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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Monday, February 6, 1995 
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem­
pore [Mr. ' NUSSLE]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
February 6, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable JIM 
NussLE to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu­

ant to the order of the House of Janu­
ary 4, 1995, the Chair will now recog­
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par­
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member 
except the majority and minority lead­
ers limited to not to exce~d 5 minutes. 

LINE-ITEM VETO 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HOSTETTLER] for 2 min­
utes. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to the floor today for a number of 
reasons. It is my hope and expectation 
that later this evening, this Chamber 
will pass H.R. 2 and give the President 
a much overdue line-item veto. I com­
mend my colleagues for this effort and 
look forward to casting my vote in sup­
port of this very useful tool as it will 
be a good first step in eliminating un­
necessary Federal spending and put a 
bit of balance into the Federal bud.get 
process. However, I think the words 
that I should most emphasize here 
would be "first step." Giving the Presi­
dent the power and authority to re­
scind spending that is viewed as waste­
ful or excessive is only the first step in 
the long and arduous journey toward 
fiscal responsibility. However, given 
the fact that President Clinton's bud.g­
et, which was just released today, con­
tains an annual budget deficit of over 
$190 billion for the next 5 years, Con­
gress is obviously going to have to take 
the lead in instilling some kind of fis­
cal control in the Federal budget proc­
ess. 

Line-item veto or no-line-item veto, 
from the looks of the red ink in this 
President's bud.get, it is readily appar­
ent that if anything is going to be done 
about this country's fiscal crisis, it is 
going to be done by us. And at the risk 
of sounding cynical or pessimistic, we 
have not even begun to make the dif­
ficult decisions that we will undoubt­
edly have to make to put the Federal 
bud.get process and Federal spending 
back on the path toward fiscal health. 
It is because I am ready, even anxious, 
to make these decisions that I decided 
to run for Congress last year at this 
time. I looked around me, at what was 
happening to the priorities our Federal 
Government had established when 
doling out Federal tax dollars, my tax 
dollars, and I became concerned, actu­
ally frightened, and I thought about 
the future of my children. I began to 
seriously worry about the burden that 
trillions of dollars in debt will place on 
my children and on the children of all 
Americans. Each year, lawmakers seem 
to ignore what is fiscally sound eco­
nomic advice from their constituents 
and endlessly deficit spend the hard 
working citizens' tax dollars. And 
every year that this happens, the fi­
nancial security of our children, and 
our children's children is jeopardized. I 
am no longer willing to take this kind 
of chance with the future of our coun­
try. Today we celebrate the birthday of 
former President Ronald Reagan, a 
man whose commitment to fiscal re­
sponsibility was acknowledged and re­
spected far and wide. Today I celebrate 
the birthday of another gentleman who 
taught me about fiscal accountability. 
My father turns 72 today, and it is from 
him that I learned about the duty, re­
sponsibility, and obligation for family 
that I try to incorporate into my life 
every day. It is because of this over­
whelming sense of commitment to my 
family that I stand before you today. 
As we undertake this enormous task in 
front of us, I urge us not to lose sight 
of the fact that it will be our children 
that will actually suffer from our lack 
of dedication to true fiscal responsibil­
ity. 

WELFARE REFORM AND 
INCREASING THE MINIMUM WAGE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recog­
nized during morning business for 5 
minutes. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, as 
the prior gentleman in the well was 

talking about, this is a week where we 
are really going to be focusing on the 
bud.get. But I think there is an awful 
lot of other issues as we all sit down as 
Americans around the bud.get table and 
try and figure out how we get our bud.g­
et under control. 

The first thing that strikes me is 
that tomorrow night, February 7, there 
is going to be a dinner in this town, 
and they are going to charge $50,000 a 
plate for the Speaker. That is an awful 
lot of money. 

While that dinner is going on, many 
of us are trying to increase the mini­
mum wage. But let us think about how 
many minimum w:age people are going 
to be at that dinner. I do not think 
there is going to be any there eating 
the dinner. There may be some serving 
the dinner because a minimum wage 
employee, if they work full time an 8,7 
hour day throughout the year would 
make $10,500. And that would not get 
them even to the hors d'oeuvre course 
if they took their whole year's salary 
and put it there. 

A $50,000-a-plate dinner and the mini­
mum wage and the Federal bud.get, how 
do we bring all of that together, be­
cause the issue in the bud.get is what 
we spend our money on, and who we 
think has the greatest claim to getting 
Federal attention. 

My guess is most of the people who 
buy those dinners have something they 
want. It just does not pass the straight 
face test to say, oh no, they paid $50,000 
for dinner because they believe in good 
government or they wanted a decent 
meal. No, no, I think they want some­
thing. And I think we know what they 
want. They probably want some little 
tax benefit. 

One of the things that we have done 
over and over again is we talk about 
spending programs, but we never talk 
about the fact that special tax benefits 
to individuals are also spending much, 
because we are taking money away 
that would be coming in. 

We had last week on this floor a very 
important amendment pointing to that 
when we talked about the line-item 
veto. We said not only should the 
President be able to line item veto 
spending that looked like pork, but the 
President should be able to line item 
veto any special tax privileges. 

Guess what? That lost. So I guess the 
dinner is going on because people still 
figure that is a possibility if they go to 
their dinner. 

But I think when we look at America 
and when we look at our long historic 
tradition we have felt that there 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 01407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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should be room in the budget for those 
who need the most help. That is how 
families do it. When American families 
sit around the table and they are in 
tough times they do not cut the kids 
out first, for heaven's sake, they do not 
say we will drop education first be­
cause they happen to think that is an 
investment. They tend to look at the 
parts of the budget that really are 
going to those who are best off in the 
family. And yet, somehow, because of 
how we collect revenues to run for of­
fice and everything else, we tend to dis­
tort our budget priori ties. 

Think how many people who get the 
minimum wage can make much of a 
campaign contribution. If you make 
$10,500 a year, what kind of campaign 
contribution do you think you could 
make? How many fancy dinners do you 
think you can go to? What kind of 
clout do you think you are going to 
have in Washington trying to bring 
your case to the table? Does your case 
have to be traded off with balancing it 
for those who are the most well off? 

we· now understand there is a new 
deal on the table, and that is maybe 
people will go along with the minimum 
wage increase if we can have a capital 
gains cut. I am not sure we are ever 
going to get to balancing the budget if 
we continue to do that, saying we just 
absolutely cannot do anything for 
those who are struggling along on the 
lowest rung unless we continue to do 
things for those who are on the upper 
rungs because otherwise I do not know 
what rich people will do. Maybe they 
will just get mad and not give money 
to campaigns anymore. Would that not 
be a terrible thing? 

So, I think as we look at all of these 
issues that are floating around out 
there, I hope everybody listens to sev­
eral very key things. No. 1, we have to 
stop kidding people we are going solve 
the deficit by finding some waste, 
fraud, and abuse. Anywhere we find 
waste, fraud, and abuse, sure, cut it, 
just cut out the tea tasters and those 
things, but we know that is not going 
to balance the budget. We have to do 
some other thing too and let us think 
about our very core priorities as we get 
to that. 

SUPPORT FOR THE LINE-ITEM 
VETO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb­
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. NORWOOD] is recognized 
during morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the line-item veto. 
This is an action we need to take to 
save this country from our runaway 
debt. It is an action we must take to 
end the irresponsible practices by this 
body. It is an action that is completely 
consistent with the wishes of our 
Founders. 

Mr. Speaker, we are making signifi­
cant changes in the way the Federal 
Government operates. I have listened 
to the arguments made by the other 
side against these changes, and I am 
struck by how little regard is shown 
for our Federal debt. Perhaps we do not 
understand the amount oil- debt costs 
us? Perhaps we think that these pro­
grams we are so afraid of cutting will 
survive even if we bankrupt the Na­
tion. We owe S4.8 trillion. I hear the 
other side talk about us hurting pro­
grams that benefit young people. They 
do not seem to understand that we are 
trying to save the future for young 
people all over America. We have no 
right to fund any program, no matter 
how well intentioned, at the expense of 
the children of the next generation. 

I ran for this office because I have 
two little grandchildren. I saw the 
ever-rising debt and the dreadful im­
pact it will have on their future. I am 
here to do something about the debt 
and free that burden from their future 
and from the future of young people 
throughout my district and throughout 
America. I support the line-item veto 
because the students in Sallie Bul­
lock's calculus class at Madison Coun­
ty High in Danielsville, GA already 
owe $310,760. I support it because Mary 
Mills fifth grade class at Oconee 
County Intermediate School in 
Watkinsville, GA already owes $365,600. 
I support it because Martha Scroggs' 
kindergarten class at Episcopal Day 
School in Augusta already owes 
$457,000. Mr. Speaker, the line-item 
veto is an important step for the future 
of these young people. 

I have listened to the constitutional 
arguments against the line-item veto. 
To those people, I would share the 
words of Alexander Hamilton in Fed­
eralist No. 73. In response to those who 
stated that the veto would give the 
President too much power, Hamilton 
argued that the veto power was impor­
tant because it limited the power of 
Congress. 

The propriety of the thing does not turn 
upon the supposition of superior wisdom or 
virtue in the executive; but on the suppo­
sition that the legislative will not be infal­
lible; That the love of power may sometimes 
betray it into a disposition to encroach upon 
the rights of the other members of the gov­
ernment; that a spirit of faction may some­
times pervert its deliberations; that the im­
pressions of the moments may sometimes 
hurry it into measures which itself on ma­
turer reflection condemn. 

Mr. Speaker, if Alexander Hamilton 
only knew what we have come to in 
this body. When $20 million for a fin­
gerprint facility in West Virginia is in­
serted into an emergency assistance 
bill for Los Angeles earthquake vic­
tims, we prove that Hamilton was 
right. When $ll1h million are spent on 
powerplant modernization in a ship­
yard about to be closed, we prove that 
we need to give the President the line­
item veto. If Hamilton could see what 

we do here today, he would certainly 
support it as well. 

One other argument that we hear is 
that it will be used by the President as 
a political weapon. Mr. Speaker, 43 
Governors have the line-item veto. If it 
was being used as this evil political 
weapon as our oppo:nents would suggest 
that it is, you would certainly think 
that far fewer States would have them. 
If it were being used irresponsibly by 
those who have it, it would be taken 
away. I believe that our opponents 
greatly overstate the danger of the use 
of the line-item veto. The veto power 
possessed by the President todE!.y is a 
fa.,r more powerful tool, but it has been 
used wisely. We have no reason to ex­
pect otherwise with the line-item veto. 

Mr. Speaker, we are making signifi­
cant changes in the way business is 
conducted by the Federal Government. 
The line-item veto is one more way for 
us to show the American people that 
we are making their Government more 
responsible. 

INCREASING THE MINIMUM WAGE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Feb­
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. MILLER] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, later in this session we will be 
discussing efforts at reforming the wel­
fare system in this country, and it is 
clearly the goal of both the Repub­
licans and the Democrats to make sure 
that people move from welfare into the 
American economic system and that 
those individuals move into that eco­
nomic system in the hopes of achieving 
economic self-sufficiency. It is clearly 
what the President has announced as 
he has discussed welfare reform and as 
he has discussed the minimum wage. 

The minimum wag3 becomes key to 
that effort of moving people from wel­
fare, from public assistance, from de­
pendency, to economic self-sufficiency. 
We must make it clear that in this 
country those individuals that choose 
to go to work, those individuals that 
later we will seek to require to go to 
work, that they are making a logical 
economic choice for them and for their 
families. 

The key to doing that is making sure 
that the minimum wage will boost peo­
ple above the poverty level in this 
country; that when they make a deci­
sion to get up every morning and go to 
work and go to work all day long, that 
in fact when they come home to their 
families and their children, they will 
know they succeeded in lifting their 
family out of poverty. If we do not do 
that it is very difficult to rationalize 
to those individuals why in fact they 
should go to work. 

The $4.25 minimum wage that we 
have today does not do that for individ­
uals, and it clearly does not do that for 
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individuals who are working on behalf 
of themselves and their families. 

What we see today is more children 
under the age of 6 are living in poverty 
than at any time tn recent history, and 
58 percent of those children are living 
in families where individuals go to 
work every day. They go to work on a 
part-time or full-time basis but they do 
not receive, they do not receive wages 
sufficient to keep their family above 
the poverty line. 

We have got to make sure that that 
no longer is true. And that is why the 
increase in the minimum wage is so 
terribly important. Clearly, work must 
pay, and that is the signal that we 
must send in this country; that you go 
to work, it is worth your while to go to 
work to do that job and to provide for 
your family. That simply is not true. 
· The increase in the minimum wage 
that the President has asked us to sup­
port, 45 cents this year and 45 cents 
next year, will raise an individual 
above the poverty line. It unfortu­
nately still does not address an individ­
ual that is working on behalf of a 
spouse and/or children in that family. 
But we have got to make that effort. 
This is the minimum-that we can do on 
the minimum wage. 

Historically, the increase in the min­
imum wage has had very, very substan­
tial bipartisan support. When we ad­
dressed this exact same increase, 45 
cents one year and 45 cents the next 
year, when it was presented to us by 
President Bush it was passed over­
whelmingly on a partisan basis; 383 
Members in this House voted for it, 135 
Democrats voted for it, crystallizing 
again that President Bush had the 
same goal that President Clinton did, 
and that is to make work pay, to get 
people to go to work and to be able to 
provide for their families. 

I think it is unfortunate that we now 
see the Republican majority leader say 
to this country that he will oppose the 
minimum wage with every fiber in his 
body, that he will deny these individ­
uals who are seeking to provide for 
their family the ability to go to work 
and come home above the poverty line. 

I think it is unfortunate when we see 
the people of this House suggest that 
we cannot raise the minimum wage be­
cause we havt: to compete with wages 
in Mexico. I think we should have told 
the people of this country that that 
was the conditions on the passing of 
NAFTA, and that now Americans' 
wages are going to be tied to the wages 
of Mexico. 

Is that the message we have for peo­
ple that go to work in this country 
every day, that you can live at the 
standard of living provided people in 
Mexico? That simply cannot be. 

D 1250 

That simply cannot be. That cannot 
be the underpinnings of the American 
system of economics. It cannot be the 

underpinning of the free enterprise sys­
tem, and it cannot be the underpinning 
for support for families in this country. 

We have got to understand that 
Americans who go to work are entitled 
to participate in the American stand­
ard of living on behalf of themselves 
and for their families. 

I am delighted to see that apparently 
the support for the minimum wage is 
not complete across the Republican 
spectrum, because this weekend we 
found out Senator DOLE is not opposed 
to it. The question is only what we will 
have to pay to achieve the minimum 
wage, and the indications are that if 
you cut the capital gains tax, where 75 
percent of the benefit goes to 10 per­
cent of the population, then and only 
then a:re the Republicans prepared to 
try to help the millions of American 
families who go to work every day yet 
remain in poverty. 

BAILOUT OF MEXICO 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

NUSSLE). Under the Speaker's an­
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
BUNNING] is recognizd during morning 
business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, article I 
of the U.S. Constitution vests the 
power of the purse in the Congress. Un­
fortunately, the President of the Unit­
ed States has taken it upon himself to 
do an end run around the Constitution, 
the Congress, and the American people 
to bail out Mexico. 

Mr. Clinton has pushed the barriers 
past the breaking point. He is basing 
his power grab on a twisted reading of 
his authority under the Gold Reserve 
Act of 1934. That is the law which es­
tablished the Exchange Stabilization 
Fund that Mr. Clinton has raided to 
save Mexico. 

The Exchange Stabilization Fund 
was not meant for the kind of shenani­
gans that Mr. Clinton is trying to pull. 
It was designed to ensure that we 
would have an orderly and stable sys­
tem of exchange rates. 

In other words, the Gold Reserve Act 
gives the President authority to sta­
bilize the U.S. dollar and protect its 
value. It does not give the President 
the authority to prop up the currency 
of Mexico. 

It seems that Mr. Clinton needs to 
take a refresher course in constitu­
tional law. Only Congress has the au­
thority to appropriate money. 

Apparently, the chairman of the Fed­
eral Reserve, Alan Greenspan, doesn't 
think too much of Mr. Clinton's bail­
out scheme either. 

The Washington Times reported on 
February 1 that the Exchange Sta­
bilization Fund, the IMF and the BIS 
do not have the resources to deal with 
Mexico's problems. He went on to say 
that the bailout should be addressed by 
the political leaders of the country ·be­
cause of its broad implications. 

Mr. Greenspan is not alone in think­
ing that this financing scheme is a 
multibillion-dollar disaster waiting to 
happen. 

The Heritage Foundation had warned 
that this bailout was a bad deal as 
early as January 25. A study by Herit­
age warned, 

The proposed loa.n guarantees may bail out 
Mexico this year, but they will not prevent 
another crisis unless the Mexican Govern­
ment corrects the fundamental structural 
problems that caused the peso's collapse. 

Our financial partners in Europe 
seem to understand the problem. When 
it came to a vote at the International 
Monetary Fund, Germany, Britain, 
Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium, 
and Switzerland all abstained from vot­
ing rather than support Mr. Clinton's 
plan. 

I applaud my colleague, Mr. TAYLOR 
of Mississippi, for pushing the envelope 
on this issue by introducing a privi­
leged resolution that will put the 
House on record as to where we stand 
on this bailout. 

His resolution will put us on track to 
determine whether the President has 
acted outside the scope of his author­
ity. 

We have all sworn to defend the Con­
stitution of the United States. If the 
President is wrongly seizing -power 
from the legislative branch, it is our 
duty to stop him. 

Mr. TAYLOR'S privileged resolution is 
just the thing to start the inquiry into 
wh&t I believe may be the power grab 
of our time. Congress, not the Presi­
dent or the Courts, is charged with the 
power to spend the money. 

We cannot sit on our hands and 
watch the President shred the Con­
stitution and ignore the will of the 
Representatives of the American peo­
ple. We must let everyone know that 
this body looks out for the interests of 
the American people, not the Govern­
ment of Mexico. 

CALCULATION OF CONSUMER 
PRICE INDEX SHOULD BE OU'l'­
SIDE POLITICS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 4, 19S5, the gentleman from Or­
egon [Mr. WYDEN] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker and col­
leagues, I am a Member of the House 
who has felt that the calculation of the 
Consumer Price Index for our country 
should be a concern that was outside 
politics, one that was going to be non­
partisan. Making sure that the 
Consumer Price Index is calculated ac­
curately is of enormous importance to, 
for example, low-income senior citizens 
who depend on their Social Security to 
pay for their necessities, but it is also 
important to millions of middle-in­
come taxpayers, because our brackets 
are now indexed for inflation, and the 
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tax brackets and the personal exemp­
tion, the standard deduction. A number 
of these concerns for middle-income 
people are affected by the Consumer 
Price Index. 

But recently it seems to me politics 
has been introduced to these discus­
sions, because the Speaker has said 
that unless the Consumer Price Index 
is changed within the next 30 days, the 
agency that calculates it, the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, would be zeroed 
out. 

I think this is very unfortunate. We 
understand why someone might want 
to do this, because if you lower the 
Consumer Price Index, you can have a 
no-fingerprints way to cut the deficit 
by about $150 billion, if you cut the 
Consumer Price Index by just 1 per­
centage point. But what you will do in 
the process is hurt those low-income 
seniors and, ironically, there are some 
new studies by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics that show because of the 
high medical expenses of seniors their 
Consumer Price Index may be under­
stated rather than overstated. So you 
will hurt those seniors. 

But you will also hurt the middle-in­
come taxpayers who will find they will 
be paying more in taxes as a result of 
these changes. 

Now, I am one of the Democrats who 
voted on the first day of the session to 
make it tough to raise income taxes, 
because I thought it was important to 
protect small businesses and seniors 
and others. So last Friday, with the 
minority leader, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], and a num­
ber of our colleagues, I introduced a 
piece of legislation stipulating that to 
cut the Consumer Price Index in this 
Congress and raise the taxes on middle­
income people and hurt low-income 
senior citizens you would have to com­
ply with rule XXI that was passed the 
first day saying that a tax increase has 
got to be approved by a three-fifths 
majority. I am very hopeful that this 
bill will not be necessary. 

I want that Consumer Price Index 
calculated on nonpartisan bases by pro­
fessional economists, but if there is 
going to be an effort to politicize the 
Consumer Price Index, it will come out 
on' the floor of the House of Represent­
atives and cutting it and hurting the 
senior citizens and the middle-income 
taxpayers, for those who want to do it, 
they will have to comply with the rule 
making it tougher to raise income 
taxes. 

SUPERFUND LIABILITY 
MORATORIUM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Flor­
ida [Mr. CANADY] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak­
er, I rise today to offer an avenue of re-

lief to small businesses and individuals 
throughout the country who have done 
nothing wrong, but are nonetheless 
being held liable for the expensive task 
of Superfund site clean up. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, Congress 
passed the Superfund law in 1980 to 
clean up the country's most polluted 
waste sites. The merits of the 
Superfund effort are without question. 
Superfund sites are environmental dis­
aster areas which have a clear poten­
tial for impact on public health and 
safety. Superfund sites must be cleaned 
up. 

But while the Superfund law may 
have a noble purpose, the details are a 
nightmare. The framers of Superfund, 
adhering to the concept of "polluter 
pays," created a scheme of joint and 
several and retroactive liability. This 
wrongheaded prov1s1on has forced 
many individuals and small businesses 
to pay a portion of the clean up costs 
although they are not in fact respon­
sible for the pollution. 

Mr. Speaker, this structure has re­
sulted in a notorious tangle of litiga­
tion and enforcement, and it has 
wreaked havoc on the lives of innocent 
citizens while accomplishing very little 
in the way of actual clean up. 

These innocent individuals had no 
knowledge of the release of hazardous 
substances into the environment. They 
were simply trying to do the right 
thing by contracting with a third party 
for proper disposal. Now they are lia­
ble, under Superfund, for the cleanup of 
environmental disasters they did not 
create. 

Such liability without culpability is 
patently unfair. It runs contrary to 
common sense and the fundamental re­
quirements of justice. Further, it can 
be financially devastating to innocent 
individuals who are caught in the 
Superfund trap. 

There is general agreement, in this 
body and elsewhere, that the Superfund 
liability structure must be changsd. I 
am aware that the appropriate com­
mittees and subcommittees in both 
Houses of Congress are working on a 
comprehensive reform effort. I support 
this effort. 

However, as Congress debates the 
shape and scope of reform, individuals 
in my district and elsewhere continue 
to be pursued and persecuted for some­
thing they did not do. This is not right, 
Mr. Speaker. We must stop this injus­
tice and prevent this law from further 
disrupting the lives of innocent indi­
viduals. 

It is for this reason that I introduced 
H.R. 795 last week to provide relief for 
innocent parties while we proceed with 
comprehensive reform of the law. My 
bill instructs the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA] to cease all agency actions 
against the nonpolluters. It also places 
a moratorium on the authority for con­
tribution actions under the statute. 

It is important, Mr. Speaker, to ex­
plain what my bill does not do. It does 
not abolish the Superfund Program, it 
does not repeal Superfund funding au­
thor! ty and it does not stop the clean 
up of Superfund sites. It allows the 
EPA to continue its enforcement ac­
tions against the true polluters-the 
culpable owners and operators of the 
contaminated sites and all others who 
had prior knowledge of illegal or envi­
ronmentally harmful disposal activi­
ties. 

H.R. 795 simply suspends the practice 
of financing Superfund clean ups on the 
backs of innocent people who had no 
knowledge of wrongdoing and no intent 
to harm the environment. 
. This legislation is· needed to provide 

relief to the innocent individuals 
caught in the Superfund liability trap. 
The Superfund nightmare has gone on 
far too long. We should stop the injus­
tice without further delay. I encourage 
my colleagues to join me in this effort. 

THE LINE-ITEM VETO 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 5, 1995, the gentleman from Or­
egon [Mr. DEFAZIO], is recognized dur­
ing morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, today we 
have before the House the issue of the 
line-time veto. or did we really have a 
viable form of the line-item veto pend­
ing before this House? This could be a 
useful tool in the armamentarium of a 
President who is truly concerned about 
reducing the budget, a President who 
just does not want to use it in a politi­
cal or punitive manner to go after a 
few programs, that he or she in the fu­
ture could not convince the Congress 
to otherwise not fund. 

But the question is, is this a viable 
form, or is it a grandly symbolic ges­
ture, a gesture intended for the 84th 
birthday of ex-President Ronald 
Reagan? We have heard that a lot from 
the other side. 

Well, let us just recount a few of the 
Reagan years so we can get this in per­
spective. Remember, President Reagan 
promised the people of the United 
States of America that he would bal­
ance the budget by 1984. Instead, his 
administration worked hand in glove 
with Congress to pile up the greatest 
amount of debt ever' seen for this Na­
tion. It took us 200 years to amass the 
first $900 billion of debt, but in a mere 
8 years, President Reagan's adminis­
tration more than tripled the national 
debt to over $3 trillion. Yes, they 
talked a great game about reducing the 
deficit and balancing the budget, but 
they never ever submitted a balanced 
budget. They never ever even submit­
ted a budget within $100 billion of bal­
ance. 

And then finally in the twilight 
years, in the last year of the Reagan 
administration, Budget Director Miller 
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submitted a list of what he said Ronald 
Reagan would have used the line-item 
veto on if only he had that power. 

The deficit in 1988 was $150 billion. 
After tremendous efforts downtown at 
the White House, President Reagan and 
Mr. Miller came up with a list of Sl bil­
lion in cuts that they would have made 
had they had the line-item veto. So in­
stead of $150 billion deficit, it would 
have been $149 billion, and, of course, 
not a penny would have come from the 
Pentagon, the largest single source of 
general fund spending. 

Last year we passed a constitutional 
version of a line-item veto called an 
enhanced rescission. This year we have 
before us an empty gesture. Clearly, 
the bill that will be voted on finally 
today, the Stenholm amendment, the 
bill we passed last year having been de­
feated in a vote last Friday on the floor 
of this House, is unconstitutional, and 
will be thrown out by the courts. 

So if what we want is a grandly sym­
bolic empty gesture, then vote "yes" 
on final passage today. 

Happy birthday, of course, to the ex­
President. 

His legacy of a $3 trillion will stand 
as a monument for generations of 
Americans to come. I would hope this 
House would begin to take real steps 
toward cutting the Federal deficit and 
the Federal debt and no more gestures. 
Do not vote today for this empty ges­
ture. 

THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED 
BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. BAKER] is recognized during 
morning business for Ph minutes. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak­
er, in response, today President Clin­
ton just introduced his budget, and if 
you heard, the previous speaker said 
the last 2 years of Ronald Reagan was 
$150 billion in deficit and $155. In to­
day's budget introduced by President 
Clinton the deficit is $210 billion. 

The first 4 years of the Clinton ad­
ministration will show a deficit of over 
$1 trillion. This budget is not balanced. 

But it is not the President's fault. It 
was not the President's fault for the 
last 26 years. Pick your favorite, was it 
Carter, was it Reagan, was it Ford, was 
it Clinton? Who is your favorite for 
unbalancing the budget? And the an­
swer is this Congress. This Congress 
has had its foot on the accelerator for 
26 years. 

Never once has this Congress bal­
anced the budget in 26 years. Never 
once has this Congress balanced the 
budget in 26 years. 

Well, today is President Ronald Rea­
gan's 84th birthday, and today we are 
going to give President. Reagan and 
President Clinton a little present, and 
that is the line-item veto, because · we 

need new tools. We have shown we can­
not balance the budget ourselves. 

Last week this Republican Congress 
passed the balanced budget amend­
ment. This week we are going to give 
the President, whomever the President 
is, the tool to help us balance the budg­
et with the line-item veto. 

Let us remember it is not the Presi­
dent, it is the Congress. And we are 
going to allow the Executive and Con­
gress to sit down together to continue 
to work toward a balanced budget in 
2002 so that our grandchildren will not 
have to pay for the Government we use 
and are afraid to pay for. 

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND THE 
LINE-ITEM VETO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Michi­
gan . [Mr. KNOLLENBERG] is recognized 
during morning business for 1 ~ min­
utes. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in strong support of the 
line-item veto which will effectively · 
give the President the ability to strike 
out pork-barrel projects from other­
wise good legislation. 

The line-item veto will end the 
"Christmas Tree" practice of tacking 
on pet projects to wholly unrelated leg­
islation-burying the details away 
from the public's eye. 

Last year and in 1993 we saw this 
practice expand to an unprecedented 
level. The most flagrant abuse was 
after the city of Los Angeles was dev­
astated by the earthquake. Congress 
eventually passed the emergency sup­
plemental earthquake assistance bill, 
but not before slipping in $10 million 
for a train station in New York, $1.3 
million for Hawaiian sugar cane mills, 
and $20 million to add emp~oyees to the 
FBI in West Virginia. 

This list of abuses goes on and on and 
the taxpayers are stuck with the bill 
and asked to pay more of their fair 
share. I don't think they would think 
that their share should include Sl.1 
million for a national pig research fa­
cility in Iowa or $35 million to eradi­
cate screw worms in Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, tacking on these types 
of pet projects has become a runaway 
train and the American taxpayers are 
getting taken for a ride toward eco­
nomic disaster. Let us keep the train 
on the tracks. 

I urge all of my colleagues, on both 
sides of the aisle, to support this criti­
cal piece of legislation. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu­

ant to clause 12, rule I, the Chair de­
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 1 o'clock and 9 min­
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess 
until 2 p.m. 

D 1400 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. LINDER] at 2 p.m. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Open our eyes, 0 . gracious God, so 
that we may see the magnificence of 
Your creation; open our minds to the 
promises of Your true and lively word; 
open our ears to hear the words of oth­
ers and to listen to their thoughts and 
experiences; open our intellect so we 
can understand the mysteries of knowl­
edge and the fruits of wisdom, and open 
our hearts so we can love and forgive, 
so we can hope and have faith, so we 
can be thankful for all Your good gifts 
of life and the blessings of each new 
day. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House it's approval thereof. 

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­

tleman from Alabama [Mr. EVERETT] 
will please come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. EVERETT led the Pledge of Alle­
giance as follows: 

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

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM­
MITTEES AND SUBCOMMITTEES 
TO MEET TODAY DURING THE 5-
MINUTE RULE 
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
committees and their subcommittees 
be permitted to sit today while the 
House is meeting in the Committee of 
the Whole House under the 5-minute 
rule. 

The Committee on Economic and 
Educational Opportunities and the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the minority has been consulted, 
and that there is no objection to these 
requests. 

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, the gentleman is quite 
correct. The minority has been con­
sulted irl the case of the Committee on 
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Economic and Educational Opportuni­
ties and the Committee on the Judici­
ary. Once again we want to applaud the 
majority. This consultation, we think, 
is a very helpful and healthful process, 

·and we look forward to continuing it in 
the future. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva­
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate disagrees to the 
amendments of the House to the bill 
(S. 1) "An Act to curb the practice of 
imposing unfunded Federal mandates 
on States and local governments; to 
strengthen the partnership between the 
Federal Government and State, local 
and tribal governments; to end the im­
position, in the absence of full consid­
eration by Congress, of Federal man­
dates, on State, local, the tribal gov­
ernments without adequate funding, in 
a manner that may displace other es­
sential governmental priorities; and to 
ensure that the Federal Government 
pays the costs incurred by those gov­
ernments in complying with certain re­
quirements under Federal statutes and 
regulations, and for other purposes," 
agrees to the conference asked by the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
Mr. GLENN, and Mr. ExoN to be the con­
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM 1'HE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi­

dent of the United States was commu­
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH 
AMERICA 

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, our 
Contract With America states the fol­
lowing: 

On the first day of Congress, a Re­
publican House will: Force Congress to 
live under the same laws as everyone 
else; cut committee staffs by one-third, 
and cut the congressional budget; we 
have done that. 

It goes on to state that in the first 
100 days, we will vote on the following 
items: A balanced budget amendment-­
we have done this; unfunded Mandates 
Legislation-we have done this; Line­
item veto; a new crime bill to stop vio­
lent criminals; Welfare reform to en­
courage work, not dependence; family 

reinforcement to crack down on dead­
beat Dads and protect our children; 
Tax Cuts from Families to lift Govern­
ment's burden from middle income 
Americans; National Security Restora­
tion to Protect our Freedoms; Senior 
Citizens; Equity Act to allow our sen­
iors to work without Government pen­
alty; Government regulatory reform; 
commonsense legal Reform to end friv­
olous, lawsuits, and Congressional 
term limits to make congress a citizen 
legislature. 

This is our Contract With America. 

PRESIDENT'S BAILOUT OF MEXICO 
RAISES SERIOUS CONSTITU-
TIONAL QUESTIONS 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, if 
NAFTA is such a great deal, why do we 
have to bailout Mexico? That is the 
central question that must be answered 
before a single dime of our money is 
placed at risk. 

The $47 billion bailout is a raw deal 
for the American taxpayer. Adding in­
sult to injury, the President is taking 
an end run around the people's elected 
Representatives and unilaterally plac­
ing our money at risk. Since Congress 
controls the power of the purse, this 
action raises serious constitutional 
questions. 

A depression in the steel industry in 
the late 1970's and early 1980's cost the 
northwest Indiana district I represent 
50,000 good jobs. The U.S. Government 
did not bailout a single person who had 
a mortgage, a car payment, or children 
attending college. 

It is flat out wrong for our Govern­
ment to bail out Mexico without first 
seeking permission from the American 
people, through their elected Rep­
resentatives, whose money will be 
placed at risk. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge acceptance of Mr. 
TAYLOR'S privileged resolution so that 
we can find out what the bailout really 
means for the American taxpayer. 

WHAT TOOK US SO LONG 
(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, for 
years, the American people have sup­
ported the line-item veto as another 
tool to help control Government spend­
ing and balance the budget. In Novem­
ber 1994, a poll showed that 77 percent 
of the American people supported the 
line-item veto, and in 1992, a poll 
showed a 68-percent approval rating. 
With this kind of support for a good 
Government measure, I have to ask 
what took us so long? 

Putting aside any notion of partisan 
politics, the Republican majority has 

finally brought the line-item veto to 
the floor for a vote. We are delivering 
to the President a necessary tool to 
allow him to control Government 
spending and to kill pork-barrel poli­
tics. We are keeping our promise to the 
American people through our Contract 
With America. I hope my Democrat 
colleagues join me in supporting this 
legislation. Its time has finally come. 

WELFARE QUEENS AND THE WEL­
FARE KINGS OF THE CORPORATE 
WORLD 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
President's budget is already under at­
tack, and that is par for the course. 
There are people who are still blasting 
welfare queens, but keep in mind that 
AFDC helps American children and 
food stamps help feed America's poor. 

What bothers me is that no one talks 
about those welfare kings, with that 
$51 billion in direct subsidies to cor­
porations and $53 billion in tax breaks 
for fat cats. And no one talks about 
welfare kings. Check this out: $18 mil­
lion for Sunkist to sell orange juice; S5 
million for Gallo to sell wine; $1 mil­
lion for M&M to sell candy; half a mil­
lion to Ronald McDonald to sell chick­
en; and half a million to Campbell's 
Soups to sell V-8 juice. Beam me up, 
Mr. Speaker. 

President Clinton's budget may not 
be perfect, but it has a heart and it has 
a soul, and that may be just a good 
place to start our debate from. Think 
about that. 

TODAY'S VOTE ON THE. LINE-ITEM 
VETO: A PRESENT FOR EX­
PRESIDENT REAGAN 
(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, we are 
doing something today that the Demo­
crat-controlled Congress over the past 
40 years could never bring itself to do. 
Today we are going to vote on a line­
i tem veto to give the President, regard­
less of party affiliation, the ability to 
control spending and Government 
growth. The President will finally be 
able to exert the same power that 43 
Governors already enjoy-the line-item 
veto. 

I am proud to stand here today in 
support of this important budget-con­
trol issue. It finally took a Republican 
majority to bring this item to the floor 
for a vote. Let us pass the line-item 
veto and help eliminate unnecessary 
and wasteful Government spending. 

Happy birthday, President Reagan. 
You are finally getting the present you 
dreamed about. 
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THE MANY FACES OF POVERTY 
(Mr. HILLIARD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in favor of increasing the mini­
mum wage for the working poor, a 
group of individuals who are helping 
themselves but because of inflation and 
laws passed by governing bodies, in­
cluding this body, their wages have 
been eroded over the years. We must 
raise the minimum wage. 

Families headed by women are much 
more likely to be poor and for a longer 
period of time. For example, 35 percent 
of famiUes headed by women, as com­
pared to 7 percent of two-parent house­
holds, fell below the poverty level in a 
given month in 1990. 

These are the working poor, a group 
of individuals who have rejected wel­
fare and who are trying hard to make 
it. We must take them out of poverty. 
An increase in the minimum wage is 
only the first step. 

0 1410 

PASS THE LINE-ITEM VETO 
(Mr. EVERETT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, in a 
speech to the City Club of Cleveland a 
little over 7 years ago, former Presi­
dent Ronald Reagan had this to say 
about the line--item veto: "No Presi­
dent should be faced with the all-or­
nothing proposition. The time is here 
for giving the President the same thing 
that 43 Governors have-a line-item 
veto." 

Mr. Speaker, the Contract With 
America calls for a vote on the line­
i tem veto. Hopefully this measure will 
pass with the same measure of biparti­
san support that unfunded mandates 
did. 

President Reagan was right 7 years 
ago and his words are true today. 

Republicans are working hard to de­
liver on our promise to the American 
people to give the President a tool to 
help fight waste and redundancies in 
the Federal budget. 

INCREASE MINIMUM WAGE 
(Mr. WATT of North Carolina aaked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute, and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to commend the Presi­
dent on his proposal to increase the 
minimum wage and encourage my col­
leagues to have hearings on the pro­
posal and move it to passage imme­
diately. Over two-thirds of working 
people making the minimum wage are 
adults over 21 years of age. They work 

40 hours a week and still live below the basically protected. Medicare, Social 
poverty level. - Security, and Medicaid, so important 

Let us be blunt: All the current mini- to our State legislature right now, 
mum wage and 40 hours of work will would be protected. A class tax cut 
get you is poverty. That is shameful. would affect thousands of West Vir­
While the rich get richer over the last ginians, and would be paid for. 
15 years, the real value of the mini- Significantly, this budget will con­
mum wage has fallen 'J:1 percent since tinue the deficit reduction pattern of 
1979. If we expect working people to be reducing the deficit by one-half in rela­
responsible, we need work to pay. Let tion to our economy and with no tax 
us pass the President's proposal and in- increase this year. 
crease the minimum wage. I understand this budget will only be 

END THE BOTTOMLESS PIT: 
ENACT THE LINE-ITEM VETO 

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

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, for decades 
now Congress has treated the American 
taxpayer as an unlimited source for 
revenue. Congress has spent millions 
and ultimately billions of dollars on 
programs and policies which have lim­
ited our freedom and imperiled the dig­
nity of millions of Americans by 
entrapping them on welfare. · 

The spending habits of this body over 
the last quarter century has come at a 
terrible cost. The Federal Government 
has racked up almost $5 trillion in 
debt. This is the height of irrespon­
sibility. It is an utter disregard for fu­
ture generations. 

Mr. Speaker, today we will vote on 
the line-item veto. This measure will 
give the President the power to review 
our budgets and veto unneeded 
projects, and thus help eliminate budg­
etary fat. 

Last November the American people 
sent a clear message to this body. They 
said they were tired of the waste, tired 
of the deficits, tired of the mismanage­
ment, and thus tired of Government. · 

Mr. Speaker, in the last 4 weeks this 
body has worked on a bipartisan basis 
to pass unfunded mandates reform and 
a balanced budget amendment. Now we 
must pass the line-item veto on a simi­
lar basis and stop treating the Amer­
ican taxpayer as an unlimited bottom­
less pit. 

CUT FAT, NOT GROWTH 
(Mr. WISE asked and was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, make no 
mistake about it, the President's budg­
et coming to Congress today contains 
some serious cuts. For West Virginia, 

-the Appalachian Regional Commission, 
which is the underpinning of so many 
community development projects, is 
cut at least one-third. The Economic 
Development Administration, which 
recently provided the underpinnings as 
part of the Swearingen aircraft indus­
try deal, that would be cut 'J:1 percent. 
Veterans should know they would be 

the starting point and there will be ad­
ditional cuts, but I do hope that people 
understand we cannot be cutting 
growth at the same time we are cut­
ting fat. 

SUPPORT H.R. 2, THE LINE-ITEM 
VETO 

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

Mr. HEINEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 2, the 
line-item veto. 

With the passage of the balanced 
budget amendment, the 104th Congre8s 
has taken an important first step in 
controlling rampant Federal spending. 
Now we must take the next step-we 
must give the President the line-item 
veto. 

This past November, the people of my 
district-and the people all across 
America-voted for change. They sent 
a message loud and clear to Washing­
ton-it is about time we listened. 

Congress has abused the trust of the 
American people over and over again, 
spending far beyond its means. Now it 
is time to stop this runaway Federal 
spending and to regain the trust of the 
taxpayers. We can balance the budget. 
We can bring some fiscal restraint to 
the Federal budget process. 

It is time to change business as usual 
in this city. It is time to let the people 
know that we are serious about making 
this Government work for them. It is 
time to give the President of the Unit­
ed States the same power that 43 Gov­
ernors have to control spending. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to pass the 
line-item veto, and I say to my col­
leagues today-just do it. Vote for H.R. 
2, vote for the line-item veto-vote for 
common-cents fiscal reform. 

LINE-ITEM VETO A NECESSARY 
TOOL 

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

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the line-item veto. 
Opponents of the line-item veto say 
they believe it would take power away 
from Congress and give it to the Presi­
dent. But r see it as a way of taking 
JY.)Wer away· from pork-barrel programs 
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and giving it to people who want to cut 
spending and reduce the deficit. regard­
less of which side of Pennsylvania Ave­
nue they work on. and regardless of 
which party they call home. 

My only regret about the line-item 
veto we will pass later today is that it 
does not allow the President to veto 
pork in tax incentive programs. There 
is no difference between a program 
that appropriates $100 million to di­
rectly subsidize a certain activity and 
a tax incentive that cuts taxes by $100 
million for the same activity. Both in­
crease the deficit and neither is avail­
able to the average citizen. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
line-item veto. It is a good tool in the 
hands of both Republican and Demo­
cratic Presidents. 

REDUCE FEDERAL SPENDING 
(Mr. BAKER of California asked and 

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

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak­
er. if it is one thing the American peo­
ple have had their fill of. it is seeing 
their hard-earned tax dollars squan­
dered on frivolous special interest 
projects. Whether it is a $500 toilet seat 
for the military or $100 million inter­
state to nowhere. the American people 
have had it with paying for someone 
else's pork. 

Up until now America's real pork 
producers, referring, of course, to Con­
gress, has buried their pet pork 
projects in important legislation. That 
is why our line-item veto is such an 
important part of the Contract With 
America. It gives the President the 
power to search out and destroy waste­
ful spending before it starts. 

With the line-item veto, the buck 
isn't all that stops at the President's 
desk. The pork stops there too. Several 
minutes ago the President delivered to 
Congress his budget, which is out of 
balance by over $210 billion, the 27th 
year in a row. 

It is time the President and Congress 
worked together to reduce Federal 
spending. When Mr. Clinton ran for 
President, he said he wanted a line­
item veto. Our Contract With America 
gives him just that. 

Happy birthday, Ronald Reagan. 

SURGEON GENERAL NOMINEE HAS 
GOOD CREDENTIALS 

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think every American would agree that 
one of the most critical health prob­
lems we have in this Nation is the rag­
ing incidence of teen pregnancy. I was 
very proud when President Clinton 

came forward with a nominee for Sur­
geon General who has credentials that 
are better than almost any other 
American in dealing with this very im­
portant issue of teen pregnancy. Dr. 
Henry Foster, Jr., is a very distin­
guished Ob-Gyn in Tennessee who has 
worked in the housing projects, who 
has worked in his State tirelessly to 
tackle teen pregnancy, and this coun­
try could make great strides with his 
knowledge. 

How sad I am that some people on 
the other side want to treat this Presi­
dent as though he is road kill. They are 
saying they will not deal with this 
nominee because of his associations 
with Planned Parenthood of America. 

Now, I thought the right to free asso­
ciation still stood. I think that 
Planned Parenthood of America is a 
very honorable group to be associated 
with. and I certainly hope they change 
their mind. 

SUPPORT FOR RAISING THE 
MINIMUM WAGE 

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

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of an increase in the mini­
mum wage by 45 cents over each of the 
next 2 years. I spoke last week on this 
issue. However. due to new opposition 
and a new Republican proposal. I find 
it necessary to address the minimum 
wage increase again. 

The proposal was offered by Senator 
DOLE to strike a deal with Democrats 
whereby we would support a capital 
gains tax cut in return for support of 
the increase in the minimum wage. 
This is ludicrous and it clearly dem­
onstrates the sharp differences between 
the two parties. 

Mr. Speaker. the Democratic Party is 
not interested in making deals that 
would give a tax cut to the richest in 
our society. When we are trying to 
break the cycle of welfare dependency. 
our Republican colleagues are·trying to 
ensure that the wealthy are protected 
from paying their fair share. 

The January 29 issue of the Washing­
ton Post, they state that "Republicans 
want to replace welfare with work." If 
we do not increase the minimum wage, 
we are making that even harder. 

ONE FOR THE GIPPER 
(Mr. BUNN of Oregon asked and was 

given permission to address the 
0

House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
today is Ronald Reagan's birthday. As 
one of our greatest Presidents, Ronald 
Reagan won the cold war. expanded the 
economy, and restored America's faith 
in herself. He inspired us because in his 

heart, he knew the American people 
were crying our for a smaller Govern­
ment, lower taxes, and a strong de-­
tense. 

Ronald Reagan fought for these goals 
over the unending objections of a do 
nothing Democrat Congress. Now, as he 
fights against the cruel indignities of 
Alzheimers disease, a Republican Con­
gress meets to take up the line-item 
veto. 

Mr. Speaker. I cannot imagine a 
more appropriate birthday present 
than the passage of the line-item veto 
Ronald Reagan so desired, and so de­
served. So, to my friends on the Repub­
lican side of the aisle-let us go to 
work, pass the line-item veto, and win 
one for the Gipper! 

MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE 
(Mr. KLINK asked as was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
also to talk about the increase in the 
minimum wage. 

I was talking to a woman from my 
district on Friday. She said, "Congress­
man KLINK. I don't want to be forced to 
go on welfare." And then she listed off 
the expenses that she would have to 
pay when she goes to work, with child 
care and with her rent and with food 
and with transportation costs. 

And she said, "for $4.25. I can't afford 
to go to work; I don't want to go on 
welfare." 

In fact, that is the position so many 
people find themselves in. They want 
the pride of going to work each day, of 
having sweat on their brow at the end 
of the day and talking about a job well 
done. They want to get some cUscipline · 
back in their lives again. But at $4.25 
an hour, they just cannot afford to do 
that. 

I think it is among Members of this 
House and the other body also to say to 
people that $4.25 an hour is not a liv­
able wage and to increase the mini­
mum wage of this Nation. 

LINE-ITEM VETO: AN IDEA WHOSE 
TIME HAS FINALLY COME 

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker. today we 
will vote to add one more disciplinary 
tool to the budget and appropriations 
process. the line-item veto. Along with 

·· the balanced budget amendment, which 
we passed 2 weeks ago, the line-item 
veto will help bring fiscal sanity to 
Congress' out-of-control spend-a-thon 
over the last 40 years. 

Former President Ronald Reagan 
used to say the line-item veto was not 
a partisan issue but a good-government 
issue. Unfortunately, the Democrat-
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controlled Congress refused, refused to 
put aside partisan differences to pass 
this important legislation. But today 
we will finally throw aside partisan 
politics. We will pass this good-gove1'}­
ment measure. 

Happy birthday, Ronald Reagan. The 
line-item veto is an idea whose time 
has come. It is too bad we could not 
have done this years ago when Ronald 
Reagan was President. 

LINE-ITEM VETO WILL HELP CUT 
WASTEFUL SPENDING 

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

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, 
today we will note on H.R. 2, the Line­
Item Veto Act. Having recently cast a 
historic vote to pass the balanced 
budget amendment, we are on our way 
to sound fiscal management. But if we 
are genuinely interested in bringing 
the Federal budget under control, we 
must look at additional means of re­
straining spending. H.R. 2 is an impor­
tant tool in this process. 

H.R. 2 gives the President true line­
item veto authority, empowering him 
to disallow specific items in spending 
bills without having to veto the entire 
legislation-which may contain worth­
while and necessary programs. Perhaps 
more importantly, H.R. 2 places the 
burden on Congress to act initially to 
reject a President's rescission message. 

Too often, spending bills passed by 
Congress contain items, especially 
pork-barrel projects, that would not 
stand up to the test of an individual 
vote. If used in a conscientious man­
ner, the authority that H.R. 2 confers 
on the President could indeed help ef­
fectively cut wasteful spending out of 
the Federal budget. 

I support H.R. 2 and urge my col­
leagues to likewise support this impor­
tant measure. 

RESTORE SANITY AND ACCOUNT­
ABILITY TO FEDERAL SPENDING 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, here 
is a list of good reasons why the line­
i tem veto must be passed: 

A $58 million bailout of George 
Steinbrenner's shipbuilding company; 
$15 million for never-authorized court­
houses which were opposed by the Fed., 
eral judges whom they were built for; 
$11.5 million to upgrade a powerplant 
for the soon-to-be-closed Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard; and $35 million to 
eradicate screwworms in Mexico. 

It is time to end the spending sprees 
and get off the pork-barrel merry-go­
round. The American people are watch­
ing and they are demanding greater ac­
countability in the budget process. We 

should pass the line-item veto with the 
same bip~rtisan majorities that the un­
funded mandates and the balanced 
budget amendm~nt had. 

Mr. Speaker, the line-item veto is a 
no-brainer. We need it; the American 
people want it. And we should act now 
to restore sanity and accountability to 
Federal spending. 

AND THE BEAT GOES ON 
(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH . . Mr. Speaker, that 
sound you hear from the other side of 
the aisle is the last drumbeat of the old 
order. Our liberal friends continue to 
march to the beat of Government man­
dates, Government spending, and Gov­
ernment taxing. That is why they are 
so quick to endorse an increase in the 
minimum wage, so quick to oppose the 
balanced budget amendment, so des­
perate in their opposition to the line­
item veto. 

But the American people are march­
ing to the beat of a different drummer. 
They look to the future and to us for 
new solutions, smaller Government and 
fewer mandates. 

The American people want the pri­
vate sector to be able to create jobs 
that pay more than just the minimum 
wage. They want a future free of non­
sensical, repetitive, and unproductive 
regulations. And that is why the people 
voted against liberal Democrats in 
overwhelming numbers last November. 

Mr. Speaker, the tired, old drumbeat 
of bigger Government, bigger taxes, 
and bigger spending goes on. Thank­
fully, the American people have 
stopped listening. They have started 
reading the "Contract With America," 
soon to be No. 1 on the best seller list 
and the No. 1 priority of this New Re­
publican Congress. 
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RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE 
WILL HELP MAKE WORK PAY 

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I re­
ceived a letter last week from Harvey 
Nehring, who lives in Farmington, NM. 
Harvey cannot understand how any­
body could even think of opposing a 
raise in the minimum wage. 

Harvey stated that people who op­
pose an increase in the minimum wage 
do not realize that it costs the working 
poor $40 an hour to get their car re­
paired and S60 an hour to fix their 
plumbing. The working poor have no 
health insurance, no retirement bene­
fits. They receive no gifts from lobby­
ists, and do not receive frequent flyer 

miles. In Harvey's words, the working 
poor are simply honest Americans who 
work hard to keep this country going. 

Mr. Speaker, raising the minimum 
wage is a bipartisan issue. In 1989, the 
vote on increasing the minimum wage 
was 382 to 37 in the House. It was pro­
posed by then President Bush. Mr. 
Speaker, we should all agree that in 
order to get people off welfare, we need 
to give them a salary that will help 
their ends meet. 

Mr. Speaker, I agree with Harvey. 
Let us raise the minimum wage. 

THE TAXPAYER WILL BE THE 
WINNER WITH THE LINE-ITEM 
VETO 
(Mr. JONES asked and was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, last fall, we 
asked the American people to vote for,.. 
us, the Republican Party, and in re­
turn, we would change the way Con­
gress does business. We promised a 
three-part attack consisting of change, 
reform, and fiscal accountability. 

We pledged to adopt the Fiscal Re­
sponsibility Act, combining the bal­
anced budget amendment and the line­
item veto. Two weeks ago: we soundly 
passed the balanced budget amend­
ment, and now it is our responsibility, 
to pass the line-item veto. 

