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viability of the process is dem-
onstrated, the U.S. company may 
adopt it to enrich uranium for sale to 
U.S. and foreign utilities for use as re-
actor fuel. 

Research on and development of the 
new enrichment process may require 
transfer from the United States to Aus-
tralia of technology controlled by the 
United States as sensitive nuclear 
technology or Restricted Data. Aus-
tralia exercises similar controls on the 
transfer of such technology outside 
Australia. There is currently in force 
an Agreement Between the United 
States of America and Australia Con-
cerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear En-
ergy, signed at Canberra July 5, 1979 
(the ‘‘1979 Agreement’’). However, the 
1979 Agreement does not permit trans-
fers of sensitive nuclear technology 
and Restricted Data between the par-
ties unless specifically provided for by 
an amendment or by a separate agree-
ment. 

Accordingly, the United States and 
Australia have negotiated, as a com-
plement to the 1979 Agreement, a spe-
cialized agreement for peaceful nuclear 
cooperation to provide the necessary 
legal basis for transfers of the relevant 
technology between the two countries 
for peaceful purposes. 

The proposed Agreement provides for 
cooperation between the parties and 
authorized persons within their respec-
tive jurisdictions in research on and 
development of the SILEX process (the 
particular process for the separation of 
isotopes of uranium by laser exci-
tation). The Agreement permits the 
transfer for peaceful purposes from 
Australia to the United States and 
from the United States to Australia, 
subject to the nonproliferation condi-
tions and controls set forth in the 
Agreement of Restricted Data, sen-
sitive nuclear technology, sensitive nu-
clear facilities, and major critical com-
ponents of such facilities, to the extent 
that these relate to the SILEX tech-
nology. 

The nonproliferation conditions and 
controls required by the Agreement are 
the standard conditions and controls 
required by section 123 of the Atomic 
Energy Act, as amended by the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA), 
for all new U.S. agreements for peace-
ful nuclear cooperation. These include 
safeguards, a guarantee of no explosive 
or military use, a guarantee of ade-
quate physical protection, and rights 
to approve re-transfers, enrichment, re-
processing, other alterations in form or 
content, and storage. The Agreement 
contains additional detailed provisions 
for the protection of sensitive nuclear 
technology, Restricted Data, sensitive 
nuclear facilities, and major critical 
components of such facilities trans-
ferred pursuant to it. 

Material, facilities, and technology 
subject to the Agreement may not be 
used to produce highly enriched ura-

nium without further agreement of the 
parties. 

The Agreement also provides that co-
operation under it within the territory 
of Australia will be limited to research 
on and development of SILEX tech-
nology, and will not be for the purpose 
of constructing a uranium enrichment 
facility in Australia unless provided for 
by an amendment to the Agreement. 
The United States would treat any 
such amendment as a new agreement 
pursuant to section 123 of the Atomic 
Energy Act, including the requirement 
for congressional review. 

Australia is in the forefront of na-
tions supporting international efforts 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weap-
ons to additional countries. It is a 
party to the Treaty on the Non-Pro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 
and has an agreement with the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) for the application of full-scope 
safeguards to its nuclear program. It 
subscribes to the Nuclear Supplier 
Group (NSG) Guidelines, which set 
forth standards for the responsible ex-
port of nuclear commodities for peace-
ful use, and to the Zangger (NPT Ex-
porters) Committee Guidelines, which 
oblige members to require the applica-
tion of IAEA safeguards on nuclear ex-
ports to nonnuclear weapon states. In 
addition, Australia is a party to the 
Convention on the Physical Protection 
of Nuclear Material, whereby it has 
agreed to apply international stand-
ards of physical protection to the stor-
age and transport of nuclear material 
under its jurisdiction or control. 

The proposed Agreement with Aus-
tralia has been negotiated in accord-
ance with the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, and other applicable 
law. In my judgment, it meets all stat-
utory requirements and will advance 
the nonproliferation, foreign policy, 
and commercial interests of the United 
States.

