amer-
ican people. The Republican leadership has 
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produced a budget that exceeds the budget 
caps we established in the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997 by $30 billion, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office. This Republican-
majority budget would also spend at least $17 
billion of the Social Security Trust fund, some-
thing the Republicans are claiming they do not 
want to do. This bill includes many budget 
gimmicks, such as advance funding, delaying 
medical research funding until September 29, 
2000, and delaying paying private contractors 
who provide services to the Federal Govern-
ment. Today, we also learned that the Repub-
lican leadership has cut a deal with the House 
Transportation Committee chairman by prom-
ising to restore any transportation funds lost 
from the across-the-board cuts included in this 
bill. He will get his highways, but medical re-
searchers trying to find a cure for cancer or 
AIDS in Houston, Texas will get the shaft. 

I am especially concerned that this bill in-
cludes a budget gimmick that will backload 
$7.5 billion or 40 percent of the National Insti-
tutes of Health’s (NIH’s) medical research Fis-
cal Year 2000 budget until September 29, 
2000. What this means is that new and renew-
ing research grants to universities and teach-
ing hospitals will be delayed by nine months to 
a year. This $7.5 billion delay for NIH’s fund-
ing would affect up to 60 percent or 40,000 re-
search grants. For researchers at Texas Med-
ical Center in my district which receives about 
$300 million in NIH grants annually, the spigot 
will be turned off for nine months and people 
will be laid off. This delay is unworkable and 
would adversely impact the cutting-edge med-
ical research done at those teaching hospitals. 
With this budget gimmick, those projects like 
the Human Genome Project, and the recently 
announced ovarian cancer research project at 
Baylor College of Medicine could be put on 
hold until their annual funding is paid on the 
last day of the next fiscal year. All this in the 
name of politics. 

I am also concerned about some of the 
funding levels included in this bill. For in-
stance, this conference report would cut title I 
funding for 5,400 teachers who provide read-
ing and math assistance for 290,000 dis-
advantaged children and would cut $1.1 billion 
or 46 percent from the title XX social services 
block grant programs. The title XX program 
provides federal funding for a variety of social 
services, including family planning, adoption 
services, and foster care. Without this funding, 
states will be forced to reduce the number of 
families which they serve. Finally, this con-
ference report also eliminates $508 million in 
emergency aid to farmers related to Hurricane 
Floyd. 

I am also troubled by the process which 
brought this bill before us. The fiscal year 
2000 Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education appropriations bill has never been 
considered by the House of Representatives. 
Yet, today we are considering a conference 
report on this bill. This highly unusual proce-
dure has bypassed the House of Representa-
tives and not provided sufficient time for the 
Members to participate in this process. 

No matter how much my Republican friends 
say it, no matter how much they wish it, the 
fact remains, as scored by the CBO, that their 
own budget exceeds the 1997 spending caps 
by $30 billion, and spends $17 billion of the 

Social Security surplus. And this is before the 
House takes up the bills to rewrite the 1997 
Balanced Budget Act, tax credit extensions 
and minimum wage tax cuts which will cost 
billions more. It’s not really about whether you 
can cut 1 percent across-the-board, or pound 
your chest about how we are cutting our pay, 
it’s about the fact that you have already bust-
ed the budget and do not have guts or the in-
tegrity to stand before the American people 
and tell them so and why. 

For these reasons, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this bill. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position to the Labor-HHS-Education appro-
priations funding plan. The fact that the Re-
publican leadership has sought to avoid a sep-
arate vote on the measure reveals a funda-
mental weakness in this legislation. Pro-
ponents will talk about increases in funding for 
Pell grants, for special education, and for the 
National Institutes of Health. Of course we can 
all agree that these are important programs. 
However, there are several other programs 
which are being under funded or completely 
cut out. This bill is like a pea and shall game, 
but without the pea. The GOP leadership has 
been shuffling dollars and shifting funds from 
the Labor-HHS-Education allotment to other 
appropriations bills to make them passable. 
Now that there is so little money left that pas-
sage of the Labor-HHS-Education bill is im-
possible, they declare billions of dollars for 
regular programs as emergency spending. 
They have even shifted spending irrespon-
sibility into next year, inventing a 13-month 
year for 2000 and compounding problems, 
creating an impossible equation for fiscal year 
2001. No matter how slick the GOP leadership 
is, we can not be fooled into thinking that 
there will be a winner in this game of gim-
micks and phony arithmetic. 