The bill continues the fight we began 
for the American people in January. 
The veto requires Congress to justify 
or eliminate all spending projects. Ul­
timately, it changes business as usual, 
no longer will the President blindly 
sign a bill with hidden pork projects. 

It is the ultimate budget reform ini­
tiative. Let us continue the fight and 
pass this much needed -legislation. The 
taxpayer will be the definite winner. 

INCREASING THE BUDGET DOES 
NOT CUT SPENDING 

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

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to call attention to the spending 
increases in the budget recently pro­
posed by President Clinton. Only in 
Washington, DC, would we look at 
spending increases from year to year 
and talk about budget cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, look at the numbers. In 
fiscal year 1995, we will spend $1,539 bil­
lion. In fiscal year 1996, if we do as the 
President has proposed, that number 
goes to $1,612 billion. Mr. Speaker, that 
is a spending increase of $73 billion, 
and all I am hearing discussion about 
is how we have cut spending. We have 
not cut spending, we have increased 
spending by $73 billion. 

Carry this thing out to the year 2000. 
In the fiscal year 2000, if we do as is 
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proposed today in the President's budg­
et we will spend $1,905 billion. That is 
an increase of $366 billion. We have not 
cut spending, Mr. Speaker, we are in­
creasing spending. It is about time the 
American people knew what was going 
on here, so we can get down to the seri­
ous business of balancing this budget. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. We 
must do better. Our children deserve it. 

A PROMISE TO FORMER PRESI­
DENT REAGAN: THE HOUSE WILL 
PASS THE LINE-ITEM VETO 
(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
Republicans have promised a lot lately. 
We promised to make Congress subject 
to the same laws that the rest of the 
American people have to live with. We 
kept that promise. We promised to give 
the American people a balanced budget 
amendment. We kept that promise. We 
promised to put an end to burdensome 
unfunded mandates, and we kept that 
promise. 

Mr. Speaker, Republicans are keep­
ing every single promise we have made 
to the American people. Today we will 
fulfill another promise by voting and 
passing the line-item veto. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make 
one more promise. Seven years ago 
President Ronald Reagan delivered his 
final State of the Union Address. He 
asked Congress to give the future 
Presidents the line-item veto. He would 
not have it, but he was asking for the 
American people and for every Presi­
dent to come after him to have that op­
portunity. 

I promise to him on his 84th birthday 
today that we will give the President 
of the United States the line-item veto. 
I ask my colleagues to vote in favor of 
that today. 

CONGRESS MUST RESTORE THE 25-
PERCENT DEDUCTION FOR 
HEALTH CARE EXPENSES TO 
FARMERS AND SMALL BUSINESS 
PEOPLE 
(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to vote today for the line-item 
veto. Two summers ago in the State of 
Iowa when we had floods, we saw the 
disaster bill pay for courthouses in 
New York and strips of highway in 
West Virginia. However, I want to ad­
dress another issue, also. I rise today 
to express the frustration of the people 
of Iowa over the failure 0°f this body to 
restore the 25-percent deduction for 
health care expenses for self-employed 
individuals. 

America's farmers, the heart and 
soul of this Nation, do not qualify for 

the same tax deduction for health care 
expenses which are available to em­
ployees of large corporations. Instead, 
they are provided with only a thin 25-
percent deduction, and that expired at 
the end of 1993. Congress has still failed 
to take the steps necessary to restore 
this. 

Mr. Speaker, farmers and other self­
employed individuals across the State 
of Iowa and the rest of America are 
waiting for this important tax provi­
sion to be extended. At a time when 
every Member of Congress is working 
to expand this health care insurance, 
we must make this available again. 

URGING CONGRESS TO DO JUSTICE 
TO RONALD REAGAN'S BffiTH­
DAY AND PASS A STRONG LINE­
ITEM VETO 
(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
join all of our colleagues this afternoon 
who have endorsed the line-item veto 
and are going to be voting for it today. 
I think it is important to recall the 
exact words of President Reagan when 
he was here January 21, 1988, and asked 
the House to do that. He said: 

Let's help ensure our future prosperity by 
giving the President a tool that, though I 
will not get to use it, is one I know future 
Presidents of either party must have. 

Give the President the same authority 
that 43 Governors use in their States: The 
right to reach into massive appropriation 
bills, pare away the waste, and enforce budg­
et discipline. Let's approve the line-item 
veto. 

Today we are going to carry that 
through on the President's wishes. Mr. 
Speaker, the line-item veto is an in­
valuable instrument in the arsenal to 
cut Government spending, and an abso­
lute necessity to give the Congress the 
discipline we need to change the spend­
ing culture in Washington. 

I applaud my colleagues for putting 
forth the hard work and finally bring­
ing us to the line-item veto which we 
will face today. 

KEEP MOVING FORWARD ON THE 
CONTRACT-SUPPORT THE LINE­
ITEM VETO 
(Mr. LATHAM asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) · 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
encourage my colleagues to take the 
next step forward on fulfilling the Con­
tract With America and approve the 
Presidential line-item veto. 

During meetings with constituents 
over the last several weeks, I have been 
extremely pleased to hear their mes­
sage. They say "We see you working 
hard, making real changes and keeping 

your promises, and we like what we are 
watching." 

The line-item veto is the next step in 
making it harder for Congress to tax, 
spend and pile up debt. Asking the 
President to cut unnecessary spending 
without line-item veto is like asking a 
surgeon to do this work with a meat 
ax. His prospects for success are so 
slim, the most likely result is that he 
will not take the chance. That is why 
we need to provide him with a preci­
sbn instrument, the line-item veto. 

Members of Congress should not be 
afraid of the line-item veto or any 
other tool that increases accountabil­
ity. By making ourselves more ac­
countable, we are winning back the 
people's trust. And that is the most im­
portant tool in any democracy. 

RAISING SPENDING IS NOT A 
SPENDING CUT 

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, in 
President Clinton's State of the Union 
that he gave just about 2 weeks ago in 
this Chamber, this is what he said: 
"Should we cut the deficit more? Well, 
of course we should.'' As many of the 
Members will remember, that was a 
great line, and many a lot of us ap­
plauded. However, his 1996 fiscal year 
budget came in, and the question is, 
why did he not? 

I wonder, Mr. Speaker, does the Clin­
ton administration still have as its 
highest priority reduced spending? Not 
only does his budget ring up almost 
$200 billion in deficit for fiscal year 
1996, but it projects deficits of almost 
$200 billion every year to the year 2005. 
It uses the same old accounting gim­
micks that we have seen before, and it 
claims $144 billion in cuts in Federal 
spending over 5 years. The reality is 
that in fiscal year 1996 alone, the ad­
ministration proposed increasing 
spending by $50 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, do we have to say it 
again? Raising spending by less than 
we plan is not a spending cut. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S BUDGET 
INCREASES THE DEFICIT 

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak­
er, Members of Congress were given the 
President's budget today, and once we 
look at that budget, I hope every Mem­
ber, Republican and Democrat, as well 
as the American people, will be as 
upset as I am as I have gone through 
this budget. 

Here is what I see: Spending every 
year goes up faster than inflation. 
Even the so-called reductions are gim­
mick accounting. They are not truly 
reductions. 
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Let me tell the Members what hap­

pens to the national debt. 

0 1440 
At the end of 1994, the national pub­

lic debt of this country was $4.6 tril­
lion. This budget, by the year 2000, in­
creases the debt to $6.67 trillion, from 
$4.6 to $6.67 trillion in this 5-year pe­
riod. Ladies and gentlemen, the inter­
est on the public debt this year is going 
to be $339 billion. That is 25 percent of 
all revenues coming into the Federal 
Government. 

We have to do it better. Let us do it. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be­
fore the House the following commu­
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, February 3, 1995. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives. 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per­

mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the 
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, I 
have the honor to transmit a sealed envelope 
received. from the White House on Friday, 
February 3, 1995 at 4:30 p.m. and said to con­
tain a message from the President whereby 
he informs the Congress of his intent to add 
Armenia to the list of beneficiary developing 
countries for the purposes of the generalized 
system of preferences program. 

With great respect, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

ROBIN H. CARLE, 
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives. 

ADDITION OF ARMENIA TO LIST 
OF BENEFICIARIES UNDER THE 
GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF PREF­
ERENCES-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 104-26) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be­

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means and ordered to be 
pri'nted. 

To 'the Congress of the United States: 
The Generalized System of Pref­

erences (GSP) program offers duty-free 
treatment to specified products that 
are imported from designated bene­
ficiary countries. It is authorized by 
the Trade Act of 1974, as amended. 

I am writing to inform you of my in­
tent to add Armenia to the list of bene­
ficiary developing countries for pur­
poses of the GSP program. I have care­
fully considered the criteria identified 
in sections 501 and 502 of the Trade Act 
of 1974. In light of these criteria, I have 
determined that it is appropriate to ex­
tend GSP benefits to Armenia. 

I am also writing to inform you of 
my decision to terminate the designa­
tion of The Bahamas and the designa­
tion of Israel as beneficiary developing 
countries for purposes of the GSP pro­
gram. Pursuant to section 504(1) of the 
Trade Act of 1974, I have determined 
that the per capita gross national prod­
ucts of The Bahamas and of Israel have 
exceeded the applicable limit provided 
for in section 504(f). Accordingly, I 
have determined that it is appropriate 
to terminate the designation of The 
Bahamas and Israel as GSP bene­
ficiaries. 

This notice is submitted in accord­
ance with sections 502(a)(l) and 
502(a)(2) of the Trade Act of 1974. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WmTE HOUSE, February 3, 1995. 

UNITED STATES BUDGET, FISCAL 
YEAR 1996--MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 104-3) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be­

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
The 1996 Budget, which I am trans­

mitting to you with this message, 
builds on the Administration's strong 
record of economic progress during the 
past two years and seeks to create a 
brighter future for all Americans. 

When I took office two years ago, the 
economy was suffering from slow 
growth, inadequate investment, and 
very low levels of job creation. We 
moved quickly and vigorously to ad­
dress these problems. Working with 
Congress in 1993, we enacted the largest 
deficit reduction package in history. 
We cut Federal spending by $255 billion 
over five years, cut taxes for 40 million 
low- and moderate-income Americans, 
and made 90 percent of small business 
eligible for tax relief, while increasing 
income tax rates only on the wealthi­
est 1.2 percent of Americans. And while 
we placed a tight "freeze" on overall 
discretionary spending at 1993 levels, 
we shifted spending toward invest­
ments in human and physical capital 
that will help secure our future. 

As we fought for our budget and eco­
nomic policies, we moved aggressively 
to open world markets for American 
goods and services. We negotiated the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
with Canada and Mexico, concluded ne­
gotiations over the Uruguay Round of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, and worked with Congress to 
enact implementing legislation for 
both. 

Our economic plan helped bring the 
deficit down from $290 billion in 1992, 'to 

$203 billion in 1994, to a projected $193 
billion this year-providing three 
straight years of deficit reduction for 
the first time since Harry Truman was 
President. Measured as a percentage of 
our economy-that is, Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP}--our plan will cut the 
deficit in half. 

By reassuring the financial markets 
that we were serious about getting our 
fiscal house in order, our plan also low­
ered interest rates while holding infla­
tion in check. That helped to stimulate 
private investment and exports, and 
sparked the creation of 5.6 million new 
jobs-more than twice the number in 
the previous four years. 

Now that we have brought the deficit 
down, we have no intention of turning 
back. My budget keeps us on the course 
of fiscal discipline by proposing $81 bil­
lion in additional deficit reduction 
through the year 2000. I am proposing 
to save $23 billion by reinventing Cabi­
net departments and two other major 
agencies, · to save $2 billion by ending 
more than 130 programs altogether, 
and to provide better service to Ameri­
cans by consolidating more than 270 
other programs. Under my plan, the 
deficit will continue to fall as a per­
centage of GDP to 2.1 percent, reaching 
its lowest level since 1979. 

Despite our strong economic record, 
however, many Americans have not 
shared in the fruits of recovery. 
Though these Americans are working 
harder and harder, their incomes are 
either stagnant or falling. The problem 
is particularly acute among those with 
less education or fewer of the skills 
needed to compete in an increasingly 
global economy. To build a more pros­
perous America, one with rising living 
standards for all Americans, we must 
turn our attention to those who have 
not benefited from the current recov­
ery. 

My budget proposes to do that. 
PROMOTING A RISING STANDARD OF LIVING FOR 

ALL AMERICANS 
I am proposing a Middle Class Bill of 

Rights, which will provide tax relief to 
middle-income Americans. The Middle 
Class Bill of Rights includes a $500 per 
child tax credit for middle-income fam­
ilies with children under 13; expands 
eligibility for Individual Retirement 
Accounts and allows families to make 
penalty-free withdrawals for a range of 
educational, housing, and medical 
needs; and offers a tax deduction for 
the costs of college, university, or vo­
cational education. Also as part of my 
Middle Class Bill of Rights, I am pro­
posing to revamp our confusing array 
of job training programs by consolidat­
ing some 70 of them. In my G.I. Bill for 
America's Workers, I propose to offer 
dislocated and low-income workers 
"Skill grants" through which they can 
make their own choices about the 
training they need to find new and bet­
ter jobs. 
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The G.I. Bill for America's Workers 

is the final element of my effort to im­
prove the education and skills of Amer­
icans, enabling them to compete in the 
economy of today and tomorrow. In the 
last two years, we enacted Goals 2000 to 
encourage States and localities to re­
form their education systems; re­
vamped the student loan program to 
make post-secondary education afford­
able to more Americans; and pushed 
successfully for the School-to-Work 
program that enables young Americans 
to move more easily from high school 
to training or more education. 

And I am proposing to pay for this 
Middle Class Bill of Rights with spe­
cific spending cuts. In fact, I am pro­
posing enough spending cuts to provide 
more than twice as much in budget 
savings---$144 billion-as the tax cuts 
will cost-$63 billion-over five years. 

CREATING OPPORTUNITY AND ENCOURAGING 
RESPONSIBILITY 

By itself, the Federal Government 
cannot rebuild America's communities. 
What it can do is give communities 
some of the tools and resources to ad­
dress their problems in their own way. 
My national service program provides 
incentives for Americans of all ages to 
volunteer their services in local com­
munities across the country, and earn 
money for their own education. The 
budget proposes to invest more in our 
urban centers as well as in rural areas, 
and to continue our efforts to build 
stronger government-to-government 
relations with American Indian and 
Alaska Native Tribes. And I will work 
with Congress to enact comprehensive 
welfare reform that embodies the prin­
ciples of work and responsibility for 
abled-bodied recipients, while protect­
ing their children. 

My Administration has worked with 
State and local law enforcement agen­
cies to help retake the streets from the 
criminals and drug dealers who, in far 
too many places, now control them. 
Congress enacted my crime bill last 
year, . finally answering the cries of 
Americans after too many years of de­
bate and gridlock. We pushed success­
fully for the "three strikes and you're 
out" rule for violent criminals, and we 
are making significant progress on my 
promise to put 100,000 more police on 
the street. Congress also passed the 
long-overdue Brady Bill, which pro­
vides for background checks that will 
keep guns out of the hands of crimi­
nals. In this budget, I am proposing 
new funds with which States and local­
ities can hire more police, build more 
space in prisons and boot camps, invest 
in prevention programs for first-time 
offenders, and provide drug treatment 
for many more drug users. 

My Administration inherited deep­
seated problems with the immigration 
system, and we have gone a long way 
toward addressing them. This budget 
proposes the strongest efforts yet, in­
cluding funds for over 1,000 new Border 

Patrol agents, inspectors, and support 
staff. While working to fulfill the Fed­
eral Government's responsibility to se­
cure our borders against illegal immi­
gration, the budget also proposes funds 
to assist States that are unduly bur­
dened with the health, education, and 
prison-related costs associated with il­
legal immigrants. 

We must redouble our efforts to pro­
tect the environment. My Administra­
tion has sought more innovative, effec­
tive approaches to do so, and this budg­
et would build upon them. In particu­
lar, I am proposing to work more with 
State and local governments, busi­
nesses, and environmental groups on 
collaborative efforts, while seeking 
more funds for high-priority programs. 

Because investments in science and 
technology pay off in higher productiv­
ity and living standards down the road, 
I am seeking significant new funding 
for the Advanced Technology Program 
at the Commerce Department's Na­
tional Institute of Standards and Tech­
nology, NASA's New Technology In­
vestments, the Defense Department's 
Technology Reinvestment Project, bio­
medical research at the National Insti­
tutes of Health, and research and de­
velopment at the National Science 
Foundation. I am also seeking to 
strengthen our coordinated efforts 
through the Administration's National 
Science and Technology Council and to 
improve the payment system for feder­
ally-sponsored research at colleges and 
universities. 

I remain committed to comprehen­
sive health care reform. The problems 
that prompted me to send Congress the 
Health Security Act in November 1993 
have not gone away. Health care costs 
have continued to soar for individuals, 
businesses, and all levels of govern­
ment. More Americans are losing their 
health coverage each year, and many 
others are staying in jobs only out of 
fear of losing their own coverage. I am 
asking Congress to work with me on a 
bipartisan basis, to take the first steps 
toward guaranteeing health care cov­
erage to every American while contain­
ing costs. 

PROJECTING AMERICAN LEADERSHIP AROUND 
THE WORLD 

We have begun the post-Cold War era 
and welcome one of its most signifi­
cant fruits-the continuing efforts of 
Russia and the newly-independent 
states to move toward democracy and 
economic freedom. We propose to con­
tinue our support for this fundamental 
change that clearly serves the Nation's 
long-term interests. 

My proposals for international affairs 
also promote and defend this Nation's 
vital interests in Central Europe, the 
Middle East, and Asia. The budget sup­
ports the important role we play infos­
tering our historic peace process in the 
Middle East. 

With the global economy offering the 
prospect of new markets for American 

goods, we are redoubling our efforts to 
promote an open trading system · in 
Asia, as well as in Latin America and 
the rest of the globe. I am, for in­
stance, proposing increased funding for 
our trade promotion agencies, such as 
the Export-Import Bank, which 
strengthen our trade position. I am 
also asking for continued support for 
the bilateral and multilateral assist­
ance to less-developed nations that can 
prevent humanitarian crises, as well as 
support for a strong American response 
to these crises. 

Our military strength works in syn­
ergy with our foreign policy. Our forces 
defend our interests, deterring poten­
tial adversaries· and reassuring our 
friends. My Defense Funding Initiative, 
a $25 billion increase in defense spend­
ing over the next 6 years, marks the 
third time that I have raised defense 
spending above my initial funding plan 
in order to support and maintain the 
most capable military -force in the 
world. I am determined to ensure a 
high level of readiness of U.S. military 
forces, to continue to improve the pay 
and quality of life for the men and 
women who serve, and to ensure that 
our forces are modernized with new 
systems that will be available near the 
end of the century. 

MAKING GOVERNMENT WORK 

None of our efforts can fully succeed 
unless we make Government work for 
all Americans. We have made great 
progress with the National Perform­
ance Review (NPR), which I established 
early in the Administration and which 
Vice President Gore has so ably run at 
my direction. 

Specifically, departments and agen­
cies across the Government have made 
substantial progress on each of the 
NPR's four themes: putting customers 
first, empowering employees to get re­
sults, cutting red tape, and cutting 
back to basics. The departments and 
agencies have established customer 
service standards and streamlined their 
operations. They also are working with 
my Office of Management and Budget 
to focus more on "performance"-what 
Federal programs actually accomplish. 
And they are doing all this while we 
are cutting the Federal workforce by 
272,900 positions, bringing it to its 
smallest size since John Kennedy was 
President. 

We also greatly improved the Federal 
regulatory system, opening it up more 
to public scrutiny. We plan to build 
upon our efforts, to make sure that we 
are protecting the public while not un­
duly burdening any one industry or 
group. We also overhauled the Federal 
procurement system, cutting moun­
tains of red tape and enabling the Gov­
ernment to buy high-quality goods and 
services at lower cost. 

Despite such progress, however, we 
are only beginning our ef(orts. I re­
cently announced a major restructur­
ing of the Departments of Housing and 
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Urban Development, Energy, and 
Transportation, the General Services 
Administration, and the Office of Per­
sonnel Management. The budget con­
tains details of these restructurings 
and our related proposals that affect 
hundreds of other programs. 

In the coming months, the Vice 
President will lead .Phase II of our cru­
sade to reinvent Government-an effort 
to identify other agencies and· pro­
grams to restructure or terminate, to 
sort out responsibilities among the 
Federal, State, and local levels of gov­
ernment, and to choose functions bet­
ter performed by the private sector. 

CONCLUSION 

Our agenda is working. By cutting 
the budget deficit, investing in our peo­
ple, and opening world markets, we 
have begun to lay the foundation for a 
strong economy for years to come. And 
by reinventing the Federal Govern­
ment, cutting red tape and layers of 
management, we have begun to make 
Government more responsive to the 
American people. 

This budget seeks to build upon those 
efforts. It seeks to spread the benefits 
of our economic recovery to more 
Americans and give them the tools to 
build a brighter future for themselves. 
It also seeks to continue our reinven­
tion efforts-to eliminate or restruc­
ture agencies and programs, and to bet­
ter sort out responsibilities among the 
Federal, State, and local levels of gov­
ernment. 

These proposals will help us to create 
a stronger economy and more effective 
Government. I will ask for Congress's 
help in these efforts. 

WILLIAM J . CLINTON. 
THE WlilTE HOUSE, February 6, 1995. 

VOTE FOR THE LINE-ITEM VETO 
(Mr. SANFORD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
before you and the rest of this body to 
encourage the adoption of · the line­
i tem veto. In fact, I have a scary cou­
ple of numbers here in front of me. 

What do $1.75 million for national pig 
research have in common with Sl.7 mil­
lion for plant stress have in common 
with $600,000 to ease fish migration up 
a western river? The thing they all 
have in common is I cannot do any­
thing about them. 

I came here to affect the way Govern­
ment is spending money, and yet the 
way Congress works is that I cannot 
get my hands on them. 

The line-item veto would allow the 
President to do what 43 Governors can 
do, and that is to reach in, say this is 
a piece of fat, it does not make sense 
and it needs to go. 

Please vote with me for.the line-item 
veto. 

LINE-ITEM VETO ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu­

ant to House Resolution 55 and rule 
XXIll, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2. 

D 1445 
IN THE COMMI'ITEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it­
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2), to 
give the President line-item veto au­
thority over appropriation Acts and 
targeted tax benefits in revenue Acts, 
with Mr. HOBSON (chairman pro tem­
po re) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Friday, February 3, 1995, the amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] had been dis­
posed of and the bill was open for 
amendment at any point. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
Friday, February 3, 1995, only the fol­
lowing further amendments, if offered, 
will be considered: 

An amendment by the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. ORTON] debatable for 1 
hour; 

An amendment by the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. WATERS] debat­
able for 30 minutes; 

An amendment by the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] debatable 
for 30 minutes; 

An amendment by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] debatable 
for 30 minutes; 

An amendment in the nature of a 
substitute by the gentlewoman from 
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] debatable 
for 1 hour; and 

An amendment in the nature of a 
substitute by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] debatable for 1 
hour. 

No amendment to the specified 
amendments are in order. Debate on 
each amendment will be equally di­
vided and controlled by the proponent 
and an opponent of the amendment. 

The chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment. 

The chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may reduce to not less than 
5 minutes the time for voting by elec­
tronic device on any postponed ques­
tion that immediately follows another 
vote by electronic device without in­
tervening business, provided that the 
time for voting by electronic device on 
the first in any series of questions shall 
not be less than 15 minutes. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. ORTON] rise? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ORTON 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ORTON: At the 
end of section 4, add the following new para­
graph: 

(5) The term "discretionary budget author­
ity" includes authority to enter into con­
tracts under which the United States is obli­
gated to make outlays, the budget authority 
for which is not provided in advance by ap­
propriations Acts. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu­
ant to the unanimous consent request, 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Will 
the gentleman please state his par­
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to make sure that we under­
stood the rule the Chair read in its en­
tirety. It was also our understanding, I 
believe the gentleman would agree, 
there would be no secondary amend­
ments offered on votes that were going 
to be held and amendments that were 
going to be held for rolling; is that a 
correct assumption? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, no secondary amendments are 
in order. 

Mr. GOSS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 8 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I am a Member who 

has supported the line-item veto since 
before being elected to Congress. This 
is not a partisan issue, and the line­
item veto did not begin with the Con­
tract With America. Many Members on 
both sides of the aisle support the line­
i tem veto and many new Members have 
come to the floor of the House today to 
support the line-item veto. 

I would ask those new Members espe­
cially to carefully consider the amend­
ment which I now offer. It will be very 
difficult to explain a "no" vote against 
this amendment which does not weak­
en but strengthens the President's line­
item veto. 

The purpose of H.R. 2, the line-item 
veto, is to single out specific projects 
of pork barrel spending which are 
tacked on to larger billions. In fact, 
last Friday Chairman CLINGER, in ac­
cepting the Obey amendment said that 
the purpose of the bill was to "get at 
pork wherever and whenever it may 
occur." My amendment does that in a 
very simple and straightforward man­
ner. It states, "the term discretionary 
budget authority includes authority to 
enter into contracts under which the 
United States is obligated to make out­
lays, the budget authority for which is 
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not provided in advance by appropria­
tions Acts." 
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The most visible type of pork-barrel 

spending are the earmarked projects 
tucked neatly into large appropriation 
bills. H.R. 2 will subject this type of 
pork to line-item veto. 

We are also aware of targeted tax ex­
penditures wherein a limited group of 
taxpayers get a special deduction or 
credit. H.R. 2 will subject some of this 
pork to line-item veto. 

However, there is a third type of pork 
which H.R. 2 does not reach without 
my amendment. It is direct spending 
which is not appropriated in advance 
but, rather, is obligated under contract 
authority. The most common types of 
contract authority spending are trans­
portation projects authorized by the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee which are not appropriated 
but, rather, spent directly from the 
trust funds. 

Most funding under the Federal Aid 
Highways Program goes out to the 
States by formula based upon total 
highway miles, transportation tax rev­
enues, et cetera. This spending is in­
cluded in the annual 602(b) caps, and 
the Appropriation Committee limits 
the total amount which can be ex­
pended under such contract authority. 

However, the Transportation Com­
mittee also earmarks certain dem­
onstration projects. Demonstration 
projects are not subject to appropria­
tions limitations but are subject to the 
spending caps. Therefore, and this is 
critical, any dollar spent on a dem­
onstration project is a dollar which 
cannot be given to the States under the 
general formula law. Demonstration 
projects are priorities set by Washing­
ton, DC, while projects funded under 
the general formula are priorities set 
by State and local governments. 

In a "Dear Colleague" letter oppos­
ing my amendment, last Friday it was 
suggested that contract authority is 
spent from trust funds and does not 
contribute to the deficit. Therefore, it 
should not be subject to the line-item 
veto. I would suggest this is ridiculous. 

Should we be any less concerned over 
wasteful spending from the trust funds 
than we are wasteful spending from the 
general Treasury? Cutting wasteful 
spending could result in better spend­
ing or reducing taxes. 

H.R. 2 was designed for precisely this 
sort of spending. There were hundreds 
of demonstration projects in the 1991 
ISTEA bill which totaled over $6 bil­
lion. Here is what President Bush said 
about it: 

The authorization levels in the bill are ex­
cessive. H.R. 3566 earmarks $1.2 billion for 27 
projects on 20 priority corridors and $3.8 bil­
lion for 460 other highway demonstration 
projects which could ultimately cost over $23 
billion. Many of them are not the highest 
State priorities and would not survive the 
normal process of selection on their merits. 

More than three-quarters of the mass transit 
new start projects earmarked by the bill ei­
ther failed to meet basic cost-effectiveness 
criteria or lack sufficient information for 
meaningful evaluation. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FA­
WELL], known for his work on the pork 
busters coalition, said, 

I cannot support this version of reauthor­
ization, because it contains 455 highway 
demonstration projects totaling $5 billion. 
These projects are given contractual author­
ity for the next six years creating what 
amounts to a pork entitlement program. 
Secretary of Transportation Samuel Skinner 
has recommended a veto of the bill because 
of these demonstration projects. 

The majority leader, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], said that this 
bill again spends, first, on where it is 
needed in the parochial interest, spe­
cial interests, in the local interest, 
what they call pork-barrel spending. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH], filed an amendment to 
H.R. 2 in the RECORD which would do 
the same thing as my amendment, ex­
tend line-item veto to contract author­
ity. I am not aware whether or not he 
will offer his amendment. I hope he 
will. I would support it. 

Of the 1991 ISTEA bill, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] said, "This bill 
includes $4.9 billion in demonstration 
projects that I feel should not be in­
cluded in this bill." 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
are sick and tired of this place. They 
are sick and tired of perks. They are 
sick and tired of demonstration 
projects. They are tired of pork, and we 
have got to clean it up. 

The other people that are getting the 
shaft in this bill are the American tax­
payers who are sick and tired of pork. 

The gentlemen from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON] listed project after project 
which he suggested were ridiculous 
saying, "The fact of the matter is there 
are 455 pet projects in this bill. Now, 
not all of them could be considered 
pork-barrel projects, but much of it, 
much of it is." 

Mr. Chairman I wish to speak just for 
a moment about a matter of great con­
cern. It is very sensitive and I raise it 
for only one purpose, to demonstrate 
why this amendment should be adopt­
ed. 

I want to share with my colleagues a 
telephone call which I received from a 
mayor in my district last Friday. The 
mayor called to question my amend­
ment and expressed concern over fund­
ing for a highway project in the city. 
The mayor states that the staff of the 
chairman, the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], had let it be 
known that they are looking at trans­
portation projects in my district, and if 
I offered this amendment, there will be 
retaliation. It was suggested that we 
would neither get any further contract 
authority nor authorization for appro­
priations for future funding of projects 
in my district. 

The only difference between appro­
priated spending, which H.R. 2 covers, 
and contract authority, which H.R. 2 
does not cover, is the committee which 
hands our the pork. 

I understand why members of the 
Committee on Appropriations would 
oppose line-item veto, and I understand 
why members of the Committee on 
Transportation would oppose my 
amendment. 

Contract A.uthority for direct spend­
ing which can be given to Members to 
reward proper voting or taken away to 
punish Members is exactly the kind of 
spending the line-item veto is designed 
to cover, and I urge adoption of my 
amendment. 

The Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to my colleague, the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU­
STER], the chairman of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my good friend for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this 
amendment should be overwhelmingly 
defeated for four reasous. First of all, 
it is very poorly drafted. There are un­
intended consequences which could 
flow from this if it were to be adopted. 
This amendment does not simply reach 
to projects. Rather, entire highway 
programs could be canceled by any 
President. A President could decide to 
wipe out a rural highway program, not 
a particular project, but an entire pro­
gram. He could decide to wipe out an 
entire urban funding program, not a 
specific urban project, but a whole 
urban program. So it is poorly drafted 
and it should be defeated for that rea­
son alone. 

Further, it should be defeated, sec­
ond, because highway and aviation pro­
grams already have spending controls. 
They are among the few programs 
around this place which are deficit 
proof. In fact, the Secretary of the 
Treasury must certify every year that 
the money is going to be there to pay 
for the programs or the money cannot 
be spent. That is the second reason why 
this should be defeated. 

And, third, this amendment should 
be defeated because it saves no money. 
The law clearly says that the money 
from those trust funds not spent will 
remain in the trust funds. So the only 
thing that can be done is it can be re­
allocated by some faceless, nameless 
bureaucrats or it can be left in the 
trust fund to build up a surplus, and 
then the American people, who paid 
their gas tax and paid in their airline 
ticket tax, will not get the benefit of 
those trust funds. 

And, fourth, rather than targeting 
this kind of a spending program which 
is a pay-·as-you-go program, we should 
be working to have more programs like 
this in the House. 
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My good friend mentions projects in 

his own district and a mayor calling 
him. Well, I am a little surprised. I am 
told the gentleman has five projects 
which were in !STEA, and if he is so 
opposed to projects, then I would think 
that he would not want his community 
to benefit from these projects. If these 
projects are terrible pork-barrel 
projects, then I think he would step 
forward and say, ''They should not be 
in my district." 

So for all of these reasons, we should 
overwhelmingly defeat this amend­
ment. 

And, finally, let me point out that 
this amendment does not touch any of 
the projects to which the gentleman re­
ferred to. It only will touch the future, 
and as I have said before, and I will em­
phasize again, any Member of Congress 
who comes before our committee with 
a project, a high-priority project for 
his State or his district, must have a 
letter from the Secretary of Transpor­
tation of his State endorsing the 
project. 

These projects must be worthwhile 
projects, and if they are not, we will 
not permit them to go forward. 

So for all of those reasons, for the 
protection we have provided and for 
the overwhelming reason that this 
amendment goes far beyond individual 
projects, for all of those reasons, this 
amendment should be overwhelmingly 
defeated. 

0 1500 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER] has expired. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute to ask the gentleman 
a question. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would be happy 
to respond. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, could the 
gentleman tell me from which funding 
the Bud Shuster Highway in Penn­
sylvania, which runs parallel t~ 

Mr. SHUSTER. I am delighted; yes, I 
will be happy to answer. 

Mr. ORTON. It is my time-which 
runs parallel to the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike, and runs a four-lane high­
way through a town of 1, 700 people; is 
that from contract authority? Was 
that from the genera) formula funding 
that the State determined? Or where 
did that funding come from? 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for an answer? 

Mr. ORTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I pre­
sume he is referring to Route 220. That 
came from contract authority as a 
high-priority project. It has been in op­
era ti on for 5 years, and in the past the 
old highway experienced six fatalities a 
year, and since that new highway has 

been built, there have been zero fatali­
ties. 

On top of that, 53 businesses have 
been located, and 4,000 jobs have been 
created. These are the kinds of projects 
we need in this country; more of them, 
not less of them. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 
expired. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I suggest 
that this Member, nor other Members I 
know supporting this amendment, do 
not question whether the projects 
which are funded are valid projects, 
good safety projects, or et cetera. The 
question is: 

This is authority which a chairman, 
or a ranking member or members of 
one committee, can choose where to 
spend this money in their own districts 
or in other districts, and it is not being 
selected by the States. It is not sub-

. jects to the same criteria--
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 
expired. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI]. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Utah for a variety of reasons. 

First, the amendment includes contract au­
thority within the definition of "discretionary 
budget authority." In a letter to Members of 
the House, Mr. Orton has cited only spending 
from the aviation and highway trust funds as 
examples of programs his amendment would 
cover. But what other programs might be af­
fected? We really do not know what the effect 
of this amendment might be. 

Second, it is important to note that rescind­
ing aviation or highway trust fund dollars does 
not result in any real savings. Instead, these 
funds would simply languish in the tmst funds 
since, by law, these funds which have been 
collected from the w:;ers of our highway and 
aviation systems may not be used for any pur­
pose other than transportation. In addition, 
these programs are deficit-proof since outlays 
are restricted to the amount of receipts taken 
in. Those interested in deficit reduction should 
look elsewhere in our budget. 

Third, Members should be aware that this 
amendment does not simply affect highway 
projects--in fact, entire highway programs 
where funds are provided in multi-billion-dollar 
lump sums and distributed to States by for­
mula would be subject to rescission. One of 
the major purposes in establishing the high­
way trust fund almost 40 years ago, was to 
provided to the States assurances that they 
could rely with some certainty on the level of 
Federal highway funding which would be re­
ceived over the years. This is essential for ad­
ministering an efficient highway program 
where each project involves literally years of 
study, planning, design, engineering and con­
struction. If States could never be certain 
which programs might be rescinded at any 
given time in the future-perhaps interstate 
maintenance or the National Highway System 

Program or others-the effect on State pro­
grams would be devastating. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that 
the chairman and ranking Democrat of the 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
as well the chairman of the Rules Committee 
are all opposed to this amendment. The rest 
of the membership should be as well, and I 
urge a "no" vote on the Orton amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON], my 
friend, would not want to misstate the 
facts. The facts are, when he says that 
a chairman and a ranking member can 
do this, that is baloney. A ranking 
member and a chairman first must get 
it through the subcommittee, must get 
it through the full committee; our 
committee, 61 members, the largest 
committee in the House; and then must 
come to the floor, and this Congress 
must vote in favor of that legislation, 
or it will not pass. 

So, it is very misleading, and I am 
sure my good friend does not inten­
tionally mean to do that, to suggest 
that two Members can make this hap­
pen. 

Mr. ORTON. They, however, cannot 
vote i tern by i tern. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
amazed. Just 4 days ago, the House Re­
publican leadership effectively killed 
the Skelton amendment which would 
have exempted major national defense 
programs from the line-item veto. By 
opposing the Skelton amendment just 
last Thursday and opposing the Orton 
amendment today, Mr. Chairman, the 
Republican leadership of this House 
and everyone who follows it is saying 
this: "It's OK for a President to be able 
to veto strategic missile defense, and 
the B-2 bomber, and the F-22, the 0-17, 
the V-22 helicopter. It's OK to veto 
military pay increases. But it's not OK 
to be able to veto a bridge, or a road, 
or pork-barrel highway projects if you 
call them demonstration projects." 

The Republican leadership is saying, 
"We .won't fight to protect major de­
fense programs, but we will go the wall 
to protect pork-barrel projects and 
highways if you just call them dem­
onstration programs." 

Mr. · Chairman, any Member who 
voted against the Skelton amendment 
on Thursday, an ame.ndment that 
would have protected national defense, 
should think twice before opposing this 
amendment today. 

I say to my colleagues, "If you be­
lieve . in a strong national defense, if 
you have a military base in your dis­
trict or defense jobs in your district, I 
wish you good luck in trying to explain 
to your constituents why you voted 
today to protect bridges and roads _but 
voted just last Thursday' 4 days ago, 
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not to protect national defense from 
the line-item veto." 

Mr. Chairman, I think most Ameri­
cans will be shocked to find out that 
the Contract of America now says that 
highway pork is more important than 
national defense. Our motto ·"Don't 
Tread on Me" has taken on a new 
meaning. It means now a President can 
veto defense, but cannot veto highway 
pork. For years, for years, my Repub­
lican colleagues have attacked Demo­
cratic pork . . Now, less than 30 days into 
this new session, are we seeing the be­
ginning of new Republican pork? It 
might have a different label on it, but 
it has got the same fat level as the old 
pork, and it surely is just as well going 
to clog the arteries of our taxpayers' 
pockets. 

When new Republican Members of 
Congress were elected by saying there 
would be no sacred cows in the Federal 
budget, surely the American people did 
not think sacred cows would be re­
placed by sacred pork. As one retired 
Republican Member said not too long 
ago, to paraphrase, "Members, you 
can't hate pork but keep protecting the 
bacon." 

Vote no on pork. Vote "yes" on the 
Orton amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished minor­
ity leader, the gentleman from Michi­
gan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
speak against this amendment which 
would threaten our Nation's vital in­
frastructure programs. Our Nation's 
budget problems are not caused by ex­
cessive spending on highways, trans­
portation, and airports. These pro­
grams, as has been stated, are financed 
through self-supporting trust funds 
and, by law, cannot spend more than 
they take in. If anything, we should 
spend more on our Nation's infrastruc­
ture needs, not less. 

The American people know the dis­
mal state of our highways, subways, 
and bridges. They drive on them every 
day. Many of our bridges are more than 
50 years old, and of course some have 
actually collapsed while motorists 
were driving on them. 

The greatest expansion on our Na­
tion's road network was begun more 
than 40 years ago in one of the greatest 
demonstrations of Government work­
ing on behalf of the people and promot­
ing the market and private sector 
through the Interstate Highway Sys­
tem in the 1950's, and delays due to our 
Nation's infrastructure problems cost 
American businesses more than $100 
billion a year. We could help the work­
ing men and women of this country, 
and we can help our commerce by 
spending what is needed to make sure 
that our roads, our bridges, our high­
ways, our transportation systems, our 
airports, meet the standards that are 
necessary to make this economy, a free 
market economy, grow. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi­
tion to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Min­
nesota [Mr. SABO], the ranking minor­
ity member of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, Members, I 
rise in support of this amendment, 
maybe for reasons different than oth­
ers. I do it for the sake of consistency, 
not for the sake of pork versus good­
ness, or whatever else may be talked 
about today. But the reality is the base 
bill today transfers incredible power to 
the President to modify spending deci­
sions by the Congress, and the Presi­
dent, with the support of one-third of 
the Congress, can maintain those deci­
sions. When the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] says that a 
President might be able to wipe out a 
highway program, he is right, but that 
also applies to a whole host of other 
worthwhile expenditures. 

Why have one covered and the other 
exempt? I know of no good reasons. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not one-
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield on that point? 
Mr. SABO. Let me finish a minute. I 

am not one who talks about pork. I 
·think there is good cause at times for 
demo projects. I do not condemn them. 
I have been involved with them. Some­
times they are contract authority, 
sometimes they are authorized and ap­
propriated money. I have got a couple 
right now that are partially one, par­
tially the other. The authorized part 
would be subject to line-item veto; the 
contract authority would not. There is 
absolutely no reason for the distinc­
tion. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield on that point since 
he mentioned my name? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
because the gentleman is right in what 
he says in terms of the ability of the 
President with the support of one-third 
of the Congress to wipe out a whole 
program, but that would also include 
education programs, legal aid, a vari­
ety of other things. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman used my name. 

The difference is this is out of a trust 
fund. This is contract authority. There 
can be no deficit spending. That is the 
distinction here, and that is why this 
amendment should be overwhelmingly 
defeated. 

Mr. SABO. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, all expenditures by the Fed­
eral Government go into making up 
what our outlays are each year. 

0 1510 
We have hundreds of trust funds in 

the Federal budget. If we said every 
one of them was exempt, we would be 
talking about tiny portions of the 
budget. The reality is that if our judg-

ment is to pass this base bill, it should 
apply to appropriated dollars, it should 
apply to contract authority, frankly it 
should apply to new or expanded enti­
tlement authority, and it should also 
apply to tax expenditures and tax cuts. 

If we really wanted to have a fair 
bill, it would be in toto. There is no 
reason for the sake of consistency to 
say that it should apply to appro-

. priated dollars which would be going to 
good programs, maybe bad programs, 
maybe some in between, and the same 
with the contract authority-lots of 
good programs, some maybe not so 
good-but what we are saying in this 
bill is we want to subject those kinds 
of expenditures to the scrutiny of the 
President, who can prevail if one-third 
of the House or the Senate will stay 
with him. 

Mr. Chairman, for consistency's sake, 
let us have it apply uniformly. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LATHAM], a 
member of the Committee on Trans­
portation and Infrastructure. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the 
Orton amendment to the Line-Item 
Veto Act. ' 

The line-item veto is, as many Mem­
bers of this House have stated, an idea 
whose time has come. The American 
people have reached their boiling point 
over unnecessary and wasteful Federal 
spending; $10 million here, $20 million 
there of special interest spending have 
added billions to our national debt over 
the years. No part of discretionary 
spending should be off-limits to the 
line-item veto. 

The Orton amendment, however, 
shoots at the wrong target. Discre­
tionary transportation spending is al­
ready on the table and will be scruti­
nized under the line-item veto. The 
President will be able to wield his veto 
knife against special interest transpor­
tation spending_ that comes at the ex­
pense of veterans, children, the elderly, 
or other important highway projects. 

However, no money would be saved 
under the Orton proposal. Program 
transportation funding is allocated 
from money in the highway or aviation 
trust funds, and spending for these pur­
poses is the only allowable purpose for 
these funds. Thus, a Presidential veto 
of contract authority spending would 
merely send money back to the trust 
funds. 

Rather than sending money back to 
the Treasury, these contract authority 
funds would continue to collect in the 
trust fund. Adding the Orton amend­
ment to the line-item veto bill would 
be giving the President a deficit-mask­
ing tool, not a budget cutting tool. 

This amendment would move us in 
exactly the wrong direction. I know 
that my colleague from Utah has been 
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an advocate for fiscal responsibility in We have heard the statement made 
this House, but this amendment is sim- that the trust funds are somehow dif­
ply off-the-mark. I urge my colleagues ferent. They are not different, Mr. 
to vote "no" on the Orton amendment Chairman. Trust funds come from 
and yield back the balance of my time. taxes that are in fact paid by the 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yteld American peopl~ for the purposes for 
myself 1 minute to speak in response to which we pay them into the trust fund. 
the gentleman's statement. Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure my friend the gentleman yield? 
and colleague would not want to Mr. STENHOLM. I am happy to yield 
misspeak or misrepresent the facts. In 'to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
fact, discretionary spending for trans- , Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I say 
portation programs includes the con- ·to my friend they are user fees. It is 
tract authority spending. It does come not a general tax paid by all Ameri­
under the 602(b) allocations. It is all cans, but rather by the traveling public 
part of discretionary spending, only who buys a gallon of gasoline or pays a 
this part would not be subject to the ticket tax. They are user fees, and, 
veto. That is the difference. therefore, they are fundamentally dif-

1 would also suggest to the gen- ferent from other taxes. 
tleman that under the current Ian- Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I re­
guage of the line-item veto, H.R. 2, any claim my time and say they are not 
amount which is vetoed by the Presi- fundamentally different because they 
dent goes back into the appropriation are user fees, because the users have 
cycle to be reallocated among other the right to believe those funds are 
programs. Without a deficit reduction being expended in the most efficient 

way possible. Therefore, the argument 
trust fund, it does not lower the deficit we make, 1 think, is extremely valid. 
either. What we are saying today in H.R. 2, 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to and hopefully as amended, with all the 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN- amendments added, is that we all agree 
HOLM]. the basic thrust we want to see is that 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, 1 the President of the United States have 
rise in support of the Orton amend-
ment for the same reason that the gen- the right to go into appropriation bills, 

Ways and Means tax bills, and now 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] a Public Works bills, and if he has a dif-
moment ago did, and that is for the ferent opinion, then we shall have to 
sake of consistency. 

Having been involved in the line-item vote· up or down on the floor on those 
individual projects. 

veto and being opposed to giving any This is what the argument is about. 
President one-third plus one minority As I say, in my particular feeling, I get 
override on any of the issues, and then nervous about one-third plus one, but 1 
working gradually to this point, I come do not get nervous about a 50 percent 
to the expedited rescission process in plus one independent judgment. 
which I am perfectly willing to give Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
any President 50 percent plus one line- very pleased to yield 4 minutes to the 
item veto over any project in the 17th gentleman from California [Mr. MI­
District of Texas. NETA], the former chairman and now 

Having listened to the arguments of ranking member of the Committee on 
the appropriators for years opposing ei- Transportation and Infrastructure. 
ther line-item veto or modified rescis- Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I really 
sion for getting into the decisions that appreciate our colleague, the gen­
the appropriators make and then lis- tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
tening to the members of the Commit- CLINGER] leading the committee on 
tee on Ways and Means make the var- this issue, as well as my very fine col­
ious all-substantial and very good ar- league, the gentleman from Pennsylva­
guments as to why the President nia [Mr. SHUSTER], and I rise in very, 
should not get involved in tax matters, very strong opposition to the Orton 
and now listening to the Public Works amendment. 
Committee giving all the very valid I think there are two things that 
reasons why this should not be applied bother me about the discussion that is 
to public works, I come to the same going on. One is that there is no rec­
basic conclusion, and that ls why we ognition whatsoever about the user 
will be offering our amendments later taxes that are being generated right 
this afternoon to strengthen H.R. 2 to now through a gasoline or a ticket tax, 
allow the President to go into any bill and they are treating those dollars the 
at any time, whether it is contract au- same as general tax revenues. 
thority, tax authority, or spending au- There is no tax for a V-22, a C-17, or 
thority, and to make an independent · for defense in general, but there is a 
judgment as to whether or not that dedicated fund, a highway trust fund or 
project is as good as we might have be- an aviation fund that has revenue com­
lieved it to be when we came to the ing either from a ticket tax on pas­
Public Works Committee and asked in sengers on airlines or on the gasoline 
this case for contract authority. I am and diesel tax from the users of the 
perfectly willing to do that, and if we highway system. 
are going to do it for one, I think we There is another thing that is start-
should do it for all. ing to bother me, and that is that there 

is no distinction between a dollar spent 
for operations and a dollar spent on 
capital items. A dollar spent on capital 
items is an investment that brings 
back or generates economic growth and 
other kinds of activities. 

Those who have advocated a line­
item veto have argued that if we are 
going to get serious al:tout deficit 
spending, we have to have this tool­
the line-item veto-to bring spending 
down. 

This amendment would extend the 
line-item veto to contract authority 
programs, which is to say the trust 
fund supported aspects of the highway, 
transit, and airport programs. 

But all this contract authority 
spending is fully supported by dedi­
cated revenues into the trust funds. 
This is all spending which does not 
contribute one dime to the deficit. 
These are the ultimate in pay-as-you­
go programs. This is what we want 
more of the Federal budget to look 
like. 

Whether you think the line-item veto 
is a good idea or not with respect to 
most Federal spending, it just makes 
no sense with regard to contract au­
thority. Our contract authority pro­
grams already are prohibited by law 
from contributing to the deficit. That's 
iron-clad protection against deficit 
spending. You might say that with re­
gard to the contract authority pro­
grams, we already have the balanced 
budget amendment in pace. A line-item 
veto on contract authority is not need­
ed and makes no sense. 

If this amendment were adopted, en­
tire programs could be reduce or elimi­
nated, even though they are now en­
tirely pay-as-you-to. The programs we 
are talking about are key to our 
States, our communities, and our busi­
nesses. I'm talking about programs 
like the interstate construction pro­
gram, the interstate maintenance pro­
gram, the National Highway System, 
the minimum allocation, the conges­
tion mitigation program, and a variety 
of other highway, transit, airport, and 
safety programs, all of which are 100 
percent fund supported. Any of these 
programs could be reduced or elimi­
nated in their entirety by the line-item 
veto, even though we were already tax­
ing our constituents more than enough 
to fully fund these programs through 
the trust funds. 

This is ultimately an issue of truth 
in taxing. When we approved these 
trust fund taxes, and when most of our 
constituents agreed to support these 
trust fund taxes, it was the promise 
that these monies could and would be 
spent on needed transportation im­
provements. That's what the trust in 
trust funds is all a.bout. If. we now cre­
ate a situation where the taxes will go 
on being collected, but the line-item 
veto can be used to block spending 
those taxes back out as promised, we 
will have fundamentally broken trust 
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with our constituents, and that would 
be profoundly wrong. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to op­
pose this amendment. 

D 1520 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Califor­
nia [Mr. CONDIT]. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
ORTON]. The measure we are debating 
today, the line-item veto, attempts to 
put some control over Federal spend­
ing. The line-i tern veto as drafted in 
H.R. 2 controls appropriation spending. 
The line-item veto as drafted in H.R. 2 
applies to targeted tax benefits. The 
line-item veto as drafted in H.R. 2 does 
not apply to contract authority, that 
is, Federal trust funds such as the Fed­
eral highway and airport trust funds. 

Why should the line-item veto apply 
to appropriations funding and funding 
from the tax fund, but not apply to 
spending from the Federal trust fund? 
As the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
ORTON], has already pointed out, the 
highway reauthorization bill, what we 
call !STEA, contains numerous high­
way demonstration projects that were 
nothing but pork-barrel projects in the 
districts of powerful Members. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are to have an 
effective line-item veto, it must apply 
to all forms of Federal spending. With­
out the Orton amendment, a good por­
tion of Federal pork-barrel spending 
will be off limits. That is unfair and 
unwise and unworkable. 

We need to have this be applicable to 
all spending here. We need to make 
sure that we are able to scrutinize 
every bit of Federal spending, and the 
Orton amendment will ensure us we 
have the opportunity to do that. 

We have an obligation, if we are 
going to pass this line-item veto, to 
make sure it works and works in a fair 
fashion. I would urge all my colleagues, 
my colleagues on the Democratic side, 
my colleagues on the Republican side, 
who absolutely know that this is fair 
and right, You have been here before, 
even your own colleagues have pro­
posed this, and it is a fair amendment, 
and we ought to pass it. 

Mr. Chairman, as an original cosponsor of 
H.R. 2, I rise in strong support of the line-item 
veto. 

Since the early 1980's, our national debt 
has soared. The national debt expands by $1 
trillion every 4 years. The debt has sky­
rocketed to such an extent that interest pay­
ments on the debt are one of the largest items 
in the Federal budget. Something must be 
done to change course. 