A consideration in interagency delib-
erations on the Agreement was the po-
tential consequences of the Agreement 
for U.S. military needs. If SILEX tech-
nology is successfully developed and 
becomes operational, then all material 
produced by and through this tech-
nology would be precluded from use in 
the U.S. nuclear weapons and naval nu-
clear propulsion programs. Further-
more, all other military uses of this 
material, such as tritium production 
and material testing, would also not be 
possible because of the assurances 
given to the Government of Australia. 
Yet, to ensure the enduring ability of 
the United States to meet its common 
defense and security needs, the United 
States must maintain its military nu-
clear capabilities. Recognizing this re-
quirement and the restrictions being 
placed on the SILEX technology, the 
Department of Energy will monitor 
closely the development of SILEX but 
ensure that alternative uranium en-

richment technologies are available to 
meet the requirements for national se-
curity. 

I have considered the views and rec-
ommendations of the interested agen-
cies in reviewing the proposed Agree-
ment and have determined that its per-
formance will promote, and will not 
constitute an unreasonable risk to, the 
common defense and security. Accord-
ingly, I have approved the Agreement 
and authorized its execution and urge 
that the Congress give it favorable con-
sideration. 

Because this Agreement meets all ap-
plicable requirements of the Atomic 
Energy Act, as amended, for agree-
ments for peaceful nuclear coopera-
tion, I am transmitting it to the Con-
gress without exempting it from any 
requirement contained in section 123 a. 
of that Act. This transmission shall 
constitute a submittal for purposes of 
both sections 123 b. and 123 d. of the 
Atomic Energy Act. My Administra-
tion is prepared to begin immediately 
the consultations with the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee and House 
International Relations Committee as 
provided in section 123 b. Upon comple-
tion of the 30-day continuous session 
period provided for in section 123 b., 
the 60-day continuous session period 
provided for in section 123 d. shall com-
mence. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 3, 1999. 

f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000—VETO MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 106–154) 
The Speaker pro tempore laid before 

the House the following veto message 
from the President of the United 
States:

To the House of Representatives: 
I am returning herewith without my 

approval H.R. 3064, the FY 2000 District 
of Columbia and Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies appro-
priations bill. 

I am vetoing H.R. 3064 because the 
bill, including the offsets section, is 
deeply flawed. It includes a misguided 
0.97 percent across-the-board reduction 
that will hurt everything from na-
tional defense to education and envi-
ronmental programs. The legislation 
also contains crippling cuts in key edu-
cation, labor, and health priorities and 
undermines our capacity to manage 
these programs effectively. The en-
rolled bill delays the availability of 
$10.9 billion for the National Institutes 
of Health, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol, and other important health and 
social services programs, resulting in 
delays in important medical research 
and health services to low-income 
Americans. The bill is clearly unac-
ceptable. I have submitted a budget 
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that would fund these priorities with-
out spending the Social Security sur-
plus, and I am committed to working 
with the Congress to identify accept-
able offsets for additional spending for 
programs that are important to all 
Americans. 

The bill also fails to fulfill the bipar-
tisan commitment to raise student 
achievement by authorizing and fi-
nancing class size reduction. It does 
not guarantee any continued funding 
for the 29,000 teachers hired with FY 
1999 funds, or the additional 8,000 
teachers to be hired under my FY 2000 
proposal. Moreover, the bill language 
turns the program into a virtual block 
grant that could be spent on vouchers 
and other unspecified activities. In ad-
dition, the bill fails to fund my pro-
posed investments in teacher quality 
by not funding Troops to Teachers ($18 
million) and by cutting $35 million 
from my request for Teacher Quality 
Enhancement Grants. These programs 
would bring more highly qualified 
teachers into the schools, especially in 
high-poverty, high-need school dis-
tricts.

The bill cuts $189 million from my re-
quest for Title I Education for the Dis-
advantaged, resulting in 300,000 fewer 
children in low-income communities 
receiving needed services. The bill also 
fails to improve accountability or help 
States turn around the lowest-per-
forming schools because it does not in-
clude my proposal to set aside 2.5 per-
cent for these purposes. Additionally, 
the bill provides only $300 million for 
21st Century Community Learning 
Centers, only half my $600 million re-
quest. At this level, the conference re-
port would deny afterschool services to 
more than 400,000 students. 