The American public time and again has 
rated education as a top priority . . . above 
tax cuts, above foreign affairs, above Pen-
tagon spending, even above gun control and 
protecting social security. While I am not dis-
crediting the need for Congress to address all 
of those issues, it is important that we listen 
to what constituents are saying. Republican 
rhetoric makes a strong commitment to edu-
cation. However, this is a classic case of rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul. In order to showcase 
the funding increase for Pell grants and spe-
cial education, this budget severely short-
changes other essential education programs. 
To site just a few: GEAR UP, technology train-
ing for teachers, bilingual education, adult 
education, and Head Start. To add insult to in-
jury, this legislation would gut last year’s bipar-
tisan commitment to hire 100,000 new teach-
ers and reduce class sizes, abandoning the 
program and substituting an under-funded, un-
defined block grant. Education is a continuous 
journey, and the GOP scheme of hitting a few 
highlights along the way is short-changing and 
short-sighted; a shallow and insincere ap-
proach to ensuring that all students have the 
support they need to succeed. 

Congress must do more to restore and in-
crease funding for important human needs 
programs. This bill is emblematic of how budg-
et distortions and faulty priorities often have 
grave consequences for some of our most vul-
nerable citizens. The most glaring example of 

this is static funding for social service block 
grants (SSBG). Over the last 20 years, SSBG 
has been one of the primary sources of social 
service funding for states, providing the flexi-
bility to afford vital services for children, youth, 
seniors, families, and persons with disabilities. 
Now, in a healthy productive, economic time, 
Congress should not intensify social-economic 
disparities, but rather maintain commitments to 
ensure that all Americans have an opportunity 
to contribute to and share in America’s pros-
perity. 

As a great man, fellow Minnesotan, and 
congressional mentor Hubert H. Humphrey 
said, ‘‘The moral test of government is how it 
treats those who are in the dawn of life, the 
children; those in the twilight of life, the aged; 
and those who are in the shadows of life, the 
sick, the needy and the handicapped’’. It is ap-
parent to me that this legislation reflects, 
through distorted priorities, political posturing 
and questionable accounting methods, serious 
shortcomings on the part of the majority lead-
ership who are failing this moral test. I urge all 
of my colleagues to vote no on this GOP ap-
propriations fiasco which plays games with 
funding for vital and necessary programs.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I rise today in strong op-
position to the District of Columbia/Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education 
conference report. This bill is bad policy and 
I am appalled that the Republican majority is 
bringing this bill to the floor today. As a strong 
supporter of education, health and public wel-
fare programs, I cannot support this report and 
I will vote against it. 

The Republican leadership once again is 
bringing the Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education appropriations bill to a 
vote without giving Members of Congress the 
opportunity to improve the underlying bill. Last 
year, the ineptitude of the Republican leader-
ship resulted in an omnibus appropriations bill. 
The Republican leadership, under the fear of 
opening this bill up to amendments, attached 
the Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education appropriations bill to the D.C. ap-
propriations bill. The majority’s job is to pass 
spending bills to keep this country running. 
The Republican majority is failing by sending 
bills like this to the floor and I am distressed 
and saddened that the Republican leadership 
is resorting to these gimmicks to pass such 
important legislation. 

First let me address the underlying bill. 
While the latest version of the D.C. appropria-
tions bill is slightly improved from the bill sent 
to the President—a bill I voted against—it is 
still far from perfect. The bill still maintains the 
language that prohibits the District from using 
any funds for abortions or to implement the 
District’s Domestic Partners Act. I would have 
voted against this conference report even if 
the Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education bill had not been attached to the re-
port. 

This bill is a perfect example of how far out 
of touch the Republicans are with the people 
in Massachusetts and around the country. 
While we are working to improve the programs 
Americans want and need, the Republicans 
are playing games with the health and edu-
cation of America’s families. Instead of work-
ing to improve the quality of life for Americans, 
the Republican leadership is sacrificing sound 
policy for partisan politics. 
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The spending priorities in this bill are not 

consistent with what Americans want or need. 
For example, this bill cuts $1.1 billion in social 
services for elderly and low-income Ameri-
cans, ignores our children by refusing to fund 
$44 million to immunize over 333,000 children 
against childhood diseases, and punishes our 
farmers for natural disasters outside of their 
control by striking $508 million in emergency 
aid to farmers devastated by Hurricane Floyd. 

As my colleagues are well aware, I am a 
strong supporter of federal funding for public 
education and families and students finance a 
college education. That’s why I support con-
tinuing the bipartisan-initiated Class Size Re-
duction Program to put more qualified teach-
ers in our schools. This bill guts that program 
and uses the deception of block grants to hide 
that fact. 

I support programs to help our elementary 
and secondary teachers strengthen their pro-
fessional and subject matter skills, but this bill 
freezes funding for these programs. This bill 
underfunds technology training for our teach-
ers and schools. It eliminates funding for edu-
cation reform and the establishment of high 
standards for our children in reading, math, 
and science. 