Before coming to the floor, I was up in my 
office watching the debate and I have to tell 
you that I have a hard time understanding 
what some have said about H.R. 2. Many of 
the opponents of the line-item veto have criti­
cized this bill because they believe that it 
gives too much power to the President. Even 

though I disagree, I can understand this argu­
ment. But others have said that our Nation 
has survived tougher times than we find our­
selves in today without having to upset the 
constitutional balance between the executive 
and the legislative branches. It is this argu­
ment that I do not understand. Do the Mem­
bers of this body realize that we have a $4.6 
triilion debt? Do the Members of the body real­
ize that we are getting closer and closer to fi­
nancial insolvency every day? Do the Mem­
bers of this body realize that future genera­
tions will have to pay 82 percent of their in­
come in taxes because we have left them with 
this terrible debt? From the comments on the 
floor today I am not sure. 

I firmly believe that if we do not take deci­
sive and dramatic action to reduce and elimi­
nate our wasteful spending habits, we will con­
demn our children and grandchildren to pay 
for our excesses. As a father and a grand­
father, I can tell you that this would be wrong 
and unfair. 

For these reasons, I am a strong supporter 
of a pure line-item veto. The current budget 
process is woefully inadequate in this regard. 
It is true that the President can propose budg­
et rescissions. However, we in Congress can 
thwart the will of the President and allow pork 
barrel spending to be spent by simply ignoring 
the President's rescission requests. 

H.R. 2 will fundamentally change this proc­
ess by requiring us to consider the President's 
rescissions. But most importantly, H.R. 2 will 
require us to muster a two-thirds vote to re­
store a spending program that the President 
has targeted for elimination. It is this two-thirds 
requirement that distinguishes H.R. 2 as the 
true line-item veto. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the line-item veto is a 
commonsense issue. President Clinton sup­
ports it. Forty-three State Governors have this 
authority. And most importantly, the American 
people believe that we should give it to the 
President. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, might 
I inquire how much time is remaining · 
on both sides? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has 
18 minutes remaining, and the gen­
tleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 81h 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MASCARA]. 

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Orton amendment. While I do not 
doubt the sincerity of the motives of 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON], 
I know firsthand how harmful enact­
ment of this amendment could be to a 
section of the country, southwestern 
Pennsylvania, struggling to overcome 
the economic upheavals of the 1980's 
and the early 1990's. 

For the past 25 years, citizens of my 
southwestern Pennsylvania district 
have struggled to win approval and 
funding for a road called the Mon-Fay­
ette Expressway. Like the playing field 
in t!le movie "Field of Dreams," they 

hope if this highway is built, busi­
nesses and jobs will follow.udies all 
around the world have indicated a 
strong correlation between highway 
and infrastructure development and 
economic development. I served for 15 
years as a member of the southwestern 
Pennsylvania Regional Planning Com­
mission, where I served as chairman of 
the planned policy committee which 
had the responsibility of fulfilling the 
obligations under the 1990 Clean Air 
Act amendments and the 1991 Inter­
modal Surface Transportation Effi­
ciency Act. 

Passage of the Orton amendment 
would allow this President or some 
other President to reach into a bill, 
and, with the stroke of a pen, wipe out 
this highway. I do not think that is 
right. 

While I support the concept of the 
line-item veto, I must say that the 
trust fund programs targeted by the 
Orton amendment are not part of the 
problem this legislation is trying to 
solve. 

The highway trust fund that will 
hopefully be used one day to fund the 
Mon-Fayette Expressway is totally fi­
nanced, as some of my colleagues said 
earlier, by gasoline taxes, paid by mo­
torists and truckers across this coun­
try. For every 1 penny, there is $1 bil­
lion going into that plan. So I ask 
Members on the Republican side and 
the Democratic side to oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very pleased to yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA­
HALL], a member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and 
ranking member on the Subcommittee 
on Surface Transportation. 

Mr. RAHALL. I thank the distin­
guished chairman for yielding and ap­
preciate his leadership, as well as the 
leadership of our Committee on Trans­
portation and Infrastructure Chair­
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mi'. SHUSTER] and our ranking mem­
ber, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. Chairman, I, of course, rise in op­
position to the spending amendment. I 
could perhaps understand the rationale 
for its introduction if its author were a 
new Member of the majority party. But 
I am rather dumbfounded by the ra­
tionale of its current author, consider­
ing his background and his work in the 
past with our Committee on Transpor­
tation and Infrastructure. The gen­
tleman certainly comes to this debate 
with no clean hands, protest notwith­
standing. 

As most of us know, the airport, 
highway, and transit projects are fi­
nanced through the trust funds sup­
ported by users fees, as has been re­
peated during this debate. This is en­
tirely different from last week's debate 
on exempting defense from the line­
i tem veto. Defense has no dedicated 
user financed trust fund. 
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Expenditures from these highway 

trust funds are achieved through con­
tract authority contained- in authoriz­
ing bills under our jurisdiction on the 
Committee on Transportation and In­
frastructure. Our highway and aviation 
programs are already covered by spend­
ing controls. I repeat, they are already 
covered by spending controls. Annually 
our appropriators impose obligation 
limitations on transportation contract 
authority which in tl~rn controls out­
lays for these programs. 

Second, rescissions of highway and 
aviation contract authority will not 
save any money. By law the funds not 
expended from these trust funds re­
main in the trust fund and may not be 
used for any other purposes. These are 
dedicated funds, derived from user fees. 

D 1530 
We ought to be putting more trust 

into these highway trust funds, not de· 
tracting from the trust in these high­
way trust funds 

This is about truth in taxing, Mr. 
Chairman, using the people's money for 
what they believe the money is going 
toward when they pay that fee at the 
gas pump or buy that airline ticket. It 
is what they truly believe their money 
is going for, improved airports and se­
curity at our airports, improved high­
ways. 

This is about truth in taxing, putting 
trust back into these highway trust 
funds, being honest with the American 
taxpayer about where his or her money 
is going, not into some black hole in 
Washington known as deficit reduc­
tion, for which they may never see any 
positive results. 

These trust funds are deficit proof. 
By law, by the Byrd amendment, they 
cannot spend more money than they 
take in. They should not, therefore, be 
target for deficit reduction. 

Road building in our respective 
States is a jobs issue as well. When we 
build roads, we provide jobs in both the 
short term and in the long term. 

And finally, enactment of this 
amendment would cause havoc in our 
transportation programs. State and 
transportation contractors have no as­
surance that once a project is initiated, 
the funds necessary for its completion 
would be there. There would be no 
sniooth flow of funds to our States to 
conduct transportation policy and 
build projects with any amount of cer­
titude. 

Who can conduct a transportation 
and road building project like that? 
And talk about unfunded mandates. If 
the President vetoes an entire highway 
safety program or the national high­
way system program, who is going to 
build these projects in the States, 
these lifelines to many a community? 
Obviously States are going to have to 
pick up the tab themselves. Talk about 
unfunded mandates. 

This is not the type of way, this is 
not the manner in which we should be 

conducting transportation policy in 
this country, especially as we look into 
the 21st century and try to adopt a new 
and sound policy of intermodalism. 

I tell my colleagues that this vote 
will send an important message, not in­
dividually, I might add, but collec­
tively, to this body and to the world as 
we begin writing a transportation pol­
icy this year. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Min­
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], a very promi­
nent member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Aviation. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen­
tleman for yielding and congratulate 
him on the dignified manner in which 
he has conducted the debate from his 
position as chairman. 

The Orton amendment strikes at two 
of the Federal programs that have been 
the most successful, the most univer­
sally accepted and which are deficit 
free and do not contribute to deficit 
and by their very constitution and es­
tablishment cannot run a deficit and 
never have and never will. 

Contract authority, which is the un­
derlying principle of the aviation trust 
fund, and the highway trust fund were 
invented in 1956, with the establish­
ment of the highway user tax because 
the founders of the interstate highway 
program realized that we needed a 
dedicated revenue stream, one that 
States could count upon year after 
year to build these projects that took 
years to design and engineer and years 
more to construct and to complete. We 
cannot complete a bridge or a highway 
from one day to the next, from one fis­
cal year to the next. It takes several, 
years and that is why they established 
the principle of contract authority to 
make sure that there would be this 
dedicated revenue stream to complete 
these projects after their initiation. 
And then the same concept was adopt­
ed in the 1970's with establishment; of 
the aviation trust fund and the airline 
ticket tax which finances our airport 
improvement program. 

We specifically, in the airport im­
provement program, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania and I worked to­
gether on this for years, kept individ­
ually designated projects out. But that 
did not stop States from designating 
one project having more significance 
than another. And the same with the 
highway program. States made choices 
as to where those dedicated revenues 
are going to go. They make choices of 
one project over another. State legisla­
tures make those decisions. Governors 
make those decisions. We, too, are the 
people's elected representatives. And 
we have a responsibility to the people 
that elect us and who pay their taxes 
into the highway trust fund and who 
expect that dedicated revenue stream 
to operate. 

Now, under this amendment, the 
president would have the authority to 
abolish the contract authority itself. 
The money then could not be spent on 
any other purpose. It would not be 
spent on highways or airports. It would 
just sit there and build up surplus to 
offset the deficit and make the Presi­
dent's program, whichever President 
that happened to be, look better. 

I do not think we want that. I do not 
think our people sent us here to just be 
a rubber stamp for a President. We are 
not a rubber stamp Congress. We have 
the responsibility to represent, and 
that is to represent the people who 
sent us here, to stand for something, 
and that something is a highway trust 
fund that has built the finest system of 
highways that is the envy of other 
countries in the world and the finest 
network of airports that is the envy of 
other countries in the world. And we 
should not undermine it by adopting 
this provision, I hate to dignify it with 
that term, that would undermine the 
very purpose of building infrastructure, 
serving the economy of this country, 
serving the needs of transportation and 
movement of people and. goods 
throughout America. 

Defeat the Orton amendment. 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 10 seconds to suggest that the 
President, under H.R. 2, could also veto 
the entire funding for the Central In­
telligence Agency. I do not know why 
he would do that, or the transportation 
funding. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Utah for yielding 
time to me. 

There is an old country song that 
goes, "I was country when country 
wasn't cool." 

I was for the 1-ine-i tern veto long be­
fore being for the line-i tern veto was 
cool, and those who support the line­
i tem veto, who believe that it really 
ought to work in this country to en­
force congressional will power, to stop 
deficit spending, and stop pork-barrel 
projects, ought to be for the line-item 
veto in its purest form, ought to make 
sure we exempt no discretionary spend­
ing that is deficit spending from this 
bill. 

I joined many of my colleagues in 
voting to make sure we did not exempt 
military spending, defense spending 
from this bill, and I am amazed today 
that we are debating whether to leave 
an exemption for highway funding in 
this bill. How can we be consistently 
for the line-item veto and all it means 
for us to enforce the balanced budget 
and to end deficit spending, to stand 
up, as I did and others did, against ex­
empting defense spending from this 
bill, and then be for exempting high­
ways and bridges? 

Well, my colleagues know there is a 
little log-rolling goes on once in a 
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while. I am not saying highways and 
bridges are not important, any more 
than I thought defense was not pretty 
important for our country. But when 
we start exempting things that are dis­
cretionary spending from the line-item 
veto, designed to stop deficit spending 
in our country, we are on a slippery 
slope, rather, that I think destroys the 
whole purpose of the line-item veto. 

Those in America who believed in 
that contract provision are going to be 
sadly surprised when they wake up to­
morrow morning and find out we 
adopted a bill that leaves out highway 
funding as an item for the line-item 
veto when we would not leave out de­
fense spending. They are going to be 
sadly surprised that some Members 
who support the line-item veto do not 
really support it in all its purposes. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, may I 
again inquire as to the amount of time 
remaining on both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has 8 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 61h minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts [Mr. BLUTE], a principal, 
prime cosponsor of this legislation and 
a member of the Committee on Govern­
ment Reform and Oversight. 

D 1540 
Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by the distinguished gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. While I am 
sure that gentleman's intentions are of 
the highest order in offering his 
amendment, this is simply a bad idea 
which will have dire unintended con­
sequences. 

The line-item veto is a tool that al­
lows for the surgical removal of waste­
ful spending items from large spending 
and tax bills. The whole idea behind 
this device is to save money. However, 
the gentleman's amendment has zero 
potential to save even one dime. 

Contract authority allows for money 
to be spent from trust funds. If a con­
tract authority item is vetoed out of 
an authorizing bill, the money would 
go back into the trust fund, where it 
would simply continue to sit. There 
would be no saving associated with 
such a move. 

The whole matter of trust funds has 
become the focus of much discussion 
and debate in the Congress. There is 
certainly no clear consensus on wheth­
er and how these funds should be spent 
down. 

There are two schools of thought. 
Some would like to see the trust funds 
stockpiled to match the size of our 
Federal deficit. Others feel these funds 
should be spent on the types of things 
for which they are intended. 

Mr. Chairman, this is neither the 
time nor the place to conduct the next 

round in this debate. As we work to re­
duce our debt, we also have to make 
sure our transportation infrastructure 
is modernized through prudent invest­
ments. 

Thus, these expenditures are key to 
future economic growth, and thus key 
to future Government revenues. If 
Members want to see our debt explode, 
watch as our economy declines, as our 
transportation infrastructure declines, 
and we are unable to move goods and 
consumers in an effective way. 

Our goal with this legislation, Mr. 
Chairman, is to save money and to re­
duce the amount of waste that tax­
payers have to pay for each year. This 
amendment does absolutely nothing to­
ward that goal, Mr. Chairman. I urge 
my colleagues to defeat this misguided 
amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. BAKER], a very valued mem­
ber of the Committee on Transpor­
tation and Infrastructure. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak­
er, this is not a question of protecting 
pork in highway infrastructure bills. 
This is a question of protecting the 
highway fund, paid for by motorists 
into a trust fund which cannot be over­
spent and which is earmarked for high­
way and rail projects. At last account­
ing, the highway trust fund had invol­
untarily loaned to the general fund $13 
billion for cash flow for that $210 bil­
lion deficit this year. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the purpose 
of the line-item veto, bringing deficit 
spending in line, does not exist in the 
highway trust funds which are already 
in line. Indeed, both the Bush budget 
debacle of 1990 and the Clinton tax in­
crease of 1993 robbed the gas taxpayers 
of over an additional $6.5 billion a year, 
which will not build rail or road 
projects, which was, rather, sent to the 
Bermuda Triangle known as the gen­
eral fund budget balancing act. 

No more transportation funds to the 
general fund. Vote no on this amend­
ment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI]. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strongest possible 
opposition to the Orton amendment to H.R. 2. 
Although I support efforts to cut excessive 
Federal spending, the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Utah could have a dev­
astating effect on our Nation's transportation 
system. 

The Federal Government supports invest­
ment in our Nation's infrastructure because it 
is a critical need beyond the scope of any indi­
vidual State. The aviation and highway trust 
funds are designed to ensure that transpor­
tation needs are consistently met throughout 
the country. The trust funds are simply the 
wrong target for this effort. 

Mr. Chairman, highway and aviation pro­
grams are already covered by spending con-

trols. Each year, the Appropriations Committee 
sets obligation limitations on transportation 
contract authority. These limitations in turn 
control outlays from the programs. Contract 
authority, like any funding appropriated by 
Congress, is simply a piece of the pie-not a 
lifetime supply of pie. 

In addition, rescissions of highway and avia­
tion contract authority will not actually save 
any money. Because of the importance of 
transportatiqn funding, the law clearly estab­
lishes that funds from the transportation trust 
funds cannot be used for any other purpose­
even deficit reduction. 

The transportation trust funds are the wrong 
target for deficit reduction. By law, they cannot 
spend more than they take in. Rather than try­
ing to slash them, we should be looking to the 
aviation and highway trust funds as a model 
for other programs. Every Federal program 
should pay for itself as these trust funds do 
and not contribute to the deficit. 

Under this amendment, all the aviation and 
highway grant programs could be in jeopardy 
of rescission by the President. Nearly all high­
way and aviation funds are statutorily provided 
in multibillion dollar blocks of formula distrib­
uted funds. The President might only have the 
option of eliminating an entire program in 
order to reach a particular project. Surely we 
do not wish to advocate that. That would be 
cutting off your nose to spite your face. 

The bottom line is that this amendment is a 
really bad idea. Its impact would be devastat­
ing for transportation programs-as well as 
any nontransportation programs which use 
contract authority. We can cut spending and 
give the President a line-item veto today, but 
we cannot pass this amendment. Although it 
may be well-intentioned, the impact on the Na­
tion's transportation system is intolerable. Vote 
"no" on the Orton amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Orton amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would in­
clude under the definition of "discretionary 
budget authority" in the bill the concept of 
"contract authority." 

This runs contrary to all existing definitions 
under the Budget Act which clearly distin­
guishes between discretionary budget author­
ity and contract authority. 

This exercise reminds me of a riddle Abra­
ham Lincoln used to pose: If you call a tail a 
leg, how many legs does a horse have? 

While many would answer, five, Lincoln re­
sponded that the answer is still four because 
calling a tail a leg doesn't make it a leg. 

By the same token, calling contract authority 
"discretionary budget authority" doesn't make 
it so. Contract authority is the authority given 
to agen~ies to enter into contracts. It does not 
obligate the money to be spent and therefore 
does not involve discretionary appropriations. 

If we begin to give the President the author­
ity to selectively item veto what is in effect en­
acted, authorization language, we are raising 
serious constitutional questions, and we are 
going against the grain of this bill as it is cur­
rently drafted. 

We have already agreed by way of lan­
guage in the bill and the report that we are 
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talking about allowing the President to reduce 
or eliminate dollar amounts in appropriations 
bills. And we have explicitly adopted language 
to ensure that the President cannot eliminate 
legislative language. 

According to testimony last month of Walter 
Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General for the 
Office of Legal Counsel in the Department of 
Justice, the pending line-item veto bill does 
not raise constitutional questions because, in 
his words, "The President would merely be 
authorized to decline to expend certain appro­
priated funds, not alter or repeal an enacted 
law." 

To permit the President to sign a law con­
taining contractual authority, then tum around 
and propose to cancel it by way of the line­
item veto process, goes contrary to the law­
making process of the Constitution. 

In the words of the Department of Justice 
testimony, it violates the "specific textual re­
quirement of Article I, section 7 of the Con­
stitution governing the manner in which laws 
are made" because it "amends a duly enacted 
law which is inconsistent with Article I, section 
7." 

.Mr. Chairman, we have already adopted an 
amendment that provides for an expedited ju­
dicial review of the constitutionality of this act. 

I would hate to see us jeopardize the con­
stitutionality of the bill as it now stands by in­
serting a clear red flag in the form of permit­
ting the President to cancel duly enacted con­
tractual, legislative language in a manner 
other than through the normal lawmaking-veto 
process established by the Constitution. 

I therefore urge rejection of this amendment. 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. QUINN], a 
long time sponsor of this legislation. 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, as a mem­
ber of the House Committee on Trans­
portation and Infrastructure, I, too, 
rise in strong opposition to the Orton 
amendment. 

The amendment blurs the Budget 
Act's clear distinction between manda­
tory and discretionary funding. Pro­
ponents of the measure today have said 
we must be consistent, that we must 
vote for the line-item veto and not 
have any exceptions. The exceptions 
that we talk about this afternoon, how­
ever, make a clear distinction how that 
money is raised. 

This is a trust fund, a dedicated trust 
fund where residents and constituents 
that I represent do not want to see 
their money and their tax dollars go to 
Washington and be put in the rest of 
the black hole where their money goes, 
and never see a return. A dedicated 
trust fund like this gets a bang for 
their buck. They know it is going to be 
used for highway or aviation programs. 
That is certain. They know it will not 
be put in with all the rest of the money 
where those Washington tricks are 
played. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote no on 
the Orton amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has 4 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 

from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 61h minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 seconds to point out that 
these user fees, as they are being 
called, just a couple of years ago in the 
President's budget when they raised 
gas taxes, were ranted and railed 
against as gasoline taxes against the 
people. Now they are user fees. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY], the ranking member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support the Orton amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make clear 
from the start that the issue is not 
whether or not projects · being built 
with contract authority are good ones 
or bad ones. That is beside the point. 
Some of them are good and some of 
them are bad, no doubt. 

The question simply, to me, Mr. 
Chairman, is whether or not we are 
going to treat all spending the same 
when it comes to making spending vul­
nerable to the President's ability to re­
view it. Mr. Chairman, the issue is sim­
ply why should contract authority be 
exempt when money spent through di­
rect appropriations is not exempt from 
the President's review? 

As the ranking Democrat on the 
Committee on Appropriations, I stood 
on this floor last week and offered an 
amendment which was accepted by this 
committee which enabled the Presi­
dent to review every single project ap­
proved for fiscal 1995 in the appropria­
tions process. 

I happen to think most of those 
projects are perfectly defensible. I hap­
pen to think that most of the projects 
that are financed by the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
under contract authority are perfectly 
defensible. However, that is not the 
question. 

I also think that we can make the 
same argument with respect to deficit 
reduction on appropriated earmarks 
that the gentleman has made with re­
spect to contract authority. It is al­
leged that because we do not add to the 
deficit, because this represents trust 
fund spending, therefore, these projects 
ought to be exempt. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out not 
a single appropriation earmark adds to 
the deficit, either, because each of the 
appropriation subcommittees comes to 
the floor within a budget ceiling. They 
cannot exceed it. That means if we pro­
vide an earmark, those dollars come 
from other projects that would other­
wise be funded. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, in 
both cases the issue is not whether the 
spending adds to the deficit. The issue 
is whether or not, if an occasional 
project is acutely embarrassing, wheth­
er the President ought to have the 
right to reach that project or not. 

Mr. Chairman, I say if we are going 
to require each and every project in the 

appropriations process to be subject to 
presidential review, then we ought to 
do the same thing for contract author­
ity. 

To me the issue is not whether these 
projects add to the economy or not. I 
suspect most of them do, just as most 
of the appropriated earmarks do. The 
issue is not whether or not these 
projects are useful. Most of them prob­
ably are. 

The issue is whether or not we are 
going to exempt one kind of spending 
from presidential review when we are 
subjecting all other kinds to that re­
view. And it seems to me, especially 
when we recognize that in any fiscal 
year the amount of money being pro­
vided under contract authority is at 
least four to five times as large as that 
being provided under appropriations, 
that we ought not to exempt the kind 
of spending which is four and fiv~ times 
as large as the appropriated direct 
spending which was made subject to 
this review just last week. I would urge 
a vote for the Orton amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen­
tleman from Florida [Mr. MICA] a 
member of the Committee on Govern­
ment Reform and Oversight. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I am prob­
ably one of the ·' most fiscally conserv­
ative Members of this body. I am a 
strong supporter of the legislation be­
fore us to provide the President with a 
line-item veto authority. However, 
quite frankly, I do not think that this 
particular amendment proposed by the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] real­
ly deserves our support at this point. 

The reason is, first of all, while his 
intent may be good and sound good, 
the policy, in fact, is bad policy. We 
could have some serious unintended 
consequences by instituting this legis­
lation. 

Most importantly, Mr. Chairman, the 
rescission of highway and aviation con­
tract authority will not save any 
money. By law, funds that are not ex­
pended from these trust funds remain 
in the trust fund, and may not be used 
for any other purpose, so we are not 
saving any money with adoption of this 
amendment. 

Therefore, I oppose this amendment,. 
and I urge my colleagues to also oppose 
it when it come before the House. 

0 1550 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 

Minnesota [Mr. SABO] and the gen­
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
have said it better than I could. This is 
not a question of pork. Any qualifie~ 
projects will stand the scrutiny of the 
line-item veto and, in fact, will sur­
vive. The question is, why should we be 
treating spending under an appropria­
tions bill any different than treating 
spending under a transportation bill? 
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Should we be any less concerned about 
earmarked spending from gas tax trust 
funds than we are from general reve­
nues? 

I would just suggest some quotes 
from some of my colleagues during this 
debate on H.R. 2. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] said that 
we have rejected the argument about 
whether to exempt spending from the 
judiciary and said that "no program 
rose to this level where it should be ex­
empted from consideration." 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] said, "And we should not ex­
empt anybody." 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss] said, "If there is belt tightening, 
it is everywhere." 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. BLUTE] said, "If we start exempt­
ing all of these areas, we are going to 
run into real problems." 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY] said, "If we are going to ex­
empt defense, then it is hypocritical 
not to exempt child issues. We do not 
need to be exempting any one program 
from another." 

Mr. Chairman, the critical point: 
Money that is vetoed under appropria­
tion bills does not reduce the deficit. It 
goes back and is subject to the same 
602(b) allocations and is reallocated 
among other appropriated spending. 
Spending under contract authority 
which would be vetoed would not re­
duce the deficit. It would go back into 
the trust fund and would therefore be 
eligible to be spent through the general 
formula funding. 

In !STEA we funded a little over $100 
billion of spending from the trust funds 
under the general formula. We funded 
about $6 billion in demonstration pro­
grams. Those demonstration programs, 
some of them are very, very good. 
Some of them may not be so good. 

If we want to give the President the 
authority to look into appropriation 
bills, to circle out those items that are 
embarrassing, that are wasteful, that 
should not be spent, why on Earth 
should we not allow the President to 
look into contract authority author­
ized by the Committee on Transpor­
tation and Infrastructure to do the 
same thing? To look at those projects, 
demonstration projects, most of which 
are good and valid projects, but to cir­
cle out those items which are embar­
rassing, which should not be spent, 
which cannot be justified. 

How can we say simply because this 
money is raised from a gasoline tax 
and is in a trust fund to be spent only 
for transportation projects that we do 
not have to be concerned about how 
wisely those transportation funds are 
spent? 

We are not trying to attack the 
transportation trust fund program or 
to stop funding for transportation pro­
grams. What we are saying is the Presi­
dent ought to be able to look at how 

wisely we are spending those transpor­
tation trust funds, and it is not any 
less responsible of us to look at appro­
priations versus transportation con­
tract authority. 

I would urge adoption of my amend­
ment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 seconds to the gentleman from Flor­
ida [Mr. Goss] to respond. 

Mr. GOSS. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to point 
out, it is true I did say that if there is 
belt tightening, it should be shared by 
all. But I would like to point out, H.R. 
2 talks about discretionary budget and 
talks about numbers. It does not talk 
about policy because as so many have 
articulately expressed, we are con­
cerned about shifting the balance of 
power. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
briefly to the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] to respond to 
another matter that was raised. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my good friend for yielding me 
the time. 

My friend from Utah made the alle­
gation that a member of my staff 
called the mayor of Provo, UT, to pres­
sure him to get him to withdraw this 
amendment. 

I have not only talked to my staff, I 
have just gotten off the phone from 

. talking to the office of the mayor of 
Provo, UT. No one from my staff spoke 
to the mayor of Provo, UT. 

I am sure my good friend in the heat 
of the moment made an honest mis­
take, but I would simply like the 
record to reflect that. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me so that I can at 
least answer or respond? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield 10 seconds to 
the gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. ORTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not make an al­
legation that they called the mayor of 
Provo, UT. If you will read the RECORD, 
it is clear what I said, and the informa­
tion came from various lobbying 
sources who lobbied this city in behalf 
of a mayor in my district, and the com­
ments were made to the lobbyist. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. I believe I am also 
speaking on behalf of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], chair­
man of the Committee on Rules, in op­
posing this amendment. 

I think one of the things that has 
been sort of part of this whole debate is 
the suggestion at least that there are 
many, many projects out there that 
may not be worthy and that the Presi­
dent should be given an opportunity to 
look into those and deal with them in 
this veto. But I think it needs to be 
pointed out that when we are talking 

about trust funds here, 96 percent of 
those funds go to the States, directly 
to the States. They are distributed by 
formula, they are not earmarked, and 
that is the overwhelming amount of 
the money that is involved in these 
trust funds, come from us to the 
States. Only about 3 to 4 percent for 
very high-priority projects and ones 
that have been carefully vetted, all of 
which have been approved by the State 
departments of transportation, are ap­
proved by the State DOT's before they 
are approved, before they a.re funded. I 
think it is distorting the debate a bit 
to suggest that there are massive num­
bers of projects the President might 
Wf.;.nt to reach. 

The other item I would just respond 
to is the transportation trust funds 
presently have or have had a cash sur­
plus of $33 billion. One of the sugges­
tions the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure has had over the 
years is that that has been used to 
mask, to hide the deficit, to make the 
deficit look better, and to make the 
general fund look better. It has been a 
smoke-and-mirrors device that has 
been used over the years because the 
trust funds cannot spend more than 
they take in. I think we do not need to 
contribute to this problem by provid­
ing a veto of contract authority. 

Mr. Chairman, rescissions of highway 
and aviation trust authority are not 
going to save any money. I think that 
is the bottom line. This is a deficit re­
duction provision. The Orton amend­
ment will do nothing to reduce the def­
icit. I urge opposition to this amend­
ment. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op­
position to the Orton amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there is only one good rea­
son to provide line-item veto authority to the 
President-to reduce the deficit. Providing a 
line-item veto just for the sake of doing so 
would be an example of Congress cutting off 
our nose to spite our face. The amendment 
before us, while well-intentioned does exactly 
that. 

Contract authority comes out of trust funds 
which are fenced off for explicit transportation 
purposes. If the President were to line-item 
veto a highway project or an airport grant, it 
would have no impact on the deficit. It would 
merely require that a given amount of money 
sit unused in the trust fund until the next fiscal 
year. 

Our transportation trust funds represent a 
user fee to our highway and airway travelers. 
They pay for improvements to the Federal 
transportation infrastructure through taxes lev­
ied on fuel and airline tickets. The expenditure 
of this money is the Government fulfilling a 
contract with these travelers. If we instead use 
this money for deficit reduction, we will have 
turned an ostensible user fee into a tax, 
changing the rules in the middle of the game. 

As an aside, Mr. Chairman, I might point out 
that the language of the bill requires a Presi­
dential finding that his veto of the line item 
would reduce the deficit. Although I am not an 
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expert on this, I would wonder how the Presi­
dent could make such a finding when the llne­
item in question was contract authority. 

Mr. Chairman, a line-item veto for contract 
authority makes no sense. It doesn't save any 
money and it doesn't reduce the deficit. Let's 
defeat the Orton amendment and preserve the 
integrity of the transportation trust funds. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo­
sition to the Orton amendment but in strong 
support of the underlying bill, H.R. 2. 

As I mentioned on the floor yesterday, I 
have introduced line-item veto legislation al­
most identical to H.R. 2 on the first day of 
every Congress since I was elected in 1988. 

I think it is fair to say that there are not 
many Members of this House who support giv­
ing the President true line-item veto authority 
more strongly than I do. 

But Mr. Chairman, this amendment is aimed 
very specifically at the aviation trust fund and 
the highway trust fund, which were created 
with the understanding that the money they 
contained would be used exclusively for avia­
tion and highway projects. 

The ultimate goal of this amendment a~ 
pears to be to get at the money in these trust 
funds so that it can be used for nontransporta­
tion purposes, which violates the very concept 
of a trust fund. 

I strongly believe that these funds should be 
off-budget and should be used for the purpose 
for which they were created, namely to fund 
various airport and highway improvement 
projects and to strengthen our overall trans­
portation system. 

When these trust funds were originally es­
tablished, it was made clear that the money 
they contained would be set aside for such 
projects. 

If we are going to tum around and violate 
that pledge, then we should just be honest 
and stop referring to them as trust funds at all. 

Mr. Chairman, the money that is in thes~ 
trust funds comes from fees that are paid by 
the users of our Nation's airlines and high­
ways. 

I believe that this money should continue to 
be used for the types of improvement projects 
that we have promised these users it will be 
used for. 

At a time when use of our airlines is in­
creasing rapidly each year and use of our 
highways is at an all time high and still climl:r 
ing, it d~s not make sense to make an end 
run around these funds. 

If this amendment is approved, we will end 
up hurting our transportation system at the 
very time that we should be doing everything 
we can to make it stronger. 
, Mr. Chairman, there is almost no one in this 

House who is more fiscally conservative than 
I am or who has voted t6 cut spending more 
often than I have. 

But I must oppose this targeted attack on 
our aviation and highway trust funds and I 
urge my colleagues to join me in opposing the 
Orton amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen­
tleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes aP:. 
peared to have it. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of Friday, February 
3, 1995, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. ORTON] will be post­
poned. 

The CHAffiMAN. Are there other 
amendments to the bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment. 

The text. of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. WATERS: The 
first sentence of para.graph (3) of section 4 is 
amended by inserting "or which the Presi­
dent determines would yield at least 20 per­
cent of its benefit to the top 1 percent of in­
come earners" before the period. 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House, the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. WATERS] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes, and a Mem­
ber opposed will be recognized for 15 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes tht:? gentle­
woman from California [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I am 
offering today is about fairness. I am 
trying to bring a measure of account­
ability to this process. 

Mr. Chairman, we all know the im­
pression of how · 1aw is made in Con­
gress. Many people believe special in­
terests have too much influence and 
that the rich are getting their way 
with too many poll ticians. 
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Unfortunately, this impression is 
often too close to reality. My amend­
ment would give the President the au­
thority to veto any provision which 
gives the lion's share of benefits to the 
rich. 

Make no mistake about it, my 
amendment makes this bill stronger. 
My amendment would increase thfi 
chance that H.R. 2 would reduce the 
deficit. 

Specifically, my amendment would 
change the definition of targeted tax 
benefit in the bill to include any tax 
benefit which would accrue more than 
50 percent of its benefit to the top 10 
percent of income earners. As I said, 
this is only fair and this is common 
sense. 

Anyone looking at this legislation, or 
listening to us debate it, may concede 
that a targeted tax benefit should in­
clude one .that goes mainly to the 
wealthy. This amendment goes to the 
heart of the legislation. We know from 
the pollsters who have brought us all of 
this information about the Contract 
With America that a majority of Amer­
icans support the line-item veto, but 
the important question is why? The an­
swer is because the American people 
believe that special interests and cor-

porate America.. exert too much influ­
ence on our spending and revenue deci­
sions. 

My amendment would merely bring 
any tax break which disproportion­
ately benefits the rich under the provi­
sions of the line-item veto. It would 
not prohibit Congress from passing 
such a tax break, it would not require 
the President to veto such a tax break, 
it would simply give the President, 
Democrat or Republican. the option of 
striking such a regressive, narrow tax 
break from a bill. 

My amendment would not change the 
procedure of the bill in any way. The 
President, through the Office of Man­
agement and Budget. would make a de­
termination of the beneficiaries of the 
tax legislation we send him. Under my 
amendment, if it is determined that 
any tax change would severely dis­
proportionately benefit the rich, the 
President would be given the option of 
vetoing that portion of it. 

The majority of Americans are tired 
of struggling to make ends meet while 
they see the economic elite get more 
and more from Government. While eco­
nomic factors in the past 20 years have 
exacerbated the trend toward inequal­
ity. tax policy has made matters worse. 

Since 1977, the effective tax rate for 
the top one-fifth of wage earners went 
from 27.2 to 26.8 percent, a net reduc­
tion of $450 in tax liability. For the top 
5 percent, the effective tax rate has 
dropped from 30.6 to 28.3 percent, which 
translates into a $5,311 tax cut. Fi­
nally, the top 1 percent, those earning 
over $675,000 per year, have seen a re­
duction in their tax rate from 35.5 per­
cent down to 29.3 percent, the equiva­
lent of nearly $42,000 in net tax reduc­
tion. 

Amazingly, in the same time period 
the after-tax income of the families in 
the top 1 percent of income has in­
creased from 7.3 percent of all U.S. 
earnings to 12.3 percent. This has taken 
place at the same time as the income 
of the bottom four-fifths has declined. 
It is no wonder that despite the eco­
nomic recovery, most Americans still 
feel quite insecure and they think the 
Government is not on their side. These 
trends have caused Americans to dis­
trust Washington. The tax policies en­
acted here in the past 15 years are a di­
rect contributor to this mistrust. 

The -bill before us, as currently draft­
ed, is just too narrow. The targeted tax 
benefit only includes those tax breaks 
which affect 100 or fewer entities. 
While I agree that any tax benefit 
which benefits as few entities as this 
certainly qualifies as a targeted tax 
benefit, a broader definition better 
serves Congress, the President, and 
most importantly, the American peo­
ple. 

Words, symbols, and definitions are 
important when public officials com­
municate to .the people. Any tax break 
in which half the revenue would go to 
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the top 10 percent of income earners in 
this country is a targeted tax benefit. 
It only makes common sense. 

I do not know how many tax breaks 
would fall into the category I am pro­
posing today, but that is not impor­
tant. What is important is that we set 
a standard. It is important that Amer­
ican taxpayers know that any tax pro­
vision which benefits the rich. exces­
sively. will be carefully-not care­
lessly-considered by the President and 
Congress. Without my amendment I am 
afraid we are not doing all that we can 
to protect American taxpayers from 
special breaks for the wealthy and 
well-connected. 

Let us send a powerful message to 
the American people today. Let us 
show them that the days of corporate 
influence. the days where rich people 
can pick the pockets of the Federal 
Treasury are over. Let us make it a lit­
tle more difficult for the weal thy to 
get more than their fair share. 

In conclusion. I appeal to my col­
leagues who support the bill before us 
to adopt this amendment. It strength­
ens the underlying legislation. This 
amendment would help reduce the 
budget deficit. My amendment could 
save billions in taxpayer money. 

So please. before Members vote. 
think about the budgetary con­
sequences of what I am proposing. and 
at the time that we do vote I am ask­
ing my colleagues for an "aye" vote. 

Mr. Chairman. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman. I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I com.mend the gentle­
woman from California because she is 
well known for the efforts that she has 
exerted over the years to bring greater 
equity, I think, to the Federal Govern­
ment and deserves commendation for 
that. But I think I was a little sur­
prised by this amendment which, in my 
view, would create some unexpected 
perhaps, and unnecessary tensions 
where none existed before. I think we 
have to focus on what the very limited 
provisions in this bill. in H.R. 2, is de­
signed to get at. 

We have had in the past. we are all 
familiar with where there have been 
egregious examples of abuse in allow­
ing certain tax advantages to be writ­
ten into the legislation which benefit a 
very few, very few fat cats, if you will. 
or others. and this provision is de­
signed to attack that very narrow 
problem. There should not be an effort, 
I think, in this bill to basically deter­
mine tax policy, and I think that is 
what the gentlewoman's amendment 
would do. It would really broaden very 
dramatically the scope of what we are 
proposing in this bill which is very nar-

rowly to focus it. rifle shot it. I guess. 
instead of a shotgun approach to this 
issue saying yes, the President should 
be able to identify those outrageous ex­
amples of tax preferences that are 
given. Whether it is wine makers in 
California or whoever lt might be, thi~ 
is an effort to say the President should 
have an opportunity to deal with those 
kinds of examples, and eliminate them. 

But to broaden it to the extent that 
the gentlewoman has, and I understand 
what she is trying to do, but I think 
she is basically giving the President an 
ability to second-guess Congress on 
policy matters by vetoing out entire 
tax provisions out of the code. I think 
that goes beyond. 

So I think because the gentle­
woman's amendment creates a pre­
viously unforeseen differential, and 
that is what is really involved, and be­
cause it obscures the purpose of H.R. 2, 
which is to ensure the ability to assure 
everyone pays his fair share, this 
amendment. Mr. Chairman, should be 
defeated. 

Mr. Chairman. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Committee will 
rise informally in order that the House 
may receive a message from the Presi­
dent. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

QUINN) assumed the chair. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

A further message in writing from 
the President of the United States was 
communicated to the House by Mr. 
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

0 1610 

LINE-ITEM VETO ACT 
The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman. the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania is to be com.mended for 
his attempt to protect that part of the 
bill that speaks to the 100 entities. and 
I understand that that is a very small 
attempt to talk about fairness in a cer­
tain way. Certainly we need to do that. 

We need to say that if there is any 
tax legislation that will benefit as few 
as 100 entities, then something is 
wrong with that, because both you and 
I and others know far too well that we 
have had legislation in this Congress 
that benefited one or two persons, and 
certainly it is usually those who are 
well connected. the rich and the power­
ful who have influence with a particu­
lar elected official who are able to do 
that. 

And I am saying, yes, let us have 
that measure of protection. but let us 
go a little bit further. I think it is im­
portant for us to go a little bit further, 
because it has been documented time 
and time again that the top 1 percent 
in this society have a disproportionate 
share of the weal th. And as I cited in 
my opening remarks. the tax income of 
the families in the top 1 percent of in­
come has increased from 7.3 percent of 
all U.S. earnings to 12.3 percent. 

I think we can in this legislation put 
a stop to that. We are simply saying if 
there is anything that is put together 
that allows that top 1 percent to· fur­
ther benefit. if there is anything that 
is done that allows the top 10 percent 
to have over 50 percent of the tax 
breaks, then we need to give the Presi­
dent the opportunity to veto it, and 
this is no small matter . . 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
identifies that this would in some way 
have too great an influence on tax pol­
icy. That is precisely what I wish it to 
do. I wish it to do that. because at 
some point in time we must send a sig­
nal to the American people that some­
body is doing the business of the aver­
age working person in this Congress. 
The average working man or woman 
does not have a lobbyist here. They 
cannot be represented but by the peo­
ple they elect to represent them. 

Sometimes we get a little bit too in­
sulated, and oftentimes when we 
produce tax policy. as we did in 1981 
during the Reagan years where we al­
lowed the selling of tax credits and 
major corporations in America ended 
up paying no taxes, if I recall during 
that time. many of the top corpora­
tions. Fortune 500 corporations in 
America, ended up paying no taxes. 
General Motors ended up paying no 
taxes. They even got a tax rebate. 

At the same time. the taxes of the 
average working person have increased. 
and so I am saying we can take a big 
step as we give the line-iteni veto to 
the President of the United States and 
say: 

Mr. President, it looks fishy if what we 
have done allows the top 10 percent to get 
over 50 percent of the tax breaks in anything 
that we have done. So we want to make sure 
that we pro·i;ect against that. 

And we are going to allow this line­
item veto to operate under those cir­
cumstances. I do not think it is too 
much to ask. I know we do not often­
times think like that. We do not often­
times think that we can take the broad 
strokes on behalf of just average work­
ing Americans, but I am saying with 
this line-item veto, which is rather 
novel. which is quite different, that it 
is big enough. It is creative enough to 
allow room for some more creativity. 

And I am simply saying that we can 
broaden the measure of protection and 
not just do a very small thing such as 
·protect against 100 entities, but we can 
protect the majority of American114 if 
we have the will to do so. 



February 6, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3771 
So, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that icy is made, with elected officials in 

my amendment be adopted. general. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance I have watched over the past 10 years 

of my time. or so as we have exported jobs of Amer-
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield icans to third world countries for cheap 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor- labor; I have watched wage earners be 
ida [Mr. Goss]. able to buy less with their dollars; I am 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to watching young people with an inabil­
congratulate the gentlewoman for ad- ity to purchase their own home, to 
dressing this amendment, as well, on have a down payment, I am watching 
this subject. It is a subject we took up as the rich get richer basically, and the 
under the Slaughter amendment on poor get poorer. 
these targeted tax credits, and how we I really do believe that somehow we 
do it. have to use this forum to begin to en-

I do not agree with the amendment. I gage each other in a debate about what 
hope the fact they have the amend- we are going to do for the average wage 
ment indicates that perhaps the gentle- earner. What are we going to do to rep­
woman will support the line-item veto resent their interest? 
legislation with or without the amend- I know that many people believe that 
ment. we know best and that somehow what-

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, if the ever we do is all right. I do not think 
gentleman will yield, all things are so anymore. 
possible. I think there are a lot of bright peo-

Mr. GOSS. That is good, we are mak- ple in this body. I think there are a lot 
ing progress. of well-meaning people in this body. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there are a But however bright and well meaning 
couple of things that need to be clari- we are, we have not done a good job for 
fled. the average working person who is 

The last time I heard about a change earning less and less, and able to pur­
in the tax rate it seems to me there chase less and less, is extremely un­
was a special top rate including a sur- happy. They are unhappy with us be­
·tax of up to 39.6 percent for the people cause we have not been able to rep­
at the top end of the scale, and actu- resent their interests. 
ally those cuts that I believe the gen- I would simply ask that we adopt 
tlewoman was referring to back in 1981 this amendment. This amendment 
for the rich were cuts for every Amer- would send a signal that we in fact care 
lean who were paying taxes. about those who work every day, and 

But I am glad that she has brought that we are not here simply to do the 
that up on Reagan's birthday, because bidding of those who were well con­
! think the idea of trying to get spend- nected, those who have already a dis­
ing under control and reduce taxation proportionate share of the income, and 
is something President Reagan stood those who are very powerful. 
for. Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

With regard to the amendment itself myself 30 seconds just to suggest to the 
particularly, I am a little concerned gentlewoman that she is a very articu­
that we have a very vague definition late and forceful and powerful advocate 
here, "income earners." Now, that for the very people she is concerned 
would presumably excuse coupon clip- about being affected by this. 
pers from this, or people from rents, 
royalties and other types of income, D 1620 
perhaps pensions, that are not earned I am very confident that it is un-
income under that definition. I am not likely that any such overreaching in 
sure where stock options or other terms of tax policy is going to occur 
things like that would come in. which would warrant the President 

Certainly when you start talking having this veto so loni as the gentle­
about large corporations under the def- woman from California [Ms. WATERS] is 
inition that is being used in H.R. 2, I here to defend those interests, which 
would point out that large corpora- she does so well. 
tions pay an awful lot of wages to blue Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
collar workers who depend on those to may consume to the gentleman from 
keep food on the table and shelter over Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE]. 
their head. So I think maybe it has Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, at a time 
been mischaracterized a little bit for when many people are decrying our 
what it would do, and I would, there- Tax Code as too complicated, the 
fore, be opposed to it. But I am glad amendment offered by the gentle­
the gentlewoman has an interest in · woman from California would increase 
this subject. that complexity. How would the Presi-

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield dent determine if a tax credit provided 
myself the balance of my time. I would half its benefit to 10 percent of the pop­
just simply close. ulation? In order to accelerate the 

I thought it was very important that process, the Committee on Government 
we try and strike a blow for the people. Reform and Oversight shortened the 
I really do believe that we are at a length of time the President had to 
time in ·our society when people are submit rescissions. Trying to deter­
very unhappy with the way public pol- mine who will reap what benefits will 

likely take longer than the deadline al­
lows. 

Mr. Chairman, it is unclear what is 
meant in this amendment. Does it 
mean that half of the beneficiaries will 
be in the top 10-percent income brack­
et, or does it mean that half of all the 
revenues lost would be lost to the top 
10 percent? 

In addition, the committee accepted 
an amendment offered by a Democrat 
which broadened the definition of tar­
geted tax breaks to a hundred or fewer 
taxpayers. This House has already re­
soundingly turned back an attempt to 
alter that and should do likewise with 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let us give the Presi­
dent the strongest line-item veto pos­
sible, one that is narrowly and clearly 
defined and able to let the President 
get the job done. I ask that the House 
oppose the gentlewoman's amendment 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUTE. I yield to the gentle­
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Will the gentleman 
agree that, if we take any steps that 
would give 10 percent in our society 50 
percent of the tax breaks, that some­
thing would be wrong with that, that 
that would not be fair? Would the gen­
tleman agree? 

Mr. BLUTE. I am sorry; would the 
gentlewoman repeat that? 

Ms. WATERS. If we adopted any 
measures that would give 10 percent of 
our society 50 percent of the tax 
breaks, would the gentleman agree 
that that would be unequal and unfair? 

Mr. BLUTE. Well, Mr. Chairman, I 
would only say, reclaiming my time 
from the gentlewoman, that implicit in 
that argument is that all income be­
longs to the Federal Government and 
that the Federal Gov~rnment should 
decide how they will share it with each 
taxpayer. Tax cuts are not Government 
giveaways. It is simply less taking of 
people's earnings. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] who has some 
general comments on the legislation 
we are considering this afternoon. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks and that my re­
marks appear during the general de­
bate. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the line-item veto. 
Mr. Chairman, I have heard as a 

major argument in support of the line­
item veto, as suggested by former 
President Ronald Reagan, that we 
should, quote, give the President the 
same authority that 43 Governors use 
in their States, and whereas I adore 
Ronald Reagan and I believe he was an 
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impetus to believe, have the people be­
lieve in America again, we must not 
confuse the powers given to the States 
with the powers given to the Federal 
Government by the Constitution. 
There is a distinct difference between 
the authority allowed for State gov­
ernors and authority given to the 
President. 

The States. accordiug to the 10th 
amendment. are given more leeway as 
they formulate their own laws. The 
10th amendment says that the powers 
not delegated to the United States by 
the Constitution. nor prohibited by it 
to the States. are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to their people, 
and therefore individual States may 
give their Governors line item veto au­
thority, but we may not give the Presi­
dent that authority delegated only to 
the Congress because article I, section 
1, states all legislative powers herein 
granted shall be vested in a Congress of 
the United States which shall consist 
of a Senate and a House of Representa­
tives, and this section specifically 
states that it is the Congress that has 
the power. Since Congress was given 
this power by the Constitution, Con­
gress cannot give this power to the 
President to formulate legislation. 

This violates, this law, H.R. 2, vio­
lates the separation of powers. This bill 
gives to the President the ability to 
form and to shape legislation proffered 
by the Congress by allowing him to cut 
out parts of an appropriations or reve­
nue bill for continued legislative con­
sideration while allowing him to ap­
prove other parts of the passed legisla­
tion. The President has no role under 
article I, section 1, in legislating or 
shaping law. 

The Founding Fathers were correct 
in instilling the separation of powers, 
and they had reflected on and exam­
ined thousands of years of world his­
tory and have established the negative 
effect of when the ruling powers were 
allowed to thread upon one another's 
jurisdiction. It was Montesquieu's fun­
damental contention that men en­
trusted with powers to abuse it would 
abuse it, and hence it was desirable to 
divide the powers of government first 
in order to keep to a minimum the 
powers lodged in any one single organ 
of the governmelit, and. second, in 
order to be able to oppose organ to 
organ. 

Federalist No. 76, which is stated in 
the Federalist Papers which the gen­
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
our Speaker, asked us to read, and I 
read, does state that. without the one 
separation or the other, the former 
would be unable to defend itself against 
the depredations of power of the latter, 
and he might gradually be stripped of 
his authorities by successive resolu­
tions. 

I ask this body to be very cautions in 
this vote to make sure that we are not 
giving powers to the President that the 

Constitution specifically gives only to 
the Congress. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman. just in 
closing I would urge a no vote on this 
amendment. I think that the amend­
ment. while well intentioned, is really 
irrelevant to this bill. I think the ques­
tion of the kind of outrageous attacks 
on a bill that might be passed here 
should clearly be thought out in sub­
committee, and con1mittee and on the 
floor of this House. but I think it is ir­
relevant to say that we should give the 
President this line item veto. 

The CHAffiMAN. All time having ex­
pired, the question is on the amend­
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. WATERS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of Friday, February 
3, 1995, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentle­
woman from California [Ms. WATERS] 
will be postponed. 

Are there further amendments to the 
bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLINGER 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CLINGER: In sec­

tion 3(a)(l), strike "unless" and all that fol­
lows through the period and insert the fol­
lowing: "unless, during the period described 
in subsection (b), there is enacted into law a 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill that dis­
approves the rescission of that amount of 
budget authority.". 

In section 4(1), insert ", as introduced," 
after "which". 

Mr. CLINGER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, this is a technical 

amendment which simply cleans up 
two minor drafting changes omitted 
when the House adopted the amend­
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. THURMAN] earlier in this 
debate on this measure. The Thurman 
amendment permits 50 Members to 
move to strike an individual rescission 
or tax benefit repeal. This amendment 
corrects H.R. 2 to fully conform the bill 
to our acceptance of the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor­
ida [Mrs. THURMAN]-

The CHAffiMAN. If the gentleman 
would suspend, the chair must inquire 
whether this amendment was included 
in the order of February 3? 

Mr. CLINGER. or the unanimous 
consent request of that evening? 

It was not included in that. I thought 
I woul~ be permitted to offer a strictly 

technical amendment, I believe it has 
been approved by both sides. There will 
be no debate on it. I just wanted to 
offer it at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­
sent to offer the amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. An order of the 
House cannot be superseded by an 
order of the Committee of the Whole. 

The Committee of the Whole may not 
materi&Ily vary an order of the House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I have 

a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. CLINGER. Would it be in order 

to offer this amendment when we sit in 
the House? 

The CHAffiMAN. In response to the 
gentleman's inquiry, only a order of 
the House can make this amendment in 
order. and once we are back in the 
House, the gentleman could inquire of 
the House whether to make it in order 
to be considered. 

Mr. CLINGER. At that point it would 
be appropriate to ask unanimous con­
sent to have the House consider it in 
order? 
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The CHAffiMAN. For that, the Com­

mittee of the Whole would have to rise. 
Then the House would have to move 
back to the Committee of the Whole 
for the consideration of the amend­
ment. 