The bill provides only $180 million for 
GEAR UP, $60 million below my re-
quest, to help disadvantaged students 
prepare for college beginning in the 
seventh grade. This level would serve 
nearly 131,000 fewer low-income stu-
dents. In addition, the bill does not 
adequately fund my Hispanic Edu-
cation Agenda. It provides no funds for 
the Adult Education English as a Sec-
ond Language/Civics Initiative to help 
limited English proficient adults learn 
English and gain life skills necessary 
for successful citizenship and civic par-
ticipation. The bill underfunds pro-
grams designed to improve educational 
outcomes for Hispanic and other mi-
nority students, including Bilingual 
Education, the High School Equiva-
lency Program (HEP), the College As-
sistance Migrant Program (CAMP), and 
the Strengthening Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities program. 

The bill underfunds Education Tech-
nology programs, including distance 
learning and community technology 
centers. In particular, the bill provides 
only $10 million to community based 
technology centers, $55 million below 
my request. My request would provide 

access to technology in 300 additional 
low-income communities. The bill pro-
vides $75 million for education re-
search, $34 million less than my re-
quest, and includes no funding for the 
Department of Education’s share of 
large-scale joint research with the Na-
tional Science Foundation and the Na-
tional Institutes of Health on early 
learning in reading and mathematics, 
teacher preparation, and technology 
applications. 

The bill does not fund the $53 million 
I requested to provide job finding as-
sistance to 241,000 unemployment in-
surance claimants. This means that 
these claimants will remain unem-
ployed longer, costing more in benefit 
payments. The bill also provides only 
$140 million of my $199 million request 
to expand service to job seekers at One-
Stop centers as recently authorized in 
the bipartisan Workforce Investment 
Act. The bill funds $120 million of the 
$149 million requested for efforts to im-
prove access to One-Stops as well as 
continued support for electronic labor 
exchange and labor market informa-
tion. It funds only $20 million of the $50 
million requested for work incentive 
grants to help integrate employment 
services for persons with disabilities 
into the mainstream One-Stop system. 

The bill also does not provide funding 
for Right Track Partnerships (RTP). I 
requested $75 million for this new com-
petitive grant program. Designed to 
help address youth violence, RTP 
would become part of the multi-agency 
Safe Schools/Healthy Students initia-
tive, expanding it to include a focus on 
out-of-school youth. 

The bill provides $33 million less than 
my request for labor law enforcement 
agencies, denying or reducing initia-
tives to ensure workplace safety, ad-
dress domestic child labor abuses, en-
courage equal pay, implement new 
health law, and promote family leave. 
In particular, the bill provides an inad-
equate level of funding for the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administra-
tion, cutting it by $18 million, or 5 per-
cent below my request.

The bill also fails to provide ade-
quate funding for the Bureau of Inter-
national Labor Affairs (ILAB). The bill 
funds ILAB at $50 million, $26 million 
below my request. The bill would pre-
vent ILAB from carrying out my pro-
posal to work through the Inter-
national Labor Organization to help 
developing countries establish core 
labor standards, an essential step to-
wards leveling the playing field for 
American workers. 

The bill’s funding level for the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics is $11 million 
less than my request. The enrolled bill 
denies three important increases that 
would: (1) improve the Producer Price 
Index, which measures wholesale 
prices; (2) improve measures of labor 
productivity in the service sector; and, 
(3) improve the Employment Cost 

Index, used to help set wage levels and 
guide anti-inflation policy. It also de-
nies funding for a study of racial dis-
crimination in labor markets. 

The bill denies my request for $10 
million to fund AgNet, even though the 
Senate included report language that 
supports AgNet in concept. AgNet, an 
Internet-based labor exchange, would 
facilitate the recruitment of agricul-
tural workers by growers and the 
movement of agricultural workers to 
areas with employment needs. 