At the same time, this bill perpetuates an-
other deception on the American people. It 
proposes increases in Pell grants, special edu-
cation, TRIO programs, and modest increases 
or funding freezes for most other programs, 
while at the same time requiring a .97 percent 
across-the-board-cut in all federal programs. 
This cut will wipe out most of the modest in-
creases in K-through-12 education programs. 
For example, the Bilingual and Immigrant Edu-
cation Program is designated to receive $387 
million, or $7 million more than fiscal year 
1999. But after the across-the-board cut, this 
program will be reduced by $3.75 million, for 
an annual increase of only $3.2 million. 

Even more deceptive is the fact that for 
many of our critical education programs, the 
funds noted in the bill are not available for fis-
cal year 2000. Instead, they are forward fund-
ed for fiscal year 2001. This translates into 
deep reductions in public education programs 
for next year and increases the budget prob-
lems the Congress will confront in fiscal year 
2001. 

For example, for special education pro-
grams, a program the Republican leadership 
praise themselves for providing more funding 
than the President’s request, the current fiscal 
year 1999 level of funding is $5.08 billion. The 
Republicans say they are providing $6.0 billion 
for special education, or $587 million more 
than the administration’s request. The reality, 
however, is quite harsh. Only $2.3 billion is 
available for special education in fiscal year 
2000, which means an actual decrease of 
$2.78 billion from fiscal year 1999 funding. 
The remaining $3.7 billion is advanced funding 
for fiscal year 2001, and cannot be used in the 
coming year.

And after a year that has seen the safety 
and security of our schools rise to such public 
prominence, the Republican appropriators per-
petrate a horrible deception on our families 
and school children. The conference report 
purports to provide $460 million is targeted for 
state grants for the Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools Program, in theory $19 million more 

than the President’s request. Of this total, 
however, only $115 million of these funds will 
be available in fiscal year 2000—the remain-
ing $345 million only becomes available one 
year later in fiscal year 2001. This will require 
deep, deep cuts in this program at the local 
school district level. The administration, in its 
balanced budget proposal, had proposed $441 
million for state grants, all of it available in fis-
cal year 2000 funds. 

As we can see, the programs are both un-
derfunded and funded in backhanded ways. 
The Republicans are doing this in the false 
pretense that the Social Security fund will not 
be raided. Unfortunately, the Republican ma-
jority is playing games by using advanced ap-
propriations, delayed funding and emergency 
declarations for non-emergency programs. 
They are playing partisan games because 
they know that they are raiding the Social Se-
curity trust fund. We are witnessing the decep-
tion of the American public instead of working 
in a bipartisan way to improve the health, edu-
cation and public welfare of America’s fami-
lies. Let’s look at the ways the Republicans 
are playing games in this budget process 
today. 

First, the Republican leadership concocted 
the bright idea of changing the payment struc-
ture for the earned income tax credit (EITC). 
The EITC is a tax credit for low-income work-
ing families with children. This credit helps re-
duce the regressive burden of the payroll tax 
on wages and it prevents minimum-wage 
workers with children from sinking far below 
the poverty level. However, the Republican 
leadership decided to change the payment 
structure, causing an $8.7 billion tax increase 
on low-income working families. By examining 
this cut, it’s evident that the Republican lead-
ership is out of touch with America. For exam-
ple, the 1.9 million low-income working fami-
lies in Texas, the home of both the majority 
leader and the majority whip, would have lost 
almost $1 billion in tax credits. Fortunately, 
this provision was dropped somewhere along 
the way. 

Now the Republican leadership has unveiled 
its new spending bill, which includes a 97 per-
cent across-the-board spending cut as well as 
other misguided funding priorities. This provi-
sion would cut all programs funded by the 
Federal Government except for Medicare, 
Medicaid, Social Security, and the cost-of-liv-
ing increase and salaries of Federal workers. 
Here is a list, compiled by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, of what this cut would 
mean for various programs: 

Head Start—A 0.97-percent cut would 
cause Head Start to provide services to ap-
proximately 4,800 fewer children and their 
families than otherwise would be served. 

WIC—Approximately 71,000 fewer women, 
infants, and children would benefit from the 
food assistance and nutrition services offered 
by the Special Supplemental Nutrition Pro-
gram for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC). 

Meals on Wheels—A 0.97-percent cut would 
result in over 1.3 million fewer Meals on 
Wheels being delivered to the elderly than 
would otherwise be provided. 

Title I, Education for the Disadvantaged—
$76 million would be cut from title I, elimi-
nating reading and math assistance for 
117,000 disadvantaged children. 

Reading Excellence—$2.5 million would be 
cut out of the Reading Excellence Program, 
eliminating literacy services to approximately 
9,700 children. 

Childhood Immunizations—$4.7 million 
would be cut from childhood immunizations, 
preventing roughly 2,900 additional children 
from receiving the full complement of child im-
munizations. 