Because the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER] was not in order under the 
previous order of the House, the pro­
ceedings are vacated on that amend­
ment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TAUZIN 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment that is in order. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will des­

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol­

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TAUZIN: Section 

2 is amended by adding at the end the follow­
ing new subsection: 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-Notwithstanding sub­
section (a), in the case of fiscal years 1996 
through 2002, the President may only rescind 
any budget authority or veto any targeted 
tax benefit under that subsection necessary 
to reduce the projected deficit for the fiscal 
year to which that rescission or veto per­
tains to the level set forth below: 

Maximum deficit level 

Fiscal year: 
In billiom of dollars 

1996 .................................................. $174 
1997 ·················································· 155 
1998 ·················································· 116 1999 .................... .............................. 71 
2000 ...................•...............•.............. 59 
2001 .................................................. 26 
2002 and thereafter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . 0 
The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 

order of tha House, the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] will be recog­
nized for 15 minutes, and a Member op­
posed will be recognized for 15 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, the other day as we 

debated the issue of the line-item veto 
itself, I noticed to the Members of the 
House the likelihood of my offering 
this amendment in the Committee of 
the Whole. This amendment is called 
the glide path amendment and is of­
fered in an attempt to make the line­
item veto a more practicable, workable 
solution to a problem that plagues this 
Congress and has plagued Congresses in 
years past. 

The graph on my right, as I indicated. 
earlier, is a confusion of metaphors, 
but nevertheless accomplishes the pur­
poses intended.. The graph at the right 
indicates the CBO estimates of where 
this Congress needs to be every time 
we have an appropriation for the next 
bud.get year if we are in fact to accom­
plish the purposes of the balanced. 
bud.get amendment recently sent to the 
Senate, and if we are in fact to balance 
the bud.get by the year 2002. 

For example, in the next fiscal year, 
1996, we are expected. to have no more 
than about $174 billion in deficit if we 
are to be on the path that takes us to 
this balanced. bud.get, as we have dedi­
cated. ourselves to when we ad.opted the 
balanced. bud.get amendment. 

Each year thereafter, the d.efici t 
must be reduced pursuant to this graph 
if we are to reach that point by the 
year 2002. 

Now, if you saw recently in the news 
the President's announcement of his 
bud.get plans for the next 5 years, you 
will be astounded to find out that the 
President is proposing that we stay at 
$200 billion deficit for the next 5 years. 
His bud.get plans as outlined just yes­
terday indicate that for the the next 
fiscal year, 1996, he is proposing a $200 
billion deficit. For the year 1997, he is 
proposing a $200 billion deficit. For the 
year 1998, approximately a $200 billion 
deficit. In fact, to use the analogy of 
this football field, he would have us 
stepping out of bounds a few of those 
years, running over cheerleaders and 
the bands and everything else on the 
sideline. We would simply never begin 
to get on this glide path to the line­
item veto, and that is unfortunate. 

That means, of course, we here in 
Congress are going to have to do a bet­
ter job than the President proposed 
yesterday if we are going to carry out 
the promise we made to the American 
people in a contract signed by many 
Members here to carry out the promise 
of a balanced bud.get amendment by 
the year 2002. 

Now, what the glid.epath amendment 
to this bill does is it attempts to make 
the line-item veto a very practicable 
tool to be used by this Congress, the 
Presidency, and the American people, 
in achieving these numbers. 

Now, why do I suggest it? I suggest it 
because in three out of the four States 

that have · a line-item veto, those 
States provide that the line-item veto 
is used by the Governor to delete from 
the bud.get bill approved by the legisla­
ture any appropriations he deems nec­
essary to reduce their bud.gets down to 
a balanced bud.get. 

The bill as it comes before us today 
is written very similarly. It says in ef­
fect that the President of the United 
States, when we adopt the line-item 
veto later today, would have the au­
thority to strike from our bud.gets each 
year any appropriation he deems nec­
essary in order to reduce the deficit. 

Now, here is the problem. Unlike the 
States that have a line-item veto, we 
cannot pass a balanced bud.get for next 
year. If you believe we can, please raise 
your hand. I do not see any hands. And 
if all the Members were here, I would 
probably not see many hands. 

The bottom line is we cannot find 
$200 billion of spending cuts in then.ext 
years's budget, and everybody knows 
it. The best we can do is get on this 
glidepath that takes us to a balanced 
bud.get by the year 2002. 

So what authority ought we give the 
President during this 7-year period 
when Congress should be responsible 
enough to stay on this glidepath not to 
adopt bud.gets that give us $200 billion 
deficits each year. It seems to me the 
practicable way in which to use a line­
i tem veto and to enforce responsibility 
in this Congress is to say that the 
Presidents should use that line-item 
veto authority to excise from the bud.g­
et every expenditure that rises above 
this line in order to enforce respon­
sibility in this Congress, to ensure that 
we stay on this glidepath, that we land 
safely in the year 2002 with a balanced. 
bud.get. 

Now, I understand that my friends on 
the Republican side are not going to 
accept this amendment, and I under­
stand why. They want to think about it 
some more. They want to think wheth­
er or not this derogates from the con­
tract provisions of a line-item veto, 
and I appreciate that, and for that rea­
son I will not even ask for a recorded. 
vote today. 

But I did want to bring it up. I think 
it is the most practicable way to make 
this thing work, to enforce respensibil­
ity in the House, to ensure that this 
House and the other body lives up to 
the promise of the balanced bud.get 
amendment and delivers each year a 
bud.get that meets the CBO estimates, 
that gets us to the balanced. bud.get by 
the year 2002. 

The amendment also provides once 
we hit that balanced. bud.get in the year 
2002, that every year thereafter the 
President would have a line-item veto, 
every year, to excise from the bud.get 
any expenditure that went above the 
balanced. budget from the year 2002 
thereafter. So unlike the sunset 
amendment that came earlier, that I 
think was an amendment to weaken 

this bill, this amendment actually 
strengthens it, and makes it in fact 
more workable. 

Now, I want to caution my friends in 
the Republican Party who have signed 
what I consider to be a pretty dog-gone 
good Contract With America, many of 
its provisions will find a great deal of 
support, as you did in the last few 
weeks, from Democrats in this body 
who have long fought for things like 
unfunded mandates, have long fought 
for a balanced bud.get amendment, long 
fought for property rights amendments 
and reform of some of the regulatory 
processes, long fought for lowering the 
taxes on businesses and workers in 
America, particularly the taxes that 
act as a disincentive to investment and 
job creation in our society. That is why 
so many of us have cosponsored so 
many of the features of the contract. 
We have in fact pursued those bills our­
selves for many years. 

But I want to caution you. If we are 
going to pass into law, into a law that 
really works for the American people, 
the provisions of that contract, not 
just to "rote on them today, pass them 
in the House and see them die in the 
Senate, not to just pass them even in 
the Senate and see them vetoed by the 
President, not even just to pass them 
and see them become law and then fail 
because we have not written them 
properly, my caution is let us do it 
right the first time. Make sure when 
we pass a line-item veto it really works 
for the purposes intended, that it 
works to discipline the Congress, to en­
sure that we follow the promises we 
made when we adopted the balanced 
bud.get amendment just a week or so 
ago, and that we do in fact get on a 
glide path that gets us down safely to 
a balanced bud.get by the year 2002. 

This amendment is an attempt to do 
that. It is offered in a very friendly 
fashion. I will vote for the line-item 
veto without this amendment. 

D 1640 
·I only hope that my friends on the 

other side who believe as I do, as 
strongly as I do, in the line-item veto, 
in fact, as they saw just recently, I 
even voted against exempting highway 
funding from the line-item veto. If they 
believe as strongly as I do in it, then 
work to see possibly in the process that 
an amendment like this gets consid­
ered, perhaps in the conference be­
tween the House and the Senate, per­
haps somewhere along the way, that 
when we get through we have an 
amendment, a line-item veto probably 
that really works for the good that we 
intended. it for, that it works to dis­
cipline this body toward a balanced. 
bud.get by the year 2002 and does not 
unnecessarily, unnecessarily reshape 
the balance of powers so .critical in our 
Cons ti tu ti on. 

Let me make that final point. This 
grant of a line-item veto authority, as 
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the States have given their Governors, 
as we are about to give it to the Presi­
dency. is an extraordinary grant. It 
says to the President. you have more 
authority. rather than just veto an en­
tire bill to take on the entire Congress 
on a bill, it gives the authority to the 
President to take on every single Mem­
ber of the House and Senate and every 
line they write in every bill that appro­
priates money in this Nation. And .it 
requires two-thirds of the body to over­
rule him. That is a pretty strong grant 
of authority, pretty extraordinary. 

I think we can constitutionally do 
that. But I think we ought to limit it 
to the cases where the Congress has 
failed to meet its responsibility. failed 
to live up to its obligation to balance 
our accounts. failed to stay, if Mem­
bers will, on this glide path that gets 
us to a balanced budget and eventually 
stays in a balanced budget posture 
after the year 2002. 

If we grant this extraordinary au­
thority for that purpose and that pur­
pose alone. I think we will have writ­
ten a good bill today. If we create a 
new authority in the President that 
has nothing to do with congressional 
responsibility. which allows the Presi­
dent to take on any Member of this 
House and Senate regardless of wheth­
er this body has been responsible. then 
perhaps we are going too far and we 
ought to think about that before we fi­
nally adopt this bill. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman. I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Flor­
ida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
distinguished chairman for yielding 
time to me. 

I, too. rise in opposition. but very re­
luctantly. My good friend, the gen­
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] I 
think has explained his glidepath on a 
football field very well. First. that 
glidepath is so steep it pops my ears 
every time I think of going down it. 
Then when I get to the bottom of it, I 
see there is not a landing field. I think 
there is probably a brick wall there. 
And I do jest a bit. 

I want to let the gentleman know. we 
have given this a lot of thought. It is 
an intriguing idea. It gets away, 
though, from what we are trying to do. 

Basically what the gentleman is say­
ing. that the President loses his line­
item veto if we happen to hit our re­
duction targets year by year. That 
seems like a very intriguing propo­
sition. The problem is those sort of 
moving targets. I am not sure exactly 
who is going to set them. 

I have got a list here, CBO. CBO is al­
ways very good and without any, usu­
ally, challenge to their targets. That 

causes me some concern that somebody 
might challenge them. Those are the 
kind of pragmatics I have and am a lit­
tle bit concerned about. 

I guess there are some other points, 
too. that are more generic. What we 
are trying to do here is get a handle on 
wasteful spending. And the reason we 
are trying to do that is for two pur­
poses. It is to get rid of wasteful spend­
ing, spending that is unnecessary. re­
dundant, off target. not necessary. out­
of-date programs. all of those things. 
And we should encourage the President 
to do that any time. That should not 
just be relative to the deficit. That is 
something we should never do. We 
should always give some kind of en­
couragement. 

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

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

While I agree that that is a good 
idea. that is not what the bill does. The 
bill refers only to deficit-reduction 
line-item veto authority. 

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time. Mr. 
Chairman, I recognize that. That was 
just an aside. The purpose is the deficit 
reduction and the problem with that is, 
I am afraid that if we ever did, let us 
hope we do someday get to zero. even 
in 2002, would that not be wonderful? 
You would be interested to know that 
my text reads 20002 through a typo. I 
am not even sure that is good enough. 

But I wanted to point out that this is 
a little bit like the lion tamer going 
into the cage with the · lions. Those 
lions are going to do the right thing as 
long as they know that fellow has got 
the whip. But the minute that tamer 
puts the whip down, the lion gets a 
slightly different perspective of what 
his capabilities are relative to the fel­
low who used to have the whip. And I 
think that is a very important point as 
we go through this process. 

I want to make sure that we keep 
this whip out there. If we ever do get 
the lion tamed, I want to make sure 
this lion is never going to get in a posi­
tion where it can get out of the cage or 
eat the trainer again. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
respond. · 

Mr. Chairman, I hate to think that 
we have just confused a metaphor with 
the circus analogy. 

But the point of the matter is that 
the bill as we have it before us today is 
very much like the bills that came be­
fore I think 33 of the 43 legislatures 
that have a line-item veto authority. It 
says in effect that the President is 
going to have this authority to reduce 
deficit spending. That is what this is 
all about. 

Hopefully we will use it to get rid of 
wasteful, incorrect spending. but the 
purpose is to reduce the deficit. And 

my point in this amendment. and I 
hope the gentlemen on the other side 
will continue to consider it as we go 
through this process. is that if the Con­
gress of the United States cannot de­
liver a balanced budget next year, the 
question ought to be what can be de­
liver. what ought we deliver? And the 
answer is, we ought to stay on that 
glidepath. If we do not stay on that 
glidepath. as steep as it looks to my 
friend, as dangerous as it seems. as 
risky as it may appear. we will never 
reach the balanced budget by the year 
2002. We simply have to get on that 
glidepath. and we have to stay on it. 

It seems to me that if we use the 
line-item veto properly. as other States 
do, to insist that· the Congress stay on 
that glidepath. that that will be the 
most important thing we do to make 
the line-item veto work and to make 
the balanced budget of the Constitu­
tion work, if indeed the Senate ap­
proves that amendment that we have 
sent over just last week. 

Mr. Chairman. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts [Mr. BLUTE]. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise re­
luctantly to oppose the amendment by 
my good friend from Louisiana. I be­
lieve he has the best intentions and is 
someone who in this House has proven 
time and time again that he is dedi­
cated to reducing our great deficit, to 
getting the debt lowered. and to estab­
lishing a balanced budget here in the 
U.S. Government. 

I oppose it because I think it does 
muddy the procedures that are clearly 
spelled out in this bill. The gentle­
man's amendment is more like a 
Gramm-Rudman approach that brings 
an automatic sequestration trigger if 
the budget goes over the CBO time 
line, but I believe that the line-item 
veto is more important than that and 
should go beyond that. It is a means of 
bringing the President into the appro­
priations process. as the Founders en­
visioned, and also as we have added to 
this bill and to the tax benefit issues 
that may come up in a particular bill. 

Whether they are above or below the 
CBO glidepath or not. it is my under­
standing the Governors in the States 
that we heard testimony from use the 
line-item veto not just to balance the 
budget, although that is a very impor­
tant tool to be able to do that, but also 
to go after the type of spending that 
cannot be justified. 

I just want to use an example, once 
again. from the State of Massachu­
setts. We had Governor Weld testify 
about using his line-item veto to dis­
cipline a deal between the judiciary 
and the legislative appropriators that 
was not proper, that attempted to set 
their budgets high in exchange for the 
judiciary saying, using those dollars to 
hire appropriators' political cronies in 
the court system. 
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Those dollars were not dollars that 

put the budget out of balance, but they 
were improperly spent according to the 
Governor. The Governor was able to 
use his line-item veto to discipline that 
process. I think the gentleman's 
amendment is well-intentioned, but I 
would oppose it on those grounds. 

0 1650 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, just in quick answer 

to my friend, the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts [Mr. BLUTE], no, the amend­
ment does not act as Gramm-Rudman 
did to set caps and have automatic re­
scissions. It simply says that the au­
thority of the President to line i tern 
any item of the appropriations would 
occur when the Congress appropriated 
funds in excess of the glidepath num­
bers set by CBO to take us to that bal­
anced budget amendment. 

If, for example, this Congress this 
year approved the budget that Presi­
dent Clinton just submitted yesterday, 
we would be approving a $200 billion 
deficit for the next fiscal year. Under 
the glidepath amendment I suggested, 
the President would have the authority 
to line item 26 billion dollars' worth of 
appropriations out of that bill. He cer­
tainly could look for all the wasteful 
spending in $26 billion. 

If we approved his budget for the 
next 5 years, in each one of those suc­
cessive years his line item authority 
would be $45 billion in 1997, $84 billion 
in 1998, $129 billion in 1999, and $141 bil­
lion in the year 2000. I want Members 
to think for a second about what au­
thority and how that authority might 
be used when the President had the au­
thority to line i tern 141 billion dollars' 
worth of appropriations out of this 
Congress. 

This amendment I am offering, Mr. 
Chairman, is by no means a weakening 
amendment. This amendment is meant 
to strengthen, in fact, the application, 
the practicalities of this bill, and to 
make it work. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask Members to 
think about this. It may be, by the 
time the Senate gets through with this 
bill and we get to a conference, this 
may be just the tool to make it work, 
to get enough of the Members of the 
other body to accept it, and to get a 
bill on the statute books, not just past 
this House, that really works. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, to 
close, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume, to say to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN], I think this is 
a very thoughtful and helpful addition 
to the debate we are having on this 
matter. 

I do think it goes to far. Frankly, 
there are implications of the amend­
ment that I do not fully understand at 
this point. I think there ·may well be, 

as we proceed to further consider this 
matter and move to the Senate and so 
forth, it may well be that something in 
this nature can be done. 

I do think, however, that at the mo­
ment it does seem to strike me more as 
a sort of Gramm-Rudman rescission. 
The gentleman says it is not the same, 
but it seems to me there are implica­
tions of that. 

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

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yield to me. 

Mr. Chairman, a previous speaker 
rose to question whether or not we can 
constitutionally pass this line-item 
veto. I think that argument needs to be 
answered. I would like to try to answer 
it just for a second. 

This Congress could, if we wanted to, 
instead of appropriating in 13 appro­
priation bills or 11 or 3 or 1, we could 
appropriate in hundreds of appropria­
tion bills. We could appropriate every 
single appropriation in a single bill, if 
we wanted to. 

Clearly, under the Constitution, the 
President would then have the right to 
veto that appropriation, and we would 
have a two-thirds obligation to over­
ride that veto. Clearly, Mr. Chairman, 
we could if we wanted to create a line­
item veto authority through that 
mechanism. 

If we can create it that way, my ar­
gument to the gentlewoman from Cali­
fornia, who argued against the con­
stitutionality of what we are trying to 
do today, is that if we could create it 
that way, we can most certainly, under 
the Constitution, create it the way we 
are trying to create it today. 

I want, last of all, to commend my 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva­
nia [Mr. CLINGER], for the excellent job 
he did in this bill. I will join him in 
support of the bill. 

I only ask that before we get through 
with this process, that some of,the ar­
guments I have made today, the sug­
gestions I have made today, be consid­
ered in this process, because I want 
this bill eventually to be signed into 
law and I want it, most of all, to work. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. CLINGER. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I share the gentleman's 
desire to get a bill that is ultimately 
going to be passed into law and signed 
by the President. We appreciate the 
contributions the gentleman from Lou­
isiana has made to all of these budget­
cu tting, deficit-reducing efforts. 

I can certainly commit, from my 
point of view, to work with the gen­
tleman to achieve the goals that are 
common to both of us. However, I 
would now have to urge a no vote on 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen­
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The clerk will des­
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At 
the end, add the following new section: 
SEC. 7. TERMINATION DATE. 

This Act shall cease to be effective on Jan­
uary 1, 1997. 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog­
nized for 15 minutes, and a Member op­
posed will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio, who is 
chairing this debate, and I want to 
commend him, my good friend, for the 
fine job he has done in dispatching the 
duties of the Chair in keeping this de­
bate in order. I think he has done a fine 
job. 

Mr. Chairman: my amendment says 
that this line-item veto authority, if 
passed, would sunset in 2 years. Actu­
ally, I would like this to sunset in 2 
weeks. I would not even like to see the 
Sun shine on the line-item veto. 

However, I would just like to say 
this, Mr. Chairman. I want to warn the 
Congress of the United States, who 
continues to transfer power from the 
Congress, which is that of the people, 
to the Presidency, I do not want to see 
President Bill Clinton have a line-item 
veto. 

It is nothing against President Clin­
ton. I do not want to see any President, 
Democrat or Republican, or Independ­
ent, I might add, which I see coming 
down the pike in the future, a third 
party that I predict will in fact surface 
and ultimately elect a President in our 
country, because of the tremendous 
problem that we continue to agitate 
with legislation that does not in fact 
deal with the problems. 

However, Mr. Chairman, in this 
warning, I would like to say that while 
we make the Presidency much stronger 
and weaken the government of the peo­
ple, keep in mind that powerful groups 
out there just have to concentrate on 
electing one political figure in Amer­
ica, the President, 

The way Congress is going, that is 
where the emphasis will be: Get that 
President, keep that President, control 
the power, and then get 35 Senators in 
lockstep, and be damned with the rest. 
That is about the new constitutional 
construct of the people's Congress. 

I have heard of the House of Com­
mons and the House of Lords. I think 
we are going further and further to­
ward a House of Lords in America, 
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where few people really govern. In fact, 
today few people really govern. What 
we say here today, Mr. Chairman, may 
not make great shock waves in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the future, 
but I think there is a lot of common 
sense in that, Mr. Chairman. 

Therefore, I say again, be careful, 
Congress. If we are just sending to 1600 
Pennsylvania Avenue more and more 
power, the real powerful interest in 
America do know that, do recognize it, 
and they are concentrating their ef­
forts to elect that one person. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
say, as the gentleman from Texas [Mr.' 
STENHOLM] readies his notes and some 
other machination of a line-item veto 
authority, which I hate to admit this, I 
will have to oppose, I would say to the 
gentleman from Texas, because I op­
pose not just the line-item veto, I op­
pose what it stands for. It stands for 
the transferring of power from the peo­
ple in the Congress to 1600 Pennsylva­
nia Avenue. That is a cancer, I believe, 
that should be stopped. 

However, what do I know? I am still 
trying to figure out my taxes. I will 
say this, tough, before I close, trying 
to take up a couple more minutes in a 
little bit of filibuster for the gen­
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], be­
cause I love him dearly, and I am sure 
I am going to support one of these good 
initiatives if I should see the light. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say happy 
birthday to former President Ronald 
Reagan. I want to say that much of the 
machinations going on with the major­
ity party now are directly attributable 
to Ronald Reagan. I did not oppose a 
lot of his trickle-down programs. In 
1986 he threw a lot of it out. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say this 
about Ronald Reagan on his birthday, 
as a Democrat that did not totally 
agree with some of those policies: 
Never was there a President that was 
so well respected around the world. 
When Reagan said he was going to do 
something, by God, he did it. I hoped to 
God that the old Gipper would have 
taken on trade, because he was just the 
person to make it happen for us. 

So I want to say here, here, President 
Reagan, Nancy, the best to you. 

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

Mr. TRIFICANT. I yield to my good 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen­
tleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I was going to rise to 
congratulate the gentleman on his 
wishing Ronald Reagan a happy 84th 
birthday, because he was in my opin­
ion, a great, great President. He had vi­
sion and he focused us on that vision. 
It is too bad that he could not accom­
plish all the things he wanted to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to point 
out to the gentleman that today is 
Ronald Reagan's birthday and we want 

to pass this line-item veto as a birth- The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will des-
day present, for not only him but for ignate the amendment. 
the American people. The text of the amendment in the na-

0 1700 ture of a substitute is as follows: 

But, we were also going to hold a spe­
cial order, which means that a few of 
us were going to get up and talk about 
Ronald Reagan and what we think 
about him. But because there is a din­
ner in his honor tonight. If and when 
we finish this bill, some of us are going 
to that dinner, so we are going to post­
pone that special order tonight. But to­
morrow night we will be holding that 
special order in honor of the great 
President Ronald Reagan, and I appre­
ciate the gentleman yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I did not vote on 
some of those issues with former Presi­
dent Reagan, but I have great admira­
tion for former President Reagan and I 
do mean this. He was assertive, and 
when Ronald Reagan said he was going 
to do something, by God, he did it, and 
the world respected him and I totally 
respect him. 

To in fact further an opportunity for 
the majority party to have that meet­
ing tonight and to honor President 
Reagan on his 84th birthday, and not to 
belabor the debate longer so that Mem­
bers can have a vote, I want to say to 
make everybody happy over there, I 
would like to see this thing sunset in 
about 2 weeks, maybe not let sunshine 
in at all. 

But I am going to withdraw my 
amendment. Happy birthday, former 
President Ronald Reagan. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­
sent that my great amendment that 
should have been passed without preju­
dice be withdrawn. Knowing that I do 
no have the votes and do want to honor 
President Reagan and let the Members 
get out in time, I ask unanimous con­
sent that my great amendment be 
withdrawn. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to ob­
ject, I wanted the opportunity to vote 
on this amendment because I agree 
with the gentleman, this thing ought 
not to see the light of day. I wanted to 
amend it maybe to reduce it to 2 days 
instead of 2 weeks. 

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The amendment is 

withdrawn. 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. STENHOLM: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in­
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT 1Tn.E. 

This Act may be cited as the "Line Item 
Veto Act". 

TITLE I-LINE ITEM VETO 
SEC. 101. LINE ITEM VETO AUI'BORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the pro­
visions of part B of title X of The Congres­
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of the dollar amount of any discre­
tionary budget authority specified in an ap­
propriation Act or an accompanying com­
mittee report or joint explanatory statement 
accompanying a conference report on that 
Act or veto any targeted tax benefit which is 
subject to the terms of this Act if the Presi­
dent-

(1) determines that-
(A) such rescission or veto would help re­

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
ten calendar days (not including Sundays) 
after the date of enactment of an appropria­
tion Act providing such budget authority or 
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a 
targeted tax benefit. 

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.-ln each special 
message, the President may also propose to 
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend­
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an 
amount that does not exceed the total 
amount of discretionary budget authority re­
scinded by that message. 

(C) SEPARATE MESSAGES.-The President 
shall submit a separate special message for 
each appropriation Act and for each revenue 
or reconciliation Act under this paragraph. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.-For any rescission of 
budget authority, the President may either 
submit a special message under this section 
or under section 1012 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. Funds proposed to be re­
scinded under this section may not be pro­
posed to be rescinded under section 1012 of 
that Act. 
SEC. 102. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS 

DISAPPROVED. 
(a)(l) Any amount of budget authority re­

scinded under section 101 as set forth in a 
special message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re­
ceipts disapproval bill making available all 
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under sec­
tion 101 as set forth in a special message by 
the President shall be deemed repealed un­
less, during the period described in sub­
section (b), a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill restoring that provision is enacted into 
law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session, beginning on the 
first calendar day of session after the date of 
submission of the special message, during 
which Congress must complete action on the 
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rescission/receipts disapproval bill and 
present such bill to the President for ap­
proval or disapproval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re­
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re­
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro­
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal­
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under section 101 and the last 
session of the Congress adjourns sine die be­
fore the expiration of the period described in 
subsection (b), .the rescission or veto, as the 
case may be, shall not take effect. The mes­
sage shall be deemed to have been re­
transmitte.!1 on the first Monday in February 
of the succeeding Congress and the review 
period referred to in subsection (b) (with re­
spect to such message) shall run beginning 
after such firs·t day. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis­

approval bill" means a bill or joint resolu­
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis­
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene­
fits in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act and-

(A) which does not have a preamble; 
(B)(i) in the case of a special message re­

garding rescissions, the matter after the en­
acting clause of which is as follows: "That 
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis­
cretionary budget authority of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ", the blank space being filled 
in with the appropriate date and the public 
law to which the message relates; and 

(ii) in the case of a special message regard­
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat­
ter after the enacting clause of which is as 
follows: "That Congress disapproves each 
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on ", the blank space being filled 
in with the appropriate date and the public 
law to which the message relates; and 

(C) the title of which is as follows: "A bill 
disapproving the recommendations submit­
ted by the President on ", the blank space 
being filled in with the date of submission of 
the relevant special message and the public 
law to which the message relates. 

(2) The term "calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
·partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be de'emed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

(4) The term "appropriation Act" means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple­
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria­
tions. 
SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 

LINE ITEM VETOES. 
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.­

Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in section 101 or vetoes 
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any provision of law as provided in 101, the 
President shall transmit to both Houses of 
Congress a special message specifying-

(!) the amount of budget authority re­
scinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department, or establish­
ment of the Government to which such budg­
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func­
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provisions pursuant to section 101; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid­
erations relating to or bearing upon the re- · 
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex­
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority is 
provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be transmitted to the House 
of Representatives and the Senate on the 
same day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives if the House 
is not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted S'hall be re­
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc­
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
section 101 shall be printed in the first issue 
of the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(C) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPI'S 
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.-The procedures set 
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re­
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced 
in the House of Representatives not later 
than the third calendar day of session begin­
ning on the day after the date of submission 
of a special message by the President under 
section 101. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP­
RESENTATIVES.-(!) The committee of the 
House of Representatives to which a rescis­
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall 
report it without amendment, and with or 
without recommendation, not later than the 
eighth calendar day of session after the date 
of its introduction. If the committee fails to 
report the bill within that period, it is in 
order to move that the House discharge the 
committee from further consideration of the 
bill. A motion to discharge may be made 
only by an individual favoring the bill (but 
only after the legislative day on which a 
Member announces to the House the Mem­
ber's intention to do so). The motion is high­
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim­
ited to not more than one hour, the time to 
be divided in the House equally between a 
proponent and an opponent. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the motion to its adoption without interven­
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis­
agreed to shall not be in order. 

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill is reported or the committee has been 
discharged from further consideration, it is 
in order to move that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for consideration of the 
bill. All points of order against the bill and 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 

The motion is highly privileged. The pre­
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on that motion to its adoption without in­
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or 
disagreed to shall not be in order. During 
consideration of the bill in the Committee of 
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro­
ceed without intervening motion, shall be 
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided and controlled by a 
proponent and an opponent of the bill. No 
amendment to the bill is in order, except any 
Member may move to strike the disapproval 
of any rescission or rescissions of budget au­
thor! ty or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. At the conclusion of the con­
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend­
ments thereto to final passage without inter­
vening motion. 

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
House of Representatives to the procedure 
relating to a bill descri,bed in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

(4) It shall not be in order to consider more 
than one bill described in subsection (c) or 
more than one motion to discharge described 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular 
special message. 

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov­
erned by the rules of the House of Represent­
atives except to the extent specifically pro­
vided by the provisions of this title. 

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill_ 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this title. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo­
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal­
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time is in favor of any such motion or ap­
peal, the time in opposition thereto shall be 
controlled by the minority leader or his des­
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas­
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de­
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re­
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) is not in 
order. 

(f) POINTS OF ORDER.-
(1) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 

consider any rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill that relates to any matter other than 
the rescission of budget authority or veto of 
the provision of law transmitted by the 
President under section 101. 

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 
consider any amendment to a rescission/re­
ceipts disapproval bill. 
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(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 

suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 
SEC. 105. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNT· 

ING OFFICE. 
Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one­

year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller 
General shall submit a report to each House 
of Congress which provides the following in­
formation: 

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re­
scission of discretionary budget authority 
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year, 
together with their dollar value, and an indi­
cation of whether each rescission of discre­
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar­
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(2) The total number of proposed Presi­
dential rescissions of discretionary budget 
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene­
fit submitted through special messages for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their total dol­
lar value. 

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis­
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year 
and approved by Congress, together with 
their total dollar value. 

( 4) A list of rescissions of discretionary 
budget authority initiated by Congress for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their dollar 
value, and an indication of whether each 
such rescission was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis­
cretionary budget authority initiated and 
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end­
ing during the preceding calendar year, to­
gether with their total dollar value. 

(6) A summary of the information provided 
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the 
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year 
during this calendar year. 
SEC. 108. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(!) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of this title violates the 
Constitution. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt­
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa­
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three­
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to intervene in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne­
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwith­
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur­
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 

days after such order is entered; and the ju­
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su­
preme Court. 

(c) ExPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-It shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis­
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex­
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 
TITLE II-EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION 

OF PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND TAR­
GETED TAX BENEFITS 

SEC. 201. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER­
TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND 
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1012 of the Con­
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read 
as follows: 

''EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

"SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF 
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED 
TAX BENEFITS.-The President may propose-, 
at the time and in the manner provided in 
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget 
authority provided in an appropriation Act 
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro­
vided in any revenue Act. If the President 
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he 
may also propose to reduce the appropriate 
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec­
tion 60l(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex­
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission. 
Funds made available for obligation under 
this procedure may not be proposed for re­
scission again under this section. 

"(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.­
"(!) The President may transmit to Con­

gress a special message proposing to rescind 
amounts of budget authority or to repeal 
any targeted tax benefit and include with 
that special message a draft bill that, if en­
acted, would only rescind that budget au­
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit 
unless the President also proposes a reduc­
tion in the appropriate discretionary spend­
ing limit set forth in section 60l(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That bill 
shall clearly identify the amount of budget 
authority that is proposed to be rescinded 
for each program, project, or activity to 
which that budget authority relates to the 
targeted tax benefit proposed to be repealed, 
as the case may be. A targeted tax benefit 
may only be proposed to be repealed under 
this section during the IO-legislative-day pe­
riod commencing on the day after the date of 
enactment of the provision proposed to be re­
pealed. 

"(2) In the case of an appropriation Act 
that includes accounts within the jurisdic­
tion of more than one subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the President 
in proposing to rescind budget authority 
under this section shall send a separate spe­
cial message and accompanying draft bill for 
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such 
subcommittee. 

"(3) Each special message Shall specify, 
with respect to the budget authority pro­
posed to be rescinded, the following-

"(A) the amount of budget authority which 
he proposes to be rescinded; 

"(B) any account, department, or estab­
lishment of the Government to which such 
budget authority is available for obligation, 
and the specific project or governmental 
functions involved; 

"(C) the reasons why the budget authority 
should be rescinded; 

"(D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg­
etary effect (including the effect on outlays 
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro­
posed rescission; 

"(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider­
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro­
posed rescission and the decision to effect 
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, the estimated effect of 
the proposed rescission upon the objects, 
purposes, and programs for which the budget 
authority is provided. 
Each special message shall specify, with re­
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax 
benefits, the information required by sub­
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to 
the proposed repeal; and 

"(F) a reduction in the appropriate discre­
tionary spending limit set forth in section 
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, if proposed by the President. 

(4) For any rescission of budget authority, 
the President may either submit a special 
message under this section or under section 
101 of the Line Item Veto Act. Funds pro­
posed to be rescinded under this section may 
not be proposed to be rescinded under section 
101 of that Act. 

"(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER­
ATION.-

"(l)(A) Before the close of the second legis­
lative day of the House of Representatives 
after the date of receipt of a special message 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of 
the House of Representatives shall introduce 
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that 
special message. If the bill is not introduced 
as provided in the preceding sentence, then, 
on the third legislative day of the House of 
Representatives after the date of receipt of 
that special message, any Member of that 
House may introduce the bill. 

"(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com­
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep­
resentatives, as applicable. The committee 
shall report the bill without substantive re­
vision and with or without recommendation. 
The bill shall be reported not later than the 
seventh legislative day of that House after 
the date of receipt of that special message. If 
that committee fails to report the bill within 
that period, that committee shall be auto­
matically discharged from consideration of 
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

"(C) During consideration under this para­
graph, any Member of the House of Rep­
resentatives may move to strike any pro­
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au­
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted 
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49 
other Members. 

"(D) A vote on final passage of the bill 
shall be taken in the House of Representa­
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis­
lative day of that House after the date of the 
introduction of the bill in that House. If the 
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep­
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en­
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the 

·Senate within one calendar day of the day on 
·which the bill is passed. 

"(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep­
resenta ti ves to proceed to the consideration 
of a bill under this section shall be highly 
privileged and not debatable. An amendment 
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall 
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or dis­
agreed to. 
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"(B) Debate in the House of Representa­

tives on a bill under this section shall not 
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal­
ly between those favoring and those opposing 
the bill. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a bill under this 
section or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives to the proce­
dure relating to a bill under this section 
shall be decided without debate. 

"(D) Except to the extent specifically pro­
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub­
section, consideration of a bill under this 
section shall be governed by the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. It shall not be in 
order in the House of Representatives to con­
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant 
to the provisions of this section under a sus­
pension of the rules or under a special rule. 

"(3)(A) A bill transmitted to the Senate 
pursuant to paragraph (l)(D) shall be re­
ferred to its Committee on Appropriations or 
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That 
committee shall report the bill without sub­
stantive revision and with or without rec­
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not 
later than the seventh legislative day of the 
Senate after it receives the bill. A commit­
tee failing to report the bill within such pe­
riod shall be automatically discharged from 
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be 
placed upon the appropriate calendar. 

"(B) During consideration under this para­
graph, any Member of the Senate may move 
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis­
sions of budget authority or any proposed re­
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, 
if supported by 14 other Members. 

"(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed 
to the consideration of a bill under this sec­
tion shall be privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re­
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under 
this section, and all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith (including 
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall 
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal­
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or 
their designees. 

"(C) Debate in the Senate or any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with a bill 
under this section shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be­
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager of the bill, except that in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi­
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi­
nority leader or his designee. ·Such leaders, 
or either of them, may, from time under 
their control of the passage of a bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any debatable motion or ap­
peal. 

"(D) A motion in the Senate to further 
limit debate on a bill under this section is 
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill 
under this section is not in order. 

"(d) AMENDMENT AND DIVISIONS PROHIB­
ITED.-Except as otherwise provided by this 
section, no amendment to a bill considered 
under this section shall be in order in either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
It shall not be in order to demand a division 
of the question in the House of Representa­
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in 

the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli­
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei­
ther House to suspend the application of this 
subsection by unanimous consent. 

"(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
OBLIGATION.-(1) Any amount of budget au­
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special 
message transmitted to Congress under sub­
section (b) shall be made available for obli­
gation on the day after the date on which ei­
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message. 

"(2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to 
be repealed under this section as set forth in 
a special message transmitted by the Presi­
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the 
bill transmitted with that special message is 
enacted into law. 

"(f) DEFINlTIONs.-For purposes of this sec­
tion-

"(1) the term 'appropriation Act' means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple­
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria­
tions; 

"(2) the term 'legislative day' means, with 
respect to either House of Congress, any day 
of session; 

"(3) the term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities; 
and 

"(4) the term 'beneficiary' means any tax­
payer or any corporation, partnership, insti­
tution, organization, item of property, State, 
or civil subdivision within one or more 
States. Any partnership, limited partner­
ship, trust, or S corporation, and any sub­
sidiary or affiliate of the same parent cor­
poration, shall be deemed and counted as a 
single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti­
ties.". 

(b) ExERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.­
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "and 1017" 
and inserting "1012, and 1017"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "section 
1017" and inserting "sections 1012 and 1017"; 
and 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg­

et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) is amended by 
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes­
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is 
amended-

( A) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "or the 
reservation"; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(l), by striking "or a 
reservation" and by striking "or each such 
reservation". 

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686) 
is amended by striking "is to establish a re­
serve or", by striking "the establishment of 
such a reserve or", and by striking "reserve 
or", each other place it appears. 

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is 
amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "rescis­
sion bill introduced with respect to a special 
message or"; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "rescis­
sion bill or". by striking "bill or" the second 
place it appears, by striking "rescission bill 
with respect to the same special message 
or", and by striking ", and the case may 
be,"; 

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking "bill 
or" each place it appears; 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking "rescis­
sion" each place it appears and by striking 
"bill or" each place it appears; 

(E) in subsection (d)(l), by striking "rescis­
sion bill or" and by striking ", and all 
amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis­
sion bill)"; 

(F) in subsection (d)(2}-
(1) by striking the first sentence; 
(ii) by amending the second sentence to 

read as follows: "Debate on any debatable 
motion or appeal in connection with an im­
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con­
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the 
resolution, except that in the event that the 
manager of the resolution is in favor of any 
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi­
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi­
nority leader or his designee."; 

(iii) by striking the third sentence; and 
(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking "re­

scission bill or" and by striking "amend­
ment, debatable motion," and by inserting 
"debatable motion"; 

(G) in paragraph (d)(3), by striking the sec­
ond and third sentences; and 

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and 
(7) of paragraph (d). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-The item re­
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections 
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer­

tain proposed rescissions and 
targeted tax benefits.". 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of February 3, 1995, the gen­
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Stenholm-Spratt 
amendment that I offer at this time is 
the same amendment that passed the 
House of Representatives July 14, 1994, 
with a 342 to 69 vote, basically the 
same amendment in my judgment. We 
offer it today and it is the same amend­
ment we offered last week as a sub­
stitute, but the will of the House was 
we should not substitute majority 
override for one-third plus one override 
and I respect the will of the House. 
Today we offer this amendment not as 
a substitute but as a supplement, 
amendment to, and I will make the ar­
gument to my friends on the other side 
that this does not weaken H.R. 2. In 
fact it strengthens H.R. 2, because in 
the words of the gentleman from Flor­
ida a moment ago when he was arguing 
against the Tauzin amendment, when 
he was saying we need to be able to get 
rid of wasteful spending at any time in 
any circumstance, regardless of glide 
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path, I happen to agree with that state­
ment. That is precisely why we offer 
our amendment today as a supplement 
to H.R. 2, because as everyone I know 
understands by now, under H.R. 2 it is 
only during that window of oppor­
tunity of 10 days after an appropriation 
bill is signed and sent to the President 
do we have the opportunity to rescind 
spending. 

Under the modified rescission process 
that the gentleman from South Caro­
lina [Mr. SPRATT] and I offer today, the 
President will have the opportunity to 
rescind spending at any time during 
the year. 

For example, if after October 1 comes 
and we see that spending is getting out 
of hand and we are on the glide path 
that we have already agreed by a 300 
vote to 102 I believe the number was 
the other day on the balanced budget 
amendment, that the President would 
have the opportunity to go into any ap­
propriation bill and rescind spending as 
he can today. 
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So there is, it seems to me, a kind of 

a schizophrenia in the approach that 
the gentleman has meant to take by 
giving two versions. I do think it is a 
helpful addition. I think obviously, if 
the amendment that we are dealing 
with here is declared unconstitutional, 
it is certainly one we would want to re­
visit, but I think to include it in the 
H.R. 2 provision is premature, and is 
weakening from that extent, and so I 
would have to oppose the amendment. 

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

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair was mis­
taken when he recognized the gen­
tleman from Texas for 15 minutes. 
Under a previous order of the House, 
the gentleman is recognized for 30 min­
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time did I consume on my open­
ing remarks? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas consumed 41h minutes. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Stenholm-Spratt amendment. I would 
just urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

It accomplishes the purpose for why 
a line-item veto is needed, and that is 
to shine light on an individual appro­
priation so that it cannot hide within a 
massive appropriation bill. 

I am a supporter of the line-item veto 
legislation. I am going to vote for it. 
But I think this gives us an alternative 
in the event that the traditional two­
thirds override is declared to be uncon-

stitutional, to have on the books a pro­
cedure that works and will accomplish 
the exact same purpose. 

The amount of the vote is not impor­
tant. It is important to segregate that 
appropriation to allow an individual 
consideration of it so that it cannot be 
hidden in a large appropriation bill. 

I congratulate my colleague for 
bringing forward an alternative and 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts [Mr. BLUTE], again a prime 
cosponsor of H.R. 2 and one of the ar­
chitects of this measure. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the Com­
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight for his work on this impor­
tant bill, and also the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules for reporting out 
an open rule. 

I think we have had a very good and 
long debate on this very important 
issue. 

I rise in strong opposition to the 
Stenholm amendment. While I ac­
knowledge the great leadership of the 
gentleman from Texas on deficit reduc­
tion, the most recent authoring with 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SCHAEFER] the balanced budget amend­
ment to the Constitution, I believe 
that this amendment has the intention 
of weakening the base bill. If the 
amendment's sponsors are worried 
about the constitutionality of H.R. 2, I 
believe the CRS, the Congressional Re­
search Service, American Law Divi­
sion, wrote a brief last year confirming 
that the process involved in H.R. 2 
would stand up to judicial review. 

CRS said: 
In sum, we generally conclude this bill is 

an exercise of delegation which, under the 
precedents, is permissible. Further, we con­
clude that the precedents establish no con­
stitutional barrier to delegation of power to 
the President to set aside or void an Act of 
Congress. 

While getting the thumbs up from 
the CRS is not the same as getting the 
OK from the Supreme Court, prece­
dents show the courts are hesitant to 
rebuff Congress' delegation of its power 
to the Executive. 

I urge my colleagues not to buy into 
this argument, and beyond that, Mr. 
Chairman, I think the line-item veto, 
the strong line-item veto, is exactly 
what is needed in our system to check 
the growth of the deficit and the debt 
that has piled up over the years, and I 
believe by adopting the Stenholm 
amendment we are giving the other 
body an out, giving them a fall back 
position that too many unfortunately 
will see. 

Let us give the President the strong­
est line-item veto we can. He asked for 
it. His budget director asked for it. 
Eleven State Governors have it, and it 
works to keep spending under control. 

Give the President the strong line­
item veto. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the question in the debate is: Is this 
about illusion or reality, substance or 
not? This is a tough amendment. It is 
fair, and it is constitutional. 

I think there are significant con­
stitutional problems with H.R. 2, and it 
is likely it may be rescinded by the 
Court. So it will be wise to append this 
to that legislation so you have a 
backup, if you believe in line-item au­
thority for the President. 

Remember this is not a panacea. I 
know we are going to honor Ronald 
Reagan on his 84th birthday, but he did 
send a message to Congress on March 
10, 1988, saying, "These are the items I 
would delete if I had the line-item 
veto," and out of a budget deficit of 
$150 billion, Ronald Reagan could only 
find $1.5. 

This is not a panacea for the deficit. 
We are going to make some tough 
choices and decisions right here in this 
body if we want to get the deficit under 
control. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise reluctantly 
against the amendment offered by my 
good friend, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM], because without ques­
tion his amendment would strengthen 
existing law, but the fact is it weakens 
the bill before us, and it clouds the 
issue. 

Seriously, we have a problem here, 
ladies and gentleman, and this is the 
budget that the President of the United 
States gave us today. Let us just look 
at it. Ronald Reagan at one time 
dropped a bill on the floor back in the 
early 1980's and broke his finger doing 
it. 

This bill before us, this budget, re­
flects an additional debt service, debt 
for this year, and over the 5 years it is 
another trillion. As a matter of fact, I 
think it is Sl.4 trillion it is going to 
add to the deficit. 

So, you know, line i tern veto is not 
going to balance the budget. The bal­
anced budget amendment is not going 
to balance the budget. Only the will of 
this Congress is. But you need the 
prodding of the balanced budget 
amendment. You need the prodding of 
this legislation, and this legislation is 
cons ti tu tional. 

The Congressional Research Service, 
as has been stated, says it is. The At­
torney General says it is. There is no 
question about it. 

What the bill before us does, without 
the Stenholm amendment, is reverse 
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existing law that allows Congress to re­
ject the President's requests to cut 
pork barrel spending without even tak-

. ing a vote. That is what the law is 
today. In other words, Congress can 
block the spending cuts requested by a 
President by doing absolutely nothing. 

This line-item veto reverses that pro­
cedure by saying that the cuts go 
through unless Congress votes to dis­
approve those spending cuts. 

Now, that is real line-item veto, and 
that is what we need to give Congress 
this prod to try to do something about 
this. 

I shudder to think what is going to 
happen. I hope this Congress, Repub­
licans and Democrats alike, have got 
the guts to at least adopt a budget this 
year that in 7 years will balance the 
budget. Otherwise, this country is 
going down the drain, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute for purposes of 
entering into a colloquy with the gen­
tleman from New York, because I 
would like to believe that the gen­
tleman misspoke a moment ago when 
he said our amendment weakens H.R. 2. 
Because in all interpretation that we 
have received, this strengthens H.R. 2, 
because we do not get into anything of 
the merits of H.R. 2. 

In fact, under H.R. 2, would you not 
agree, that only in the 10-day window 
can a President veto under H.R. 2? 

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

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen­
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I will say to my what 
it does--

Mr. STENHOLM. Yes or no? 
Mr. SOLOMON. It continues. No, I do 

not think it does. 
Mr. STENHOLM. I believe you will 

find it does. Therefore, under our 
amendment, we provide the President 
the other 355 days out of the year may 
rescind, and the Congress must vote on 
individual Presidential rescissions. So 
I do not see how you can represent our 
amendment as weakening. I believe it 
must be strengthening. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Because it sets up a 
dual system, and it continues that dual 
system, and it gives the President, it 
gi,ves the Congress another way out. I 
do not want him to do that. I want him 
to have to stick to this real line-item 
veto. That is the whole point. I know 
your intentions are very well, and I 
hope we defeat your amendment. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr, Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to H.R. 2, the line­
item veto act on constitutional 
grounds. 

In addition, I rise in strong support 
of the Stenholm amendment which is 
an alternative, an expedited rescission 
bill, which would require the Congress 
to vote on proposed Presidential rescis-

sions within a time certain and can up­
hold them with simple majorities in 
the House and the Senate. 

This alternative, as most Members 
will remember, is very similar to legis­
lation passed by the House last year 
but killed by the other body. 

This system does not turn the Con­
stitution really upside down, but, in­
stead, focuses congressional action on 
disputed items without disrupting the 
balance of powers. 
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It would have the same impact as the 

line-item veto because Members would 
be certainly less inclined to include 
special-interest provisions in either ap­
propriations or tax bills. Nor would 
Members probably be willing to risk re­
corded votes on items identified by a 
sitting President as either narrow or 
parochial. 

I would say to my friends that, as we 
rush forward in passing this Contract 
on America, we do need to be aware of 
putting the Federal taxpayer into the 
courthouse and having to pay for the 
costs of litigating these many provi­
sions, and this one will be litigated. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], a 
member of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I spent a 
lot of time working this over, and we 
talked a lot about expedited rescission, 
and enhanced rescission, and line-item 
veto, and the different formats, and 
what one of those terms used to mean, 
and whether one would or would not 
have to have a vote under an approval 
process, and, as I understand it, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] 
has come up with a very good program 
which tries to get the best of two 
worlds, and I really congratulate him 
on that because at first sight this ap­
pears to be a very good idea, to be able 
to say, "Well, we can get the tough 
version, and then in the outdays of the 
given year we can go with a simple ma­
jority vote," and my understanding is 
that, if we use that process, it would 
come under the rulemaking powers of 
the House, and there is probably the 
single flaw that ·I see rise now, and 
maybe the gentleman will disagree 
with me. I am afraid that, .as was 
shown in our unfunded mandates dis­
cussion about the rules, the powers of 
the Committee on Rules, to deal with 
different situations, no matter what 
the plan or the intent is, when those 
are delivered to the Committee on 
Rules, it is very clear in the history of 
this House, certainly clear in the his­
tory of the Committee on Rules since I 
have been on it, and I point out that 
was under another regime, that we did 
some things that people did not think 
we could do, and ··y ~ not sure we 
could, but we did them anyway because 
we are the Committee on Rules. 

Then we get down to this subject on 
unfunded mandates. As my colleagues 

remember, we have points of order, and 
we go into this long process of creating 
a new rule, a new setup, a new process 
for Members to be guaranteed a way to 
get something identified or defended 
under an unfunded mandate, to waive a 
point of order against it, another 
elaborate process. 

I would certainly admit that the gen­
tleman has an intriguing prospect here. 
The concern I have is one that the 
chairman made, that it binds the clear­
shot vote we had on the Contract With 
America, line-item veto, up or down, 
but I think the gentleman is onto a 
point that our current budget process 
is definitely weak, should be made bet­
ter, and in my view in another day I 
would rather take this approach on in 
that process. 

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

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss] for yielding; he brings up a very 
good point on the rule. 

I say to my colleague, "But if you 
will read more carefully our substitute, 
the substitute specifically states that 
it shall not be in order in the House of 
Representatives to consider any rescis­
sion bill introduced pursuant to the 
provisions of this section under a spe­
cial rule. Furthermore, OMB would 
continue to withhold the funds from 
obligation until the President's plan 
was voted on, as required by this legis­
lation--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 
expired. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield an 
additional 15 seconds to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

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

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Massachu­
setts for his generosity. 
· But this, I think, is very important. 

Furthermore, OMB could continue to 
withhold the funds from obligation 
until the President's plan was voted 
on, as required by the legislation re­
gardless of any attempts by Congress 
to waive its internal rules. If Congress 
used its constitutional authority to set 
its own rules to avoid a vote on the 
President's rescissions, it would give 
the President the ability to withhold 
indefinity the funds in question. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we are really 
strengthening the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Missouri [Ms. 
MCCARTHY]. 

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Stenholm-Spratt 
amendment to H.R. 2. This amendment 
would expedite the rescission process, 
as well as retain the line-item veto lan­
guage in the bill. 



3782 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 6, 1995 
I would like to point out to those 

Members who are serious about ending 
the practice of deficit spending that 
this amendment makes sense. By in­
cluding both rescission and line-item 
veto language in the bill, the Sten­
holm-Spratt amendment guards 
against the Congress and the President 
being without the tools needed to bal­
ance the budget. 

One strength of the Stenholm-Spratt 
amendment is that it requires Congress 
to vote on rescissions submitted at any 
point in the year. Currently, under 
H.R. 2, rescissions submitted by the 
President 10 days after signing an ap­
propriations bill would not require con­
gressional action. Under expedited re­
scission language, congressional action 
would be mandatory, regardless of 
when the rescission package is sent to 
Congress. 