The bill would cut the Social Serv-
ices Block Grant (SSBG) by $209 mil-
lion below FY 1999 and $680 million 
below my request. The SSBG serves 
some of the most vulnerable families, 
providing child protection and child 
welfare services for millions of chil-
dren. In addition, the failure to provide 
the Senate’s level of $2 billion in ad-
vance appropriations for the Child Care 
and Development Block Grant would 
mean 220,000 fewer children receiving 
child care assistance in FY 2001. The 
bill also fails to fund my National 
Family Caregiver Support program, 
which would provide urgently needed 
assistance in FY 2001. The bill also fails 
to fund my National Family Caregiver 
Support program, which would provide 
urgently needed assistance to 250,000 
families caring for older relatives.

By funding the Title X Family Plan-
ning program at last year’s level, fam-
ily planning clinics would be unable to 
extend comprehensive reproductive 
health care services to an additional 
500,000 clients who are neither Med-
icaid-eligible nor insured. The bill also 
fails to fund the Health Care Access for 
the Uninsured Initiative, which would 
enable the development of integrated 
systems of care and address service 
gaps within these systems. 

The bill fails to fully fund several of 
the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention’s (CDC) critical public 
health programs, including: 

Childhood immunizations (¥$44 mil-
lion), so that approximately 300,000 
children may not receive the full com-
plement of recommended childhood 
vaccinations; 

Infectious diseases (¥$36 million), 
which will impair CDC’s ability to in-
vestigate outbreaks of diseases such as 
the West Nile virus in New York; 

Domestic HIV prevention (¥$4 mil-
lion); 

Race and health demonstrations (¥$5 
million), which will impair better un-
derstanding of how to reduce racial dis-
parities in health; and, 

Health statistics (¥$10 million) for key 
data collection activities such as the 
National Health and Nutrition Exam-
ination Survey and health information 
on racial and ethnic population groups. 

The Congress has failed to fund any 
of the $59 million increase I requested 
for the Mental Health Block Grant, 
which would diminish States’ capacity 
to serve the mentally ill. 
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In addition, the Congress has under-

funded my request for the Substance 
Abuse Block Grant by $30 million, and 
has underfunded other substance abuse 
treatment grants by a total of $45 mil-
lion. These reductions would widen the 
treatment gap in FY 2000 and jeop-
ardize the Federal Government’s abil-
ity to meet the National Drug Control 
Strategy performance target to reduce 
the drug treatment gap by 50 percent 
by FY 2007. 

The bill provides only half of the $40 
million requested for graduate edu-
cation at Children’s Hospitals, which 
play an essential role in educating the 
Nation’s physicians, training 25 per-
cent of pediatricians and over half of 
many pediatric subspecialists. 

The bill underfunds the Congres-
sional Black Caucus’ AIDS Initiative in 
the Public Health and Social Services 
Emergency Fund by $15 million, there-
by reducing current efforts to prevent 
the spread of HIV. By not fully funding 
this program, the scope of HIV/AIDS 
prevention, education, and outreach 
activities available to slow the spread 
of HIV/AIDS in minority communities 
will be more limited. 

The bill fails to fund Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration (HCFA) pro-
gram management adequately. These 
reductions would severely impede 
HCFA’s ability to ensure the quality of 
nursing home care through the Nursing 
Home Initiative. The bill does not ade-
quately fund the request for 
Medicare+Choice user fees. This de-
crease would force HCFA to scale back 
the National Medicare Education Cam-
paign. The Congress has not passed the 
proposed user fees totaling $194.5 mil-
lion that could free up resources under 
the discretionary caps for education 
and other priorities. 

The bill includes a provision that 
would prevent funds from being used to 
administer the Medicare+Choice Com-
petitive Pricing Demonstration Project 
in Kansas and Arizona. These dem-
onstrations which are supported by 
MEDPAC and other independent health 
policy experts, were passed by the Con-
gress as part of the Balanced Budget 
Act in order to provide valuable infor-
mation regarding the use of competi-
tive pricing methodologies in Medi-
care. The information that we could 
learn from these demonstrations is par-
ticularly relevant as we consider the 
important task of reforming Medicare.