Superfund—$13 million would be cut from 
Superfund, eliminating funding for an addi-
tional two new, federally-led Superfund clean-
ups, jeopardizing public health for those living 
near affected sites. 

FBI—Staff would be cut by approximately 
247 full-time employees, including 106 FBI 
agents and 141 analysts, computer specialists, 
engineers, and other support staff. 

INS—Staff would be cut by approximately 
116 Border Patrol agents and 154 support 
staff (if taken from the enforcement account). 

Defense Department—A 0.97-percent 
across-the-board cut would equate to a $2.7 
billion cut to Defense—with $2.6 billion coming 
from the Defense appropriations bill and $0.1 
billion coming from the military construction 
appropriations bill. The indiscriminate nature of 
the cut would mean certain accounts that fund 
military pay and readiness, appropriated at or 
below the Administration’s request, would suf-
fer. For example, the cut would require the 
military services to make cuts in recruiting and 
engage in a loss of up to about 48,000 military 
personnel. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is bad policy drafted 
on politics and not policy. I reject this bill, I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote against 
this bill and I welcome President Clinton’s im-
pending veto.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong opposition to H.R. 3064, the combina-
tion District of Columbia appropriations and 
the Labor, Health and Human Services, Edu-
cation appropriations bill. This bill makes a 
mockery of the legislative process and is paid 
for with numerous budgetary gimmicks. 

The majority is bypassing the normal legis-
lative process and is asking us to vote on the 
final version of the Labor/HHS bill. What hap-
pened to the amendment process? For every 
other appropriations bill Members of Congress 
had the opportunity to present amendments to 
the Rules Committee and have the amend-
ments debated on the House floor. Why are 
we skipping this step on one of the most im-
portant bills to be discussed each year? 

The Labor/HHS bill funds crucial domestic 
programs including: Title 1, for disadvantaged 
students; Meals on Wheels; National Institutes 
of Health; Pell grants; and workers health and 
safety programs. The American people de-
serve a full debate on this bill. 

Not only are we denied a full debate, but 
also we are asked to accept a bill that is paid 
for with numerous budget tricks. For example, 
there are some strange emergency designa-
tions. The 25-year-old Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) is now 
considered emergency spending. Did the Re-
publicans forget that winter is coming? My 
constituents in western Wisconsin know that 
winter is coming. We saw our first snow fall 
back on October 1. 

In addition, this bill delays $11 billion in obli-
gations to NIH, Head Start, and other agen-
cies until September 29, 2000. We are giving 
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these important programs desperately needed 
money, but telling them they cannot spend it 
until the end of the fiscal year. Further, there 
is $10 billion in new fiscal year 2001 appro-
priations, avoiding the problem for this year 
but creating a deeper hole for next year’s 
budget. 

Finally, I want to talk about the 1-percent 
across-the-board cut in discretionary spending. 
This is a fiscally irresponsible way to budget. 
By advocating an across-the-board cut, the 
majority is abdicating its responsibility to make 
the tough choices. Though a 1-percent cut 
may sound fair, it penalizes efficient govern-
ment and wasteful government equally. What 
is fair about cutting nutrition programs for sen-
iors, health care for veterans, and education 
programs for children, just because Members 
of Congress cannot help themselves when it 
comes to parochial projects? We should be 
cutting wasteful pork-barrel spending such as 
a $1.5 billion ship to be built in Senator TRENT 
LOTT’s home state that the Department of De-
fense did not ask for and does not even want. 
Let’s cut the true waste and pork first before 
we cut crucial services to people in need. 

Some Members today have said that surely 
we can cut one cent of every dollar out of the 
budget, just as many families do every day 
across the country. But, would a family cut 
spending on a medical operation for their child 
the same as they would cut spending on a 
new pair of roller skates? Of course not. 
Would a senior cut prescription drug pur-
chases and the expense of buying a new T.V. 
equally? Of course not. The point is, as with 
family budget decisions, federal budget deci-
sions should be a question of priorities. This 
1-percent cut abdicates our responsibility to al-
locate our limited resources to our most impor-
tant priorities as a nation. 

The American people deserve a full and 
open debate on this important legislation. 
They deserve more than smoke and mirrors; 
they deserve a responsible budget. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this bill.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
opposition to the District of Columbia/Labor-
HHS-Education conference report. This is a 
terrible way to approve the federal govern-
ment’s budget and for that reason alone I 
would urge my colleagues to vote against it. 

However, there are other reasons to oppose 
this legislation. The District of Columbia con-
ference report, while still including provisions I 
support, does not include the kind of reform 
and oversight I believe is necessary to provide 
accountability for taxpayer-funded programs in 
the nation’s capital. 