The Stenholm-Spratt amendment 
will provide us with two instruments, 
expedited rescission and the line-item 
veto, to help restore fiscal integrity to 
the Federal budget process. If we want 
Congress to be accountable and respon­
sible for the money it spends, then the 
expedited rescission language in the 
amendment will make us answerable 
by forcing a vote on a Presidential re­
scission package, something that is not 
currently required. 

President Clinton supports expedited 
rescission and the line-item veto, and I 
believe we should grant him the choice 
of either vetoeing or rescinding frivo­
lous spending and tax breaks. There­
fore, I urge bipartisan support of the 
Stenholm-Spratt amendment. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 6 ·minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT], the co­
author of the amendment today. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support the Stenholm-Spratt amend­
ment, and I want to stress from the 
start what this amendment does not 
do: 

It does not replace H.R. 2, the bill be­
fore us. It does not even weaken H.R. 2. 
It adds to that bill extra rescission 
powers, and broadens the timeframe for 
the use of those powers, and gives the 
President a plus, an option, that H.R. 2 
does not give him, the option of enter­
ing any spending saved from any re­
scission into a so-called locked box or 
deficit reduction account. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this expedited re­
scission lock-box amendment is a sup­
plement and not a substitute to H.R. 2. 
It would not conflict with, or weaken, 
or change one whit the powers that are 
delegated to the President under H.R. 
2. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM] and I offer this amendment 
for several reasons: 

First, I am genuinely concerned that 
the courts may hold the line-item veto 
power which we confer upon the Presi­
dent here under a novel interpretation 
of law unconstitutional, unconstitu-

tional because it is a broad, broad, 
sweeping delegation of authority with 
very scant standards to govern the use 
of that authority. No court has ever de­
cided the exact question that we are 
putting to the courts and will be put­
ting to the courts here, and virtually 
everyone in this Chamber acknowl­
edged that this is a novel question, ac­
knowledged his uncertainty about how 
the court would rule when several days 
ago the Deal amendment came up, and 
with very little debate and very little 
dispute the Deal amendment-provid­
ing for expedited judicial review-was 
approved virtually unanimously. 

But even in the case of expedited re­
view, it will take months, surely the 
rest of this budget year, before we have 
a definite opinion from the Supreme 
Court as to the constitutionality of 
H.R. 2. During that period of time, Mr. 
Chairman, we are providing the Presi­
dent this as a standby, fall-back au­
thority. In case the courts invalidate 
H.R. 2, then the President has this au­
thority on the books. He can use it, put 
it to good use, because the scope of 
this, as I point out, is even broader in 
many respects than H.R. 2. 

And what if the courts find H.R. 2 
constitutional? In that case, this 
amendment gives the President one 
more weapon to use to wipe out unwar­
ranted, unnecessary, or wasteful spend­
ing or spending that he finds we cannot 
afford given the status of the economy 
or the state of the budget in the middle 
of a fiscal year. The rescission author­
ity we provide here is not redundant 
for that reason by any means. Actu­
ally, it is more useful in some respects, 
in many respects, than H.R. 2 as it now 
stands. 

I do not need to explain H.R. 2 in de­
tail because this is virtually the same 
as the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich expe­
dited rescission bill which this House 
passed on July 14, 1994, by an over­
whelming vote. By my count, every 
single Republican then in the House, 
169 in all, voted for its passage. Three 
hundred forty-two Members of this 
House thought enough of the efficacy 
and utility of this bill to vote for it 
then. Only 69 Members opposed it. 

D 1730 
This amendment, as I said, is broader 

in scope than H.R. 2 because it allows 
the President to rescind appropriations 
at any time during the fiscal year. The 
veto power under H.R. 2, on the other 
hand, has to be used within a very nar­
row window of time, 10 days after a 
passage of appropriation bills. Under 
our amendment in H.R. 2 the President 
can only repeal targeted tax benefits 
within 10 days, but under our bill he 
can send spending rescissions up at any 
time and under our bill he will be guar­
anteed an up or down vote on his pack­
age in the House within 10 days and a 
vote in the Senate within 10 more days. 
And for any Member who wants a sepa-

rate vote on any particular item in the 
package, it is important to his or her 
district, then if he can muster 50 Mem­
bers on the House floor to support his 
request, he can have it broken out. 

This bill, as I said, also allows the 
President the authority, the extra 
power which the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] acknowledged 
in debate the other day, was a com­
mendable provision, to put any savings 
that were realized under a rescission 
into a lock box. The lock box was part 
of a popular bill that many Members 
subscribed to in the last session called 
A to Z. The lock box allows the Presi­
dent to direct that the discretionary 
spending account will be lowered to the 
extent that we · adopt any rescission 
that he sends up here, lowered by that 
amount so the savings cannot be spent 
upon something else. 

Once the President has sent his bill 
up, the rescission message will be con­
verted to a bill. The bill has to be in­
troduced within 3 days, the Committee 
on Appropriations has to act upon it 
and report it to the floor, and we have 
to vote within 7 days. When it leaves 
here it goes to the Senate on the same 
fast track. 

So let me sum up, Mr. Chairman, by 
saying this amendment in no way 
weakens, detracts from, or is inconsist­
ent with H.R. 2. It is a plus to H.R. 2. 
It is a fall-back alternative if H.R. 2 is 
found to be unconstitutional, and at 
the very least it is a temporary alter­
native for the President to use if H.R. 
2 is restrained or enjoined pending the 
outcome of a challenge in court. 

Furthermore, our amendment is 
broader in scope than H.R. 2 because it 
applies throughout the fiscal year, not 
just for 10 days following the enact­
ment of an appropriation bill, and, of 
course, it has the lock box feature I 
spoke of earlier. This amendment is a 
plus for H.R. 2, and I urge support for 
its adoption. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to a distinguished new Mem­
ber of this body, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN], an original 
cosponsor of the line-item veto bill. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to speak in opposition to anything that 
would in any way, shape, or form com­
plicate or weaken this line-item veto 
bill as we have proposed it here today. 
The line-item veto bill needs to main­
tain its strength so we get at the root 
of the problem facing this Nation, 
which is a debt in the amount of $4.8 
trillion. 

I was an original cosponsor on the 
line-item veto bill because I feel as we 
look at the debt facing our Nation 
today, it is time we actually do some­
thing about it, and the only way we are 
going to do something about it is if we 
actually get to the point where we can 
reduce spending. 

The balanced budget amendment 
passed last week is important, but as 
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we move forward, we must look at line­
item veto to go with the balanced 
budget amendment so we can actually 
get at the root of the problem, and that 
is spending. 

Why do we need a line-item veto 
here? I have the numbers with me 
today and can show Members the im­
pact on the children of this Nation if 
we do not pass the line-item veto bill 
today. I do not want to see anything 
that weakens it in any way, shape, or 
form. 

Today this Nation stands $4.8 trillion 
in debt. For the folks that have not 
seen this number, it looks like this. 
The number is very, very real. We are 
paying interest on that debt each and 
everyday, and it impacts the families 
in my district and the families all 
across America. $4.8 trillion has been 
borrowed on behalf of the American 
people in the last 15 years. Something 
needs to be done about it. 

I am a former math teacher. As a 
former math teacher I like to look at 
this number as it relates on an individ­
ual basis to each person across this Na­
tion. If we take that $4.8 trillion and 
divide it by the 260 million people in 
the United States of America, each and 
evecy person in the United States of 
America is responsible for $18,500 of 
debt. Again, if we take the $4.8 trillion 
and divide by the 260 million people in 
this Nation, every man, woman and 
child is responsible for $18,500 worth of 
debt. For a family of four in America, 
from my district back home in Wiscon­
sin, the Federal Government has bor­
rowed $74,000 on behalf of the American 
people. It is not OK, folks, and it is not 
OK if we let this continue forward. 

For a family of five like my own, the 
Federal Government has borrowed 
$92,500. The real problem is not when 
we look at just the debt, but when we 
look at the interest that has to be paid 
on the debt. I would like to point out 
that this family of four is going to pay 
approximately $5,180 in interest alone 
on the national debt. Just think about 
this number for a second. A family of 
four in our district earns about $32,000 
a year. This family of four is going to 
pay about $5,100 out of that $32,000 of 
income to pay just the interest on the 
national debt. It does not get any 
goods or services from the American 
Government. That simply pays the in­
terest on the national debt. 

Why am I so adamant? Why can I 
come here and work so hard for the 
line-item veto and the balanced budg­
et? Because it is time the American 
people do something about this situa­
tion. When we start thinking about a 
family in our district paying over $5,000 
a year to do nothing but pay the inter­
est on the national debt, you think it 
is time we get serious about doing 
something about the budget, some­
thing about balancing the budget, and 
in fact I think we should start talking 
about paying off the debt. 

The day has come where we need to 
think about how we are going to get to 
the balanced budget and then go the 
next step. How can we get rid of this 
atrocious debt that is costing the fam­
ily of four in my district over $5,000 a 
year in just interest? It is time we get 
past it. 

There are two things that are nec­
essary to do that in my opinion. One is 
the balanced budget amendment which 
the House passed not very long ago, 
and the other is this line-item veto, a 
very strong line item veto needs to be 
passed. It needs to be passed today. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] has 141h 
minutes left, and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE] has 151h 
minutes left. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize there has 
been considerable confusion and misin­
formation about just what this amend­
ment would do. The last chart in all 
honesty has nothing to do with this 
amendment. It has everything to do 
with why I too offer this amendment. 
Because we do want to get after spend­
ing. The Stenholm-Spratt amendment 
is offered as a supplement to the line­
item veto authority in H.R. 2. 

Even though it is presented here as a 
substitute here at the end of the de­
bate, it includes all of H.R. 2, as re­
ported. I want to repeat, this amend­
ment we offer includes all of H.R. 2 as 
reported. In addition, this amendment 
incorporates all of the amendments ap­
proved by the Committee of the Whole 
only Thursday and Friday of last week, 
namely the Clinger, Thurman, Neal, 
and I will ask the same unanimous con­
sent request that Mr. CLINGER asked to 
add Obey to my amendment so it will 
do what we intended for it to do when 
we go into the House. This expedited 
rescission authority portion of this 
amendment would allow the President 
to propose to cut or eliminate individ­
ual spending items in appropriations 
bills throughout the year. The Presi­
dent could earmark some or all of the 
savings for deficit reduction. 

In addition, the President would be 
able to propose to repeal targeted tax 
breaks which benefit a particular tax­
payer or class of taxpayers only within 
the 10 days of signing the bill. 

The House would have 10 legislative 
days after the President sends up a re­
scission package to bring it to the 
floor. There has been some debate as to 
whether or not that 10-day limitation 
would actually occur. I believe the an­
swer is clearly yes, it would. First the 
rules would not permit consideration of 
other matters until the rescission 
package was dealt with. Second, any 
appropriation or tax item that was sub­
mitted by the President in effect would 
be suspended until Congress acted on 
the President's package. 

Now, just a moment ago we were 
talking, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
was talking about guaranteed cuts, 
guaranteed deficit reduction. 
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I must submit, again, H.R. 2 does not 

guarantee deficit reduction. Only with 
our amendment can we have guaran­
teed deficit reduction, because we in­
cluded the lock box provision. And that 
was as a result of last year's debate in 
which the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] was very instrumental in 
changing the language of the amend­
ment that we in fact bring to Members 
today. 

The line-item veto includes no guar­
antee that the savings from the Presi­
dent's rescissions would go to deficit 
reduction. Congress would be free to 
spend the savings from rescissions pro­
posed by the President on other pro­
grams. 

Although H.R. 2 allows the President 
to propose to reduce the discretionary 
caps, there is no provision for a vote in 
Congress to reduce the spending caps. 
In other words, rescissions submitted 
under the line-item veto would not 
save one dime. We believe our sub­
stitute provides for that alternative 
should we, the Congress and the Presi­
dent, believe that was important. 

The Stenholm-Spratt amendment in­
cludes provisions to ensure that the 
savings from spending cuts would go to 
deficit reduction. 

Furthermore, under H.R. 2, standing 
alone, the President would have the 
veto option for only the first 10 days 
after signing a bill. Although H.R. 2 is 
intended to increase the ability of the 
President to identify and eliminate 
wasteful and low priority spend, it dra­
matically restricts the President's 
flexibility by setting this artificial 10-
day deadline. 

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

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen­
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, we had 
the Congressional Research Service do 
some research which I think is ex­
tremely helpful in understanding the 
importance of this power that we give 
the President to use this additional re­
scission authority throughout the fis­
cal year. 

According to CRS, the Congressional 
Research Service, 99 percent of all re­
scissions sent up here by the President 
were sent beyond the 10-day period 
after the adoption of appropriation 
bills. That points up that frequently 
the rescission authority is not used to 
knock out pork barrel stuff, but to try 
to adjust the budget in midyear when 
we have got underfunded accounts for 
the . Veterans Administration, under­
funded accounts for operations and 
maintenance and defense, and we have 
to pay far the supplementary budget 
authority by rescinding other budget 
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authority on the books. Then the 
President has the authority to formu­
late his request, send it up here and be 
guaranteed under our bill a quick 20-
day turnaround. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr Chairman, I 
would conclude my remarks at this 
time by saying that I believe it grossly 
unfair to categorize our amendment as 
being weakening. If we are truly con­
cerned about deficit reduction, I be­
lieve the language of our amendment, 
as a supplement to, not as a replace­
ment for, but a supplement to, clearly 
stands out as being more able to reduce 
the deficit because of the language 
which we put into our amendment. 

As the gentleman said, again, Mem­
bers have talked about this language 
from the standpoint that somehow cur­
rent law is better. It is not. And unless 
we in fact add our amendment, we will 
have current law 355 days out of the 
year but 10 days out of the year, 10 cal­
endar days out of the year we will have 
a much improved situation over the 
current system. -

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

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRAT'!'. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say that what we have offered here sup­
plements, does not substitute for or re­
place, it supplements H.R. 2, and it 
does not do it in any sort of redundant 
or cosmetic way. We give the President 
some important additional rescission 
authority. He can use this authority 
pending any court challenge to the 
constitutionality of H.R. 2 and he may 
have well need that authority this 
budget year because there is likely to 
be a constitutional challenge to this 
bill if it becomes law. 

Second, we give him authority that 
he can use throughout the budget year, 
not just in that narrow period of time 
10 days after the adoption of an appro­
priations bill. 

The Congressional Research Service 
says, as we were just pointing out, that 
99 percent of all rescissions typically 
sent up here by presidents since 1976, 99 
percent of them have been sent well be­
yond that 10-day period of time. 

Our bill covers that additional period 
of time, when by tradition 99 percent of 
the rescission bills have been sent up. 

Finally, we allow the President to 
say, we want to take these savings, put 
them in a deficit reduction account and 
not have the money spent elsewhere 
during the course of the fiscal year. 
Three strong features that add to, do 
not detract from or conflict in any 
way, strengthen this bill and should be 
adopted to perfect it. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, in summation I would 
just like to say if Members want to re­
place the cumbersome and unworkable 
process for year-round authority with 
teeth, they need to vote for the Sten­
holm-Spratt amendment. This amend­
ment has had a proud bipartisan his­
tory, despite the effort recently to por­
tray it as partisan. 

Mr. Chairman, I am submitting for 
the RECORD some material on past Re­
publican support for the amendment. I 
also am submitting two legal opinions. 
Finally, I am submitting for the 
RECORD a list of some of the most com­
monly asked questions about this 
amendment, along with the answers 
that have been prepared. 

Mr. Chairman, whether Members 
think H.R. 2 is constitutional or not, 
whether they prefer line i tern veto au­
thority or expedited rescission author­
ity, there is a reason for Members to 
vote for the Stenholm-Spratt amend­
ment. This amendment provides a rare 

opportunity in the legislative process, 
a win-win scenario. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to approve my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD the information to which I re­
ferred. 
[From the Congressional Research Service, 

the Library of Congress, Washington, DC., 
Feb. 3, 1995] 

To: The· Honorable Nathan Deal, Attention 
Ed Lorenzen. 

From: Virginia A. McMurtry, Specialist in 
American National Government, James 
V. Saturno, Specialist on the Congress. 
Government Division. 

Subject: Submission dates of Presidents' re­
scission request. 

In response to your request for figures on 
the dates of submission to Congress of rescis­
sion requests from the President under the 
Impoundment Control Act since 1974, we 
have prepared the attached table. 

The table provides the number of rescis­
sion requests, by month, for each fiscal year. 
The actual unit of analysis is the individual 
rescission, not rescission messages as we ini­
tially discussed. If five separate rescission 
requests were included in a single message 
during a given month, the number entered 
on the table would be five. This provides a 
more accurate way for considering the trans­
mission of rescission proposals, since under 
current law there is no requirement for the 
President either to combine or to separate 
rescissions transmitted at the same time. 
The number of rescissions included in a sin­
gle message have varied considerably, even 
within the same Administration. 

As indicated in the notes accompanying 
the table, the End-of-Year Cumulative Re­
ports on Rescissions and Deferrals, prepared 
by the Office of Management and Budget, 
provided the source. Actually, for one year, 
Fiscal Year 1990, OMB prepared no end-of­
year report. In this instance we used the 
monthly cumulative report for September, 
1990, which happened to include a complete 
listing of rescissions for that year. 

We hope that this information proves use­
ful to you. If we can be of further assistance, 
you may reach Ginger at 7-8678, or Jim at 7-
2381. . 

PRESIDENTIAL RESCISSION REQUESTS SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS BY MONTH, FISCAL YEAR 197&-94 

Fiscal year ' Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Total 

1976 ......................................................................... .. .. ..................................... . 6 13 17 0 0 0 0 26 34 46 
1977 ......................................................................................................................................... . 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 4 10 s 1 21 
1978 ................................................................. ......... ........................................... . 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 7 
1979 ........................................................................................................................................... . 1 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 
1980 ..................... .................................................................................................... .................. . 0 0 2 0 1 53 0 0 0 59 
1981 ..................... ..................................................................................................................... .. 0 0 34 0 120 0 10 1 0 165 
1982 ......................................................................................................................................... .. 1 0 0 22 1 0 1 3 0 31 
1983 ................................................................................................................ .. ......................... . 0 1 0 19 0 0 0 1 0 21 
1984 ................................................................................................................. .. 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 9 
1985 ........................................................................................................................................... . 0 0 0 241 0 0 0 0 1 244 
1986 ...................... .. .............................................. .. .............................................................. ... .. . 0 0 0 . 77 3 3 0 0 0 83 
1987 ... .. ......................................................... ... ...... .. .................................................................. . 0 0 73 0 0 0 0 0 0 73 
1988 ........................................................................... ................................................ . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1989 .......................................................................................... .. .............................................. .. 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
1990 ............ .... ..... ..................................................................... .. .............................................. .. 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 11 
1991 ................................................................................ .. ............................. . 0 0 0 26 0 1 2 1 0 30 
1992 ........................................................................................................................................... . 0 0 0 1 98 29 0 0 0 128 
1993 .. ............................................................................................... . 0 2 0 3 0 1 6 0 0 19 
1994 ......................... ........................................................ . 38 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 65 

Total .................................................. .. 10 46 17 154 424 223 90 14 20 23 1,029 

Percent .............................................................. .......... .. 0.97 4.47 1.65 14.97 41.21 21.67 8.75 1.36 1.94 2.24 0.10 0.68 100 

' Although the lmpoundment Control Act became effective upon enactment Uuly 12, 1974), the fiscal year calendar change did not begin until Oct. 1, 1975, for FY 1976. In addition to the rescission messages listed there were also 
eight rescission messages in July 1975 concerning spending for FY 1976 and the transition quarter Uuly-Sept. 1975). 

20f the five rescission requests received in July 1976 one concerned spending for FY 1977. 
30f the lour rescission requests received in September 1976, three concerned spending for FY 1977. 
4 0! the ten rescission requests received in July 1977, lour concerned spending for FY 1978. 
Sthe rescission requests received in September 1977 concerned spending in FY 1978, and was later reclassified as a deferral by the Comptroller General. 
Source: Office of Management and Budget End-of-Year Cumulative Report on Rescissions and Deferrals for each FY197~94 . 
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REPUBLICAN SUPPORT FOR ExPEDITED 

RESCISSION 

99TH CONGRESS 

Bills introduced 
S. Con. Res. 6&-The Porkbusters Resolu­

tion of 1985. Introduced by Senator Dan 
Quayle (R-IN) on September 17, 1985. Re­
quired Congress to vote on resolutions ap­
proving Presidential rescissions by a major­
ity vote within fifteen days after the rescis­
sion was submitted. 

H.R. 3675-a bill providing the President 
with modified rescission authority while pre­
serving the authority of Congress in the 
budget process. Introduced by Rep. Ralph 
Regula (R-OH) on November l, 1985. Required 
Congressional votes on Presidential rescis­
sions withil}. 45 days. 

Floor consideration 
On September 19, 1985, Senator Quayle of­

fered the text of S. Con. Res. 65 as an amend­
ment to the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 
1986. The amendment was ruled non-germane 
and defeated on a procedural motion of 34-62. 

lOOTH CONGRESS 

Bills introduced 
S. Con. Res. l~a bill providing for expe­

dited consideration of a b111 or joint resolu­
tion approving a Presidential rescission. In­
troduced by Senator Quayle on February 5, 
1987. The bill was cosponsored by two Repub­
licans. 

H. Con. Res. 119---similar to S. Con. Res. 16. 
Introduced by Rep. Lynn Martin (R-NY) on 
May 8, 1987. Cosponsored by 15 Republicans. 

H.R. 3129-Line-item Rescission Act of 
1987. Introduced by Rep. Tim Johnson (D-SD) 
on August 6, 1987. Cosponsored by 20 Repub­
licans, including Rep. Gerald Solomon (R­
NY) and Rep. Dan Coats (R-IN). 

Floor consideration 
Rep. Dick Armey (R-TX) attempted to add 

an amendment to the FY88 Long-term Con­
tinuing Resolution granting the President 
enhanced rescission authority over funds in­
cluded in the CR. Under the amendment, a 
simple majority of Congress could overturn 
the rescission. The effort was unsuccessful. 

Notable quotes 
Senator Dan Quayle (February 5, 1987, 

S3136 Congressional Record) 
"The Pork-Buster Resolution is based on a 

simple, fundamental premise. Before the tax­
payers' money can be spent, the President 
and a majority of both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives should be required 
to agree those funds should be spent. Con­
gress should be made-and held-accountable 
to the American people on rescissions that a 
President believes are appropriate. By using 
the rulemaking power of each House, the 
Pork-Buster Resolution would require expe­
dited consideration of Presidential rescission 
messages." 
' Rep. Dick Armey (Dear Colleague dated 

November 2, 1987) 
"Enhanced rescission authority will in­

volve the Administration and the Congress 
in a meaningful deficit reduction process in 
a manner that ensures both institution's pre­
rogatives are protected." 

Rep. Dick Armey (November 5, 1987, H30961 
Congressional Record): 

"I will go to the Rules Committee and I 
will request a rule that will allow me to 
amend that long-term continuing resolution 
to include in it enhanced rescission author­
ity that would allow the President to exam­
ine that large omnibus spending bill line 
item by line item and make line-item vetoes, 
as it were, with a simple majority override 
capacity remaining for the House." 

IOIST CONGRESS 

Bills introduced 
H.R. 235-Line-item Rescission Act of 1989. 

Introduced by Rep. Tim Johnson (D-SD) on 
January 3, 1989. Cosponsored by 9 Repub­
licans. 

H.R. 962-Current Level Rescission Act of 
1989. Introduced by Rep. Dick Armey on Feb­
ruary 9, 1989 and cosponsored by 105 Repub­
licans. Provided for expedited consideration 
of Presidential rescissions if the rescission 
did not reduce any program below its prior­
year level. 

H.R. 3800-a bill providing for expedited 
consideration of certain Presidential rescis­
sion. Introduced by Rep. Tom Carper (D-DE) 
along with Reps. Armey, Johnson, Martin, 
Dan Glickman (D-KN), Bill Frenzel (R-MN) 
and others as a bipartisan consensus expe­
dited rescission bill on November 21, 1987. Co­
sponsored by 65 Republicans. 

Notable quotes 
Rep. Dick Armey and Rep. Tim Johnson 

(Dear Colleague dated March l, 1989) 
"The Current Level Enhanced Rescission 

Act is a realistic, rational proposal that pro­
tects Congress' own spending priorities and 
restores the President's role in fighting the 
deficit." 

102D CONGRESS 

Bills introduced 
H.R. 2164-a blll providing for expedited 

consideration of certain Presidential rescis­
sions. Introduced by Rep. Carper on May l, 
1991. Cosponsored by 108 Republicans. Re­
quired votes in Congress on Presidential re­
scissions within ten days of their submis­
sion. Limited the amount that the President 
could rescind authorized programs to 25%. 
Established the new procedure for two years. 

H.R. 5700--Expedited Consideration of Pro­
posed Rescissions Act of 1992. Introduced by 
Rep. Solomon on July 28, 1992. Identical to 
H.R. 2164 except that it eliminated the dis­
tinction between authorized and unauthor­
ized programs included in H.R. 2164. 

Floor consideration 
July 30, 1992-Rep. Solomon attempted to 

defeat the previous question on the Com­
merce, Justice and State Appropriations bill 
so that he could offer a motion to make in 
order what he described as "a slightly dif­
ferent line-item veto rescission amendment" 
which consisted of the text of his expedited 
rescission bill. Reps. Bob McEwan (R-OH), 
David Dreier (R-CA), John Duncan (R-TN) 
and Bob Walker (R-PA) spoke in support of 
Solomon's motion. The effort failed on a 
vote of 240-176. 

October 3, 1992-The House passed H.R. 
2164, the expedited rescission bill introduced 
by Rep. Tom Carper, by a vote of 312-197. It 
was supported by 154 of 159 Republicans vot­
ing. 

Notable quotes 
Rep. Dick Armey (May 5, Rules Committee 

Hearing on H.R. 4990): 
"I think the President's authority should 

be enhanced, perhaps enhanced in the way 
Mr. Solomon suggests, but even enhancing it 
a little bit in the way Mr. Carper will later 
recommend. That would be an improve­
ment." 

Rep. Harris Fawell (R-IL) (May 5, Rules 
Committee Hearing) 

"When Tom Carper comes up in reference 
to his enhanced rescission bill, it isn't every­
thing I would want, but I could support it. It 
does valuable things. It moves us down that 
road." 

Rep. Jerry Solomon (May 7, 1992, H3029 
Congressional Record): 

"We moved to make in order an amend­
ment by Mr. Carper, a Democrat, and Mr. 
Stenholm, a Democrat, to provide for expe­
dited rescission procedures for the next two 
years, similar in concept to my line item 
veto bill, but watered down considerably. 
Still, it is a strong step in the right direc­
tion." 

Rep. Bob McEwan (July 30, 1992, H6988 Con­
gressional Record): 

"The Solomon amendment would mandate 
that Congress consider legislation approving 
the President's rescissions within twenty 
days. If either House fails to pass the b1ll, 
then the money would be obligated. Mr. 
Speaker, in the name of fiscal responsibility, 
the House must be given the opportunity to 
at least consider the Solomon amendment." 

Rep. Jerry Solomon (July 30, 1992, H6992 
Congressional Record): 

"If we defeat the previous question, I will 
offer the Carper line-item rescission amend­
ment that simply requires Congress to vote 
up or down on the President's request not to 
spend the money. This require& only a simple 
majority vote." 

Rep. Jerry Solomon (July 30, 1992, H6992 
Congressional Record): 

"For those of you who really believe in the 
line-item veto, we have reached a tremen­
dous compromise here that you can vote for. 
It should be something that this House can 
support overwhelmingly on both sides of the 
aisle." 

Rep. Harris Fawell (October 2, 1992, H10811 
Congressional Record): 

"(H.R. 2164) is at least the first step of a 
1,000 mile journey toward hopefully someday 
being able to balance the federal budget." 

Rep. Jerry Solomon (October 2, 1992 Hl0813 
Congressional Record): 

"I favor the bill before us today (H.R. 2164) 
because it is an improvement over the cur­
rent rescission process * * *. It is a step in 
the right direction." 

103D CONGRESS 

Bills introduced 
H.R. 1013--Expedited Consideration of Pro­

posed Rescissions Act of 1993. Introduced by 
Rep. Charlie Stenholm (D-TX) on February 
18, 1993. Cosponsored by 33 Republicans. Re­
quired the President to submit rescissions 
within a three-day window after signing an 
appropriations bill. The expedited rescission 
authority would have a 2 year sunset. Does 
not include targeted tax credit. 

H.R. 1578-Expedited Rescissions Act of 
1993. Introduced by Rep. John Spratt (D-SC) 
on April 1, 1993. Required the President to 
submit rescissions within a three-day win­
dow after signing an appropriations bill. The 
expedited rescission authority would have a 
two year sunset. Does not include targeted 
tax credit. A framework would be established 
for consideration of an appropriations com­
mittee alternative if the President's package 
was defeated. 

H.R. · 4600--Expedited Rescissions Act of 
1994. Introduced by Rep. John Spratt (D-SC) 
on June 17, 1994. Applies only to appropria­
tions, may be used only within 3-day window 
after an appropriations bill passes, applies 
only to the 103rd Congress. 

H.R. 4434-Common Cents Budget Reform 
Act of 1994. Introduced by Reps. Stenholm 
(D-TX), Penny (D-MN), and Kasich (R-OH). 
Cosponsored by 14 Republicans. Guarantees a 
vote on every rescission bill submitted by 
the President. The President can designate 
any portion of the savings for deficit reduc­
tion. The President can submit a special 
message repealing a targeted tax credit with­
in 10 days after a bill is enacted. The Presi­
dent can submit a special message to rescind 
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appropriations at any time. Permanently ex- rogative of the Appropriations Committee to 
tends authority. move their own rescission b111 would be pre-

Floor consideration served without creating a cumbersome new 
procedure. 

July 14, 1994---The House passed the Sten- How is the procedure under expedited re-
holm substitute to H.R. 4600 on final passage scission different from the existing proce­
by a vote of 342--69. The Stenholm substitute dure for considering Presidential rescissions 
was agreed to by a vote of 298-121. The Solo-
mon substitute failed 205-218. All 169 Repub- under Title X of the Budget Control and Im-

poundment Act? 
licans present and voting voted yes on final Under Title x of the Budget Control and 
passage, and all 170 Republicans present and Impoundment Act, the President may pro­
voting voted yes on the Stenholm substitute. pose to rescind all or part of any item at any 

Notable quotes time during the fiscal year. If Congress does 
Rep. John Kasich (July 14, 1994, H5728 CON- not take action on the proposed rescission 

GRESSIONAL RECORD): · within 45 days of continuous session, the 
"This (Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amend- funds must be released for obligation. Con­

ment), ladies and gentlemen of the House, gress routinely ignores Presidential rescis­
represents the most significant movement on sions. The discharge procedure for forcing a 
trying to control the deficit through the use floor vote on Presidential rescissions is cum­
of the line-item veto that we have voted on bersome and has never been used. Most Pres­
and have a chance to pass in this House since idential rescission messages have died with­
I have been a Member of the House * * *. out a floor vote. 
This (Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amendment), Congress has approved just 34.5% of the in­
is precisely what the American people have dividual rescissions proposed by the Presi­
been calling for * * *. It will bring real dent since 1974 (350 of 1012 rescissions sub­
change." mitted), representing slightly more than 30% 

Rep. Jim Kolbe (July 14, 1994, H5715 CON- of the dollar volume of proposed rescissions. 
GRESSIONAL RECORD): Nearly a third of the Presidential rescissions 

"Let us not let the opportunity to support approved came in 1981. Excluding 1981, Con­
tough budget reform slip away again, Sup- gress has approved less than 20% of the dol­
port the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amend- lar volume in Presidential rescissions. Al­
ment to H.R. 4600." though Congress has initiated $65 billion in 

Rep. Rick Lazio (July 14, 1994, H5711 CON- rescissions on its own, it has ignored nearly 
GRESSIONAL RECORD): $48 billion in Presidential rescissions submit-

"We have significantly strengthened the ted under Title x of the Budget Control and 
process (existing rescission process) by Impoundment Act without any vote at all on 
adopting the Penny-Kasich-Stenholm the merits of the rescissions. 
amendment, for which I voted." In 1992, the threat that there would be an 

Rep. Harris Fawell (July 14, 1994, H5710 attempt to utilize the Title x discharge pro-
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD): cedure to force votes on 128 rescissions sub-

"Should this substitute (Michel-Solomon) mitted by President Bush provided the impe­
fail, I then will support the Stenholm-Penny- tus for the Appropriations Committee to re­
Kasich substitute, because it is a vast im- port a bill rescinding more than SB billion. 
provement over the enhanced rescission However, this was an exception. Most rescis­
power we presently have." sion messages are ignored. Expedited rescis­

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS REGARDING 
EXPEDITED RESCISSION AUTHORITY 

How does the Wise and Stenholm-Spratt 
substitutes differ from H.R. 1578 and H.R. 
4600, the versions of expedited rescission· re­
ported by the Rules Committee in the 103rd 
Congress? 

Both substitutes incorporate several 
changes from earlier expedited rescission 
legislation made by the Stenholm-Penny-Ka­
sich amendment to H.R. 4600 on July 14, 1994. 
The Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amendment 
made several changes to respond to concerns 

· raised by many members and significantly 
strengthen the legislation. The President 
would be able to single out newly enacted 
targeted tax benefits as well as appropriated 
items for individual votes. Unlike H.R. 1578 
and H.R. 4600, which required the President 
to submit rescissions within a three-day win­
dow after signing an appropriations bill, the 
President would be able to submit a rescis­
sion package for expedited consideration at 
any point in the year. The President would 
have the option of earmarking savings from 
proposed rescissions to deficit reduction, 
which no other expedited rescission or line­
i tem veto proposal would permit. The new 
expedited rescisf!ion authority would be es­
tablished permanently instead of being 
sunsetted after two years. Members would 
have the ability to obtain separate votes on 
individual items in a rescission package that 
have significant support. The Wise and Sten­
holm substitutes explicitly prevent the 
President's rescissions from being considered 
under a special rule which would waive the 
requirements of the section. Finally, the pre-

sion would change that and force Congress to 
react to Presidential messages by voting on 
them, increasing the likelihood that unnec­
essary spending would be eliminated. 

Could Congress thwart the provisions of 
expedited rescission legislation by reporting 
a rule that waives the requirements of this 
proposal? 

No. The substitute specifically states .that 
"It shall not be in order in the House of Rep­
resentatives to consider any rescission bill 
introduced pursuant to the provisions of this 
section . . . under a special rule." Further­
more, OMB could continue to withhold the 
funds from obligation until the President's 
plan was voted on as required by this legisla­
tion regardless of any attempts by Congress 
to waive its internal rules. If Congress used 
its Constitutional authority to set its own 
rules to avoid a vote on the President's re­
scissions, it would give the President the 
ability to indefinitely impound the funds. 

How does expedited rescission legislation 
ensure that a Presidential rescission is voted 
on by Congress? 

Expedited rescission legislation establishes 
several procedural requirements ensuring 
that Congress cannot simply igriore a .rescis­
sion message. A rescission bill would be in­
troduced by request by either the Majority 
or Minority Leader. If the Appropriations 
Committee does not report-out the rescission 
bill as required within ten days, the bill is 
automatically discharged from the commit­
tee and placed on the appropriate calendar. 
Once the bill is either reported by or dis­
charged from the Appropriations Committee, 
any individual member may make a highly 
privileged motion to proceed to consider-

ation of the bill. Although a motion to ad­
journ would take precedence, the House 
could not prevent a vote on a rescission mes­
sage by adjourning because only legislative 
days are counted toward the ten day clock; 
Action is also promoted by providing for a 
highly privileged motion to proceed to con­
sideration and limiting debate and prevent­
ing amendments to a rescission bill. This 
proposal ensures that there will be a vote on 
a rescission bill so long as one member is 
willing to stand up on the House floor and 
make a motion to proceed. 

The substitute includes language to dis­
courage the House from avoiding a vote on 
the President's package, by making the re­
lease of funds by OMB contingent on Con­
gress voting on and defeating the President's 
package. 

Under current law, OMB withholds funds 
from apportionment until Congress acts on a 
rescission message. Funds included in a re­
scission message would be frozen in the pipe­
line until Congress either votes to rescind 
them or to release them for obligation. The 
substitute provides that the funds must be 
released for obligation upon defeat of the 
President's rescission bill in either House. 
This is different from the requirement in 
Section 1012 of the Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974, which states "Any amount of 
budget authority proposed to be rescinded 
. . . shall be made available for obligation, 
unless, within the prescribed 45 day period, 
the Congress has completed action on a re­
scission bill rescinding all or part of the 
amount proposed to be rescinded." By spe­
cifically providing that the funds would be 
released upon defeat of the President's pack­
age and not providing for any other cir­
cumstances in which OMB must release the 
funds, the language of the Wise and Sten­
holm-Spratt substitutes clearly provide that 
OMB will be required to release the funds 
only when Congress votes on and rejects the 
rescission bill. 

Similarly, the amendment provides that 
any tax benefits proposed to be repealed be 
"deemed to have been repealed unless ... ei­
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with 
that special message." 

How would the motion to strike individual 
items from a package of rescissions work? 

A member would be able to make a motion 
to strike an individual item in the rescission 
bill if 49 members support the motion. This 
procedure would be similar to existing proce­
dures to call for recorded votes or the proce­
dure for discharging rescission bills under 
Title X of the Impoundment Control Act in 
which the members supporting the motion 
would stand and be counted. If the requisite 
number of members supported a motion to 
strike, the motion would be debated under 
the five minute rule and the House would 
vote on the motion. If the motion was sup­
ported by a majority of members, the item 
would be struck from the bill. The House 
would vote on final passage of the rescission 
bill after disposing of any motion to strike. 

If 50 members feel strongly enough about 
an individual item to coordinate the actions 
:Qecessary to obtain a motion to strike, they 
deserve to have the opportunity to make 
their case to the full House. They would still 
have to convince a majority of the House 
that their project was justified. 

Wouldn't the motion to strike de_prive the 
President of a vote on his rescissions? 

No. Congress would vote on the merits of 
each rescission either as part of the overall 
package or on a motion to strike. While 
there might not be one vote on the entire 
packa:ge if a motion to strike succeeded, 
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Congress would have voted on the merits of 
individual rescissions when it voted on the 
motions to strike items from the package. 

The motion to strike increases the chance 
of passing rescissions submitted by the 
President by providing a safety valve to take 
"killer" items out of a rescission package to 
avoid the entire package from being defeated 
because of one item with strong support. If 
there is a strong core of support within Con­
gress for an individual item, there would be 
a high likelihood that the supporters of that 
item could form an alliance to defeat the en­
tire bill. Although the President would pre­
sumably make political judgements to avoid 
including items that would sink the entire 
package, the administration will not always 
be aware of all traps that may lie with an in­
dividual spending program or tax provision. 
This safety valve would prevent a political 
miscalculation from sinking the entire bill. 

What types of tax provisions would be sub­
ject to the new rescission process? 

The provision for expedited consideration 
of proposals to repeal tax items would be re­
stricted to targeted tax benefits. "Targeted 
tax benefits" are defined as provisions which 
provide a deduction, credit, exclusion, pref­
erence, or other concession to 100 or fewer 
taxpayers. The rescission authority would 
apply to narrowly drawn tax items, the so­
called "tax pork", which are slipped into tax 
bills to benefit special interests. It will not 
apply to broader tax breaks that apply to a 
larger number of taxpayers such as a capital 
gains tax reduction or middle class tax cut. 

Wouldn't the ability to repeal tax items 
create uncertainty in the tax code? 

No. The substitute provides for swift con­
sideration of proposals to repeal tax provi­
sions so that taxpayers would know the final 
disposition of any tax provision within area­
sonable period of time following the passage 
of a tax bill. The President must submit a 
proposal to repeal a tax provision within ten 
business days after signing a tax bill. Con­
gress would be required to act within twenty 
legislative days. 

Could the President propose to rewrite tax 
provisions? 

No. The President would only be able to 
propose legislative language necessary to re­
peal individual tax provisions for expedited 
consideration. Legislation submitted by the 
President to rewrite a tax provision would 
not be subject to the expedited procedures of 
this amendment. 

Doesn't this legislation constitute an un­
constitutional legislative veto? 

No. This legislation was carefully crafted 
to comply ~ith the Constitutional require­
ments established by the courts by I.N.S. v. 
Chada, 462 U.S. 919 (1983), the case that de­
clared legislative veto provision& unconstitu­
tional. Legislative vetoes allow one or both 
Houses of Congress (or a Congressional com­
mittee) to stop executive actions by passing 
a resolution that is not presented to the 
President. The Chada court held that legisla­
tive vetoes are unconstitutional because 
they allow Congress to exercise legislative · 
power without complying with Constitu­
tional requirements for bicameral passage of 
legislation and presentment of legislation to 
the President for signature or veto. For ex­
ample, allowing the House (or Congress as a 
whole) to block a Presidential rescission by 
passing a motion of disapproval without 
sending the bill to the President for signa­
ture or veto would violate the Chada test. 
This substitute meets the Chada tests of bi­
cameralism and presentment by requiring 
that both chambers of Congress pass a mo­
tion enacting the rescission and send it to 

the President for signature or veto, before 
the funds are rescinded. The substitute does 
not provide for legislative review of a preced­
ing executive action, but expedited consider­
ation of an executive proposal. Thus, it rep­
resents a so-called "report and wait" provi­
sion that the court approved in Sibbach v. 
Wilson and Co., 312 U.S. 1 (1941) and re­
affirmed in Chada. 
· If a majority of Congress has voted for 
f terns as part of an appropriations or tax bill, 
wouldn't the same majority vote to preserve 
the items when they were rescinded? 

Just as President's often sign appropria­
tions bills (or other bills for that matter) 
that include individual items that he does 
not support, Congress often passes appropria­
tions bills without passing judgment on indi­
vidual items. Expedited rescission legisla­
tion would force the President and Congress 
to examine spending items on their individ­
ual merit and not as part of an overall pack­
age. Many items included in an omnibus ap­
propriations bill would not be able to receive 
majority support in Congress if they were 
forced to stand on their own individual mer­
its. Members who voted for an appropria­
tions or tax bill may be willing to vote to 
eliminate individual items that had been in 
the omnibus bill. 

Isn't requiring an additional vote on items 
that have already been approved by Congress 
a waste of time? 

As was stated above, the fact that an item 
was included in an omnibus appropriations 
or tax bill does not necessarily imply that a 
majority of Congress supported that individ­
ual item. For example, when Congress passed 
the Agricultural Appropriations Bill in 1990, 
the majority of the members did not endorse 
spending on Lawrence Welk's home. Requir­
ing a second vote on individual items in­
cluded in an omnibus appropriation bill is 
not an unreasonable response to realities of 
the legislative process. 

Doesn't providing the President expedited 
rescission authority alter the balance of 
power between Congress and the President? 

No. The approach of expedited rescission 
legislation strikes a balance between pro­
tecting Congress' control of the purse and 
providing the accountability in the appro­
priations process. Unlike line-item veto leg­
islation, this substitute would preserve the 
Constitutional power of Congressional ma­
jorities to control spending decisions. Expe­
dited rescission authority increases the ac­
countability of both sides, ~mt does not give 
the President undue leverage in the appro­
priations process because funding for a pro­
gram will continue if a majority of either 
House disagree with him. 

Since the rescission process would apply 
only to the relatively small amount of 
spending in discretionary programs and a 
limited number of small tax breaks, isn't 
this just a political gimmick that won't have 
a significant impact on the deficit? 

The authors of this proposal have never 
claimed that this proposal would balance the 
budget. However, it will be a useful tool in 
helping the President and Congress identify 
and eliminate as much as $10 billion in 
wasteful or low-priority spending each year. 
Furthermore, the existence of expedited re­
scission authority will have a cleansing ef­
fect on the Appropriations process which will 
prevent many wasteful programs from being 
included in the Appropriations bills in the 
first place. Many of the special interest tax 
provisions that would be subject to expedited 
rescission have a considerable cost. It will 
help ensure that the fedsral government 
spends its scarce resources in the most effec-

tive way possible and does not divert re­
sources to low-priority programs. Perhaps 
most importantly, by increasing the ac­
countability of the budget process, it will 
help restore some credibility to the federal 
government's handling of taxpayer money 
with the public. This credibility is necessary 
if Congress and the President are to gain 
public support for the tough choices of cut­
ting benefits or raising taxes necessary to 
balance the budget. 

Would this proposal apply to entitlement 
programs funded through the appropriations 
process such as unemployment insurance and 
food stamps? 

No. Although other versions of expedited 
rescission legislation would have allowed a 
President to propose to rescind spending for 
entitlement programs funded through the 
regular appropriations bills (as is the case 
with unemployment insurance and other in­
come support programs), this was changed to 
clarify that the expedited rescission process 
does not apply to any entitlement programs. 

Doesn't the expedited rescission process 
violate the legislative prerogative by requir­
ing action under a specific timetable and 
preventing amendments to a rescission bill? 

The expedited procedure for consideration 
of rescission messages in this substitute is 
similar to fast track procedures for trade 
agreements or for base closure reports, 
which have worked relatively well. In fact, 
the scope of the legislation that would be 
subject to expedited consideration is much 
more confined under this procedure than in 
either trade agreements or base closings. 

Wouldn't allowing the President to submit 
rescissions throughout the year give the 
President undue ability to dictate the legis­
lative calendar? 

The substitute preserves the flexibility of 
Congressional leaders to develop the legisla­
tive schedule while ensuring that the Presi­
dent's package is voted on in a timely fash­
ion. It provides that the time allowed for 
consideration of the bill before a vote is re­
quired be counted in legislative days instead 
of calendar days, ensuring that the House 
will be in session for ten days after receiving 
the message before a vote -is required. The 
House could vote on the package any point 
within the ten legislative days for consider­
ation. 

Could the President propose to lower the 
spending level of an item, or would he have 
to eliminate the entire item? · 

The President could propose to rescind the 
budget authority for all or part of any pro­
gram in an appropriations bill. Consequently 
the President could, if he so chose, submit a 
rescission that simply lowered the budget 
authority for a certain program without 
eliminating it entirely. In comparison, most 
line-item veto proposals require the Presi­
dent to propose to eliminate an entire line 
item in an appropriations bill. 

Would this proposal allow the President to 
strike legislative language from appropria­
tions bills? 

No. It specifically allows a President to re­
scind only budget authority provided in an 
appropriations act and requires that the 
draft bill submitted· by the President have 
only the effect of canceling budget author­
ity. Legislative language, including limita­
tion riders, would not be subject to this pro­
cedure. 

Could the President propose to increase 
budget authority for a program? 

No. The substitute specifically provides 
that the President may propose to eliminate 
or reduce budget authority provided in an 
appropriations bill. It does not allow the 
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President to propose an increase in budget 
authority. 

What happens if the President submits a 
rescission message after Congress recesses 
for the year? 

The House has ten legislative days to con­
sider the rescission message. Since the time 
allowed for consideration of the rescission 
message only counts days that Congress is in 
session, Congress would not be required to 
vote on a rescission message until after it re­
turns from recess. However, the funds would 
not be released for apportionment for pro­
posed rescissions until Congress votes on and 
defeats a Presidential rescission bill. Con­
gressional leaders would have to decide 
whether to reconvene Congress to consider 
the rescission message or to leave the mes­
sage pending while Congress is in recess. 
Congress could delay adjourning sine die 
until the time period in which the President 
could submit a rescission has expired so that 
it can reconvene to consider a rescission 
message if it is submitted after Congress 
completes all other business. If the funds in­
cluded in a rescission message are considered 
by Congress to be important, Congress would 
have to return to session to vote on the mes­
sage. If a rescission message is submitted 
after the first session of the 103rd Congress 
has adjourned for the year, or if Congress ad­
journs before the period for consideration of 
a rescission message expires, the rescission 
message would remain pending at the begin­
ning of the second session of the 103rd Con­
gress. The House still would be required to 
vote on the rescission message by the tenth 
legislative day after the rescission package 
was submitted. 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, DC, March 31, 1993. 

To: Hon. Charles W. Stenholm. 
From: American Law Division. 
Subject: Validity of the Approval Mechanism 

in the "Expedited Consideration Rescis­
sions Act of 1993". 

Under H.R. 1013, the Expedited Consider­
ation of Proposed Rescissions Act of 1993, as 
modified, the Budget and Impoundment Con­
trol Act of 1974, 2 U.S.C. 681 et seq., would be 
amended to provide for a fast-track process 
for considering and voting on presidential 
proposals embodied in a bill or joint resolu­
tion to rescind budget authority provided in 
an appropriations act. If the President sub­
mits rescission proposals within three days 
after enactment of an appropriations meas­
ure, a legislative process is triggered where­
by a House floor vote may be had within 10 
legislative days after receipt of the proposal, 
and a Senate floor vote will be held within 10 
days after transmittal of the House-passed 
measure. The resultant legislative action is 
subject to the President's veto. 

You inquire whether the proposed rescis­
sion process embodies a legislative veto pro­
scribed under the Supreme Court's ruling in 
INS v. Chadha, 462 U.S. 919 (1983), and subse­
quent cases,1 or is otherwise violative of the 
constitutionally mandated lawmaking proc­
ess prescribed by Article I, rec. 7. For the 
reasons set forth below, we do not believe it 
is. 

The constitutional defect of the legislative 
veto disclosed by the Chadha Court was that 
Congress sought to exercise its legislative 
power without complying with the constitu­
tionally mandated requirements for lawmak-

I Process Gas Group v. Consumer Energy Council, 463 
U.S. 1216 (1983)(one-House veto or rules invalid); 
United States Senate v. F.T.C. 463 U.S. 1216 (1987)(two­
House veto or rules invalid). 

ing: bicameral passage and presentation to 
the President for his signature or veto. 
There, and in two subsequent cases, the 
Court found unlawful legislative actions 
which sought to accomplish the reversal of 
exercises of executive actions taken pursu­
ant to lawfully delegated authority without 
presentation to the President. But the Court 
carefully noted in Chadha that it was not 
casting doubt on so-called "report and wait" 
provisions which it had previously approved 
in Sibbach v. Wilson & Co., 312 U.S. 1 (1941). 
Under such provisions a proposed executive 
action does not become effective unless a 
specified contingency occurs, i.e., a set pe­
riod of time passes without congressional ac­
tion preventing it from going into effect or 
Congress takes affirmative legislative action 
approving its effectiveness. 

H.R. 1013, as modified, utilizes both meth­
ods of contingent legislation. For all rescis­
sion recommendations a presidential pro­
posal does not become effective unless it is 
approved by a bill or joint resolution with 10 
legislative days of continuous session after 
the date on which the bill or joint resolution 
is received by the House, and an additional 
10 legislative days after it is transmitted by 
the House to the Senate for consideration. 
Rescission proposals cannot become effective 
unless affirmatively enacted into law. Both 
methods comply with Chadha since the legis­
lative action to be taken meets the constitu­
tional requirements of bicameralism and 
presentment. Moreover, under the proposed 
contingency scheme, the Executive has not 
been delegated any legislative authority at 
all; he has been directed to recommend and 
that proposal has no legal effect unless Con­
gress gives it such effect through further leg­
islation. Thus it is a classic reporting provi­
sion of the type approved in Sibbach. Similar 
report and wait mechanisms requiring af­
firmative legislative action have been en­
acted several times since Chadha. See, e.g., 
Reorganization Act Amendments of 1984, 
Pub. L. No. 98-614, sec. 3(a)(l), 98 Stat. 3192 
(1984); Pub. L. 98-473, 98 Stat. 1916-1918, 1935-
1937 (1984)(proscription on use of intelligence 
agency funds for Nicaragua); Pub. L. No. 98-
441, 98 Stat. 1701 (1984)(obligating funds for 
MX missile). 

MORTON ROSENBERG, 
Specialist in American 

Public Law. 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, DC, March 30, 1993. 

To: Hon. Charles Stenholm. 
From: American Law Division. 
Subject: Application of Rescission Authority 

to "Tax Expenditures. 
This memorandum provides, at your re­

quest, quick analysis of whether the same 
constitutional principles that govern appli­
cation of rescission authority to appro­
priated funds apply as well to rescission of 
"tax expenditures." We understand as well 
that the requested context for analysis is 
H.R. 1013, a bill entitled "Expedited Consid­
eration of Proposed Rescissions Act of 1993." 
It is proposed that language be added to that 
bill adding "tax expenditures" as a category 
within which the President may trigger ex­
pedited congressional consideration of pro­
posed rescission legislation. 