The bill contains a highly objection-
able provision that would delay the im-
plementation of HHS’ final Organ Pro-
curement and Transplantation rule for 
90 days. This rule, which was strongly 
validated by an Institute of Medicine 
report, provides a more equitable sys-
tem of treatment for over 63,000 Ameri-
cans waiting for an organ transplant; 
its implementation would likely pre-
vent the deaths of hundreds of Ameri-
cans. Since almost 5,000 people die each 
year waiting for an organ transplant, 

we must be allowed to move forward on 
this issue and implement the rule with-
out further delay. 

The bill does not provide any of the 
$9.5 million I requested for HHS’ Office 
of the General Counsel and Depart-
mental Appeals Board to handle legal 
advice, regulations review, and litiga-
tion support, and to conduct hearings 
and issue decisions on nursing home 
enforcement cases as part of my Nurs-
ing Home Initiative. This would in-
crease the backlog of nursing home ap-
peals and impair Federal oversight of 
nursing home quality and safety stand-
ards. A reduction in funds for enforce-
ment is inconsistent with the concerns 
that the GAO and the Congress have 
raised about this issue. 

The bill cuts funds to counter bioter-
rorism. It funds less than half my re-
quest for CDC’s stockpile, limiting the 
amount of vaccines, antibiotics, and 
other medical supplies that can be 
stockpiled to deploy in the event of a 
chemical or biological attack. In addi-
tion, the bill does not include $13.4 mil-
lion for critical FDA expedited regu-
latory review/approval of pharma-
ceuticals to combat chemical and bio-
logical agent weapons. 

The bill provides full funding of $350 
million in FY 2002 for the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting. However, the 
bill provides only $10 million of the $20 
million requested for the digital transi-
tion initiative in FY 2000. This funding 
is required to help the public broad-
casting system meet the Federal dead-
line to establish digital broadcasting 
capability by May 1, 2003.

The enrolled bill delays the avail-
ability of $10.9 billion of funding until 
September 29, 2000. While modest levels 
of delayed obligations could poten-
tially be sustained without hurting the 
affected programs, the levels in the en-
rolled bill are excessive, resulting in 
delays in NIH research grants, delays 
in CDC immunizations for children, 
and delays in the delivery of health 
services to low income Americans 
through community health centers and 
rural health clinics. 

The bill also seriously underfunds 
critical Departmental management ac-
tivities in the Departments of Labor 
and Education and the Social Security 
Administration (SSA). For Education, 
these reductions would hamstring ef-
forts to replace the Department’s ac-
counting system and undermine the 
new Performance-Based Organization’s 
plans to streamline and modernize stu-
dent aid computer systems. Reductions 
to the Department of Labor (DOL) 
would undercut the agency’s ability to 
comply with the requirements of the 
Clanger-Cohen and Computer Security 
Acts, adjudicate contested claims in 
several of its benefits programs, and 
examine and update the 1996 study on 
Family and Medical Leave policies. For 
SSA, the reductions would result in 
significantly longer waiting times for 

disability applicants and millions of in-
dividuals who visit SSA field offices. 

In adopting an across-the-board re-
duction, the Congress has abdicated its 
responsibility to make tough choices. 
Governing is about making choices and 
selecting priorities that will serve the 
national interest. By choosing an 
across-the-board cut, the Congress has 
failed to meet that responsibility. 

This across-the-board cut would re-
sult in indiscriminate reductions in 
important areas such as education, the 
environment, and law enforcement. In 
addition, this cut would have an ad-
verse impact on certain national secu-
rity programs. The indiscriminate na-
ture of the cut would require a reduc-
tion of over $700 million for military 
personnel, which would require the 
military services to make cuts in re-
cruiting and lose up to 48,000 military 
personnel.

In adopting this cost-saving tech-
nique, the Congress is asserting that it 
will not have to dip into the Social Se-
curity surplus. However, this cut does 
not eliminate the need to dip into the 
Social Security surplus. 

For these reasons, this across-the-
board cut is not acceptable. 