In addition, the Labor-HHS legislation in-
clude a 1-percent across-the-board cut of all 
13 appropriations bills, indiscriminately cutting 
defense, veterans, education, and other pro-
grams. If this effort were to achieve the goal 
of not touching the Social Security Trust Fund 
while balancing our federal budget, it would be 
worth consideration. However, the Congres-
sional Budget Office—which for years the ma-
jority in this House has used as the agency 
with the most accurate budget numbers—esti-
mates it will still result in dipping into the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. The Republican ma-
jority is deluding itself by using the administra-
tion’s more optimistic estimates in spending, 
something that would have been unthinkable 

in past years. By CBO’s standard, this bill will 
cut into the Social Security Trust Fund, some-
thing I cannot support. 

I urge those on the appropriations com-
mittee to keep working on a solution that will 
balance our federal budget, fund our nation’s 
priorities while not dipping into the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in opposing this bill in its current form. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, today we will 
vote for 1-percent across-the-board savings in 
the budget by targeting waste, fraud, and 
abuse in the federal bureaucracy—not from 
critical services like Social Security, Medicare, 
or Medicaid. I strongly urge my colleagues to 
support this sensible proposal. 

This proposal does not compromise vital 
programs. Even with a 1-percent across-the-
board saving, our defense spending level re-
mains at $265.1 billion, $1.8 billion more than 
the President’s request. For education, our 
funding level is $34.8 billion contrasted to the 
President’s proposal of $34.7 billion. This 
budget also contains $3.25 billion to continue 
our fight against crime versus the President’s 
proposal of $2.85 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, this 1-percent across-the-
board saving proposal makes sense. It forces 
federal agencies to closely examine their 
spending and make wise decisions on where 
tax dollars are most needed. Congress re-
mains committed to holding the line on pro-
tecting the Social Security Trust Fund despite 
pressure by President Clinton to raid the fund 
to pay for more government spending. Again, 
I urge my colleagues to support the 1-percent 
across-the-board saving proposal.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to op-
pose this appropriations bill. It fails to live up 
to our commitments on some of the most vital 
federal programs and plays budgetary games 
with others. 

Last week, this House debated two edu-
cation bills. Throughout the debate, one of the 
most common things heard, by Members on 
both sides of the aisle, is how terribly impor-
tant education is. How improving education in 
this country is one of the most important 
issues today. And now we stand here with a 
bill in front of us that makes unsustainable 
cuts in some of the most vital educational pro-
grams there are. This is unthinkable. 

Hidden in this bill is a provision that would 
delay critical medical research for a year. 
Under the spending plan for the National Insti-
tutes of Health, $7.5 billion in funding is es-
sentially locked up until next September 29th, 
the end of fiscal year 2000. This Republican 
Congress is prioritizing its budgetary gim-
micks—gimmicks that don’t even save Social 
Security—over research that could result in 
lifesaving breakthroughs for millions of Ameri-
cans suffering from hundreds of diseases. 

We cannot ask seven year old Mackenzie 
Mahr, who testified in front of the Commerce 
Committee just 2 weeks ago about her diabe-
tes, to wait that much longer for a cure for her 
disease. Nor can we ask her father, a lieuten-
ant with the Capitol Police, to watch his 
daughter give herself over 700 shots next 
year, so that this budget fits arbitrary bound-
aries. 

The NIH has said the result of this ploy 
could postpone all new grant awards for a 
year. We cannot ask the 16 million diabetics 

who are waiting for a cure, to risk kidney fail-
ure, amputations, and blindness because 
these research grants cannot be released until 
the very end of the fiscal year for these budg-
etary gimmicks. 

We are at a critical point in diabetes re-
search. 271 Members of Congress joined 
Congressman NETHERCUTT and me to urge 
the NIH to fully fund the $827 million by the 
Diabetes Research Working Group Report, a 
comprehensive research plan to help us attack 
diabetes head on. They understand that dia-
betes is the sixth leading cause of death due 
to disease in the United States, the third lead-
ing cause in some minority groups. They also 
understand that the extraordinary research op-
portunities identified in this report are the crit-
ical first steps towards a cure for diabetes. 

The DRWG recommendations are encour-
aging and will profoundly impact people with 
diabetes. A primary goal of the report is to un-
derstand the causes of diabetes and how we 
can prevent or delay the onset of the disease. 
Additionally, the plan sets forth efforts to effec-
tively manage diabetes to delay, or hopefully 
avoid altogether the complications of the dis-
ease. The DRWG applies recent discoveries 
in areas like genetics and immunology to dia-
betes research. If the plan is carried out, a 
cure is within reach. 

Do not allow these research opportunities to 
be delayed, or worse, not funded at all, in the 
interest of a budgetary shell game. 

