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NOT VOTING—1
Harkin

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

———

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES—S.
1059

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate, having received S. 1059, disagrees
with the House amendment, requests a
conference with the House, and the
Chair appoints the following conferees.

The Presiding Officer (Mr. SESSIONS)
appointed Mr. WARNER, Mr. THURMOND,
Mr. McCAIN, Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. SANTORUM, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BYRD,
Mr. ROBB, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
CLELAND, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. REED
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

—————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 1206

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate considers S. 1206, the legislative
branch appropriations bill, imme-
diately following the reporting of the
bill by the clerk, I be recognized to
offer a managers’ amendment, and the
time on the amendment and the bill be
limited to 20 minutes equally divided,
with no amendments in order to the
managers’ amendment.

I further ask unanimous consent that
following the adoption of the man-
agers’ amendment, the bill be imme-
diately advanced to third reading, and
the Senate proceed to the House com-
panion bill.

I further ask unanimous consent that
H.R. 1905 be amended as follows: On
page 2, after line 1, insert the text of S.
1206, as amended, beginning on page 2,
line 2, over to and including line 7 on
page 10; beginning on page 11, line 13,
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over to and including line 18 on page 18
be struck and the text of S. 1206, as
amended, beginning on page 10, line 8,
over to and including line 22 on page 16
be inserted in lieu thereof; and begin-
ning on page 18, line 23, over to and in-
cluding line 6 on page 40 be struck and
the text of S. 1206, as amended, begin-
ning on line 23, page 16 over to and in-
cluding line 23 on page 38 be inserted in
lieu thereof.

I further ask unanimous consent that
upon passage of the House bill, S. 1206,
be indefinitely postponed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I now
call up S. 1206.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1206) making appropriations for
the legislative branch for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the senior Senator from
California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, is on her
way to the floor. I will wait until she is
here to express to the entire Senate my
appreciation for her assistance as the
ranking member of the Legislative
Branch Subcommittee of Appropria-
tions.

I have been delighted to have the op-
portunity to work with her on this leg-
islation and I will make that clear
when she arrives. I understand she is in
another committee meeting, and in the
pattern of the Senate, finds herself
torn between two equally important re-
sponsibilities. That is a situation with
which we are all familiar.

I will, for the information of Sen-
ators, point out that the legislative
branch bill provides $1.68 billion in
budget authority, exclusive of House
items, for fiscal year 2000. This is $114
million or 6.4 percent less than the fis-
cal 1999 level. It represents $105 million
or a b.9-percent decrease from the
President’s budget request. So in this
time of difficulty, we are coming in
below last year’s spending and below
where the President recommended.

There are increases in the bill, of
course. There always will be in an ap-
propriations bill. You cut some places,
and you increase others. The majority
of the increases in the bill account for
cost-of-living adjustments only, and
they are estimated at 4.4 percent
across the board.

The Senate portion of the bill in-
creases funding for the Senate by only
3 percent above the fiscal 1999 level,
which is less than the 4.4-percent COLA
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adjustment. So while the Senate por-
tion of the bill is going up, it is going
up less than the mandatory COLA that
is required by law.

The bill funds 79 percent of the budg-
et request of the Architect of the Cap-
itol. Of the funds provided, 73 percent
will fund operations, with the other 27
percent to fund Capitol projects.

I have always been one who has in-
sisted on funding Capitol projects. As a
businessman, I know that sometimes
the most expensive savings you can
achieve are savings that you take in
the name of maintenance deferral. As
things begin to deteriorate around the
Capitol, it is tempting to say we can
put it off for another year and look
good in the short term. All you do
when you do that is raise your costs in
the long term. So throughout my ten-
ure on the Legislative Branch Sub-
committee and particularly my tenure
as the chairman of that subcommittee,
I have always been a champion of fund-
ing the Capitol projects and funding
the maintenance projects to their full-
est level, believing that in the long run
that saves money.

Why then am I standing here today
and saying that we are not going to do
that in this bill, and we are not giving
the Architect of the Capitol the funds
that were requested? Well, there are
several reasons for that. I think it is
worth an explanation.

The subcommittee did not fund the
Architect’s request for $28 million for
Capitol dome renovations. I have been
in the Capitol dome with the Architect
of the Capitol, and I have seen first-
hand how desperately in need of ren-
ovation it is. However, the full scope of
the project will be determined during
the paint removal process which is cur-
rently underway. The paint removal
process is not expected to be completed
until next summer. Therefore, I think
it prudent for us to delete the funds
from this bill until we have the com-
pletion of that process and have the in-
formation available to us that will
come as a result. That is why we do not
recommend proceeding until the full
scope of the project has been deter-
mined. That is where a large part of
the savings that we referred to have
come from.

I see the Senator from California has
arrived. I wish to make public ac-
knowledgment of the great contribu-
tion she has made to the Legislative
Branch Subcommittee. This is her first
assignment on the subcommittee as its
ranking member, and I have found her
not only delightful and cooperative to
deal with but, perhaps even more ap-
preciated, fully engaged. It is one thing
to have a colleague who is nice to deal
with but who never shows up and never
pays any attention to any of the issues.
The Senator from California not only
shows up but comes with her home-
work having been done, a full agenda of
her own, and complete understanding



		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T10:22:43-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