In addition to the specific program 
cuts and the 0.97 percent across-the-
board reduction, the bill contains a 
$121 million reduction in salaries and 
expenses for the agencies funded by 
this bill, exacerbating the problems 
caused by the bill’s underfunding of 
critical Departmental management ac-
tivities. If, for example, the $121 mil-
lion reduction were allocated propor-
tionately across all agencies funded in 
the Labor/HHS/Education bill, HHS 
would have to absorb an approximately 
$55 million reduction to its salaries and 
expenses accounts, Labor would be cut 
by about $14 million, Education by 
about $5 million, and SSA by some $45 
million. This would dramatically affect 
the delivery of essential human serv-
ices and education programs and the 
protection of employees in the work-
place. 

With respect to the District of Co-
lumbia component of the bill, I am 
pleased that the majority and minority 
in the Congress were able to come to-
gether to pass a version of the District 
of Columbia Appropriations Bill that I 
would sign if presented to me sepa-
rately and as it is currently con-
structed. While I continue to object to 
remaining riders, some of the highly 
objectionable provisions that would 
have intruded upon local citizens’ right 
to make decisions about local matters 
have been modified from previous 
versions of the bill. That is a fair com-
promise. We will continue to strenu-
ously urge the Congress to keep such 
riders off of the FY 2001 D.C. Appro-
priations Bill. 

I commend the Congress for pro-
viding the Federal funds I requested for 
the District of Columbia. The bill in-
cludes essential funding for District 
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Courts and Corrections and the D.C. Of-
fender Supervision Agency and pro-
vides requested funds for a new tuition 
assistance program for District of Co-
lumbia residents. The bill also includes 
funding to promote the adoption of 
children in the District’s foster care 
system, to support the Children’s Na-
tional Medical Center, to assist the 
Metropolitan Police Department in 
eliminating open-air drug trafficking 
in the District, and for drug testing 
and treatment, among other programs. 
However, I continue to object to re-
maining riders that violate the prin-
ciples of home rule. 

I look forward to working with the 
Congress to craft an appropriations bill 
that I can support, and to passage of 
one that will facilitate our shared ob-
jectives. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 3, 1999. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ob-

jections of the President will be spread 
at large upon the Journal, and the mes-
sage and bill will be printed as a House 
document. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the message of 
the President and the bill be referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

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

There was no objection.
f 

b 1845 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
REQUIREMENTS OF CLAUSE 6(a) 
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO 
THE SAME DAY CONSIDERATION 
OF CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE-
PORTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON 
RULES 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–442) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 356) waiving re-
quirements of clause 6(a) of rule XIII 
with respect to consideration of certain 
resolutions reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed.

f 

WHEN ONE READS THE PRESI-
DENT’S SUBMITTAL ON 
STRENGTHENING SOCIAL SECU-
RITY, THE NUMBERS DO NOT 
ADD UP 

(Mr. OSE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include therein extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise again 
today to highlight the President’s sub-
mittal to the House on strengthening 
Social Security, the Medicare Act of 
1999. 

I will caution again all the Members 
here, and those who are not, that they 

need to read this plan because this 
plan, in fact, does request and require a 
21⁄2 percent reduction in discretionary 
outlays. 

This is not Republicans; this is the 
President of the United States who is 
suggesting this. 

Now I would just like to remind ev-
eryone that we are having a dickens of 
a time negotiating a 1 percent reduc-
tion in discretionary outlays, and the 
President is suggesting that his plan to 
save Social Security is based on a 21⁄2 
percent reduction in discretionary out-
lays. 

I urge Members to read this plan. The 
numbers do not add up. The numbers 
do not add up, Mr. Speaker. Please read 
the plan.

ROLL-CALL VOTES ON THE PASSAGE OF THE 
ORIGINAL 1935 SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE—LIBRARY 
OF CONGRESS 

In response to numerous requests for infor-
mation on the Senate and House roll-call 
votes on the original 1935 Social Security 
Act (H.R. 7260/P.L. 74–271), we have compiled 
this packet. The Social Security Act was 
signed into law by President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt on August 14, 1935. The following 
roll-call votes were taken on the measure: 

House—April 19, 1935: Yeas: 372 (288 Demo-
crat; 77 Republican; 7 Independent); Nays: 33 
(13 Democrat; 18 Republican; 2 Independent); 
Answering Present: 2 (2 Republican); Not Vot-
ing: 25 (18 Democrat; 6 Republican; 1 Inde-
pendent). 