It is the job of Congress to make tough 
choices and prioritize what is truly important. 
Numbers should never be placed above re-
search that will save lives.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the circumstances 
under which we are considering this bill are 
rotten: Because other appropriators have raid-
ed Labor/HHS for money to pad their pro-
posals, this D.C./Labor HHS bill contains a va-
riety of budget gimmicks that shift billions in 
spending into fiscal year 2001. Such gimmicks 
will negatively impact many worthy programs, 
including delays in critical biomedical research 
projects funded by the National Institutes of 
Health. 

But these forward funding gimmicks are not 
even the bill’s biggest flaw. The Labor/HHS 
proposal deserves to fail because it harms 
programs that are critical to the well-being of 
Americans across the country. Simply stated, 
it’s a rotten bill. 

Look at what we’re being asked to approve: 
A 1-percent across-the-board cut in every pro-
gram in the federal budget. Such crude, des-
perate budgetary tactics will result in decreas-
ing vital federal funding for new community 
police officers, after-school services to chil-
dren, worker protection programs funded by 
the Department of Labor, and childhood immu-
nization programs. All of these and many 
more programs will be damaged. 

For seniors, the impact will be particularly 
severe. This bill cuts funding for nursing home 
survey and certification programs—reversing 
the increases of last year. It proposes to cut 
the operating budget for the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration, which needs far more 
then it is slated to receive to do an effective 
job in administering Medicare and Medicaid. 

If we continue to slash HCFA’s administra-
tive budget—which today stands at only 2 per-
cent of the entire agency’s budget—then we 
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will have only ourselves to blame when HHS 
comes back next year to report that they are 
months behind in implementing initiatives that 
we directed them to accomplish. 

It is particularly sad and ironic that House 
appropriators are proposing to reduce spend-
ing for nursing home surveys. Have they not 
heard about the many General Accounting Of-
fice reports that detail appalling conditions in 
our long-term care facilities? In California, 
which I represent, GAO found that one in 
three nursing homes between 1995 and 1998 
were cited by state surveyors for having seri-
ous or potentially life threatening care prob-
lems. 

The year-old federal/state initiative spear-
headed by the HCFA to stem nursing home 
abuse has just begun to yield important find-
ings. These findings didn’t appear magically. 
They came about because last year, we voted 
to approve increased funding for additional 
state inspectors, who are now visiting more fa-
cilities more often—and on an unscheduled 
basis. This stepped-up scrutiny is showing 
where the worst quality flaws are in nursing 
homes generally, and which individual homes 
are actually harming people. 

The bill before us proposes to reverse these 
gains—and to put frail nursing home residents 
at serious risk again. As one frustrated HCFA 
official said to me: ‘You can’t possibly give 
states money one year to hire more inspec-
tors, and then take it away the next year and 
expect to make any progress.’

It is equally wrongheaded to bleed funds 
from the government’s primary health care 
fraud-fighting initiative, the Medicare Integrity 
Program. Congress crafted this program in 
1996 so that it would be funded from manda-
tory spending accounts, precisely so that it 
would not be subject to the appropriations 
process. The whole notion was to try to create 
a secure, stable source of funding. This bill ef-
fectively proposes to unravel the Medicare In-
tegrity Program, which the Congressional 
Budget Office has credited with producing an 
actual drop in Medicare spending of 2.5 per-
cent last year. 

There is another huge problem with this 
bill—and that is that it delays HHS regulations 
that would reform our current organ allocation 
system to better serve the neediest—regard-
less of where they live. At present, our locally 
based systems mean that patients with ter-
minal diseases in some parts of the country 
have a good chance of getting an organ trans-
plant, while equally—and sometimes more—
needy and deserving people in other states, 
where allocation systems are poorly devel-
oped, have no chance at all. 

The Institute of Medicine has issued a re-
port that criticizes our current unfair system of 
organ allocation, and which recommends pol-
icy that is very similar to what the Secretary’s 
regulations would do. I urge my colleagues to 
listen to these medical experts, to patients and 
to transplant advocates, and to support reform 
of our current skewed system. 

For all of these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the Labor/HHS bill.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to object stren-
uously to this appropriations conference re-
port. 

We have had almost one year to craft these 
appropriations bills. Yet now the Republicans 

are talking about across-the-board cuts that 
would decimate those who we deeply care 
about—our families, our children, our senior 
citizens. It does not protect Social Security or 
Medicare. This bill does not extend Social Se-
curity by a single day. It does not provide for 
our senior citizens’ need for a minimum Medi-
care prescription drug benefit. It does not sup-
port effort to strengthen community policing. 

This bill attacks our national cry to improve 
our educational program and hurts our chil-
dren by reducing efforts for immunizations, 
reading instruction, math and reading teachers 
and after school centers, and small class 
sizes. 