Some background may be helpful. The 
same constitutional principles govern appli­
cation of rescission authority to "appropria­
tions" and to "tax expenditures." These gov­
erning principles are set out in previously 
prepared memoranda enclosed for your re­
view: "Constitutionality of Granting Presi-

dent Enhanced Budget Rescission Author­
ity," June 27, 1989; and "Adequacy of Stand­
ards in Bill Granting President Enhanced 
Budget Rescission Authority," July 21, 1989, 
both by Johnny H. Killian, Senior Specialist 
in American Constitutional Law, CRS. The 
basic issue raised by actual conferral of re­
scission authority on the President involves 
delegation of legislative authority, and 
whether there are adequate standards set 
forth in the law so that it can be determined 
whether the executive has complied with the 
legislative will. In 1989 the Supreme Court 
held in Skinner v. Mid-America Pipeline Co., 
490 U.S. 212, 223, that the same principles 
govern delegation of taxing authority that 
govern delegation of Congress' other author­
ity. 

"[T]he delegation of discretionary author­
ity under Congress' taxing power is subject 
to no constitutional scrutiny greater than 
that we have applied to other nondelegation 
challenges. Congress may wisely choose to be 
more circumspect in delegating authority 
under the Taxing Clause than under other of 
its enumerated powers, but this is not a 
heightened degree of prudence required by 
the Constitution." 

We note, however, that no constitutional 
delegation issues are posed by H.R. 1013 or 
the proposed amendment. Instead, the bill 
merely provides for expedited congressional 
consideration of presidential proposals that 
Congress enact legislation authorizing re­
scission of "any budget authority provided 
in an appropriations Act." No authority to 
effectuate a rescission, to exercise a line­
item veto, or otherwise to nullify statutory 
enactments would be conferred on the Presi­
dent by the bill. Inclusion of "tax expendi­
tures" along with budget authority as a cat­
egory about which the President may pro­
pose legislation that will receive expedited 
consideration does nothing to change this 
basic fact that the bill contains no delega­
tion of rescission or taxing authority. 

With or without a delegation of authority, 
the principal constitutional distinction be­
tween the categories of budget authority and 
tax expenditures is the requirement of Art. I, 
§7, cl. 1 that all bills for raising revenue 
shall originate in the House of Representa­
tives. A bill providing for "tax expenditures" 
(currently defined in 2 U.S.C. §622(3) as "rev­
enue losses attributable to provisions of the 
Federal tax laws which allow a special exclu­
sion, exemption, or deduction . . . or which 
provide a special credit, a preferential rate 
of tax, or a deferral of tax liability") might 
also include measures for raising revenues, 
and a bill providing for repeal of tax expendi­
tures could be considered to be a bill for rais­
ing revenues. 

A further point. The President has the 
power conferred by Art. II. § 3 of the Con­
stitution to "recommend to [Congress'] con­
sideration such measures as he shall judge 
necessary and expedient," and Congress of 
course cannot prevent the President from 
proposing consideration of legislation, in­
cluding legislation that would rescind budget 
authority or repeal tax expenditures. In con­
ferring authority to propose rescissions that 
will be subject to expedited consideration by 
the Congress, the bill also restricts the 
President's authority to make a second such 
request and does not explicitly tie that re­
striction to operation of the expedited proce­
dures. The bill would add a new section 1013 
to the Congressional Budget and Impound­
ment Control Act of 1974, and subsection (a) 
would provide in part that "[f]unds made 
available for obligation under this procedure 
may not be proposed for rescission again 
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under this section or section 1012." A reason­
able implication of "proposed , . . under this 
section or section 1012" is that a proposal 
may be submitted independently of the cited 
authority, and that the only restriction is 
that the expedited procedures authorized by 
the new section or in connection with exist­
ing section 1012 would not be operative. 
Thus, while the language can and should be 
interpreted to avoid any constitutional issue 
that would be created by interference with 
the President's authority under the Con­
stitution to make recommendations to Con­
gress, a more direct statement tying the re­
striction to operation of the expedited proce­
dures could eliminate any basis for question. 

GEORGE COSTELLO, 
Legislative Attorney, 
American Law Division: 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I just want 
to say to the distinguished gentleman 
who brought this point forward that we 
have been watching and listening very 
carefully. We agree, at least I agree 
and I think others do, too, that what 
he is proposing does strengthen the 
present expedited rescission process, 
which is extremely weak. It never re­
quires a vote; doing nothing spends the 
money. That is too much temptation 
for almost anybody to overcome, and I 
think we are proof that that tempta­
tion is true and is not overcomeable. 

I think the gentleman has some good 
ideas. We have gone back and taken a 
look at section 904 of the Budget Act 
and matched that up with the gentle­
man's title II section under the re­
quirement to make available for obli­
gation and his reliance on the 
antideficiency process .. I believe there 
is some area to work in there. I do not 
think it is quite right. 

I would like to state to the gen­
tleman I hope to work with him in 
cleaning up the budget process. We 
would like to take a clear shot at this 
one for the tough two-thirds dis­
approval vote, which is primarily our 
main concern. We are worried about 
the confusion. I do think the gen­
tleman has some good ideas which are 
worthy of further attention as we clean 
up the budget process. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I want to 
commend the Committee on Rules for 
giving us an open rule in which we had 
a very, I think, thorough debate on a 
whole range of issues surrounding the 
line item veto authority. With regard 
to the Stenholm-Spratt amendment, I 
would only say that it complicates 
matters and that H.R. 2 freestanding is 
the strongest line item veto authority 
that we could give the President. Presi­
dent Clinton asked for the strongest 
version, his budget director asked for 
the strongest version, and this bill is 
the strongest version that we could 
give the President to help him reduce 

the deficit and discipline the budget 
process. 

I would also say that the Congres­
sional Research Service has issued a re­
port on its constitutionality. But the 
larger issue, Mr. Chairman, is that the 
line i tern veto has been kicking around 
up here on Capitol Hill for a very, very 
long time. We have an opportunity to­
night to give the President this tool 
and to do something tangible about our 
Federal budget deficit and about the 
expenditures in our yearly budgeting 
process. 

I urge this House to tonight pass the 
line item veto authority for the Presi­
dent, send it over to the other body, 
and ultimately to give the President 
this important tool. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment. The President 
should have the power to rescind wasteful 
spending. But it is also important that once the 
President flags wasteful line-items and tar­
geted tax benefits, that Congress should share 
the role of acting on wasteful spending and 
acting quickly. The balance of power between 
the executive and legislative branches must 
be preserved. One should not be given great­
er power to identify and rescind government 
spending. The . framers of our Constitution did 
not foresee the need to give greater rescission 
power to one or the other, nor should we. 

In practice, several appropriation bills can 
reach the President's desk at the same time. 
The President should be given the flexibility to 
offer a package of rescissions at anytime and 
Congress should then act to quickly approve 
or disapprove of that package. We have al­
ready rejected a substitute that would have 
provided greater flexibility for rescinding funds 
while not tipping the balance of power. I urge 
my colleagues not to reject this kind of com­
mon sense a second time. The approach of­
fered by this amendment preserves the bal­
ance of power between the executive and leg­
islative branches, and that is what the public 
wants. The public wants an efficient govern­
ment that moves quickly to eliminate wasteful 
spending. The public does not want a single 
person or one-third of Congress to be able to 
protect targeted spending. 

I believe it's ironic that at a time when most 
of the public does not want Washington con­
trolled by a select few with narrow interests, 
and our colleagues from the other side of the 
aisle keep talking about spreading ppwer be­
yond the beltway, that they keep reverting to 
procedures within Congress that give enor­
mous power to a minority of our Members. 
Let's do something that makes sense. I urge 
my colleagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of February 3, 1995, 
further proceedings on the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN­
HOLM] will be postponed. 

The point of order of no quorum is 
considered withdrawn. 

D 1750 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of Friday. February 
3, 1995, proceedings will now resume on 
those amendments on which further 
proceedings were postponed, in the fol­
lowing order: 

The amendment offered by the gen­
tleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON], the 
amendment offered by the gentle­
woman from California [Ms. WATERS], 
and the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ORTON 

The CHAffiMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. ORTON] for a recorded 
vote on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre­
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

RECORDED VOTE 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAffiMAN. This is a 15-minute 

vote, to be followed by several 5-
minu te votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-ayes 65, noes 360, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 91] 
AYE8--65 

Andrews Inglis Rohrabacher 
Barrett (WI) Johnson (SD) Royce 
Beilenson Kasi ch Sabo 
Bentsen Kennedy (MA) Schroeder 
Berman Kennedy (RI) Schumer 
Browder Lincoln Sensenbrenner 
Brown back Lofgren Serrano 
Bryant (TX) Lowey Shays 
Coleman Luther Skaggs 
Condit Maloney Slaughter 
Dellums McHale Smith (Ml) 
Doggett Meehan Spratt 
Dooley Miller (CA) Stenholm 
Durbin Minge Tauzin 
Edwards Obey Taylor(MS) 
Eshoo Orton Visclosky 
Fawell Pallone Wilson 
Fazio Pelosi Wolf 
Furse Peterson (FL) Wyden 
Gibbons Peterson (MN) Yates 
Gutierrez Pomeroy Zimmer 
Hoyer Rivers 

NOES-360 
Abercrombie Baesler Barr 
Ackerman Baker (CA) Barrett (NE) 
Allard Baker(LA) Bartlett 
Archer Baldacci Barton 
Armey Ballenger Bass 
Bachus Barcia Bateman 



3790 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 6, 1995 
Bereuter Fox Manzullo Smith (TX) Thompson Wamp Evans Lincoln Reynolds 
Bevill Frank(MA) Markey Smith(WA) Thornberry Ward Farr Lofgren Rivers 
Bil bray Franks (CT) Martinez Solomon Thornton Waters Fattah Luther Roybal-Allard 
Bilirakis Franks (NJ) Martini Souder Thurman Watt (NC) Fazio Manton Rush 
Bishop Frelinghuysen Mascara Spence Tiahrt Waxman Fields(LA) Markey Sabo 
Bliley Frisa Matsui Stark Torkildsen Weldon (FL) Filner Martinez Sanders 
Blute Funderburk McCarthy Stearns Torres Weldon (PA) Flake Maaca.ra Schroeder 
Boehlert Gallegly McColl um Stockman Torricelli Weller Foglietta McCarthy Scott 
Boehner Ganske McCrery Stokes Towns White Frank (MA) McDermott Serrano 
Bonilla Gejdenson McDermott Studds Traflcant Whitfield Furse McKinney Skaggs 
Bonlor Gekas McHugh Stump Upton Wicker Gejdenson Meehan Slaughter 
Bono Gephardt Mcinnis Stupak Velazquez Wllliarns Gephardt Meek Stark 
Borski Geren Mcintosh Talent Vento Wise Gibbons Menendez Stenholm 
Boucher Gilchrest McKeon Tanner Volkmer Woolsey Gonzalez Mfume Stokes 
Brewster Gillmor McKinney Tate Vucanovich Wynn Gordon Miller (CA) Studds 
Brown (CA) Gilman McNulty Taylor(NC) Waldholtz Young(AK) Green Mine ta Stupak 
Brown (FL) Gonzalez Meek Tejeda Walker Young(FL) Gutierrez Minge Taylor (MS) 
Brown (OH) Goodlatte Menendez Thomas Walsh Zeliff Hamilton Mink Thompson 
Bunn Goodling Metcalf 

NOT VOTING-9 Hastings (FL) Moakley Thurman 
Bunning Gordon Meyers Hilliard Mollohan Torres 
Burr Goss M!Ume Becerra Frost Mollohan Hinchey Montgomery Towns 
Burton Graham Mica Bryant (TN) Jefferson Tucker Jackson-Lee Nadler Traflcant 
Buyer Green Miller (FL) Ford McDade Watts (OK) Johnson (SD) Neal Velazquez 
Callahan Greenwood Mine ta Johnson, E. B. Oberstar Vento 
Calvert Gunderson Mink D 1808 Johnston Obey Volkmer 
Camp Gutknecht Moakley Kanjorski Olver Ward 
Canady Hall (OH) Molinari Ms. JACKSON-LEE and Messrs. Kaptur Owens Waters 
Cardin Hall (TX) Montgomery FATTAH, FOGLIETTA, and LEWIS of Kennedy (MA) Pallone Watt(NC) 
Castle Hamilton Moorhead Kennedy (RI) Pastor Waxman 
Chabot Hancock Moran Georgia changed their vote from "aye" Kil dee Payne (NJ) Williams 
Chambliss Hansen Morella to "no." Kleczka Pelosi Wise 
Chapman Harman Murtha Messrs. SKAGGS, MCHALE, INGLIS Klink Pomeroy Woolsey 
Chenoweth Hastert Myers LaFalce Rahall Wyden 
Christensen Hastings (FL) Myrick of South Carolina, Ms. ESHOO, Mrs. Lantos Rangel Wynn 
Chrysler Hastings (WA) Nadler MALONEY, and Ms. PELOSI changed Lewis (GA) Reed Yates 
Clay Hayes Neal their vote from "no" to "aye." 
Clayton Hayworth Nethercutt So the amendment was rejected. NOES-280 Clement Hefley Neumann 
Clinger Hefner Ney The result of the vote was announced Ackerman de la Garza Herger 
Clyburn Heineman Norwood as above recorded. Allard De Lay Hilleary 
Coble Herger Nussle Andrews Deutsch Hobson 
Coburn Hilleary Oberstar ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN Archer Diaz-Balart Hoekstra 
Collins (GA) Hilllard Olver The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the Armey Dickey Hoke 
Collins (IL) Hinchey Ortiz order of the House of Friday, February Bachus Dicks Holden 
Collins (Ml) Hobson Owens 3, 1995, the Chair announces that he Baesler Dooley Horn 
Combest Hoekstra Oxley Baker(CA) Doolittle Hostettler 
Conyers Hoke Packard will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes Baker(LA) Dornan Houghton 
Cooley Holden Parker the period of time within which a vote Ballenger Dreier Hoyer 
Costello Horn Pastor by electronic device will be taken on Barr Duncan Hunter 
Cox Hostettler Paxon Barrett (NE) Dunn Hutchinson 
Coyne Houghton Payne (NJ) each further amendment on which the Bartlett Edwards Hyde 
Cramer Hunter Payne (VA) Chair has postponed further proceed- Barton Ehlers Inglis 
Crane Hutchinson Petri ings. Bass Ehrlich Is took 
Crapo Hyde Pickett Bateman Emerson Johnson (CT) 
Cremeans Is took Pombo AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. WATERS Bereuter English Johnson, Sam 
Cub in Jackson-Lee Porter The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi- Bil bray Ensign Jones 
Cunningham Jacobs Portman ness is the demand of the gentlewoman Bilirakis Everett Kasi ch 
Danner Johnson (CT) Poshard Bliley Ewing Kelly 
Davis Johnson, E. B. Pryce from California [Ms. WATERS] for a re- Blute Fawell Kennelly 
de la Gana Johnson, Sam Quillen corded vote on which further proceed- Boehlert Fields (TX) Kim 
Deal Johnston Quinn ings were postponed and on which the Boehner Flanagan King 
DeFazio Jones Radanovich Bonilla Foley Kingston 
DeLauro Kanjorski Rahall noes prevailed by voice vote. Bono Forbes Klug 
De Lay Kaptur Ramstad The Clerk will redesignate the Borski Fowler Knollenberg 
Deutsch Kelly Rangel amendment. Boucher Fox Kolbe 
Diaz-Balart Kennelly Reed The Clerk redesignated the amend- Brown back Franks (CT) LaHood 
Dickey Kil dee Regula Bunn Franks (NJ) Largent 
Dicks Kim Reynolds ment. Bunning Frelinghuysen Latham 
Dingell King Richardson RECORDED VOTE Burr Frisa LaTourette 
Dixon Kingston Riggs 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has Burton Funderburk Laughlin 
Doolittle Kleczka Roberts Buyer Gallegly Lazio 
Dornan Klink Roemer been demanded. Callahan Ganske Leach 
Doyle Klug Rogers A recorded vote was ordered. Calvert Gekas Levin 
Dreier Knollenberg Ros-Lehtinen The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute Camp Geren Lewis (CA) 
Duncan Kolbe Rose Canady Gilchrest Lewis (KY) 
Dunn LaFalce Roth vote. Cardin Gillmor Lightfoot 
Ehlers LaHood Roukema The vote was taken by electronic de- Castle Gilman Linder 
Ehrlich Lantos Roybal-Allard vice, and there were-ayes 144, noes 280, Chabot Goodlatte' Lipinski 
Emerson Largent Rush Chambliss Goodling Livingston 
Engel Latham Salmon not voting 10, as follows: Christensen Goss LoBiondo 
English LaTourette Sanders [Roll No. 92) Chrysler Graham Longley 
Ensign Laughlin Sanford AYES-144 Clinger Greenwood Lowey 
Evans Lazio Sawyer Coble Gunderson Lucas 
Everett Leach Saxton Abercrombie Brown (FL) Cramer Coburn Gutknecht Maloney 
Ewing Levin Scarborough Baldacci Brown (OH) Danner Collins (GA) Hall (OH) Manzullo 
Farr Lewis (CA) Schaefer Barcia Bryant (TX) Deal Combest Hall (TX) Martini 
Fattah Lewis (GA) Schiff Barrett (WI) Chapman De Fazio Condit Hancock Matsui 
Fields (LA) Lewis (KY) Scott Beilenson Clay DeLauro Cooley Hansen McColl um 
Fields <TX> Lightfoot Seastrand Bentsen Clayton Dellums Costello Harman McCrery 
Filner Linder Shad egg Berman Clement Dingell Cox Hastert McHale 
Flake Lipinski Shaw Bevill Clyburn Dixon Crane Hastings (WA) McHugh 
Flanagan Livingston Shuster Bishop Coleman Doggett Crapo Hayes Mcinnis 
Foglietta LoBiondo Sisisky Bonlor Collins (IL) Doyle Cremeans Hayworth Mcintosh 
Foley Longley Skeen Brewster Collins (Ml) Durbin Cu bin Hefley McKeon 
Forbes Lucas Skelton Browder Conyers Engel Cunningham Hefner McNulty 
Fowler Manton Smith (NJ) Brown (CA) Coyne Eshoo Davis Heineman Metcalf 
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Me yen 
Mica 
Miller(FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Qulllen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 

Becerra 
Bryant (TN) 
Chenoweth 
Ford 

Richardson 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Ro gen 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 

Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-IO 
Frost 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
McDade 

D 1818 

Tucker 
Watt.a (OK) 

Messrs. MARTINEZ, CRAMER, MOL­
LOHAN, TAYLOR of Mississippi, and 
WYDEN changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM 

The, CHAffiMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] for a re­
corded vote on which further proceed­
ings were postponed and on which the 
noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAffiMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAffiMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 156, noes 266, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevlll 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 

[Roll No. 93] 
AYES-156 

Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Condit 

Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 

Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker(LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brown (FL) 
Brown back 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth · 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 

Kil dee 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Pastor 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson <FL) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 

NOES-266 

Conyers 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gose 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hancock 

Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waxman 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lstook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martinez 

Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller(FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 

Becerra 
Bryant (TN) 
Crane 
Ford 

Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 

Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Traficant 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-12 
Frost 
Gekas 
Jefferson 
McDade 

D 1825 

Morella 
Peterson (MN) 
Tucker 
Watts (OK) 

Mr. RANGEL changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to H.R. 2. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R. 2 
on constitutional grounds. The issue is the 
principle of separation of powers. The line­
item veto power that H.R. 2 grants to the 
President violates this principle. The Constitu­
tion states that all legislative power resides in 
the Congress, article I, section 1. It provides 
only that a bill can be returned unsigned by 
the President which then to become law must 
have a two-thirds vote of approval, article I, 
section 7. Further the Constitution states that 
it is the Congress that has the power to collect 
taxes, pay debts, and to provide for the gen­
eral welfare, article I, section 8. Finally and 
most importantly the Constitution states that 
"No money shall be drawn from the Treasury 
but in consequence of appropriations made by 
law." 

No bill passed by this Congress can alter 
the clear meaning and intent of the Constitu­
tion. Only a constitutional amendment can 
change that. H.R. 2 is a simple bill. It is not 
a constitutional amendment. If the proponents 
of this idea were serious, they would propose 
a Constitutional amendment and not try to cir­
cumvent the constitution. 

Why didn't the committee go the constitu­
tional amendment route? I have to assume 
that it is because they realize that the people 
of this country are not prepared to give any 
President even more power than he already 
possesses, and because the idea of giving 
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one-third of the House and the Senate the 
power to kill a duly enacted appropriations 
item was a subversion of the basic concept of 
majority rule. 

The legislative process would be seriously 
skewed if the line-item veto were interjected. 
Items could be added knowing that the Presi­
dent could remove them. Majority will would 
be compromised. The President could use the 
veto power to punish Members who did not go 
along with the White House on key votes. 
Small States would be especially vulnerable. 

During the course of this debate an expe­
dited judicial review amendment was accept­
ed. This acknowledges the very point that I 
make. That this bill is incompatible with the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Further, this bill would grant power to the 
President to item veto targeted tax benefits. 
Another word to describe what a targeted tax 
benefit is a tax loophole. The bill initially al­
lowed the President veto power only over tax 
loopholes which affected five or fewer people. 
The committee extended this veto power to 
tax loopholes affecting 100 or less taxpayers. 
We should not be protecting any special tax 
loophole no matter what the size of the group 
receiving this selective treatment under the 
Tax Code. No matter how we stand on this 
issue of the line-item veto, we ought not be 
protecting a group of taxpayers merely be­
cause there are more than 100 of them in the 
group. If it is a bad loophole, the President 
ought to have the power to veto it no matter 
whether it affects 100 or 5,000 taxpayers or 
more. This selective treatment of targeted tax 
benefits by number of taxpayers who enjoy it, 
is clearly inequitable and should be stricken 
from the bill to allow the President power to 
strike any and all of them. 

I do not understand the rationale of those 
who argue that the line-item veto is needed to 
balance the budget. The record will show that 
the Congress has systematically underspent 
the President's budget recommendations. Fur­
ther, the Congress has exceeded the Presi­
dent's rescissions submitted to the Congress 
after the appropriations bills have been signed 
into law. Over the past 20 years the President 
has proposed $72 billion in rescissions and 
the Congress has passed $92 billion in rescis­
sions, $20 billion more than the President. 

Finally, the most egregious power granted 
to the President under this bill is not only that 
he can veto any item in an appropriations bill, 
but he can reduce any discretionary budget 
authority. This is tantamount to Congress ab­
dicating the power to appropriate. The Con­
stitution clearly grants to Congress the legisla­
tive power to·; appropriate. Only the Congress 
can by majority vote decide against funding a 
project and only Congress can cut the funding 
of a project or of a department. 

If the Congress, for instance, votes by a 
majority vote to fund the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting, or Head Start, it is inconceiv­
able that we would allow the President to not 
only rescind this decision or veto it, but to also 
reduce the funding which then can only be re­
versed by a two-thirds vote. What this means 
is that one-third of the House and the Senate 
will ultimately decide what gets funded and 
what does not. 

The foundations of our democracy will be 
shattered. However you feel about congres-

sional funding decisions, there is no justifica­
tion for enlarging the power of the President to 
appropriate money as well as to rescind. The 
tyranny of one-third of the Congress in com­
bination with the White House could cut fund­
ing of programs that a clear majority of the 
people of this country support. 

If we are to submit our spending bills to this 
inordinate executive power, then surely it 
should only be by constitutional amendment. 

If this measure went to the States for ratifi­
cation as a constitutional amendment, it clear­
ly would fail to receive the three-fourths vote 
of 38 States. Thirteen small States could see 
the handwriting on the wall, and not vote to 
ratify. I suspect this is why the line-item veto 
is not being proposed as a constitutional 
amendment. It simply would not be ratified. 

I urge H.R. 2 be voted down. It is an unwar­
ranted invasion of the most important legisla­
tive powers granted to the Congress by the 
Constitution. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute, as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Chairman, in passing the 
balanced budget amendment by an over­
whelming margin, the House of Representa­
tives took an historic first step to finally con­
trolling Federal spending. Now, for the second 
time in the 104th Congress we have another 
opportunity to pass a measure which will give 
us the tools needed to tackle the huge task of 
balancing the budget. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in giving the President of the United 
States the line-item veto that 43 of our Gov­
ernors already have. 

Passing the line-item veto will better enable 
Congress and the executive branch to do what 
we should have done a long time ago--cut 
wasteful spending. The line-item veto will force 
Congress and the President to be fiscally re­
sponsible and answerable to the American 
people. 

According to the General Accounting Office 
[GAO] a presidential line-item veto could have 
cut $70.7 billion in needless spending from fis­
cal years 1984-89. We need to learn from 
what has not worked in the past and pass this 
bill that will help in the future. 

The American people want us to cut unnec­
essary spending. Let us pass this measure 
and continue our journey to a balanced budg­
et. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
opposition to House Resolution 2, the Line­
Item veto legislation. 

I want to be clear about my intentions. I 
support giving the President the authority to 
eliminate wasteful spending. For too long, 
Government has spent more than it receives. 
In addition, projects have been funded which 
are not merited. Both Congress and the Presi­
dent have participated in this exercise. 

However, this legislation is not the correct 
mechanism to reduce Federal spending. As 
drafted, House Resolution 2 will disrupt the 
balance of power between the legislative and 
executive branch and concentrate too much 
power in the Executive. The President will dic­
tate the spending priorities to Congress that 
the founding fathers clearly placed under the 
legislative branch. 

I am committed to reducing our Federal def­
icit. However, I am concerned that this legisla­
tion will not actually reduce spending. Tax­
payers should have full disclosure on how this 
legislation will work. House Resolution 2 does 
not require Congress to reduce spending 
caps, when it approves spending cuts. In ef­
fect, Congress could support spending cuts, 
without applying the reductions to the federal 
deficit. 

Today, we considered an amendment of­
fered by Congressmen STENHOLM and SPRATT 
that would have ensured that any generated 
savings from spending cuts are applied di­
rectly to the deficit. This lock-box requirement 
is critical to successful deficit reduction. House 
Resolution 2 does not contain such a mecha­
nism. 

Another important feature of the Stenholm­
Spratt amendment is a provision that gives the 
President authority to submit rescissions for 
projects within a larger program. If the Presi­
dent disapproves of a certain project, the 
President could lower the budget authority for 
a certain program without eliminating the en­
tire program. For instance, the President may 
wish to eliminate the Lawrence Welk Museum 
without eliminating other agriculture programs. 

House Resolution 2 is further flawed in that 
it does not cover all Federal spending includ­
ing contract authority for infrastructure, and 
special tax breaks for wealthy individuals and 
corporations. 

Finally, I am concerned about the provision 
in House Resolution 2 that would require a 
two-thirds vote to overturn the President's 
package of rescissions. That concentration of 
power in the hands of a minority of the Con­
gress is contrary to our Constitution. 

Congress must learn to review Federal 
spending more carefully each year. We have 
the opportunity to vote upon each program 
during the appropriations process. I strongly 
believe that we must exercise our rights to kill 
inefficient, wasteful projects. 

For all of the reasons outlined above, I can­
not support House Resolution. 2 in its present 
form. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, the American 
people have spoken and we in return have 
proposed an aggressive agenda for the 104th 
Congress. We made a promise that this new 
Congress would bring to the floor of the 
House a true line-item veto bill. Today, Repub­
licans will again hold true to our promise in the 
Contract With America and we will vote on the 
line-item veto, H.R. 2. 

In the Fifth District of Indiana, whether it be 
Wabash, Kokomo, Plymouth, or Crown Point, 
Hoosier families continue to be concerned 
about wasteful Federal spending. They do not 
want their legacy to their children to be one of 
saddling future generations with increasing 
debt. They want Congress to pass a line-item 
veto. 

The line-item veto will no longer allow use­
less projects to be funded and buried in the 
budget without accountability. H.R. 2 forces 
the President and Congress to be responsible. 
In essence, it makes Congress stop its habit­
ual practice of wasteful and excessive spend­
ing. This is an opportunity we cannot let pass. 

By giving President Clinton and those who 
follow him the same tools for which 43 Gov­
ernors currently use, we will take a giant step 
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in restoring fiscal responsibility to the Federal 
budget process. 

We must answer the public's call for a lean­
er, more efficient, and less costly effective 
Federal Government. I support passage of the 
line-item veto as a necessary budget reform 
tool. We must restore our Nation's fiscal re­
sponsibility. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 2, the Line-Item Veto Act of 
1995. While I am aware of the excitement in 
the Congress to do anything perceived as pro­
moting deficit reduction, I am also mindful of 
my duty as a Member of Congress to act in 
the best interest of the people I represent and 
in the best interest of the U.S. Constitution I 
have sworn to uphold. We cannot and should 
not, in an attempt to decrease the deficit or 
put an end- to pork-barrel programs, shirk our 
responsibility to act in the best interest of the 
American people by disrespecting the found­
ing document of this Nation-the U.S. Con­
stitution. This shortsighted and rushed legisla­
tion will not only fail to put a dent in the deficit, 
but will endanger the delicate balance of 
power so skillfully and wisely laid down in the 
U.S. Constitution. 

The bill before us today, the Line-Item Veto 
Act of 1995, will not only attempt to curtail un­
wanted spending, but will also make it more 
difficult to pass into law good legislation to 
which the President alone may object. Such 
an abdication of congressional responsibility 
will certainly undermine many of our most im­
portant efforts to improve the quality of life for 
all Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, the stated purpose of the 
Line-Item Veto Act is to provide a statutory 
item veto for both appropriations and targeted 
tax benefits. The bill will permit the President 
to rummage through legislation so that he can 
eliminate whatever he wants to of all or part 
of any appropriation item or any targeted tax 
benefit. Under this bill, Presidential line-item 
vetoes would take effect unless both Houses 
obtain a two-thirds vote to override the veto. 

This legislation to limit Congress' ability to 
fulfill the will of the American people warps the 
constitution to such an extent that the constitu­
tionality of the Line-Item Veto Act is obviously 
in question. While I agree that Congress 
should continue to make significant strides to 
reduce the budget deficit, this proposed meas­
ure goes well beyond the legitimate objective 
of balancing the budget. In fact, this bill is spe­
cifically designed to inhibit the will of the peo­
ple by transferring congressional power to the 
President that has been granted exclusively to 
Congress by the U.S. Constitution. 

Mr. Chairman, transferring the power of the 
purse to the President is clearly contrary to 
the explicit language in the Constitution. The 
Constitution clearly places with the Congress 
the power to legislate appropriations bills. The 
Line-Item Veto Act will transfer a significant 
portion of this constitutional power to the 
President. The great constitutional significance 
of the separation of powers cannot be ques­
tioned. In his famous Myers v. United States, 
272 U.S. 52 (1926) dissent, Justice Louis D. 
Brandeis said: 

The doctrine of the separation of powers 
was adopted by the Convention of1787, not to 
promote efficiency but to preclude the 
excercise of arbitrary power. The purpose 

was not to avoid friction, but, by means of 
the inevitable friction incident to the dis­
tribution of the governmental powers among 
three departments, to save the people from 
autocracy. (P. 293). 

It is also apparent that the Line-Item Veto 
Act is also redundant. Under current law, the 
Constitution gives the President two opportuni­
ties to provide input into the Federal budget 
process. The President's budget is his first op­
portunity to express his views regarding fund­
ing for particular programs. Congress may 
then either accept or reject the Presidenrs 
recommendations. 

The President may also veto any appropria­
tions bill if he does not agree with the funding 
provisions contained in it. On several occa­
sions we have seen Presidents exercise this 
option in order to prevent Federal funds from 
being used for various programs. Congress 
did not override these vetoes and the Presi­
dent's will prevailed. Therefore, granting the 
President an additional means through the 
line-item veto to attack legislation is com­
pletely unnecessary and duplicative. The 
President already has all of the veto power 
that is constitutionally permissible. 

Mr. Chairman, I must also stress that re­
ports of the deficit reducing impact of the line­
item veto have been greatly exaggerated. Of 
the 43 States which have already enacted a 
line-item veto, there has been, overall, neg­
ligible progress toward State deficit reduction 
as a result of this law. A study conducted by 
the University of Wisconsin examining the def­
icit reducing power of the line-item veto re­
vealed that vetoes produce budget cuts that 
ranged from .006 to 2.5 percent. Several other 
studies also reveal that, contrary to the rep­
resentations made in the slick sales packaging 
of this bill, line-item vetoes are primarily used 
as a tool of policymaking and partisan advan­
tage rather than fiscal restraint. 

Such a compromise of authority could result 
in the undermining of important legislation and 
Government programs that a majority of Con­
gress has deemed necessary for this Nation. 
Considering the majority party's historic hos­
tility toward antipoverty programs, it is not a 
surprise that they support legislation that 
would grant the President greater power to 
use the line-item veto to act as a tool of pol­
icymaking and political advantage. I fear that 
the election of a President hostile to anti­
poverty and equal opportunity legislation 
would initiate an unwarranted and unprece­
dented line-item veto attack on aid to families 
with dependent children, public housing, food 
stamps, equal opportunity efforts, and other 
programs for the disadvantaged. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is unsur­
passed in its compromise of the balance of 
powers in our Nation. With very little oppor­
tunity for open hearing, and with limited de­
bate, this measure has been placed before us. 
A measure of this kind requires detailed analy­
sis of the impact it may have on the American 
people, and the greatest pillar of the American 
Republic: The separation of powers---but no 
such review has, or will, take place. In the cur­
rent rush to force this bill through the House, 
the will of the American people and the Con­
stitution I have sworn to uphold will certainly 
be compromised. I urge my colleagues to join 
with me and vote against this bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2, the Line-Item Veto Act, 
which I have cosponsored in this 104th Con­
gress and in the six previous Congresses. 

Wrth the passage of this legislation, we fulfill 
our commitment made in the Fiscal Respon­
sibility Act, the first legislative item in our Con­
tract With America. We completed the first half 
of this act last month with the passage of the 
balanced budget amendment. Tonight we 
send the Senate legislation giving current and 
future Presidents the line-item veto authority 
already available to 43 Governors. 

The American people have made clear their 
desire to eliminate wasteful Federal spending 
and this powerful tool gives the President a 
way to eliminate programs he deems wasteful 
without having to veto an entire appropriations 
bill or other major legislation that may also 
contain many important and timely programs. 

Under current law, wasteful or questionable 
projects or programs often find their way into 
law because the President cannot afford to 
veto the important overall legislation in which 
they are included. Today's line-item veto legis­
lation will change that procedure by allowing 
the President to single out specific projects 
and force Congress to vote on each of them 
individually. This makes both Congress and 
the President more accountable to the Amer­
ican taxpayers for every dollar in the Federal 
budget, and injects greater honesty and open­
ness into the budgetary process, another im­
portant goal of the Contract With America. 

More than any other provision of our Con­
tract With America, our support for this bill in­
dicates Republicans' deep commitment to cut 
the budget deficit, balance the Federal budget, 
and restore fiscal sanity to the Federal Gov­
ernment. 

In the past, Democrat-controlled Con­
gresses not only refused to give this authority 
to Republican Presidents, they also failed to 
give it to Presidents of their own party. The 
Republican Contract With America puts the 
welfare of the country above partisan dif­
ferences, and will not only give future Presi­
dents of any party a greater ability to keep the 
size and scope of the Federal Government 
under control, but this legislation, when en­
acted, will give President Clinton a line-item 
veto authority the day he signs it into law. 

By granting Presidents greater power to 
control spending, Congress also places upon 
them a responsibility to use this tool to cut 
waste as demanded by the American tax­
payers. The line-item veto creates a bias in 
the Federal Government in favor of saving tax 
dollars, not spending them. I urge my col­
leagues to join me in voting for this important 
governmental reform to take another step to­
ward getting our Nation's fiscal house in order. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of legislation that will save 
taxpayers billions of dollars by eliminating 
wasteful and unnecessary spending, namely, 
H.R. 2, the Line Item Veto Act of 1995. For 
too many years Congress has been spending 
the t~payers' money as if there were no to­
morrow. Mr. Chairman, yesterday's tomorrow 
has become today's reality. We can no longer 
pretend that the problem will go away. 

The House measured up to the first chal­
lenge last week when we passed a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution. that 
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was the first step toward restoring fiscal ac­
countability and responsibility in the Federal 
budget. The next step is before us, Mr. Chair­
man, in the form of the Line-Item Veto Act, 
which would give the President the authority to 
strike all or part of any appropriation item or 
any special tax benefit. Congress would still 
have the option of disapproving this action and 
then overturning a Presidential veto, if nec­
essary. 

There has been much publicity in recent 
years about waste in government, and there 
has been a lot of finger-pointing. Actually, 
most Americans probably have benefited in 
some way, at some time, from some special 
authorization, whether in the form of a tax 
benefit, a special service, or simply a new 
bridge in their district. The time has come, 
though, to review our budget item by item and 
make the difficult choices that every family in 
America must make when they attempt to bal­
ance their budgets and live within their means 
each year. 

We are talking about tough choices for 
tough times, Mr. Chairman. The line-item veto 
will give the President a check and balance on 
the budget process and ultimately will encour­
age Congress to submit fiscally responsible 
budgets. It also will help restore the American 
people's confidence and trust in government 
and help ensure that they are getting the most 
value for their tax dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to over­
whelmingly approve this legislation and send a 
message to the Nation that "the buck stops 
here." 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, by the close of 
business today, the House will have taken an­
other great strike toward its commitment to 
greater fiscal responsibility. 

The House's approval of H.R. 2, the Line­
Item Veto Act, will ensure that the budget 
President Clinton sends to Capitol Hill today, 
and the budgets of future Presidents, are no 
longer considered dead on arrival. Congress 
will have to start paying attention to what's in 
those budgets. 

The Line-Item Veto Act, along with the bal­
anced budget amendment, are the only meas­
ures strong enough to hold Congress account­
able for its spending. The line-item veto is cru­
cial in our efforts to eliminate wasteful pork in 
the budget because the President can require 
the Congress to justify, with the veto, its 
spending priorities. Current rescission powers 
granted to the President have failed miserably 
because the law simply allows Congress to sit 
on its hands and do nothing. Forty years of 
hand sitting has given us an annual deficit of 
$200 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, 43 of our Nation's Governors 
have the power to pare down wasteful pork­
barrel spending. Beginning today, we take yet 
another step and recognize that Washington 
should live under the same discipline that our 
State governments have exercised for some 
time. 

Support for the line-item veto is bipartisan; 
77 percent of Americans favor it. In the spirit 
of bipartisanship, the Republican Congress will 
give line-item veto authority to our Democratic 
President. Passage of the Line-Item Veto Act 
will give future Presidents--Republicans and 
Democrats--the necessary authority to scruti­
nize every dollar of discretionary spending. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in support of the Line-Item Veto Act, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, the Framers of 
the Constitution set up a system of three 
branches of Government because they knew 
that concentration of power is dangerous. No 
matter how much faith we might have in any 
individual, or branch of Government, we 
should remember the warning of Lord Acton 
about the corrupting effects of power. That 
warning is especially on point today as we 
consider the line-item veto. 

Once again, we are engaged in tampering 
with the Constitution simply to comply with an 
obsession to meet a mindless 1 Oo-day goal 
for enacting, without careful consideration of 
the consequences, the Contract With America. 

We should have passed the Wise-Stenholm­
Spratt amendment last week. It provided for 
expedited rescissions, and represented a con­
stitutionally acceptable approach to this issue, 
requiring each member of Congress to be ac­
countable with a specific vote on any items a 
President might find objectionable enough to 
rescind. Without it, H.R. 2 is clearly unconsti­
tutional. 

Last month we passed a change to the 
House Rules to require a three-fifths majority 
vote to raise tax rates. I argued then that the 
Constitution permits no such way to change 
the basic rules of the Republic. And we can 
no more change the basic constitutional re­
quirement of majority rule by statute than by 
House rules. So, to the sponsors of this legis­
lation, I say: If you want to make this kind of 
change in how our laws are passed, you must 
do so through an amendment to the Constitu­
tion. 

Article I, section 7, clause 2 states that: 
Every Bill which shall have passed the 

House of Representatives and the Senate, 
shall, before it becomes a Law, be presented 
to the President of the United States; If he 
approve it, he shall sign it, but if not, he 
shall return it, with his Objections to that 
House in which it shall have originated, who 
shall enter the Objections at large on their 
journal and proceed to reconsider it. 

The Framers then went on to spell out the 
two-thirds majority requirement for overriding 
the veto. 

The language in the Constitution clearly 
gives Congress the responsibility for crafting 
legislation, while the President is limited to 
simple approval or disapproval of bills pre­
sented to him. Article I, section 7 refers to the 
President returning a bill, not pieces of a bill. 
Yes, the Constitution allows the President to 
state his objections to a bill upon returning it, 
but the objections merely serve as guidelines 
for Congress should it choose to .redraft the 
legislation. 

Thus, there's a clear constitutional delinea­
tion of responsibilities, and we are obliged by 
our oath of office to adhere to it. The Constitu­
tion does not allow the President to approve 
only those parts of a bill with which he agrees. 
We have no legitimate power to pass a statute 
to the contrary. The Constitution does not 
allow the President to amend a bill by striking 
a spending level approved . by Congress and 
substituting another of his own choice. We 
have no legitimate power to pass a statute to 
the contrary. 

As the Supreme Court noted in its decision 
in l.N.S. versus Chadha, "Explicit and unam-

biguous prov1s1ons of the Constitution pre­
scribed and define the respective functions of 
the Congress and of the Executive in the leg­
islative process." The Court continues, "These 
provisions of Article 1 are integral parts of the 
constitutional design for the separation of pow­
ers." The line-item veto proposal in H.R. 2 
would impermissibly alter that "constitutional 
design for the separation of powers" between 
the executive and legislative branches by al­
lowing the president singlehandedly to amend 
legislation which Congress has already ap­
proved. 

The Framers were deliberate and precise in 
dividing legislative powers. In the Federalist 
papers, Hamilton and Madison both expressed 
the view that the legislature would be the most 
powerful branch of Government. Thus, they 
also recognized the need for some checks on 
its powers. So, the Constitution provides for a 
bicameral legislature, with each body elected 
under different terms and districts. And it af­
fords the President a veto power. Other con­
straints are also imposed, such as require­
ments for origination of certain legislation in 
the House. 

The President's veto power, as a check on 
Congress, was recognized to be a blunt instru­
ment. As Hamilton explains in Federalist 73, 
the Framers acknowledged that with the veto 
power "the power of preventing bad laws in­
cludes that of preventing good ones." It was 
their sense, however, that "the negative would 
be employed with great caution." 

The line-item veto proposed in H.R. 2, by 
providing the President with the authority to 
veto subsidiary parts of legislation, turns the 
framework defined in article I, section 7 on its 
head. What the President might decide to 
eliminate is simply eliminated, unless the Con­
gress goes through an entire repetition of the 
article I legislative process, including a two­
thirds vote of both Houses. This would allow 
the President and a majority in only one 
House of Congress to frustrate the .will of the 
majority-an outcome that flies in the face of 
the constitutional principle of majority rule. 

Mr. Chairman, this proposal goes too far in 
fuzzing the separation of powers set forth in 
the Constitution. I urge my colleagues to reject 
it before it is rejected by the courts. 

The problem here isn't just that .this meas­
ure is unconstitutional. It's also unwise. Com­
mon sense tells us that enactment of the line­
item veto would make the operation of the 
Federal Government less responsive to the 
will of the people. 

Consider just one recent example of the sort 
of havoc a single individual might wreak if that 
individual--the President-is given this addi­
tional authority. Some of us here remember 
that during the 1980's, President Reagan sent 
up budgets proposing to end most Federal aid 
to education. He wanted to zero out direct stu­
dent loans. He wanted to eliminate aid to pub­
lic libraries. He wanted to end aid for dis­
advantaged students at the elementary and 
secondary level, and Federal/State vocational 
rehabilitation programs, and college work 
study programs, and funding for the Individ­
uals With Disabilities Education Act. To be 
fair, he did propose replacing some of these 
programs with block grants to the States for 
"educational purposes." But if he had the line­
item veto, it's fair to assume he would have 
used it on many or most of these items. 



February 6, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3795 
If President Reagan had been able to exer­

cise a line-item veto like the one in H.R. 2 to 
kill these education programs, he almost cer­
tainly would have succeeded, even though 
those programs were supported by a vast ma­
jority of Americans and of their representatives 
in Congress. 

How could he have prevailed with only mi­
nority support? Because under the bill before 
us, even if every single Member of the House, 
and a large majority of the Senate, voted to 
pass a joint resolution disapproving his line­
item veto, the President could, and presum­
ably would, veto that joint resolution. And if 
just 34 Senators out of the entire 535 Mem­
bers of Congress voted to uphold that veto, 
the veto would stand. And, by the way, it's 
possible to have a group of 34 Senators who 
represent barely 7 percent of the American 
people. 

Mr. Chairman, that would represent an enor­
mous shift in the constitutional balance of 
power. And that should trouble us much more 
than any of the problems inherent in our cur­
rent appropriations process, in which Presi­
dents have frequently succeeded with the veto 
of an entire bill in order to force the excision 
of an offensive item or two. 

The Framers gave Members of Congress 
the power of the purse for a reason. Congres­
sional decision reflect a consensus of the 
many elected representatives, not the solitary 
decision of a single individual. Members of 
Congress are closer to the people they re~ 
resent, and know better their needs and 
views. And Members of the House, where all 
spending bills originate, are accountable to the 
electorate every 2 years, making them more 
immediately accountable to the people than 
the President. The tremendous power of set­
ting the budget is diffused among hundreds of 
people working together, and responsible to 
each other. We should not now cede it to a 
single individual. 

None of this should be taken to mean that 
we shouldn't find a way to make it easier to 
eliminate wasteful programs. For example, I 
supported the enhanced rescission bill that 
was passed by the House in the last Con­
gress. That bill would have forced Congress to 
act on every proposed Presidential rescission, 
but Congress would have had to act affirma­
tively for the rescission to take effect. Unfortu­
nately, the Senate failed to take action on that 
legislation. The text of that enhanced rescis­
sion bill was before us again as the Wise­
Spratt-Stenholm substitute to H.R. 2, but un­
fortunately it failed to pass. Without the miti­
gating effect of that substitute, H.R. 2 remains 
an unmitigated affront to the Constitution. I 
urge my colleagues to defeat it. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2, the Line-Item Veto 
Act. I firmly believe that we cannot have 
meaningful budget reform without the Presi­
dential line-item veto. Regardless who is . 
President, we need this added check and bal­
ance on spending if we have any hope of get­
ting Federal spending under control. 

Most people don't fully understand the im­
portance of the line-item veto. If it does noth­
ing else, the line-item veto will place the public 
spotlight on Federal spending that deserves 
closer scrutiny. 

Under current Federal law, Congress sends 
the President legislation containing hundreds 

of spending items and the President, whoever 
he or she may be, has only two options-sign 
the bill or veto it. 

With this act, we are proposing that the 
President would have a third option-to 
choose those individual spending items that 
are questionable, and just veto those items, 
while signing the bill as a whole. 

Congress would be given the power to over­
tide the President's veto with a two-thirds 
yote. 

The line-item veto will force Congress and 
the President to work more closely on spend­
ing decisions, as the Governors and legisla­
tors in 43 of the 50 States do now. 

As the chairman of the New Jersey Assem­
bly Appropriations Committee in Trenton, I 
worked with Jim Florio, a Democrat, and 
Christine Whitman, a Republican, under the 
line-item veto law, and I can tell you that I de­
fend the line-item veto for all chief executives, 
regardless of party as necessary and desir­
able. 

I don't worry about the transfer of power 
from the legislative to the executive branch, 
because I know that it may end gridlock by 
forcing everyone to sit down at the same table 
and work out our differences. We have seen 
the alternative in Washington year after year, 
and it is not the best way to run the Govern­
ment. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of a strong line-item veto proposal. 

The debate over the line-item veto is mostly 
about shining the bright light of public attention 
on bad small ideas. Battles in Congress tend 
to be fought over big ideas. When Congress 
and the President clash over major policy is­
sues, the constitutional authority of the Presi­
dent to veto legislation serves as a meaningful 
tool. 

President Bush used the veto effectively in 
headline issues like most-favored-nation status 
for China, the gag rule on abortion counseling, 
family and medical leave, and campaign fi­
nance reform legislation. Individual Members 
might agree or disagree with those vetoes, but 
we can agree that the veto power served the 
President well and functioned as the Founding 
Fathers envisioned. 

The reason we are here today is that the 
veto power provided the President is virtually 
useless to combat small bad ideas. Any of the 
individual 13 regular appropriations bills sent 
to the President each year is likely to include 
major spending decisions that are supported 
by broad majorities of the American people. 
Funding for the interstate highway program, 
for instance, enjoys broad support. 

But the bills are also likely to include special 
pet projects, sought by individual Members, 
that might not have the same national base of 
support. Under the current structure, the Presi­
dent has a choice. He can stop the smaller 
projects, at the risk of delaying the national 
priorities and shutting down entire agencies of 
Government. Or he can hold his nose and 
sign the bil.1, accepting the crumbs in order to 
keep the main program on track. 

Those of us who support the line-item veto 
say the President should have a third choice. 
He should be able to weed the garden. He 
should have the option of identifying spending 
or tax items which he considers wasteful and 
unjustified and forcing Congress to act specifi­
cally on those items. 

The value of line-item veto is in its potential 
to help restore confidence in Government. The 
public perception of Members of Congress 
hiding away goodies in spending and tax bills 
underscores the public's suspicion and distrust 
of this institution and their Government. Let's 
shine a spotlight on wasteful spending and tax 
loopholes, and help restore the confidence of 
the American people that we're managing their 
money wisely. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong, enthusiastic support for H.R. 2, the 
long overdue line-item veto bill that we are 
considering today. 

Persistence does pay off. 
When I came to Washington, a little over 8 

years ago, the first two pieces of legislation I 
cosponsored were the balanced budget 
amendment-which we finally passed the 
week before last-and the line-item veto-­
which we are going to pass today. 

And it's about time. 
The balanced budget amendment will give 

Congress the budgetary backbone it has al­
ways lacked. 

And the line-item veto that we pass today 
will give the President the scalpel he has al­
ways needed to trim out unnecessary spend­
ing from major appropriations bills. 

It's time for the Christmas tree to come 
down. The line-item veto will do that. 

It's time to take the pork out of the barrel. 
The line-item veto will do that. 

It's time to establish a rational way for the 
President of the United States to strip waste­
ful, special interest or local interest projects 
out of omnibus spending bills. The line-item 
veto will do that. 

It is not cure-all. Nobody claims that it is. By 
itself, it won't balance the budget. 

But this bill will give the President a very 
valuable tool that will help him cut Federal 
spending, weed out Federal waste and root 
out Federal boondoggles. 

That might not balance the budget-but it 
will reduce spending and it will help restore 
the confidence of the American people that 
the system works. -

Considering the size of our Nation's national 
debt, there is simply no way that we can 
refuse to take advantage of such a promising 
tool. 

It would be foolhardy to turn back now that 
we are so close. 

There is no magic or voodoo or smoke and 
mirrors here. We know the line-item veto 
works. We have seen it work at the State 
level. 43 Governors have--and use--the line­
item veto authority. It works. 

This is not a partisan issue. Presidents of 
both parties get the same authority. 

It is a good government issue. And I urge 
my colleagues--of both parties-to join me in 
supporting this measure and give the Presi­
dent of the United States the line-item veto 
authority. 

In November, the American people made it 
very clear that they want a leaner, cleaner, 
smaller Federal Government. The line-item 
veto will be a great help in achieving that goal. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2, the Line-Item Veto Act. 

As a supporter of the line-item veto since 
the 98th Congress, I believe that floor consid­
eration of such legislation is long overdue. 
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While Congress has failed to address its 
wasteful spending habits, our annual deficits 
have routinely exceeded $200 billion. Inaction 
is no longer an option. 

When our Founding Fathers wrote article I, 
section 7 of the Constitution, they provided for 
the means by which a bill becomes law. Ac­
cording to section 7, legislation passed by 
both Houses of Congress shall be presented 
to the President for approval. If the President 
does not approve of the bill, he may return it 
to Congress, with his objections. 

I provide this history lesson because some 
of my colleagues who oppose H.R. 2 appar­
ently believe that Congress would somehow 
abdicate its constitutional obligations to the 
Executive by enacting a line-item veto. Clear­
ly, the Executive plays a vital role in the proc­
ess by which bills become law. I assure my 
colleagues that the line-item veto is completely 
appropriate, and, in fact, would argue that it 
has always been a legitimate prerogative of 
the Executive. 