Senate—June 19, 1935: Yeas: 77 (60 Demo-
crat; 15 Republican; 2 Independent); Nays: 6 (1 
Democrat; 5 Republican); Not Voting: 12 (8 
Democrat; 4 Republican). 

In 1935, there were only 48 states, since 
Alaska and Hawaii were not admitted to the 
Union until 1958 and 1959, respectively. So, 
the Senate had 96 seats in 1935, according to 
Stephen G. Christianson’s Facts About the 
Congress [New York, H.W. Wilson, 1996], 339). 
Also, ‘‘[t]he current House size of 435 
Members . . . was established in 1911,’’ ac-
cording to CRS Report 95–971, House of Rep-
resentatives: Setting the Size at 435, by David 
C. Huckabee. Thus, 95 of the eligible 96 Sen-
ators and 432 of the eligible 435 Representa-
tives participated in the bill’s roll-call votes. 
The roll-call vote charts following this page, 
which are organized by chamber, are ar-
ranged alphabetically by last names, then, 
where necessary, by first names. Party and 
state information is provided for all Mem-
bers, and district information is also given 
for each Representative. 

The original House and Senate roll-call 
votes can be found on p. 6069–70 and p. 9650, 
respectively, in the 1935 edition of the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. Copies of bound vol-
umes of the RECORD may be available for use 
at the nearest federal depository library. Ad-
dresses of the closest depository libraries can 
often be obtained: through a local library; 
from the office of Depository Services of the 
U.S. Government Printing Office, (202) 512–
1119; or at the following Internet address: 
[http://www.access.gpo.gov/suldocs/dpos/
adpos003.html]. 

Information Research Division. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FLETCHER). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

ADDITIONAL ALL-CARGO SERVICE 
TO CHINA 

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

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, in April 
of this year the United States and the 
People’s Republic of China signed a 
new civil aviation agreement. In addi-
tion to doubling the number of sched-
uled flights between the two countries, 
the agreement allows one additional 
carrier from each country to serve the 
U.S.-China market beginning in the 
year 2001. 

Currently, three U.S. and three Chi-
nese carriers have the authority to 
serve the U.S.-China market. The De-
partment of Transportation will soon 
grant an additional U.S. carrier the 
right to fly directly to China. 

China is the largest market in the 
world, as we all know, and holds great 
trading potential for the United States. 

All-cargo carriers that provide time-
sensitive express service play an im-
portant role in promoting trade oppor-
tunities for U.S. companies large and 
small. Express all-cargo carriers are 
able to connect every business and resi-
dence in the United States every day to 
China. Unfortunately, of the three U.S. 
carriers allowed to fly directly to 
China, Federal Express is the only all-
cargo carrier serving the market. For 
this reason, United Parcel Service is 
now applying to the Department of 
Transportation for the right to fly di-
rectly to China. 

United Parcel Service has served the 
nations of Asia since 1988 and already 
operates an extensive ground network 
in China. By applying for the right to 
fly directly to China, United Parcel 
Service hopes to expand its Chinese 
service by using United Parcel Service 
jet aircraft. United Parcel Service 
would also provide needed competition 
in the all-cargo express market. 

As the only all-cargo U.S. carrier, 
Federal Express now enjoys a monop-
oly advantage in the Chinese market. 
Allowing another all-cargo carrier like 
United Parcel Service into the vast 
China market would provide U.S. con-
sumers and exporters with increased 
access in competitive service. 

More importantly, United Parcel 
Service would help meet the growing 
demand for air cargo service. Even 
with Federal Express in the market, 
roughly 60 percent of the cargo that is 
transported between the United States 
and China is carried on third-country 
carriers. In other words, foreign car-
riers benefit the most from the growing 
trade between the United States and 
China. This just is not right. 
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