In a time when the Republicans wanted a 
$790 billion tax cut, which of course the Amer-
ican people said no to, we see now an effort 
to wreak havoc in the daily lives of those we 
care about. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this bill. 
Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

a 1-percent across-the-board cut is one of the 
most half-baked wacky ways to balance a 
budget this country has ever seen. 

One leg of the federal government that 
needs no budget trimming is the Decennial 
Census. And I thought the House leadership 
knew that—because just a few weeks ago, we 
were told that the Census budget is so crucial 
that it is ‘‘an emergency.’’ And now, we’re 
being told that the Census budget should be 
cut. Well, is the Census an emergency or 
should it be cut? 

This cut to the Census Bureau’s budget will 
lead to a less accurate census. 

Can the Republican leadership tell me 
where there is waste, fraud or abuse in the 
Census Bureau? Because, the GAO cannot. 
The GAO released a report only last month 
that said there was no waste in the budget for 
the 2000 Census! 

Mr. Speaker, the Census, has had its budg-
et called an emergency one week and had its 
budget cut the next. This is wacky.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, Demo-
crats will continue to fight for critical priorities 
in the Labor, HHS, and Education appropria-
tions bill so that the bill will address the edu-
cation and health needs of all America’s chil-
dren. 

The bill as currently drafted fails in this re-
gard: 

For example, it cuts $60 million of the Presi-
dent’s request for the GEAR UP Program, 
leaving over 100,000 disadvantaged high 
school students without mentoring, counseling, 
and tutoring services critical to helping them 
reach their fullest potential. 

It cuts $50 million from the President’s pro-
posal to educate disadvantaged youth and 
their families about college opportunities. 

And at a time when we need to increase re-
sources to attack the HIV/AIDS crisis particu-
larly in our communities of color, where Afri-
can-Americans represent 43 percent and 
Latinos 20 percent of new HIV/AIDS cases—
the bill cuts $39 million from this critical pro-
gram. 

This is a sad commentary on the Repub-
lican vision for our country’s future, and it is 
the wrong choice for America. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. HOYER 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. HOYER. Yes, the gentleman is. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. HOYER moves to recommit the con-

ference report on the bill H.R. 3064 to the 
committee of conference with instructions 
to the managers on the part of the House to 
disagree to section 1001(e) of Division C (re-
lating to pay for Members of Congress) in the 
conference substitute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HOYER. 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 11, nays 417, 
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 548] 

YEAS—11 

Doolittle 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
King (NY) 

Lewis (CA) 
Meeks (NY) 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 

Murtha 
Rahall 
Watt (NC) 

NAYS—417

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 (PA) 
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 
Coburn 

Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
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Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
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 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
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) 

Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
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) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 

Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
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 
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 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 

Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 

Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Engel 

NOT VOTING—5 

Hinojosa 
Mascara 

Rush 
Scarborough 

Waters 

b 1713 

Messrs. CAPUANO, NADLER, 
TANCREDO, SIMPSON, Ms. McCAR-
THY of Missouri, Mrs. BONO, and 
Messrs. WHITFIELD, SMITH of New 
Jersey, BARR of Georgia, HINCHEY, 
OWENS and TOWNS changed their 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. KING changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER). The question is on the con-
ference report. 

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 
10 of rule XX, the yeas and nays are or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 218, nays 
211, not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 549] 

YEAS—218

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 

Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 

Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 

Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 

Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—211

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Forbes 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 

Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefley 
Hill (IN) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, George 

Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shows 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Traficant 
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Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velazquez 
Vento 

Visclosky 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 

Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—5 

Hinojosa 
Mascara 

Rush 
Scarborough 

Waters 

b 1731 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, on Thursday, October 21, 1999, 
because of a family matter that I had 
to attend to in Houston, I was unable 
to cast my votes. 

Mr. Speaker, if I had been here, I 
would have cast my vote in favor of 
roll call vote No. 522. I would have 
voted in favor of roll call vote No. 523. 
I would have voted against roll call 
vote No. 524. I would have voted in 
favor of roll call vote No. 525. I would 
have voted in favor of roll call vote 526. 
I would have voted against roll call 
vote 527. I would have voted against 
roll call vote 528. I would have voted 
against roll call vote 529. I would have 
voted in favor of roll call vote 530. I 
would have voted in favor of roll call 
vote 531. I would have voted against 
roll call vote 532. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, on October 26, I was in my 
District on official business. 

I would have voted in favor of roll 
call vote 539, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 102. I would have voted in favor of 
roll call vote 540, House Concurrent 
Resolution 188. I would have voted in 
favor of roll call vote 541, H.R. 1175.

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
the purpose of inquiring of the distin-
guished majority leader or the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) re-
garding the schedule for the rest of the 
day, the balance of the week, and next 
week. 