The line-item veto, while not a panacea to 
our runaway national debt, will provide an im­
portant check on wasteful pork-barrel spend­
ing. When combined with the balanced budget 
requirement just passed by the House, we will 
finally be able to tilt the effort of the Federal 
Government away from the profligate spend­
ing habits that have left us with a $5 trillion 
debt. 

The benefits of a line-item veto have been 
demonstrated by 43 of the Nation's Governors 
who have this prerogative. One study has esti­
mated that if the executive branch had exer­
cised such fiscal restraint, the budget deficit 
for 1995 would be almost $23 billion smaller. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for H.R. 2. 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt 

that we must build on the progress we have 
made in getting the deficit under control. The 
line-item veto will help us do this by highlight­
ing and eliminating wasteful and unnecessary 
spending. It will enable us to spotlight narrow 
interest items and make it difficult for them to 
be camouflaged in large, omnibus spending 
bills. 

However, I have several serious concerns 
about the version of the line-item veto that is 
proposed in H.R. 2. H.R. 2 is not the solution 
to our problem. Although the underlying con­
cept is sound, the process yields disturbing re­
sults. 

First, H.R. 2 drastically skews the balance 
of power in favor of the executive branch of 
Government. It transfers the most important 
power that our Constitution gives Congress­
the power of the purse-to the President and 
could result in just substituting Presidential 
spending priorities for congressional ones.This 
shift in power raises the question of the de­
gree to which we want to let a President use 
a punitive approach to force Members to vote 
for things they would otherwise oppose. The 
President could use these new powers to 
force Congress to increase spending on Presi­
dential priorities. This could undermine the 
original purpose of the line-item veto, possibly 
resulting in more-not less-spending. 

If the intent of this bill is to rein in congres­
sional spending even more, it is important to 
realize that Congress has more than lived up 
to its responsibility to contain Federal spend­
ing. Over the last 15 years, Congress has ap-

propriated less money than the President has 
proposed. Furthermore, over the past 20 years 
in which the President has had authority to re­
scind appropriations, Presidents have pro­
posed $72 billion in rescissions. During that 
same time, Congress has passed rescissions 
of $92 billion-$20 billion more than Presi­
dents have requested. 

Lastly, the bill's supermajority requirements 
are dangerous. If H.R. 2 is enacted as written, 
a President, along with a very small minority­
only 34 Senators or 146 Representatives­
would be able to override the decisions of 
elected majorities in the House of Representa­
tives and Senate. Additionally, supermajorities 
tend to create gridlock. I can well remember 
the 1992 California State budget crisis when 
our State legislature and Governor were held 
hostage because a two-thirds majority was 
needed to approve budget changes made by 
the Governor. The gridlock that this created 
demonstrates the need for a majority, not two­
thirds, vote on a President's ability to change 
Congress' spending priorities. If we are seri­
ous about keeping gridlock out of Congress, 
we must support giving Congress an oppor­
tunity to overturn a President's decision by 
majority alone. 

It is for these reasons that I support the al­
ternative proposed by my colleagues Mr. WISE 
of West Virginia, Mr. STENHOLM of Texas and 
Mr. SPRATI of South Carolina. Their version of 
the line-item veto is identical to a bill that 
passed the House last year by a vote of 342-
69. It requires a vote in the House-under ac­
celerated procedures-on rescissions and ve­
toed tax benefits proposed by the President. 
Under the Wise-Stenholm-Spratt substitute, 
the President's rescission package becomes 
effective only if it is approved by the House 
and Senate. It therefore forces Members of 
Congress to be accountable for their votes on 
crucial budget issues. 'f et, it preserves the 
constitutional balance of power and upholds 
the principle of majority rule. 

There is still a great deal of work to be done 
if we are to continue our efforts to reduce 
Government spending and bring the deficit 
under control. We must continue to make size­
able reductions in Federal spending in order to 
sustain the economic growth of the past 2 
years. That is why I support the goals of H.R. 
2-uncovering and eliminating unwarranted, 
wasteful, and special-interest spending and 
tax breaks. But we need to do so without an 
extreme-and possibly counterproductive­
shift in legislative power. In order to be effec­
tive, we must approach this honestly, fairly, 
and responsibly. 

The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. KLUG) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2) to give the President item veto 
authority over appropriation acts and 
targeted tax benefits in revenue acts, 
pursuant to House Resolution 55, he re­
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit­
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or­
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment adopted 
by the Committee of the Whole? If not, 
the question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentle­
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] be 
permitted to speak out of order for 5 
minutes and then I be permitted to fol­
low her remarks for 5 minutes out of 
order. 

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

There was no objection. 
D 1830 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, we have heard a lot during this de­
bate about the need to reduce the Fed­
eral deficit and to control Federal 
spending. However, we have not heard 
very much about what H.R. 2 the Line­
Item Veto Act, will actually do. 

This bill does one thing: It makes it 
possible for a President acting on his 
own to change a law after it has been 
signed. Is there any one of us who 
would claim that changing a law is not 
a legislative function? Is there any cir­
cumstance from the past in which 
changing a law has been regarded as an 
executive function rather than a legis­
lative function? I think not. 

The Constitution, which each of us 
has sworn to uphold, is very clear on 
who has legislative responsibility. Sec­
tion 1 of Article I of the Constitution 
states unequivocally that all legisla­
tive powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress of the United 
States which shall consist of a Senate 
and a House of Representatives. 

Now, let me repeat this for my col­
leagues. All legislative powers shall be 
vested in a Congress of the United 
States. 

This is critical. The Constitution did 
not say only some legislative powers 
shall be exercised by the Congress. ,It 
does not say the Congress has to share 
its legislative responsibilities with any 
other branch. Perhaps most impor­
tantly from the standpoint of this de­
bate, the Constitution does not give 
the Congress the power to delegate its 
legislative powers to the President or 
to anyone else. 

Under the Constitution, you, my col­
leagues and I, are solely and exclu­
sively empowered to make the laws of 
our land. If we do not vote as an assem­
bled body to enact a bill, that bill 
under the Constitution cannot become 
law. The Framers gave Congress the 
exclusive power to legislate as a check 
on the power of the President. Once 
Congress passes legislation, the Con­
stitution surely does give the President 
the power to veto, which he can use if 
he disagrees with the matter Congress 
presents him. 
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The Framers understood that provi­

sions needed to be made for those in­
stances in which the Congress. like the 
President. may abuse its power or leg­
islate unwisely. The line-item veto au­
thority in H.R. 2 is very-different than 
the veto authority the Framers of the 
Constitution had in mind. Rather than 
enabling the President to check abuses 
by the Congress. H.R. 2 allows the 
President to be virtually certain that 
he can abuse and infringe on the legis­
lative powers of this body. of the Con­
gress. 

Under this legislatio:µ. the President 
is guaranteed that he can make his re­
scission effective as long as he has the 
support of a mere one-third plus one of 
the Members of this House or of the 
Senate. This makes it highly unlikely 
that the Congress will ever disapprove 
a Presidential rescission. 

The authority of H.R. 2 is so extraor­
dinary that even some proponents of 
the line-item veto did not support the 
bill. For example. Senator DOMENIC! 
supports taking the approach that our 
colleagues. the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. · STENHOLM] and the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. ad­
vocated in the expedited rescission au­
thority they proposed to add to H.R. 2. 
In addition. many of my colleagues ap­
pear to not fully understand the au­
thority H.R. 2 would give the President 
that is very different than the author­
ity most Governors have. They have re­
peatedly said that 43 Governors have 
this and therefore the President ought 
to have it too. 

Well. the fact is that only 10 of the 43 
governors have anything like the au­
thority that the power of H.R. 2 gives 
to the President. It does not simply let 
the President veto a particular line of 
spending authority in the appropria­
tion bill as many governors certainly 
do have. Instead. as the director of 
Congressional Budget Office says. H.R. 
2 gives the President "greater poten­
tial power than a constitutionally ap­
proved item veto:• 

We have heard time and age.in during 
this debate that President Clinton has 
asked Congress to give him the strong­
est possible line-item veto authority. 
Of course he wants that. Every Presi­
dept wants that. My colleagues should 
kriow. however, that President Clin­
ton's own Justice Department thinks 
H.R. 2 gives the President. any Presi­
dent. Democrat or Republican. too 
much power. His own Justice Depart­
ment says that. 

Testifying before the · Senate Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. Assistant At­
torney General Dellenger challenged 
the constitutionality of H.R. 2. He said 
it is constitutionally problematic and 
would appear to "violate the plain tex­
tual provision of Article I, Section 7 of 
the Constitution. governing the man­
ner in which Federal laws are to be 
made and altered.'' 

He very clearly states further that 
the Congress, not the President, has 

the responsibility for making and 
changing Federal laws. That power. 
Mr. Speaker. is ours. If we give it away 
in this l~gislation. we will never. ever 
get it back again. 

While it is questionable what effect 
this legislation might have on Federal 
spending, there is absolutely no doubt 
that this legislation will give the 
President power to threaten elimi­
nation or cuts in spending for projects 
and programs Members of Congress 
may find critical. That kind of lever­
age ensures that future Presidents will 
be able to stop any effort to change or 
alter his line-item veto authori~y. once 
Congress gives it to him. 

I. therefore. urge my colleagues to 
think carefully about the vote they 
will cast on this legislation. At issue is 
not just needed cuts in Federal spend­
ing. Instead. our whole structure of 
government is at stake. If H.R. 2 be­
comes law. the President-any Presi­
dent. Democrat or Republican-would. 
for the first time. have legislative 
power that the Constitution gives ex­
clusively to the Congress. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
H.R.2. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
KLUG). The gentleman from Pennsylva­
nia [Mr. CLINGER] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker. after years of talking 
about giving the President the line­
item veto. we are on the threshold. the 
verge. of giving him that power. a 
power which 43 governors have had and 
have not abused. a power which has 
been sorely needed to bring some order 
to our fiscal house. 

I want to thank everybody who par­
ticipated in this debate. I think it was 
a very. very open debate. We did this 
bill again under an open rule. Every­
body who had an amendment to offer 
had an opportunity to offer it and to 
fully discuss it. I think it was in the 
best traditions of this House to have an 
open. complete debate on all of the is­
sues involved. 

I want to particularly thank the staff 
who was instrumental in helping us 
throughout. particularly Monty Tripp 
on my staff, who did a superb job. and 
all who participated in this historic de­
bate. 

Mr. SPEAKER. I yield the balance of 
my time to the Speaker of the House. 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING­
RICH]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is 
recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRibH. Mr. Speaker. I thank 
the Chair. and I thank my friend from 
Pennsylvania for recognizing me. and I 
thank the House for the orderly speed 
with which we have managed this bill. 
only 3 days. as opposed to unfunded 
mandates. I think we are moving and 
learning how to do some of this. 

I think of this evening as a very his­
toric evening. We have a bipartisan 
majority that is going to vote for the 
line item veto. For those who think 
that this city has to always break 
down into partisanship. you have a Re­
publican majority giving to a Demo­
cratic President this year without any 
gimmicks an increased power over 
spending. which we think is an impor­
tant step for America. and therefore it 
is an important step on a bipartisan 
basis to do it for the President of the 
United State without regard to party 
or ideology. I think compared to what 
people all too often expect of this city. 
this is the kind of positive effort to 
work together that is good for Amer­
ica. 

The line-item veto is an idea which 
has been around a long time. Ronald 
Reagan campaigned on it. but. frankly. 
Jimmy Carter used it when he was gov­
ernor of Georgia. and Bill Clinton used 
it when he was the governor of Arkan­
sas. Again and again on a bipartisan 
basis. president after President has 
said it is something that would be good 
for America. because it would allow the 
President to cut out some of the worst 
of the spending. to set some fiscal dis­
cipline. and to indicate where the 
President stood. Yet it is being done in 
such a way that when it is totally inap­
propriate. the Congress can override it 
and the Congress can insist on spend­
ing if there is a distinct disagreement. 

Governor after governor. I think 43 
governors have this power. Again and 
again they say it does help. it cuts the 
cost of government. it does cut spend­
ing. 

D 1840 
It is particularly. I think. symbolic 

to be passing it today. There are two 
birthdays today. as many of my col­
leagues know. 

This is President Ronald Reagan's 
84th birthday. I think the hearts of 
every Member of this body go out. 
without regard to party or to ideology. 
to what President Reagan and Nancy 
Reagan are going through. I think all 
of us have them in our prayers. I think 
he will appreciate the symbolism of the 
scheduling. I particularly commend the 
majority leader. the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. for his thoughtful­
ness in arranging for this debate and 
insisting that we do it on this date. 

Second. this is the lOOth anniversary 
of the birthday of Babe Ruth. In a 
sense this is a very symbolic home run 
for this Congress to hit out of the park 
for the people of the United States. 

On behalf of the former President. on 
behalf of the many millions of Ameri­
cans who want this to pass. I urge all of 
my colleagues to vote yes and help us 
pass the line-item veto. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLUG). The question is on the engross­
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MRS. 

COLLINS OF ILLINOIS 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er. I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I am, in its 
present form, Mr. Speaker. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois moves to recommit 

the bill H.R. 2 to the Committee on Govern­
ment Reform and Oversight with instruc­
tions to report the same back to the House 
forthwith the following amendment: 

Paragraph (3) of section 4 is amended to 
read as follows: 

(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision which has the practical effect 
of providing a benefit in the form of a dif­
ferent treatment to a particular taxpayer or 
a limited class of taxpayers whether or not 
such provision is limited by its terms to a 
particular taxpayer or class of taxpayers. 
Such term does not include any benefit pro­
vided to a class <if taxpayers distinguished on 
the basis of general demographic conditions 
such as income, number of dependents, or 
marital status. 

Mr. CLINGER (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion to recommit be consid­
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­

tlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, under my motion, the line-item 
veto authority, originally proposed in 
the Contract With America would be 
adopted. Unlike H.R. 2, the line-item 
veto authority in my motion would 
apply to all tax benefits designed to re­
duce tax obligations of persons or 
classes of persons in order to promote 
certain types of activity. Thus. all tax 
loopholes intended to benefit particu­
lar industries would be subject to line­
i tem veto under my motion. 

A very disturbing trend has devel­
oped in this debate. The new Repub­
lican majority seems to have two con­
tracts with America; one under which 
they protect the tax loopholes of the 
wealthy; and the other under which 
they sacrifice programs for working 
people on the altar of deficit reduction. 

I think that is wrong. and I think the 
American people see through it. 

The majority would like us to believe 
that it is the middle income tax cut 
they want to protect; but in reality 
they are protecting many special inter­
ests that feed daily at the Federal 
trough of privileged and preferred 
treatment. Let me cite on example: 

Our Tax Code gives a special tax ben­
efit or credit to drug companies doing 
business in Puerto Rico. Twenty-four 
big drug companies with receipts ex­
ceeding $250 million got a total of $2.6 

billion in tax credits from this provi­
sion in 1992. Because a total of 338 com­
panies get benefits from this provision, 
the President could not veto it. 

The authors of H.R. 2 chose to change 
the definition that was contained in 
the Contract With America. They lim­
ited it to a tax benefit that helped 5 or 
fewer people. We increased that num­
ber to 100. 

However, the definition that was in 
the Contract With America is a much 
better definition of a special interest 
tax break. It is broader. It focuses on 
real special interests, and the tax 
breaks worth millions of dollars. 

It does not apply to tax benefits 
based upon income. such as an earned 
income tax credit. Nor does it apply to 
tax benefits generally available. such 
as deductions for dependents. 

When this amendment was offered in 
1993 by the then minority leader. Bob 
Michel. it passed with unanimous sup­
port from the Republican members. 
and it passed with support from Demo­
cratic members. 

There is no reason for the supporters 
of this bill to rewrite the con tract in 
order to save special interest tax 
breaks. I commend Congresswoman 
SLAUGHTER and Congressman BARRETT 
for raising this amendment earlier in 
debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, what we see in this highly po­
liticized Chamber for the last month is 
Republicans trying to portray Demo­
crats as big spenders. And Democrats 
trying to portray Republicans as 
guardians of the wealthy and the privi­
leged. What do the American people 
want? 

The American people want the Presi­
dent of the United States to get rid of 
both pork barrel spending and tax loop­
holes for special interests. 

This language, which is identical to 
the language of the Contract With 
America. does just that. It keeps a 
promise with the American people that 
those Members in this Chamber care 
about deficit spending and want to cut 
deficit spending. Anybody in this 
Chamber who is serious about that 
wants to get rid of both pork barrel 
spending and tax loopholes for the rich. 
This is the only way to do that. 

The new Speaker talked about honor­
ing President Reagan and Babe Ruth. I 
think we should hit a home run in 
honor of Babe Ruth today and do this 
bill right and give the President the 
authority to get rid of both. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I would hope that now that Mem­
bers have heard the bala.nce of this de­
bate that they would conclude that 
this amendment just makes good sense, 
and I would say that I would urge them 
not to protect the special interests and 
vote for the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
urge a "no" vote on the motion to re­
commit. This is an amendment that 
was debated fully and at great length 
in the House this week and earlier in 
this debate and was defeated by a vote 
of 196 noes to 231 ayes. 

Basically the argument for this is, of 
course, that it is going to enable the 
President to have a broader approach 
to getting rid of unnecessary spending. 

It goes so far beyond what the pur­
pose of the language in H.R. 2 is de­
signed to do. which was to get at those 
egregious, outlandish. outrageous spe­
cial tax privileges for fat cats and oth­
ers on a limited basis. It was not in­
tended ·by this language to give the 
President the power to really shape tax 
policy unilaterally by changing provi­
sions in the tax laws which he would 
otherwise be precluded from doing. So 
it goes enormously beyond where the 
President should be permitted to go in 
terms of shaping tax policy. 

What H.R. 2 does is focus it very di­
rectly on those outrageous examples 
where we have snuck things into tax 
bills or into appropriations bills and 
should be eliminated. So I would urge a 
"no" vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I would sim­
ply like to thank the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON] and members 
of the Committee on ·Rules and staff 
who have worked so hard to work 
closely with the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and his com­
mittee to bring an open rule and to 
conform two bills and bring them to­
gether and solve some of the complex­
ities of the problem of this discussion. 

I think it is very important we do 
that, particularly as we speak to that 
issue, just briefly, at this section, be­
cause there has been a lot of confusion 
about what we are doing. 

I think we have improved Mr. 
Michel's words very clearly by saying 
what he meant in the RECORD in this 
bill. It is clear what the RECORD has 
said, and I think we have made it clear 
for everybody. We have read those 
words in the RECORD, and our bill re­
flects that. 

We have debated it, and we voted on 
it-one amendment. 

D 1850 

However, Mr. Speaker, I have to say 
there has been confusion. I note the 
gentlewoman from New York, as well 
as the gentlewoman from Illinois. have 
both voted against the Michel language 
when it first come out, the language 
they are offering today. Then I notice 
that they voted for the Wise substitute 
last Friday, which in fact had the ver­
sion that we are trying to agree on now 
in H.R. 2. 

Then I went back and read the com­
mittee report, and I discovered that 
this in fact was a positive aye vote by 



February 6, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3799 
voice in the committee, which I believe 
wa.s supported by the Democratic mem­
bers of the committee when that vote 
wa.s ta.ken. 

We have gone around a.ll the circles 
a.nd corners. We have a.11 ta.ken our 
sides a.nd positions. What we have fi­
nally done is take Mr. Michel's intent, 
get it into language we ca.n all under­
stand, and put it into the bill. Now I 
think we should go forward and pass it. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I would urge a "no" 

vote on the motion to recommit. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania. yield? 
Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen­

tleman from Maryland. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, before we 

vote, I understand what the gentleman 
from Florida, [Mr. Goss] said, but the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL­
LINS], the ranking member of the com­
mittee, ha.s said that the language pro­
posed now is exactly what wa.s in the 
Contract. 

Mr. Speaker, I would a.sk the gen-
tleman, is that correct? ' 

Mr. CLINGER. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, it is correct, and I would 
tell the gentleman that I would be the 
first to say that that language was 
inartfully drafted to accomplish what 
we hope to be able to accomplish with 
this language, which is a much more 
targeted approach. Therefore, Mr. 
Speaker, we would concede the point 
that this language wa.s broader than 
was in tended to reach the goal we are 
trying to reach, which was to eliminate 
those most outrageous tax breaks that 
people get. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for those comments. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLUG). Without objection, the previous 
question is ordered 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. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 15-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 185, noes 241, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 

[Roll No 94] 
AYES-185 

Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 

Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 

Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 

Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehle rt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brown back 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambli88 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Co111ns (GA) 

Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson <FL> 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Rahall 
Rangel 

NOES-241 

Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funde;burk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 

Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor(MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt <NC> 
Waxman 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Good.latte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 

Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKean 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
M!Ume 
Mica 
Miller(FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 

Becerra 
Bryant (TN) 
Ford 

Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 

NOT"VOTING-8 
Frost 
Jefferson 
McDade 

0 1906 

Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon(PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young(AK) 
Young(FL) 
Zelif'f 
Zimmer 

Tucker 
Watts (OK) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GONZALEZ, and 
Mr. COYNE changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the motion to recommit ·was re­
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLUG). The question is on the passage 
of the bill. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I demand a. recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote wa.s ta.ken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 294, noes 134, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 

[Roll No. 95] 
AYES-294 

Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH> 
Brown back 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 

Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Co111ns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
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Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlen 
Ehrlich 
Emenon 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant (TX) 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 

Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Luther 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Martini 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller(FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

NOES-134 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
de la Garza 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Engel 
Evans 

Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovlch 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
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Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meek 
Mfume 
Mlller (CA) 
Mine ta 

Becerra 
Bryant(TN) 
Frost 

Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Scott 

NOT VOTING-7 
Jefferson 
McDade 
Tucker 

D 1925 
So the bill was passed. 

Serrano 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waten 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wllliams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Yates 

Watts (OK) 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. Mr. 

Speaker, I was unavoidably delayed in 
transit because of inclement weather 
coming out of my district in Ten­
nessee. I just made it in running, but I 
understand I did miss the vote on H.R. 
2. I would like the RECORD to reflect 
had I been here, I would have voted for 
the passage of H.R. 2. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak­

er, I was unavoidably detained today 
due to weather in Memphis. I missed 
about five votes. 

Mr. Speaker, had I been present, I 
would have voted "no" on rollcall No. 
91, "no" on rollcall No. 92, "no" on 
rollcall No. 93, "no" on rollcall No. 94, 
and "yes" on rollcall No. 95. 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS OF BUDG­
ETARY RESOURCES-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 

KLUG] laid before the House the follow­
ing message from the President of the 
United States; which was read and, to­
gether with the accompanying papers, 
without objection, referred to the Com­
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the Congressional 

Budget and Impoundment Control Act 

of 1974, I herewith report 23 rescission 
proposals of budgetary resources, total­
ing Sl.1 billion. These rescissions, when 
combined with other discretionary sav­
ings proPosals contained in the FY 1996 
Budget, will reduce FY 1995 budgetary 
resources by $2.4 billion. 

The proposed rescissions affect the 
Departments of Agriculture, Com­
merce, Education, Health and Human 
Services, Housing and Urban Develop­
ment, Labor, and Transportation; the 
Environmental Protection Agency; the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad­
ministration; the Small Business Ad­
ministration; the Chemical Safety and 
Hazard Investigation Board; and the 
National Science Foundation. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 6, 1995. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID­
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 665, VICTIM RESTITUTION 
ACT OF 1995 
Ms. PRYCE, from the Cammi ttee on 

Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-19) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 60) providing for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 665) to control crime 
by mandatory victim restitution, 
which was referred to the House Cal­
endar and ordered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID­
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 666, THE EXCLUSIONARY 
RULE REFORM ACT OF 1995 
Ms. PRYCE, from the Cammi ttee on 

Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-20) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 61) providing for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 666) to control crime 
by exclusionary rule reform, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or­
dered to be printed. 

PERMISSION FOR VARIOUS COM­
MITTEES AND THEffi SUB­
COMMITTEES TO SIT DURING 5-
MINUTE RULE TOMORROW 
Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent that the following com­
mittees and their subcommittees be 
permitted to sit tomorrow while the 
House is meeting in the Committee of 
the Whole House under the 5-minute 
rule: Committee on Agriculture; Com­
mittee on Commerce; Committee on 
Economic and Educational Opportuni­
ties; Committee on Government Re­
form and Oversight; Committee on 
International Relations; Committee on 
the Judiciary; Committee on Re­
sources; Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence; and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the minority has been consulted 
and that there is no objection to these 
requests. 
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The Speaker pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle­
woman from Ohio? 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I have conferred with the leadership 
and have been advised by the minority 
leadership that, notwithstanding the 
fact that this appears to be inconsist­
ent with the rule adopted by the major­
ity which does away with absentee vot­
ing in committees. and notwithstand­
ing the fact that it will require some 
Members to be in two places at one 
time, we will not object to this request. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva­
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle­
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIFIC SPENDING CUT 
SUGGESTIONS 

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
present my annual list of specific fund­
ing cut suggestions. These 75 discre­
tionary, not entitlement, discretionary 
cuts, would save an estimated $275 bil­
lion over the next 5 years, which is al­
most double the amount of spending 
cuts the President has presented in his 
budget. 

The vast majority of these sugges­
tions were contained in my "Spirit of 
76" package introduced in the last Con­
gress. Unfortunately. since the pro­
grams named here escaped intact, as 
they often do, most are the same old 
suspects we have talked about elimi­
nating for years. I urge colleagues to 
look at the list. 

These suggestions apply only to dis­
cretionary spending. because we must 
prove to the American people that we 
have truly cut all the waste out of the 
discretionary budget before we ask for 
changes in their quality of life pro­
grams. 

We have a balanced budget amend­
ment. We are controlling unfunded 
mandates. We have a line item veto 
under discussion. We are talking about 
a supermajority to raise taxes. All 
great ideas, but we must cut wasteful 
spending first. 

Thrifty Fifty Plus: Severtty-Five Suggestions 
(In millions of dollars/5 years) 

Savings 
Cancel the National Aerospace Plane 

(NASP) ............................................ 300 
Continue partial civilian hiring 

freeze at DOD ............... .... .. ...... .... ... 8,850 
Eliminate below-cost timber sales 

from National Forests .................... 235 
Lower target prices for subsidized 

crops 3 percent annually ................. 11,000 
Eliminate the Market Promotion 

Program ... ..... .. ........ .. .. .. .. . . . ......... .. .. 500 
End the Federal Crop Insurance Pro­

gram and replace with standing au-
thority for disaster assistance ........ 1,660 

Limit Federal highway spending to 
the amount brought in by motor 
vehicle fuel taxes ........................... . 

Repeal the Davis-Bacon Act ............. . 
Reduce Commodity Credit Corpora­

tion subsidies to those with off-
farm incomes over $100,000 ............. . 

Reduce the Attending Physician Of-
fice by 33 percent ........................... . 

Fully implement H.R. 2452 (102d) to 
provide additional energy conserva­
tion measures for Federal agencies 

Enact H.R. 1620 (103d) to prohibit di­
rect Federal benefits and unem­
Pl<?yment penefits to illegal aliens 

Eliminate the Tobacco Price-Support 
Program ......................................... . 

Consolidate the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs ............................................... . 

Close 20 under-utilized black lung of-
fices ·················'······························ Allow private sector investment in 
the Space Shuttle .......................... . 

Eliminate Rural Economic and Com­
munity-Development (RECD) dupli­
cation with the Small Business Ad-
ministration (SBA) ........................ . 

Eliminate the Rural Electric Admin-
istration ........................................ . 

Terminate all highway "demonstra-
tion projects" ................................. . 

Lower the travel budgets of all non­
postal, civilian agencies by 15 per-
cent ................................................ . 

Lower by 10 percent per annum the 
projected growth rate of non-post­
al, civilian agency's overhead (ex-
cluding travel) ............................... . 

Abolish Cotton Price Support and 
Loan Programs .................... : ......... . 

Cut the Foreign Aid budget (150 Ac­
count) by 15 percent and make all 
earmarks in that account subject 
to a two-thirds vote for passage ..... 

Phase out the Foreign Agricultural 
Service Cooperation funding ......... . 

Eliminate the Apl>alachian Regional 
Commission · ................................... . 

Roll back Congressional pay raise to 
$89,500 ............ : ................................. . 

Sell the National Helium Reserves to 
a joint· venture comprised of cur­
rent employees and other 'private 
ipvestors· ........ : ................................ . 

·Reduce the "Franking" allocation to 
· Member$ of Congress by 50 percent 
Cut National Endowment for the Arts 

by. 50 percent .................................. . 
Cut funding for the Corporation for 

Public Broadcasting by 50 percent .. 
Phase out subsidies for AMTRAK ..... . 
Phase out ACTION (umbrella organi­

zation for domestic volunteer ac­
tivities) as a tax-supported pro-
gram··············································· 

Facilitate contracting out and pri-
vatization of military com-
missaries ........................................ . 

Terminate the Interstate Commerce 
Commission ................................... . 

Phase out U.S. Fire Administration .. 
End funding for all non-energy Ten­

nessee Valley Authority (TV A) ac-
tivities ........................................... . 

Eliminate Essential Air Services sub-
sidies .............................................. . 

Eliminate Consumer Homemaking 
grants ............................................ . 

Privatize the House and Senate Gym-
nasiums ......................................... . 

Reduce the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations by 20 percent ............. . 

Reduce the Executive Office of the 
President appropriation by 20 per-
cent ................................................ . 

Savings 

8,850 
3,080 

660 

Close the Bureau of Mines and merge 
its data gathering activities with 
other Interior Department research 
agencies ......................................... . 

Raise the level and schedule of the 
Power Marketing Administration's 
debt repayment .............................. . 

Eliminate the Clean Coal Program ... . 

Savings 

140 

970 
300 

2.5 Reduce the fill rate for the Strategic 

1,900 

27,000 

100 

53 

0.3 

1,522 

913 

3,000 

2,590 

858 

64,000 

12,700 

13,125 

150 

690 

118 

692 

167 

2,600 

883 
2,660 

660 

4,170 

188 
10 

580 

195 

140 

1.1 

Petroleum Reserve ........................ . 
End all new Bureau of Water Rec-

lamation water projects ................ . 
Eliminate the Dairy Subsidy Pro-

gram··············································· 
Merge the Agricultural Research 

Service, the Cooperative State Re­
search Service, and the Agricul­
tural Extension Service; cut fund-
ing by 50 percent ............................ . 

Privatize the Government National 
Mortgage Association (Ginnie Mae) 

Eliminate the Economic Develop-
ment Administration ..................... . 

Eliminate non-targeted vocational 
State funding ................................. . 

Consolidate the administrative costs 
of the AFDC, Food Stamps, and 
Medicaid programs ........................ . 

Replace new public housing construc-
tion with vouchers ......................... . 

Increase Medicare safeguard funding 
by $540 million over 5 years (net 
savings) .......................................... . 

Eliminate the Legal Services Cor-
poration ......................................... . 

End postal subsidies to not-for-profit 
organizations (excluding blind and 
handicapped individuals) ............... . 

Eliminate HUD special-purpose 
grants ............................................ . 

Reform vacation and overtime for 
the Senior Executive Service ........ . 

Eliminate DOD payments for indirect 
research and development; sub-
stitute direct R&D ......................... . 

Reduce DOE energy technology 
spending ......................................... . 

Scale back Rural Rental Housing As-
sistance Program ........................... . 

Reduce mass transit grants; elimi-
nate operating subsidies ................ . 

Eliminate. Rural Development Asso-
ciation loans and guarantees ......... . 

Eliminate "Impact Aid" to school 
districts with military bases ......... . 

Consolidate Social Services programs 
Reduce NIH funding by 10 percent, 

concentrating on overhead ............ . 
Freeze the number of rental assist-

ance commitments ........................ . 
Scale back Low Income Home Energy 

Assistance grants .......................... . 
Service Contract Act reform ............ . 
Reduce overhead in federally-spon-

sored university research .............. . 
Strengthen and restructure NASA 

(NPR proposal) .............................. . 
Eliminate redundant polar satellite 

programs ........................................ . 
Streamline HUD ............................... . 
Reform prison construction .............. . 
Eliminate Travel, Tourism and Ex­

port Promotion Administration ..... 

1,000 

7,400 

5,000 

3,950 

2,000 

1,140 

3,400 

6,300 

610 

5,400 

1,900 

2,000 

990 

540 

14,740 

2,550 

1,400 

6,250 

1,380 

3,850 
1,000 

4,900 

5,700 

5,150 
900 

1,000 

1,500 

250 
144 
580 

1,002 

SURGEON GENERAL SHOULD REP­
RE.SENT TRADITIONAL AMER­
ICAN VALUES 

2,844 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen­
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] is 

284 recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to­

night to consider the characteristics 
that should be present in any individ­
ual nominated to the position of Sur­
geon General of the United States. 

As a physician whose entire medical 
career has dealt with adolescent sexual 
activity, teenage pregnancy and sexu­
ally transmitted disease, I know that 
we have had exactly the wrong leader­
ship over the past 2 years from Wash­
ington. 

The underlying assumptions of the 
safe sex policy are flat wrong and the 
statistics bear out this fallacy. The 
predicate of the safe sex policy is that 
our children cannot and will not act re­
sponsibly if given correct and factual 
information. In other words, our chil­
dren are incapable of reason . . 

We have not assumed this predicate 
in any other area of risk presented to 
our children. Look at the basis for our 
educational efforts on alcohol, tobacco, 
and drugs for example. 

The basis for our illogical predicate 
of safe sex is to rationalize our own 
lack of self control and sexual promis­
cuity and our children end up paying 
the price. 

If you have ever been faced with tell­
ing the parents of a 19-year-old female 
that their daughter is dying of AIDS 
you would truly understand my lack of 
comprehension with a vision that says 
to a teenager we know you cannot con­
trol yourself and that you are unable 
to make a reasoned choice so here is a 
condom. 

Mr. Speaker, we currently have a 
sexually transmitted disease epidemic 
that is out of control and studies now 
tell us that over 40 million Americans 
are carrying some type of viral sexu­
ally transmitted disease. In my prac­
tice alone, one in three sexually active 
teenagers is carrying a sexually trans­
mitted disease. 

Now what principles should a Sur­
geon General nominee possess in regard 
to the present epidemic of sexually 
transmitted disease and illegitimacy? 

I believe that at a minimum the can­
didate should: 

First, be dedicated to the future of 
our children by supporting their posi­
tive attributes and discouraging dan­
gerous behavior. The foundation of a 
condom clinic is that we have failed to 
teach the benefits of abstinence and 
consequently we have given up; 

Second, recognize the failure of the 
present "safe sex" message; 

Third, recognize that the growth of 
the current AIDS epidemic is second­
ary to a failed public health policy and 
is directly related to substituting po­
litical correctness and its irrationality 
for a rational public health policy 
based on medical facts and the current 
epidemiology of the buman 
immunodeficiency virus; 

Fourth, recognize that abortion is a 
poor alternative for any unwanted 
pregnancy; 

Fifth, recognize that all life is valu­
able, even when unintended, and that 
the consequences of abortion, even 
though legal, seriously impairs us as a 
society; and 

Sixth, recognize that illegitimacy is 
born out of a society which does not 
value life and consequently our costs 
for supporting such a society are a di­
rect result of illicit sexual activity 
outside of a monogamous married rela­
tionship, that is, the traditional Amer­
ican family. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I would 
like to say that it is high time that our 
Surgeon General represents the tradi­
tional American family and the values 
that the majority of Americans hold 
and voted for on November 8, 1994. 

I plead with our President to nomi­
nate such a person. 

SUPPORT COMMUNITY POLICING 
Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow 

we will begin the debate on a new Re­
publican crime bill. There will be six 
bills, and we expect the debate to go 
for a week to 10 days. 

One of the first victims in the new 
GOP crime bill will be cops on the 
street, or community policing as we 
know it. 

Cops on the street may be the first 
victim actually victimized and mugged 
under the new proposed crime bill. In 
August 1994, a crime bill was passed by 
this body. Even though I may not have 
supported the final committee con­
ference version of the crime bill, I be­
lieve that the community policing pro­
gram is an invaluable tool in the fight 
against crime. 

No one law will stop crime, no one 
program will stop crime in this coun­
try. The revamping of the crime bill 
that is going to be proposed in the next 
day on this floor certainly will not stop 
crime in this country. 

In order to stop crime we must all 
join in the fight against crime. We 
must all share that responsibility. Po­
lice officers cannot do it alone. We 
must each work in our respective com­
munities and work with the police offi­
cers if we are going to have an impact 
on crime. That is what community po­
licing is all about, law enforcement of­
ficers living and working in their beat, 
in their patrol area, to gain the respect 
and trust of the citizens they serve. 

To gain that trust, respect and con­
fidence, community policing requires 
the law enforcement to actually live in 
the community they serve. Therefore, 
if there is a crime, the initial com­
plaint is handled by the police officer. 
The follow-up investigation is handled 
by the same police officer. That same 
police officer goes to the prosecutor to 
secure the warrant, and that is the 
same police officer that goes with you 
at the time of a criminal trial, if one 
takes place. 

What community policing does is 
personalizes crime to build the trust 

and confidence between the community 
and a police officer. Your crime will no 
longer just be your crime, but it will be 
a crime that will be shared with your 
police officer. You are working with, 
you are standing with, you are living 
with, not only your community, but 
you are living with the police officer 
who is there to serve you. 

As a police officer for almost 12 years 
myself, we had an old saying back 
when I was working the road: "If you 
want to know what is going on in any 
community, ask a 12-year-old kid on a 
bicycle, for they know what is going on 
in their communities.'' 

0 1940 
They will not tell the police officers 

what is going on until there is that 
confidence, that trust and that respect. 

In the last crime bill, the community 
policing program, commonly referred 
to as Clinton Cops, was a program that 
is being used throughout this nation. It 
has only been in effect for the last 3 or 
4 months. But the forerunner to this 
Clinton Cops program was back in 1978 
and 1979, in the Department of Justice, 
a pilot program which was put forth in 
northern Michigan. 

Northern Michigan, my district, is a 
sparsely populated area in the north 
end of Michigan, and three rural, 
sparsely-populated townships were put 
together to form a community policing 
program. 

The program was ,a smashing success, 
with over 70 percent of all the reported 
crimes being solved. 

Unsolved crimes from years past 
were cleaned up by the community po­
lice officer. In fact, in this case, it was 
a Michigan State police trooper, and he 
was referred to as the resident trooper. 

It was the first community policing 
program in Michigan. Community po­
licing is now currently at work in com­
munities as rural as northern Michigan 
with our three townships or in the 
highly populated cities such as Hous­
ton. Community policing works be­
cause police officers live in the commu­
nity and near the neighbors which they 
police. 

These police with the faith and con­
fidence and trust of the people they 
serve, their constituents. 

It is one program that is highly suc­
cessful. To dismantle the President's 
community police program would be a 
crime in and of itself. It will be dis­
mantled if the votes hold up as they 
have in recent days, not because there 
is waste iI? the program. It will be dis­
"mantled not because it does not work, 
because we all know it does. The rea­
son why it will be dismantled will be 
purely for political reasons. 

In a crime bill, we ne'ed a combina­
tion of police, prevention anci prisons. 
A balance of these three principles will 
be most successful in fighting crime. 

We must leave community policing 
intact. We must leave the Clinton Cops 
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program alone. It may only have been 
in existence for 3 or 4 months, but in 
city after city, in rural area through­
out this country, it has worked. 

APPOINT A SURGEON GENERAL 
WHO SUPPORTS ABSTINENCE 

yet the failure rate preventing preg­
nancy is that high. The failure rate for 
preventing AIDS is much, much higher. 
Nobody would risk their life to any­
thing that has a failure rate that high. 

There are many Americans who are 
afraid to get on an airplane out of a 
fear of a plane crash, when the failure 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 1 rate of an airplane is something in the 
KLUG). Under a previous order of the , range of one in a million, yet the fail­
House, the gentleman from Florida · ure of a condom to prevent AIDS is 
[Mr. WELDON] is recognized for 5 min- much, much higher than that, probably 
utes. in the order of 5 percent or more. Yet 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak- our leaders in Washington and now our 
er, I rise to first commend my col- new nominee for Surgeon General is 
league, the gentleman from Oklahoma proposing this device as the solution to 
[Mr. COBURN], on his, I believe, very our problem. . 
timely and very cogent comments. The problem, Mr. Speaker, is the mo-

I ran for the U.S. Congress not only rality that was p;esented to Ame;tca's 
because I though our Nation needed youth in t1:1e 1960 s, that sex outside of 
things like the line-item veto, passed marriage is safe and acceptable, is 
tonight, as well as the balanced budget wrong. It is lead~ng to. unprecedented 
amendment, some real welfare reform, problems of terrible disease amongst 
but I also ran because I was concerned our Nat~on'. am.angst o~r young people. 
about the moral and spiritual direction And i~ .1s ~ieldmg te:rible problems of 

infert1hty m our Nation. 
of our Nation. Mr. Speaker, we need a nominee for 

I believe that our Nation because the Surgeon General who will tell the 
great nation that it is not only because young people of America the truth, 
our Founders worked ~rd but also be- who will expose the lie of the safe sex 
cause they were a disciplined and vir- proselytizers who would have our 

· tuous people who planted. the seeds young people believe that a condom is 
that grew into the great nation that we the solution to the problem. 
are today. The solution to the problem is absti-

I, too, am a physician, and I began to nence, Mr. Speaker, and I would urge 
become concerned about the future of our President to appoint a Surgeon 
our Nation when working in inner-city General who supports that philosophy. 
obstetrics clinics. I began to see many, 
many young people coming in with not 
only unwanted pregnancies but also ve­
nereal diseases that in many cases 
were incurable and that were going to 
lead to permanent scarring that would 
affect their future, their future ability 
to have a family. 

And then after I finished my training 
and my time in the military, I went 
into practice in Florida. I had the op­
portunity to work with a very skilled 
and knowledgeable infections disease 
specialist, Dr. Tim Poirier, who was · 
the only physician in our part of the 
county seeing AIDS patients at the 
time. And I spent a good part of the 
last 7 years taking care of AIDS pa­
tients. 

I have had the opportunity to treat 
some of the most terrible, devastating 
complications of AIDS that I could 
ever imagine seeking. I have had the 
opportunity to counsel grieving fami­
lies. I have had the tragic opportunity 
to have to pronounce many of these 
young people dead, to fill out their 
death certificates. And I have to say 
that we have a terrible problem in our 
Nation today with AIDS, and that it is 
very wrong for our leaders here in 
Washington to propose that the dis­
tributions of condoms is a solution to 
this problem. The failure rate of these 
devices in preventing pregnancy in var­
ious studies ranges from 5 to 25 per­
cent. 

Mr. Speaker, a women can only get 
pregnant 1 day out of the month, and 

COMMUNITY POLICING WORKS­
THE KEY TO FIGHTING CRIME 

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

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to talk about one of the strong­
est weapons we have in fighting crime, 
and that is community-oriented polic­
ing. 

I join my colleague, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK], who has 
taken a strong lead in this, and other 
colleagues who will follow me, on what 
we believe to be the direction that our 
communities ought to be taking with 
the support of our Congress. 

If we truly want to take back our 
streets and improve the quality of life 
in our cities, police officers cannot do 
it alone. Local residents cannot do it 
alone. They must work together. That 
is exactly what community policing 
does. It allows police officers to work 
together with local community resi­
dents to fight crime. 

Now certain Members of Congress 
want to eliminate this critical ap­
proach to crime prevention. And I 
strongly oppose any efforts to cut com­
munity policing programs, and I ask 
my colleagues to take a good, hard 
look at exactly what community polic­
ing does for our towns and cities. 

Community policing works, and it 
works because it asks the experts to 
create crime-fighting strategies. 

When I say experts, I am not talking 
about bureaucrats in Washington of­
fices. When I say experts, I am talking 
about the people who actually live in 
the neighborhoods plagued with crime. 
I am talking about the police officers 
who patrol these neighborhoods every 
day. 

So when the crime bill says it will 
put 100,000 new community police offi­
cers on the . beat, we must remember 
that these officers will know both the 
neighborhoods they patrol and the peo­
ple in them. 

I talk from experience. I served on 
the city council of the city of San 
Diego for 5 years. San Diego is the 
sixth largest city in the Nation. 

My district, both on the city council 
and in Congress, includes some of the 
poorest areas of our city, areas which 
both have high crime and also a tradi­
tional fear of and hostility toward po­
lice officers. 

Yet we established in those areas of 
highest crime and highest fear walking 
patrol teams, teams of police officers 
who got to know their communities 
and the communities got to know the 
cops. 

They all had beepers that could be 
paged at any time. They all had first 
names, which the residents knew, and 
they got to know the kids in the com­
munity. They got to know the store­
keepers in the community. 

0 1950 

They got to know the seniors. They 
knew where . people lived and worked 
and played, and a confidence developed. 

I tell the Members, I am one of the 
few city councilmen in this Nation, I 
thought, that could walk into a meet­
ing of people in my district, working 
people, poor people, and the cops would 
get a standing ovation from those resi­
dents, because they had established the 
trust. They had established the con­
fidence. 

Mr. Speaker, I have worked hand-in­
hand with neighborhood residents and 
community policing teams. I have seen 
the effect this partnership has had in 
reducing crime. The police officers be­
come real human beings, and the cops 
become real human beings. They are 
there working together. 

Mr. Speaker, the first year we estab­
lished in San Diego the walking teams, 
crime went down a minimum of 10 per­
cent in every major category. However, 
more than this, more than the rate 
going down, fear went down in those 
communities. The community got in­
volved in fighting the crime. The cops 
had a stake in that community. The 
cops felt accountable. There were real, 
objective reasons why the .crime rate 
went down. 

Yes, we need to be tough on crime. 
We need s.tiffer penal ties. We need to 
make sure criminals serve their full 
sentences. However, we also need to 
work together as communities. 
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What the crime bill proved last year 

was that Congress was serious about 
fighting crime. We had enough fore­
sight to make it a comprehensive fight 
and a comprehensive effort. 

Mr. Speaker, let us not move back­
ward from this effort. Let us under­
stand the central role of community 
policing in fighting crime. Let us join 
together to oppose any cuts in these 
critical programs. It works. 

The people have confidence in their 
police force. The police force know the 
people they are working with and pro­
tecting. The crime rate goes down, and 
community spirit goes up. Let us keep 
it. 

THE MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KLUG). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Texas 
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
this Congress should affirm work more 
by our actions than our words. 

At the current minimum wage rate of 
$4.25 an hour, a full-time year-round 
worker earns $8,500 per year. The Presi­
dent announced his plan last week to 
raise the minimum wage 45 cents a 
year over a 2-year period, bringing the 
wage to a $5.15 an hour rate by 1997. A 
90-cent per hour increase in the mini­
mum wage means an additional $1,800 
per year in the worker's pay check-as 
much as the average family spends on 
groceries in over 7 months. Such in­
creases are significant and should be 
implemented by this body without hes­
itation. 

Sixty percent of all minimum wage 
workers are women-most of whom are 
trying to raise a family as a single par­
ent. People who work 40 hours a week, 
52 weeks a year should not be living in 
poverty. When citizens take respon­
sibility to work full-time, they should 
be able to raise a family on their 
wages. We have begun to take up the 
issue of welfare reform, but if we refuse 
to make work pay, how will our argu­
ments be effective? Who can afford to 
listen? 

While considering these increases, I 
am cautious not to upset the balance 
between the needs of the workers and 
the economic means of the small busi­
ness owners. I believe that small busi­
nesses are the backbone of this Nation 
and I would never want to move for­
ward with a proposal that would se­
verely paralyze productivity or ad­
versely affect profit margins. I am con­
fident, though, that raising the mini­
mum wage will do no harm to either, 
because I believe we should carefully 
assess any other burdens proposed for 
such businesses so as not to burden 
them twice. 

Adjusted for inflation, the value of 
the minimum wage has fallen by nearly 
50 cents since 1991, and is now TT per-

cent lower than it was in 1979. We must 
bring these wages back up to a respect­
able level. We must reward hard work 
with fair wages. We must take pride in 
our workers' skills and empower them 
to be a contributing force in our Na­
tion's growing economy. Prosperity 
should not be reserved for an elite 
few-it belongs to all of America's 
working-class. 

Let us keep this in mind when con­
sidering the arguments for and against 
increasing the minimum wage. We 
should not make this debate more dif­
ficult than it needs to be, because de­
spite current posturing, increasing the 
minimum wage traditionally garners 
bipartisan support. Although President 
Bush did not support the measure, the 
1989 vote to increase the minimum 
wage was passed 382 to 37 in the House 
and 89 to 9 in the Senate. With Presi­
dential support this round, I hope the 
numbers will continue to enjoy such 
company in this Congress. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in support of the 
proposal to raise the minimum wage. 

COMMUNITY POLICING WORKS TO 
LOWER CRIME 

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

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to congratulate the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] for ar­
ranging for those of us whose experi­
ence has been in the field of law en­
forcement prior to our duties in the 
Congress to come and express this 
evening, and for some time in the eve­
nings in the future, our concerns about 
what we see as perhaps the direction in 
the new crime bill, as part of the Con­
tract for America, that may do some 
serious damage to some of the good 
things this Congress did last year. 

Mr. Chairman, tonight a couple of 
my colleagues have already addressed 
the issue of community policing. I 
want to join them this evening. Before 
I came to the House of Representa­
tives, I served for 8 years as an elected 
district attorney in a rural district in 
northeast Texas. 

In that job, I found two things to be 
true: one, that the best deterrent to 
criminal conduct was effective prosecu­
tion, the certainty of punishment; and 
even more importantly, the presence of 
law enforcement on our streets, in our 
communities, all over the country. 

Mr. Speaker, last year's crime bill 
provides for 100,000 new cops on the 
beat in a community policing effort. I 
don't know any law enforcement offi­
cial that would not tell the Members 
that one of the most effective things 
we can do or they can do or anyone can 
do to fight crime in America is to in­
crease the presence of police on our 
streets. 

You don't have high crime where you 
have a high number of police officers. 

You don't have folks breaking into 
homes if they know the policeman may 
walk by in the next few minutes. You 
have a lower incidence of crime where 
you have a higher presence of police. 

Mr. Speaker, in our State just about 
4 years ago, in the city of Houston, a 
mayoral candidate ran on the platform 
that he would dramatically increase 
the size of the Houston Police Depart­
ment if he was elected, and he did so. 
In that city, the violent crime rate de­
creased in 1 year by TT percent. Crime 
went down all over the city of Houston, 
and the mayor was recently reelected 
with one of the largest percentages of 
any big city mayor in the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I can tell the Members 
that the new cops program is going to 
work because I have been there and I 
know, and so will every law enforce­
ment association in America who have 
endorsed this program and who share 
our concerns with the direction of 
turning everything in the arena of law 
enforcement into some kind of block 
grant, where we send a check from 
Washington and just trust the folks at 
home to know what to do with it. 

Our cities, our communities, our 
neighbors, our homes, our schools de­
serve to have the very best that we can 
offer. One of the good things Congress 
did last year in passing the crime bill 
was to put the cops on the beat, 100,000. 
We say without understanding, some­
times, "What does 100,000 new police­
men mean?" 
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When you think in the context that 

in our country we only have about 
600,000 police officers, what it means is 
a 17 percent increase in the number of 
policemen in our communities, on the 
streets, in the patrol cars, working 
with our kids, working in the schools, 
working to make sure that our neigh­
borhoods are safe. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope we do not undo 
the good we did. Clearly there are some 
things in the crime bill that we can im­
prove on. I hope we do that in this de­
bate and the votes that we will face in 
the days and weeks ahead. But one of 
the things that Congress did right, 
joining together in a bipartisan way, 
was to put the cops program in place. 

Given a chance to work, that pro­
gram will reduce crime, increase the 
confidence of American citizens in 
their . police, will increase the assur­
ance that those who violate the law 
will pay the price. It is a good policy, 
it is a good program, it is one that is 
working and it is one we ought to keep. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope we do not undo 
the good things we have done. 

DISENFRANCHISING CONGRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. ENGEL] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker. during the 

debate earlier today on the line-item 
veto. Members were not permitted to 
strike the requisite number of words 
and speak before the vote. And there­
fore I want to take this opportunity to 
put my thoughts out in terms of the 
vote that just happened. 

I voted against the line-item veto. I 
must say. Mr. Speaker. that I believe 
we in this Congress are going to rue 
the day that we voted for the line-item 
veto, and as was said many times by 
many colleagues, this line-item veto. 
in my opinion, is nothing more than an 
unconstitutional ceding of power to the 
executive branch. 