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

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I would like to announce, Mr. Speak-
er, that the House has completed its 
business for the week. There will be no 

legislative business in the House to-
morrow. 

I want to express on behalf of the ma-
jority leader, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), his appreciation to 
the Committee on Appropriations, 
which has been doing an outstanding 
job. 

I would also like to announce that 
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG), has allowed the com-
mittee Members to have tomorrow off, 
so we are very appreciative of that. 

The House will meet next on Monday, 
November 1, at 12:30 p.m., for morning 
hour debates, and at 2 p.m., for legisla-
tive business. 

We will consider a number of bills 
under suspension of the rules, a list of 
which will be distributed to Members’ 
offices tomorrow. 

On Monday we do not expect recorded 
votes until 6 p.m. 

On Tuesday, November 2, and the bal-
ance of the week, the House will take 
up the following measures, all of which 
will be subject to rules: S. 900, the Fi-
nancial Services Modernization Act 
conference report; H.R. 3081, the Wage 
and Employment Growth Act, and H.R. 
2389, the County Schools Funding Revi-
talization Act of 1999. 

Mr. Speaker, we also expect a con-
ference report on the Satellite Home 
Viewer Act to be ready by next week. 

Mr. BONIOR. If my colleague would 
indulge me for a second, what day do 
we expect to have the minimum wage 
bill up on the floor? 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I would say 
to the gentleman that we are trying to 
get through some other work, and that 
we continue to try and reach a bipar-
tisan accord on the minimum wage 
bill. I do not expect that we will have 
it up in the early part of next week, 
but probably in the latter part of next 
week. 

Mr. BONIOR. Would the gentleman 
repeat that, please? 

Mr. LAZIO. I would say to the gen-
tleman from Michigan, we are trying 
hard to reach a bipartisan accord on 
the minimum wage and tax package. I 
expect that there will be other legisla-
tion that will be on the floor early in 
the week, probably suspensions on 
Monday and Tuesday. After that, there 
will be other bills that are subject to 
rules. We will have those votes later in 
the week. 

It is more likely than not that we 
will have the minimum wage bill up 
later in the week, next week. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman know what kind of rule we 
can anticipate on the wage bill? 

Mr. LAZIO. I would say to the gen-
tleman that I think that the Com-
mittee on Rules is going to be consid-
ering that. I am sure they will come up 
with a fair rule in order for us to con-
sider that, but there has been no deci-
sion yet on the substance of the rule. 

Mr. BONIOR. Can the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER) enlighten 
us perhaps on what he might have in 
mind in terms of the rule on the wage 
bill?

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

Mr. LAZIO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding to me. 

We are going to have an extraor-
dinarily fair and balanced rule that 
will allow this House to, as has always 
been the case under this majority, 
work its will. We will look forward to 
the debate. We will welcome the gen-
tleman’s input on any recommenda-
tions to the rule. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague. I 
will rest well this weekend with his as-
surances. 

Let me ask my friend from New 
York, the Vieques resolution, when 
does he expect that up on suspensions 
and what day, if it is under suspension? 

Mr. LAZIO. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, I would say to the 
gentleman that we are trying to nego-
tiate through and accommodate the 
minority’s concerns on this piece of 
legislation. We will have a hearing and 
markup in committee. It will go 
through regular order, as expected. 

We are trying to accommodate the 
concerns that have been raised by the 
minority before we see it on the floor. 

Mr. BONIOR. Am I to gather from 
the gentleman’s answer that this will 
be under regular order and not under 
the Suspension Calendar? 

Mr. LAZIO. I would say to the gen-
tleman, I think the plan is to go 
through the committee process and to 
have regular hearings, have a markup, 
and have it on the floor, but not next 
week. It is not likely to be up on the 
floor for next week. 

Mr. BONIOR. Let me ask the gen-
tleman one other question. Tuesday is 
Election Day, as my colleague knows, 
across the country. Will votes occur 
after a certain time on Tuesday? 

Mr. LAZIO. We are trying to ensure 
that the votes will be held until the 
afternoon to allow those Members who 
have the opportunity, that live in the 
close proximity and have the ability to 
have a flight to get back after votes on 
Monday evening, to do that. 

So I would say Members should an-
ticipate not having any votes in the 
morning of Tuesday nor in the early 
afternoon, but rather in the mid or 
later afternoon would be the earliest 
we would have votes. Members should 
stay in contact, I think, with their re-
spective cloakrooms. We will perhaps 
be giving more updates on Tuesday. 

Mr. BONIOR. Finally, if the gen-
tleman from New York can tell me 
when he expects to have the conferees 
named on the Patients’ Bill of Rights? 

Mr. LAZIO. I would say to the gen-
tleman that we are expecting that 
would be completed for next week. 
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