I believe that in order for a line-item 
veto to be put forward we need a con­
stitutional change. and therefore. a 
constitutional amendment, and surely 
when there is a legal challenge to the 
line-item veto I believe it will ulti­
mately be declared unconstitutional 
without a constitutional amendment. 

Congress is granted the power of the 
purse. I do not believe Congress has the 
right to cede that power to the Execu­
tive. 

This to me has nothing to do with 
partisan politics, it has nothing to do 
with Congress being controlled by the 
Democrats or the Republicans or the 
President being a Democrat or a Re­
publican. It simply to me reflects the 
very serious nature that I feel about 
our Constitution. I feel it is a very sa­
cred document and I do not think any 
vote of Congress ought to be allowed to 
alter that. 

Much is said today about this being 
President Reagan's birthday and the 
gesture of passing this on his birthday, 
but I must say with all due respect to 
President Reagan, he was President for 
8 years. and while he talked about the 
importance of a line-item veto in terms 
of bringing the budget deficit down, he 
never once in his 8 years as President 
submitted a balanced budget to Con­
gress. President Bush in 4 years in the 
Presidency never submitted a balanced 
budget to Congress. 

So I think this fervor that people are 
rushing toward in terms of both the 
balanced budget amendment and the 
line-item veto is a bit misplaced. 

1What also scares me, Mr. Speaker, is 
that now if this becomes law, and the 
Senate concurs. two-thirds will have to 
pass something to override the Presi­
dent's veto. 

I think that is very, very dangerous. 
It means simply that ·the President, 
plus one-third, plus one, of either 
House, would have control not just 
over entire spending bills, but each de­
tail within them. To me that is a huge 
increase in Presidential power, and an 
increase in Presidential power, I might 
add, not just to affect the composition 
of spending, but also to punish and re­
ward. 

Simply put. the President might send 
to the Senate certain nominees to be 

confirmed and might make it very, 
very clear that unless his putting forth 
the line-item veto was sustained, that 
Congress would be in big trouble in 
terms of the confirmation. In other 
words. unless the Senate confirmed the 
Presidential appointments, the Presi­
dent might line-item veto certain ap­
propria tions. 

So the President could use the line­
item veto not only to stop spending. 
but can use it as a wedge over the 
heads of Congress to say if you do not 
do what I want. I am going to line-item 
veto what you want. 

When there are negotiations between 
the executive branch and the legisla­
tive branch. Mr. Speaker, everyone 
knows how negotiations go. be they 
labor-management negotiations or any 
other kind. Baseball is now on strike 
and owners and players in negotiations 
whenever there is a settlement there is 
give and take on each side, each side 
gives a little. each side accepts a little 
bit of the other person's side, and they 
come out with a final document that 
may not be to everyone's liking. but it 
is a compromise document. 

Now if the President has a line-item 
veto, what will happen I fear is when 
Congress and the President sit down 
and each gives a little. the little that 
the Congress gives to the President 
will be sustained, and the little that 
the President gives to the Congress 
will be line-item vetoed, altering the 
balance. 

I want to just read in conclusion the 
first paragraph from the editorial of 
the Washington Post last week entitled 
''Disenfranchising Congress,'' and I will 
put the entire editorial in the RECORD, 
but I want to just conclude by reading 
this first paragraph. It says, 

The version of the line-item veto now on 
the floor of the House is dangerous legisla­
tion. Too little attention has been paid to 
what it would do. It would likely do very lit­
tle to reduce unnecessary spending and the 
deficit, the stated purpose. It would, how­
ever, transfer an enormous amount of power 
from Congress to the President, which the 
President could use for other purposes. It 
would also greatly strengthen congressional 
minorities at the expense of majority rule. 
That threatens to become a pattern; the bal­
anced budget amendment to the Constitu­
tion that the House approved last week 
would also disenfranchise the majority. 

I am sorry to say, Mr. Speaker I 
think with the passage of this, it is a 
very sad day for out country and I be­
lieve that those of us who voted no will 
be proven right in the future. 

The text of the article referred to is 
as follows: 

DISENFRANClllSING CONGRESS 

The version of the line-item veto now on 
the floor of the House is dangerous legisla­
tion. Too little attention has been paid to 
what it would do. It would likely do very lit­
tle to reduce unnecessary spending and the 
deficit, the stated purpose. It would, how­
ever, transfer an enormous amount of power 
from Congress to the president, which the 
president could use for other purposes. It 

would also greatly strengthen congressional 
minorities at the expense of majority rule. 
That threatens to become a pattern; the bal­
anced budget amendment to the Constitu­
tion that the House approved last week 
would also disenfranchise the majority. 

There's a better way to give the president 
line-item veto authority, which Reps. Bob 
Wise, Charles Stenholm and John Spratt are 
offering as an amendment, and which Budget 
Committee Chairman Pete Doinenici sup­
ports in the Senate. The House should adopt 
this benign version. 

A president now can't choose among the 
items in an appropriations bill. He must sign 
or veto the whole thing; then he can ask 
Congress to rescind the items he regards as 
ill-advised; but Congress is free to ignore 
him. A line-item veto would let him pluck 
out offending items and force separate votes 
on them. But there are different ways of 
doing that. 

The proposal on the House floor would give 
him what is known as enhanced rescission 
authority. He'd sign an appropriations bill, 
then announce his intention not to spend-in 
effect to impound-some of the money in it. 
The money couldn't be spent unless Congress 
next passed a separate bill within a set time 
ordering him to do so. and he could veto the 
bill. Two-thirds votes of both houses would 
be required to override the veto; the presi­
dent plus one-third plus one of either house 
would thus have control over not just entire 
bills but each detail within them. That's a 
huge increase in presidential power not just 
to affect the composition and level of spend­
ing but to punish ruid reward. 

'J'he alternative, called expedited rescission 
authority, would not upset the present bal­
ance of powers to the same degree. It's the 
same system as now, except that Congress 
couldn't ignore a rescission request but 
would have to vote on it within a certain 
time. If it passed, the money wouldn't be 
spent; if it failed, that would be the end of it. 
The president's only new power would be to 
turn a spotlight on a disputed item and force 
Congress to cast an explicit majority vote to 
adopt it. That's fair enough, and all you 
need. 

In purely fiscal terms, the line-item veto is 
more a symbol than anything else. Presi­
dents Reagan and Bush both suggested they 
could reduce the deficit significantly if given 
the power to cut the pork out of spending 
bills, and President Clinton has asked for the 
power as well. But domestic appropriations 
a.re only a sixth of the budget and already 
under tight control; the pork in the budget 
amounts to much less than the mythology 
surrounding federal spending would suggest. 
Congress makes a huge mistake if on the 
basis of mythology it disturbs the tradi­
tional balance of power between the elected 
branches to the extent that this bill would 
do. 

REVISING THE CRIME BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MEEHAN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker. I too rise 
to join with my colleagues. the gen­
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]. 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
FILNER], and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. CHAPMAN] to discuss what is going 
to happen before this body this week, 
and that is action on the crime bill. 



3806 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 6, 1995 
Just this past September President 

Clinton signed into law the smartest, 
most comprehensive, toughest crime 
bill in the history of this country. This 
legislation was the result of input over 
a 6-year period from Members of Con­
gress and law enforcement officials all 
across this country. It puts more cops 
on the streets. It builds more prisons, 
it pays for crime prevention programs 
and imposes tougher penal ties for vio­
lent crimes. 

Before I got elected to Congress I had 
an opportunity to learn a little some­
thing about crime because I ran the 
Middlesex County district attorney's 
office. We had 13,000 criminal cases in 
that office a year. I worked with 54 
cities and towns, police departments, 
in urban areas and suburban areas 
working on a daily basis in the fight 
against crime, on the front line of the 
fight against crime. 

This week the Congress will begin 
consideration of a crime bill designed 
by Republican political strategists 
based on focus groups and poll ti cal 
polls. I have to tell my colleagues that 
you do not determine a strategy for 
fighting crime by reading a political 
poll or talking to a focus group, or 
sticking your finger in the wind to de­
termine which way the political winds 
are blowing. 

Fighting crime is a profession, fight­
ing crime requires research, and expe­
rience on the front lines. And it is not 
ironic that the Attorney General of 
this country is a woman who has expe­
rience in the front lines of the fight 
against crime. 

When I heard the rhetoric during the 
crime bill, it was so painfully obvious 
to me that there were so few Members 
of this institution that really had expe­
rience in the front lines against crime. 

But not even 4 months after we 
passed and the President signed into 
law this crime bill, we are going to 
vote changes on this crime bill based 
on partisan politics, all in the name of 
partisan politics and solely for the pur­
pose of claiming ownership of the 
crime issue. 
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What makes matters even worse is 

that the changes are not going to help 
but going to hurt the fight against 
crime. The bill will not put 100,000 new 
police officers on the streets. It elimi­
nates community policing programs. 

Community-based policing is one of 
the most effective proven ways to fight 
crime. My home city of Lowell just put 
a report out, because we instituted 
community policing, the new Lowell 
police chief with 13 new police officers 
as a result of a community policing ini­
tiative. Since instituting community 
policing, car theft, larceny, home bur­
glary, and business burglaries are all 
down significantly. The Republican 
plan will put fewer cops on the streets 
by eliminating this community polic-

ing program and allowing local offi­
cials to do what they deem necessary, 
perhaps buy more fax machines, per­
haps buy more automobiles. That is 
not effective community policing. 
Community policing involves commu­
nity partnerships. 

The city of Lowell has instituted a 
model program in community policing, 
forming partnerships, because that is 
the hallmark of community-oriented 
police departments. They have put in 
neighborhood police precincts, cutting 
the rate of crime in those neighbor­
hoods, establishing a relationship with 
the people in those neighborhoods. 
They have closed down more than 150 
buildings in 1994 which were identified 
as drug houses. 

Other special units have resulted in 
the community response team having 
made over 350 arrests, school visits by 
precinct officers where precinct offi­
cers actually go into the schools and 
lecture about crime prevention and lec­
ture about what the goals of the police 
department are and how the commu­
nity can play a role, a flag football 
league where members of the Lowell 
Police Department actually volunteer 
their time to get involved with the 
community in that flag football pro­
gram, street worker program, basket­
ball leagues where the police officers 
again, they are volunteers, operating 
within the community to get to know 
the community and get those kids 
headed in the right direction. Commu­
nity policing works. It is not a debat­
able proposition. 

There is not a law enforcement pro­
fessional in the country who will say 
that community policing is not in the 
best interests of fighting crime. Gov. 
Bill Weld, a Republican Governor from 
Massachusetts, is in favor of commu­
nity policing. 

While we look and watch the debate 
this week, let us put aside partisan pol­
itics and look at what really works. We 
cannot afford to dismantle this com­
munity policing program. 

QUESTIONS ABOUT THE NOMINEE 
FOR SURGEON GENERAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLUG). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. MCINNIS] is recognized for 5 min­
utes. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening I would like to talk about the 
President's appointment for the Sur­
geon General of the United States of 
America. I think it is absolutely cru­
cial that the Surgeon General be some­
body who has a great deal of credibil­
ity, and I think that credibility is 
going to be the issue in this nomina­
tion. 

As many of us know, the last Sur­
geon General of the United States, 
Joycelyn Elders, drew a lot of focus off 
what I think are main health care is-

sues of this country by some of the po­
sitions that she took. Those positions 
apparently she felt would move this 
country forward in its progress on 
health care to the average American. 
But it did not do that. What it did do 
instead was draw attention to the issue 
of abortion or to the issue of sex edu­
cation and draw attention away from 
the important issues like health care 
in rural America, like immunization 
for children throughout America, like 
prenatal programs throughout Amer­
ica. 

Well, I am concerned now with the 
new appointment or the new nomina­
tion that the President has made that 
this country is headed down the same 
path. It comes back to the issue of 
credibility. 

Folks, whether you are pro-choice or 
whether you are pro-life, the focus of 
the Surgeon General for this country 
and of that nomination process needs 
to be on credibility. How is the credi­
bility going so far with this nomina­
tion? Mr. Foster and the people sup­
porting this nomination sent informa­
tion to Senator NANCY KASSEBAUM, 
who is the chairwoman of the commit­
tee which will handle this nomination, 
saying that Dr. Foster was only in­
volved in one abortion, and, in fact, 
that abortion involved saving the life 
of the mother, hardly objectionable in 
some circles, in some other circles, 
maybe, but just maybe. But just one 
abortion. 

Then within hours, there is a revision 
of that statement. Now Dr. Foster 
comes out and says, 

Well, not exactly one abortion, but less 
than 12 abortions, and not all to save the life 
of the mother, but mostly to sa.ve the life of 
the mother. 

And now if you read your news re­
ports this evening, a new press con­
ference, press release, comes out. It 
seems Dr. Foster served on a panel in 
1978 under which testimony was taken 
from a Dr. Foster, and he was the only 
Dr. Foster on that panel where that Dr. 
Foster boasts or talks of performing up 
to 700 abortions. 

What is the truth, Dr. Foster? 
President Clinton said, if, and he is 

referring to Dr. Foster, he has done 
what he said he has done, the abortion 
issue should not be a disqualification. 
Well, Mr. President, has he done what 
he said he has done? 

He did not do one abortion. He did 
less than 12. And if the evidence shows 
1 more abortion than 12, then the issue 
should leave abortion and go imme­
diately to the center focus of credibil­
ity. 

Why do I stand up here today in front 
of you talking about that issue? Be­
cause, doggone it, folks, we have got a 
lot of people in rural America that 
·need a Surgeon General that will ad­
dress the heal th care issues of this 
country. We need a Surgeon General 
who is going to focus on health care is­
sues and not this abortion issue. 
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The abortion issue cannot continue 

to be the focus of the Surgeon Gen­
eral's office with the kind of health cri­
sis we have in every State in this coun­
try. 

If the Surgeon General nominee is 
not telling the truth, if, in fact, it has 
now gone over 12, he has an obligation 
to the United States of America to step 
forward and announce the withdrawal 
of his nomination. If the President of 
this country determines that his nomi­
nee for Surgeon General has, in fact, 
been less than straightforward, has, in 
fact, performed more of these proce­
dures than he admits to, then it is the 
President's obligation not to stand by 
his nominee, but to stand by the coun­
try and say, "Your credibility has now 
been damaged to the extent by credible 
evidence, by the way, that it cannot be 
repaired. You must then step down as 
my nominee." 

Mr. President, do us a favor. If your 
nominee is not being straight with us, 
dump him, and move on to somebody 
who is qualified to do this job, and 
whom the No. 1 question that is asked 
of him will not pertain to their credi­
bility. 

COMMEMORATING PRESIDENT 
REAGAN'S 84TH BffiTHDAY 

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

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, 
today is former President Ronald Rea­
gan's 84th birthday and thus a fitting 
time to remember his striking record 
of accomplishment and his uniquely 
American life. 

Late this year, President Reagan 
once again tugged at the heartstrings 
of our Nation by revealing he was in 
the early stages of Alzheimer's dis­
ease-an act of great courage. His in­
tent was typically Reagan. It was not 
to gather sympathy, but to be an ex­
ample and a beacon of hope for the mil­
lions of people who suffer from this dis­
ease. 

Today, as the Republican-controlled 
Congress tries to move the Contract 
With America through the House of 
Representatives, we are reminded of 
the first revolution-the Reagan revo­
lution-that swept through Washington 
during the 1980's. Many of the things 
President Reagan championed through­
out his Presidency have found a home 
and a new life in the Republican con­
tract. 

Mr. Speaker, Ronald Reagan was one 
of the finest Presidents in our Nation's 
distinguished history. Despite the ar­
guments put forth by revisionist think­
ers, President Reagan's place in his­
tory is secure. As he fights with cour­
age, conviction, and that famous 
Reagan optimism against Alzheimer's, 
let us remember and pay tribute to a 
man who embodies the American 
dream. 

THE MEXICAN RESCUE PACKAGE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor­
ity leader. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, we are 
holding this special order this evening 
because our various offices here on 
Capitol Hill have been inundated with 
telephone calls and inquiries regarding 
the Mexican rescue package, and many 
questions are being asked by constitu­
ents and citizens of our country that 
we can not, in fact, answer. 

I was asked today how much money 
has already left our U.S. Treasury as 
part of the drawdown on the deal that 
was announced last week by the Sec­
retary of the Treasury and the Presi­
dent. The facts are that we cannot tell 
you. 
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Therefore tomorrow morning, likely 

after the morning business, there will 
be a special resolution brought up here 
in the House, and it will be a privileged 
resolution. In that resolution we will 
be asking for a vote of the House and a 
ruling of the Speaker so that we can 
obtain the information that we cannot 
give you this evening about the terms 
of the arrangement that was made by 
our Government with the nation of 
Mexico. Our resolution requires that 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States report back to us within a 7-day 
period. 

So, we would try to draw to the Mem­
bers' attention that this vote will like­
ly occur tomorrow morning after the 
regular morning business, the 1-min­
utes and, perhaps, a vote on the Jour­
nal, and we will look forward to that 
moment. 

It is likely that in the way that the 
resolution will be brought up there will 
be very little time for debate. There 
may actually be an effort by certain in­
terests in this Chamber to table the 
resolution, and we would ask the Mem­
bers to vote against tabling the resolu­
tion so that, in fact, we will have an 
opportunity to get the facts that we 
really want. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. So, the situation we 
are confronted with is the Treasury, in 
concert with the Federal Reserve 
Board, agencies of the Federal Govern­
ment of the United States, have ex­
tended, as far as we know, in excess of 
$40 billion of credits, loan guarantees, 
currency swaps and other instruments 
to Mexico, that our questions regard­
ing the source of these funds, the exact 
amount and the terms of these funds, 
whether or not these funds are some­
how secured-you know, what author­
ization exists for extending these funds 
without coming to Congress for appro­
priations; the gentlewoman saying that 

there is a possibility that this House 
will not ask to have those questions 
answered, that we could just be shut 
down here on the floor by ruling of the 
chair, and we will have no opportunity 
for debate, no opportunity to go for­
ward and ask these questions. 

I, for one, as a Representative of a 
district from the Far West United 
States, feel that my constituents-this 
is not the greatest issue before them, 
but they would certainly like to know 
what authority the President, the Sec­
retary of the Treasury, and the Federal 
Reserve, have, if it was extended to 
them by Congress, what amounts of 
money are controlled, what risks are 
involved, what collateral are involved. 
I mean all sorts of things we would like 
to know about even a small business 
transaction let alone one of this mag­
nitude. 

But in this ruling we could just be 
shut down and not have any oppor­
tunity to discuss that? 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is really what the 
vote tomorrow is about. We know that 
the constitutional authority of the 
House as the place within the Congress; 
that is, the first to authorize and ap­
propriate dollars through the U.S. 
Treasury, was essentially shut off. Our 
Members were muzzled. We were not 
privy to information that should be 
ours in relation to the dollars of our 
taxpayers being put at risk either in­
side the United States or outside the 
United States, and we thought we were 
going to have full debate and disclosure 
on this matter when a decision was 
made without the involvement of the 
legislative branch of the United States 
of America. 

We now have to resort to special par­
liamentary tactics in order to bring 
this measure to a vote on the floor, and 
the gentleman is correct, that there 
are so many questions we want answers 
to that we are being asked, which are 
impossible for us to obtain, and we 
think that that is not what the Con­
stitution intended, that in fact this is 
not a monarchy, this is not a par­
liamentary government. We are not an 
arm of the executive branch. We have 
our own status within the Constitu­
tion, and our constituents have an ab­
solute right to know when their tax 
dollars are at risk, as they are, in this 
agreement, what the terms of that 
agreement are, what the terms of re­
payment are, what the nature of the 
collateral is. We need to know how fast 
money is being drawn down. Otherwise 
you cannot make a judgment as to 
what might happen in the future. 

What type of precedent does this set? 
It is our understanding that never has 
the authority of this particular set of 
institutions within the Government of 
the United States been used to such a 
degree, and, therefore, we think there 
are some very serious constitutional 
questions to be asked, as well as ques­
tions to be asked about the nature of 
the agreement itself. 
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You know. I say with some humor 

this evening, "I hope the Mayor of 
Washington DC, will take it in the 
humor that I offer it, but, you know 
that the District of Columbia here in 
our Nation's Capital has been having a 
lot of difficulty with its finances and is 
about to go bankrupt. It has been on 
all the pages here in the Nation's Cap­
ital and in other parts of the country, 
and we know that it's going to cost the 
District of Columbia real money to bail 
itself out, and it's money that we don't 
have in this Congress." 

So I had an idea over the weekend 
that what we ought to do for the Mayor 
of Washington and the citizens of the 
Nation's Capital is to get the executive 
branch involved because they obviously 
are very creative in figuring out how to 
make things happen and make it seem 
as though you are not spending any 
real money, and they ought to work up 
a Mexico-type deal for Washington. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Perhaps, if the gentle­
woman would yield, I like that idea, 
and perhaps what the Government of 
the District of Columbia could do 
would be similar to what Wall Street 
has been doing. 

They can go down to Mexico, get a 
bunch of pesos, which are declining 
rapidly in value, and then they can 
take and exchange them to the Federal 
Reserve Board for United States dol­
lars at a preferred rate, and by 
arbitraging this they can probably earn 
up to a billion quite readily, and they 
can pay off their debts. 

I mean, if we can do this for the Gov­
ernment of Mexico and the Wall Street 
speculators, why would we not do it for 
the District of Columbia? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I figure, if the capital 
of Mexico can draw on the taxpayers of 
the United States, why should not the 
Capital of the United States be able to 
draw on the taxpayers of the United 
States? I agree with the gentleman, 
and, knowing that those pesobonos are 
paying anywhere between 20 and 40 per­
cent interest rates, the Mayor of Wash­
ington would certainly be well advised 
to get in on that because he could prob­
ably get the money he needs in a flash. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I bet, if the gentle­
woman would yield further, I would 
imagine, if the city were to engage, 
perhaps, Goldman Sachs as their finan­
cial adviser, perhaps they could do very 
well on this matter because, if I could 
go back to the questions the gentle­
woman is asking, as I recall, the gen­
tlewoman from Ohio and a number of 
us signed a letter with a series of ques­
tions probably 3 weeks ago-

Ms. KAPTUR. There were 13. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. To the Treasury and 

the Secretary of the Treasury and 
asked many of these same questions in 
a just straightforward and friendly 
manner. We thought it was things it 
was essential we know before any sort 
of bailout go forward. 

Have we had any response? 

Mr. KAPTUR. I am glad the gen­
tleman put that on the RECORD. 

We asked over 12 questions, over a 
dozen questions; the first one: Who are 
the creditors that Mexico was paying 
off, seeing as how they were going to be 
borrowing the money from us to do it. 
We wanted to know specifically. We did 
not want to know some sort of general 
answer. 

We have received no reply from the 
Department of Treasury to our ques­
tions. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. So, if the gentle­
woman would yield further. it is not 
exactly like we are sandbagging them 
with this resolution of inquiry. We 
have been waiting 3 weeks on issues of 
national concern involving tens of bil­
lions of taxpayers dollars, and we have 
had no response to a group of Members 
of Congress who have asked these ques­
tions. 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is correct. 
I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 

[Mr. BROWN]. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. You know, as 

bad as we thought, as bad an idea as we 
thought the bailout was 3 weeks ago, in 
the last few days, with Alan Greenspan 
and the Federal Reserve raising inter­
est rates in this country, it only exac­
erbates the problem in Mexico. If you 
remember 2 weeks ago, 3 weeks ago, 
Mr. Greenspan was all over the Con­
gress, lobbying, talking to Repub­
licans, talking to Democrats, meeting 
with Speaker GINGRICH, talking to the 
President, everybody he could, about 
this Mexican bailout on the one hand. 
Then on the other hand we began to 
hear stories that he was leaking out 
that the Federal Reserve is about to in­
crease interest rates. 

When that happens, when interest 
rates are increased in this country, 
which happened late last week, in addi­
tion to what it does to home buying, 
homebuilding, the cost of credit, the 
costs to borrowed money for small 
businesses, all the hurt that puts on 
the economy, what it does with the 
Mexico situation is simply pull the rug 
out from under this whole bailout situ­
ation whereas the price, the cost, as 
the dollar gets stronger, the peso by 
definition gets weaker, which means 
that the $16 billion or so that Mexico 
already owes back to western investors 
gets more expensive so that it de­
creases the chance of pay back. It 
means those loan guarantees and direct 
loans may in fact not be paid back, but 
increases the chances there, and at the 
same time it undercuts the whole abil­
ity of the Mexican Government to get 
back on its feet in the Mexican society. 

0 2030 
It simply does not make sense that 

the Federal Reserve did both of those 
things, or the Federal Reserve Chair­
man did both of those things the same 
month. 

Ms. KAPTUR. If I might reclaim my 
time just for a second, does it not in-

terest you that over the last year the 
Federal Reserve of our country raised 
interest rates six times, and during 
that period of time, of course, it be­
came more lucrative for funds to be 
drawn into the United States and away 
from Mexico? This was all going on at 
the same time. We were asking our­
selves why are interest rates going up 
in the United States when there is no 
inflation. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. American inves­
tors were benefiting. There were incen­
tive for American investors to pull 
their money out, and that is what ac­
celerated the whole downward plunge 
of the peso. You couple the politics of 
NAFTA, that the Mexican Government 
and the American Government did not 
want any peso devaluation during 
NAFTA, the Mexican Government did 
not want any peso devaluation, al­
though it could have been done in 
small increments during their own 
Presidential elections. So the politics 
of Mexico and the easy availability of 
money sent to Mexico, and the Amer­
ican bankers and American investors 
sending their money there, the Mexi­
cans glad to receive it, certainly with 
the NAFTA stamp of approval, yes, our 
Government was saying it is OK to in­
vest there, all played into this. 

Ms. KAPTUR. If I might yield time 
to the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. 
SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the gentle­
woman from Ohio. We are back to­
gether again, right. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. After hours. 
Mr. SANDERS. Fourteen months ago 

many of us, all of us, and many other 
of our colleagues told the American 
people that we thought the NAFTA 
Agreement was going to be a disaster. 
On the other side we had the President, 
we had the Republican leadership, we 
had virtually every major corporate 
newspaper in America, who were tell­
ing us what a wonderful deal NAFTA 
was going to be for American workers, 
for Mexican workers, and for the people 
in general. 

Fourteen months have come and 
gone, and sadly, sadly, virtually every 
concern that we had at that time has 
proven to be true. And after the 14 
months, instead of our friends who sup­
ported NAFTA coming forward and 
saying, "OK, we admit it, we made a 
mistake, we were wrong, everybody is 
wrong, they were wrong"; but instead 
of coming forward and saying they 
were wrong, what they now come for­
ward and say is, "Hey, we need a $40-
pl us billion loan guarantee to Mexico, 
because NAFTA has been such a suc­
cess that the Mexican economy is dis­
integrating, their Government is ex­
tremely unstable, and therefore, at a 
time when small business in America is 
in trouble and we do not offer them 
loan guarantees, family farmers in 
America, we do not offer them loan 
guarantees, we have a $200 billion defi­
cit." 
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And what irritates me very much is 

every single day on the floor of this 
House Members of Congress say, "Hey, 
we have got to cut back on Social Se­
curity, on Medicare, on Medicaid, on 
nutrition programs for hungry children 
and hungry senior citizens. We have 
got to do that." We do not have enough 
money. And yet apparently there is not 
quite that concern for putting $40 bil­
lion of taxpayers' money at risk for 
this bailout. 

The first point I would like to make 
this evening in terms of this bailout is 
it is very interesting who is for it and 
who is against it. Polls indicate, I 
think the latest poll I saw is that some 
80 percent of the American people are 
against this bailout. Maybe some of the 
viewers would say, well, obviously all 
the Mexican people are for this bailout. 

Wrong. Polls indicate, as I under­
stand it, that a healthy majority of 
Mexicans are against the bailout be­
cause they are concerned about the 
sovereignty of their nation. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gen­
tleman will yield, including one of the 
major presidential candidates in Mex­
ico who has come out against and spo­
ken at a rally of Ii terally tens of thou­
sands of Mexicans, I would add. 

Mr. SANDERS. So you have the 
American people against the bailout, 
you have the Mexican people against 
the bailout. And one of the frustrations 
that all of us share is that we know 
that, if that vote had come to the floor 
of the House, the U.S. Congress, House 
and Senate, Republicans and Demo­
crats, and the only independent, were 
all against the bailout. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. How did 
the gentleman vote on this issue? 

Mr. SANDERS. Well, that is a very 
interesting question. I was about to 
vote no for the bailout. Unfortunately, 
it never came to the floor of the House. 
I have not yet voted on it. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. How did 
Ms. KAPTUR vote on the issue? 

Ms. KAPTUR. On this bailout issue-, 
we have not had a chance to vote on it. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. How did 
the Speaker of the House vote on the 
issue? 

Ms. KAPTUR. The Speaker of the 
House has not had a chance to vote on 
this matter. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. The 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, the chairman of the Com­
mittee on Appropriations? 

Ms. KAPTUR. The chairman of the 
Committee on Apprqpriations I spoke 
with the other day. There has been no 
bill referred to his committee. There is 
not a bill that has been brought up 
here to the Congress. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Twenty 
billion dollars of American tax dollars, 
and there was not a vote in the Con­
gress of the United States. Is that what 
you are telling me? 

Ms. KAPTUR. There has not been a 
vote here in the Congress of the United 
States. 
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Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. When 
will Congress get a chance to vote on 
this? 

Ms. KAPTUR. We were trying very 
hard to get a vote, hopefully tomorrow. 
We introduced a bill on Friday. Be­
cause the Speaker will not bring up the 
bill, we have to use very unusual proce­
dures to force a bill on the floor, which 
we expect will come up tomorrow 
sometime after 11 o'clock, under very 
prescribed rules where we will have 
very little opportunity to debate. But 
we have not been able to get any hear­
ings in the committees of any signifi­
cance. We have not been able to get a 
bilL The · executive branch did this 
completely on their own, without the 
Congress being involved. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Ms. KAP­
TUR, is it really fair to say the execu­
tive branch did this entirely on their 
own? Let us go back the 13 months that 
my friend Mr. SANDERS made reference 
to. What was then minority whip, now 
Speaker of the House GINGRICH'S posi­
tion on NAFTA? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. GINGRICH was a 
very strong supporter of NAFTA, and 
in fact when NAFTA got in trouble, he 
ended up rounding up the votes to ulti­
mately pass it. There were I think 43 
votes that were switched at the end. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. So again 
going back to what Mr. SANDERS had to 
say, what incentive then does Speaker 
of tbe House GINGRICH have to bring 
this to a vote? After all, his folks ·got 
their $20 billion. The American people 
are left holding the bag. Four hundred 
and thirty-five Cngressmen never voted 
on it. Folks back home do not kriow· if 
they were for it or against it. What re­
course is there for a Member of Con­
gress who feels like his constituents 
have gotten the short end of this stick, 
and that his constituents' children 
have gotten the short end of the stick? 
After all, they have already lent $20 
billion. But it is my understanding, 
please correct me if I am wrong. there 
is $35 billion in this fund. That means 
there is $15 billion still to be left at the 
whim of the President. To put that as 
a reference to the citizens of this coun­
try, $35 billion is roughly what this Na­
tion will spend on its veterans this 
year. Yet, you are telling me without a 
vote in this body, up to $35 billion can 
be pledged by the United States, with 
little or no guarantee that it will ever 
be repaid. As a matter of fact, I have 
heard the Mexicans have only made 
one debt payment one time in the past 
dozen years or so. 

Ms. KAPTUR. If the gentleman will 
yield, what has been very interesting is 
if you look back over the decade of the 
1980's, this fund was used every once in 
a while, especially around the 1982 
Presidential elections in Mexico, to 
prop up that Government. There were 
loans made from this fund, $500 mil­
lion, Sl billion. Then you went up to 
1988 when there was another Presi-

dential election in Mexico, and they 
used $1.1 or $1.2 billion out of the funds 
to prop up the existing Government 
there. 

Now the Presidential elections of this 
past August 1994: The fund was used 
again over these numbers of years. 
Mexico has never really paid back its 
money. It has refinanced its debt, 
which is getting larger and larger and 
larger. 

0 2040 
That is like if you had a credit card 

and you never paid the principal and 
you just kept adding more and more 
debt and then you were charged a high­
er interest rate. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. So if you 
would explain to the Members who 
might still be watching, what is it that 
you are trying to accomplish tomor­
row? 

Ms. lCAPTUR. What we are trying to 
accomplish tomorrow is to give the 435 
Members of this House a chance to vote 
against the Mexican rescue package. 
We have essentially been muzzled. The 
executive branch, in conjunction with 
the leadership of this institution, went 
around the other 434 Members of the 
Congress of the United States. 

We want our chance to vote. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the 

gentlewoman will continue to yield, I 
would like to clarify, I think that we 
do not even have to characterize it in 
exactly that fashion. We are asking the 
basic questions regarding the extension 
of these credits to Mexico. How much 
money is involved? What risks are 
there for the U.S. taxpayer? And the 
series of interrogatories, someone 
could vote in support of our resolution 
tomorrow, not having made up their 
mind but saying as a representative of 
the people they need more information. 

So I would say that the Members who 
would support our resolution would be 
both Members who already feel that 
they have enough information to say 
no to the bailout for Mexico, but I 
would say for the other Members of 
this body, I cannot imagine that any 
single person in this body who has not 
had those questions answered could 
vote in support of it. 

I can see where you could still have 
an open mind and say, I would like to 
know what risks we have, how much it 
is costing, what the terms are, what 
our exposure is. But we do not have 
that. So I would characterize the vote 
tomorrow a little differently. 

Ms; KAPTUR. The gentleman is cor­
rect. If one reads the resolution, it asks 
for us to have the constitutional au­
thority retained here as we would hope 
we could tomorrow, and then it asks 
the Comptroller General to report back 
on the specifics of the package that 
was .negotiated by the administration. 
I think the gentleman from Mississippi 
would like to comment. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi .. I wanted 
to get back to something the gen­
tleman from Vermont mentioned, when 
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he said that Wall Street was all in 
favor of NAFTA and Wall Street was 
all in favor of the bailout. 

In fact, former U.S. Trade Represent­
ative, Ms. Carla Hills, who used to 
come regularly up to Congress and tell 
us what a great deal NAFTA was, has 
written an article for the Washington 
Post saying we have to bail out these 
poor people. 

It was funny that just Ph years ago, 
when Ms. Hills came before the Mer­
chant Marine Committee and I brought 
to her attention that a lot of shrimpers 
in the gulf coast, a lot of people in the 
garment plants would probably lose 
their jobs as a result of NAFTA, she 
said, "that is economic Darwinism. 
You just have to have some people who 
are going to suffer when things like 
this happen, but it is for the benefit of 
everybody that this happens." 

Would someone explain the wisdom 
to me why it is OK to let somebody 
who makes $5.50 an hour working at a 
sewing machine all day lose their job, 
but when some Wall Street investor 
loses a couple of bucks on his invest­
ments down in Mexico, or maybe a lot 
more than a couple bucks, that it sud­
denly becomes the responsibility of the 
working people of this country, the 
very same working people that you 
may have put out of work to bail them 
out, to go on the line and cosign that 
loan? And above all, why is it right 
that this huge expenditure, the equiva­
lent of the Veterans Administration 
budget, is being made available for the 
President alone to spend and the Con­
gress of the United States, which is 
given the constitutional duty, not 
privilege but the constitutional duty to 
see how our money is spent, what kind 
of debts we incur, where is the Speak­
er? Where is the minority leader? Is 
this not crazy that neither party's head 
is demanding a vote on this and that 6, 
7, 12 Members have to be the ones to 
come forward and, by using the rules of 
the House, demand a vote on this? It is 
just not right. 

Ms. KAPTUR. It is interesting, be­
cause I come from the Midwest, mid­
western part of our country, as did the 
gentleman from Ohio, Congressman 
BROWN, who has joined us, the gen­
tleman from Vermont, Congressman 
SANDERS, comes form the northeast, 
the gentleman comes from the Deep 
South in Mississippi, the gentleman 
from Oregon, Mr. DEFAZIO, it has been 
very interesting to me to see the 
breadth of support inside this institu­
tion on this issue. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. If I may 
interrupt, on both sides of the aisle. 

Ms. KAPTUR. On both sides of the 
aisle. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. There 
are, I believe as many Republican spon­
sors of this resolution as Democrats. I 
think that is very important, because I 
think a number of the Republicans are 
at odds with what their leadership has 

done, which is, again, to deprive the 
majority of the Members of this body 
just expressing this sentiment, yes or 
no, this is a tremendous obligation. 

I know it is more than three times 
the State budget for a whole year of 
my home State. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentlewoman 
would yield further, I was talking to a 
freshman Republican Member today, 
and that freshman stated unequivo­
cally that they had done a whip of 
their own group and there were 3 Mem­
bers of the 73-Member Republican 
freshman class who were prepared or 
leaning toward voting for the bailout 
of Mexico. 

So I think what has happened here is 
the leaders on both sides can count, 
and they did count. When they count­
ed, they found probably out of this en­
tire institution, the representatives of 
the people of the United States of 
America, duly elected· and all equal 
under the Constitution, that probably 
less than 100 were willing to vote for 
this bailout. 
. Now I guess what we are being told is 

we just do not know, we just do not 
know the facts. Well, then, give us the 
facts. That is what we are asking here. 
If there are facts that would change my 
mind, bring them forward. But there is 
an absence of fact and we are being 
treated as though we, as elected rep­
resentatives of the people, well, we just 
do not--know better. This is something 
that the big folks on Wall Street, the 
Federal Reserve decided in secret, 
Robin Rubin, managing director of 
Goldman, Sachs and the President be­
hind closed doors, and public discussion 
is foreclosed and votes of the people are 
prohibited. 

Mr. SANDERS. My friend from Or­
egon is exactly right, as is my friend 
from Mississippi. 

My friend from Mississippi makes an 
interesting point, if he will allow me to 
amplify his statement a little bit, that 
all over this country there are people 
who work for S5 an hour and $6 an hour 
and S8 an hour. And they go to work 
every day and many of them do not 
have any health insurance, and we are 
told that the Government does not 
have the money to provide health in­
surance. Their jobs are uprooted and 
taken to Mexico or to China and we are 
told, "Hey, that is the way life goes, 
that is what the market system is 
about, no security, you are out on the 
street." They pay unfairly too much in 
taxes, that is the way the system goes. 

And nobody is hearing their pain. 
And then suddenly our friends from 
Wall Street, who by the way, let us be 
honest about this, in the last few ·years 
have made out like bandits in their in­
vestments in Mexico. In the city of 
Burlington, VT, people put their 
money in the savings bank to make 3 
percent, 4 percent, 5 percent, safe in­
vestment; in Mexico people were mak­
ing 50 percent, people were make 100 

percent of their investments. And then 
suddenly, for reasons that we do not 
fully know, we know some of them, the 
economy of Mexico took a tumble and 
their investments went sour. 

And how amazing it is, and I remem­
ber this when I was mayor of the city 
of Burlington, it was not the poor peo­
ple and the working people who came 
into my office to ask for help. It was 
always the powerful and the wealthy 
who tell us, "What can you do for us?" 
and they are back again. These people 
who have the money, who have made 
out like bandits, have suddenly taken a 
loss. 

Well, when you invest in a risky 
proposition, that is the nature of the 
game, is it not? You stand to win a lot 
if things go well, you stand to lose if 
things go badly. 

I absolutely agree with my friend 
from Mississippi that it is an outrage 
to go back to the working people in 
this country, some of them who have 
lost their jobs from these very same 
folks who have taken their plants to 
Mexico, and then to ask working peo­
ple of America to bail them out. 

To pick up on the point from my 
friend · from Oregon, what makes me 
really sad is not only the horror of this 
whole agreement, but in fact as a re­
sult of it there will be even more peo­
ple giving up on the democratic proc­
ess. We just had an election recently 
and 62 percent of the people did not 
come out to vote. They no longer be­
lieve that the Government of the Unit­
ed States represents their interests. 
What do you think this action on the 
part of the President is going to do to 
the political process? 

D 2050 
You are standing up from Oregon, 

you are standing up from Mississippi, 
you are standing up from Ohio, many 
of us are standing up and the people 
are saying "What difference does it 
make? Thanks for standing up for us, 
but you don't have any power. We send 
you here to represent us but you can't 
do anything about it. Why do you want 
me to come out and vote for you or 
vote for anybody else?" 

I think one of the other aspects 
about this agreement which disturbs 
me is not only the agreement itself, 
which we disagree with, but the process 
which denies the elected officials of 
this country to stand up and do what is 
best for their districts. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman raises some excellent, 
excellent points. I know that there are 
working people across this country 
who feel that they have lost voice at 
the highest levels of our Government. 

What is equally disturbing to think 
about, Mr. Speaker, is that for the peo­
ple of Mexico who have no voice, the 
working people of Mexico who have no 
voice, if our Government, and I think 
they were in cahoots with the top lead­
ers of Mexico, has now caused the 
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standard of living in Mexico to be cut 
by half, and it wasn't very high any­
way, there are people who are hungry 
and there are people who are streaming 
across our borders now because our 
Government was too greedy for some of 
the interests that supported it and 
some of the top leaders in the Govern­
ment of the United States, then shame 
on us as the most powerful economic 
force on this continent. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mis­
sissippi [Mr. TAYLOR], who wanted to 
make a comment. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. The only 
point I wanted to make, Mr. Speaker, 
and I wanted to get back as to the very 
eloquent delivery by the former mayor 
of Burlington, could he not just vote 
against the appropriation for this when 
it comes up? 

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman 
knows, Mr. Speaker, if I had the oppor­
tunity to, I could and I would, but I do 
not have the opportunity. Unfortu­
nately, as we have been discussing, we 
do not have that opportunity. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, isn't it interesting that every 
group-there are groups like the Na­
tional Taxpayers Union, Common 
Cause, groups that represent the de­
fense industry, groups that represent 
the homeless, everyone has a score 
card on how you voted. You hear the 
Nation has incurred at least a $20 bil­
lion liability and there was not even a 
vote on it, and there will not be a vote 
on it next year or the following year or 
the following year, unless something 
happens. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the point all of 
us are trying to make, and maybe not 
saying as well as we can, is that the 
reason we need the information, the 
reason for the vote tomorrow morning, 
is that, No. 1, we find out just how far 
our liability goes with this; just what 
kind of assets, if any, the Mexicans 
have pledged. I have heard they pledged 
oil revenues that have already been 
pledged to pay other bills, so, there­
fore, they are really not available to 
get our money back. What kind of 
track record do the Mexicans have in 
paying things back? Where did this 
money come from? 

Isn't it interesting, Mr. Speaker, that 
while everything comes before this 
body, froni the amount of money we 
will have to mail letters home to our 
constituents, the amount of money we 
will spend on B-2 bombers, the amount 
of money we will spend on housing and 
urban development, the amount of 
money we will spend on veterans, all 
these things, sometimes much, much 
smaller amounts dealing in just tens of 
thousands of dollars, we will get an up­
or-down vote on, but for $20 billion, 
neither the President of the United 
States nor the Speaker of the House 
nor the minority leader even though 
we ought to have a vote. The only 
chance we get to rectify that starts to­
morrow. 

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentlewoman 
will yield further, Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman makes a very important 
point. There almost seems to be an in­
verse relationship between the amount 
of money that is being spent and the 
level of discussion that takes place 
here. 

We are seeing a whole lot of discus­
sion on the National Council on the 
Humanities and Public Broadcasting, 
right? Every day people are down here, 
some on one position, some ·on the 
other. It is a matter of a few hundred 
million dollars. 

What we are talking about is more 
than $20 billion, and as of this moment, 
we do not have a vote on that, and that 
is clearly an outrage. 

.Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, in an 
answer to the gentleman's earlier in­
quiry, there has not been a vote on an 
appropriation for the Economic Sta­
bilization Fund since 1934, 60 years 
since an appropriation has been voted 
for, yet the fund has continued to gar­
ner money through Treasury withdraw­
als, through having money printed, and 
they exchange some sort of bizarre 
notes which they obtain from the 
International Monetary Fund. They 
give them to our Treasury in exchange 
for dollars which the Treasury orders 
printed at the mint. 

If you want to talk about creating 
something out of nothing but obligat­
ing the American people, and if Alan 
Greenspan is concerned about infla­
tion, how about the inflation that is 
caused when you just run the presses 
overnight, running out whatever the 
largest denomination of bills is, I don't 
know, a thousand $10,000 bills, so we 
can shovel that money over to the Eco­
nomic Stabilization Fund, so we can 
send it to Mexico, or so that we can se­
cure the loans of Mexico? 

Also, Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman 
put together an excellent list in re­
sponse to your query here. I have heard 
a little bit about this "We will guaran­
tee these funds with the oil revenues." 
There is a list here put together by the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

The gentleman is right, those funds 
are already 100 percent committed. In 
fact, they are so committed that the 
Mexican oil company has not been able 
to invest any money in exploration or 
maintenance, because their funds are 
so over committed already. 

You go through the list: Pemex 
bonds, 7.75 percent; French francs, $750 
million; Euro notes, Pemex, 8.375; $400 
million, Austrian bond, dated July 23, 
1993, due 1998. The list goes on and on 
and on. They are already well in hock 
for any oil they can pump until their 
supplies are exhausted, and we are 
going to take security out of this? You 
can't get blood out of a turnip. 

Ms. KAPTUR. If the gentleman will 
yield on that, Mr. Speaker, Oil and Gas 
magazine also reported about that by 

the end of this decade, by 1997, 1998, 
1999, Mexico will be a net importer of 
oil because the number of barrels she 
has been able to produce has been cut 
in half, and because capital investment 
has not been able to be made in capital 
plant, and because of instability among 
the workers in the oilfields in Mexico, 
where conditions are just terrible. 

Mr. Speaker, I think any wise inves­
tor would question that, oil being used 
as collateral. 

If I might respond to the gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], who 
raised a good point, when it is a small 
item involving the budget, we get tied 
up in knots here, right? 

When we are talking about $20 or $40 
billion or however much the American 
people will be on the line, it is like the 
Stealth bomber. It goes through here, 
nobody saw it, we didn't vote on it. It 
happened, it is a happening in America, 
but we didn't have anything to do with 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I remember when the 
President came up here with his State 
of the Union speech. He didn't like the 
fact that the Department of Agri­
culture had spent a few thousand dol­
lars trying to eliminate ticks. He spent 
a long time talking about ticks. 

If you come from a rural area, a lot 
of my district is rural, that can be a 
pretty significant problem for people. 
In fact, we had one gentleman here in 
Congress, Berkeley Bedell, who had to 
leave Congress because he got Lyme 
disease. If you know anything about 
what can happen, it is a pretty serious 
area to be doing research on, so I didn't 
quite understand why he picked that 
particular few thousand dollar expendi­
ture out. 

Here we are talking about an enor­
mous amount of money, and the gen­
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR] 
said "Could we vote on it in the Com­
mittee on Appropriations?" 

I asked one of the subcommittee 
chairs of Appropriations, "Will this 
come up before your subcommittee this 
year? Will we get a vote? How do we 
get a vote on this?" 

He said "Well, you know, yes, the 
Treasury Department is under our sub­
committee's jurisdiction, but this par­
ticular fund, I guess it is more like for­
eign aid, so we don't think it would 
come under us." 

This is the kind of fund, it is like 
mercury. If you have ever seen mer­
cury and you try to put your finger on 
it, it keeps moving around. You can't 
pin it down, really; $20 billion, maybe 
$40 billion, and it is rising every day. 

So here we stand, at 9 o'clock at 
night Washington time, trying to say 
it is our responsibility to vote on this 
kind of money, and putting our tax­
payers at this kind of risk. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mis­
sissippi. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Again, 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out 
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that in the past couple of weeks this 
Chamber has taken some steps toward 
getting our financial house in order. 

Regardless of where you stand on it, 
the House has passed a line-item veto. 
The Speaker as we speak is holding a 
press conference bragging about how 
that is somehow going to save the 
House of Representatives from itself, 
but we passed it. 

A few weeks ago we passed the bal­
anced bud.get amendment, which I sup­
ported, because I think we have to be 
accountable. We passed earlier on the 
first day a re solution calling for an 
audit of every single House office and 
every single bud.get within the House of 
Representatives. 

But going back to what Mr. SANDERS 
says, if it makes sense, and the Speak­
er will support an audit for a congres­
sional office that has a budget of about 
$600,000, don't you think he would sup­
port an audit of a fund that has $35 bil­
lion in it; we think $35 billion, because 
no one really knows for sure, and it is 
the taxpayers' money. It is not the 
Speaker's money, it is not the money 
of the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. 
SANDERS], and it is certainly not my 
money. 

But don't the taxpayers deserve to 
know where it came from, where it is 
going, and don't they deserve an up-or­
down vote of their elected representa­
tive on how this money ought to be 
spent, especially when our Nation's 
veterans are being told "There is not 
enough room in the military hospitals 
for you;" especially when every univer­
sity within short order in the continen­
tal United States is going to get a let­
ter saying "Don't ask for as much 
money as you got last year, money is 
tight;" especially when highway funds 
are getting ready to get cuts; espe­
cially when everybody's State's budget, 
at least the money they receive from 
the Federal Government, is going to 
get cut? 
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How on Earth can we say domesti­

cally we want all you people to share 
in the pain, but if you are south of the 
Rio Grande, or if you happen to be a 
big shot up on Wall Street, here is a 
blank check for $20 billion, and here is 
$15 billion more when you need it? And 
the vote tomorrow morning is the only 
chance the people in this body are 
going to get to have an accounting on 
that. 

I hope the Speaker will rule that this 
resolution is in order. But if he does 
not rule it is in order, then we have got 
to wonder whose side is he on. Is he on 
the side of accountability or is he on 
the side of hiding all of this from the 
public? 

I had an interesting call today from 
an Under Secretary of the Treasury, 
and he will meet with a number of us 
tomorrow morning. Interestingly 
enough, he said, "You know, I can't 

give you all that information pub­
licly." Why? I can understand a mili­
tary secret being kept from the public, 
we would not want our enemies to 
know our capabilities of our weapons 
or troop strengths, but why should not 
the public know how their money has 
been invested and where it has been in­
vested and what kind of return they 
have on it, and what kind of promise 
we have to get this money back? That 
troubles me. That is sort of like the old 
Washington mentality, "We know it all 
and those folks back home don't 
know." 

Tomorrow morning, the Members of 
this body will decide who they are 
with, whether they think the people of 
America are smart enough to know and 
ought to know where their money is 
coming from, and where it is going, or 
whether they just think a couple of 
guys, the Speaker, the President, the 
minority leader, a couple of guys from 
the Treasury Department, whether 
they think they alone ought to have 
the responsibility for $35 billion. That 
is really what the vote tomorrow 
morning is all about. 

No. 1, I would certainly encourage 
the Speaker to rule that this resolu­
tion is in order so that we can have a 
vote on it. But, No. 2, if he decides that 
he will not rule it in order, then I 
think he ought to at least be man 
enough to give us an hour to decide, to 
make our pitch in front of the full body 
before any sort of a motion is made to 
table it, because the people of America 
deserve to know what in the heck is 
going on, and they deserve an oppor­
tunity to fix this problem. 

I want to thank the gentlewoman 
and both gentlemen for their time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Mississippi for being 
the lead sponsor of this privileged reso­
lution. The people of Mississippi should 
be very proud of the gentleman, an 
independent, strong-minded Member 
who stood up to the most powerful in­
terests in America, both political and 
economic. 

In response to something the gen­
tleman said, let me just mention that I 
received a letter this week from a 
woman from Coral Gables, FL. She sup­
ports us in our efforts to get a vote on 
this measure tomorrow. She sent this 
beautiful letter really saying the peo­
ple of America understand what is 
going on and encouraging us in our ef­
forts to get at the truth and to get the 
figures for the American public. 

But it was very interesting. She at­
tached a letter to her letter to me that 
had been written to her by the chair­
man of the Banking Committee in the 
House 2 years ago, Congressman HENRY 
GONZALEZ. In this letter, and she even 
highlighted it in yellow ink for me, she 
quotes some of his statements which I 
think are so instructive I wanted to 
read them tonight, in which he said 
that during NAFTA, the NAFTA de-

bate, that he endeavored to bring out 
that NAFTA was more than just a 
trade agreement. It is a free trade and 
finance agreement. And he underlined 
finance. And he was concerned that the 
finance and banking portions would 
turn out to be the driving force, backed 
by the largest banks and financial in­
terests in this hemisphere. And he said 
NAFTA will have profound implica­
tions for the safety and soundness of 
the U.S. banking and financial services 
industries, the integrity of the basic 
banking laws of this country and coun­
teraction against international money 
laundering. 

Now that NAFTA has passed he said 
the stage may also be set for another 
savings and loan style bailout as Unit­
ed States bankers pursue risky invest­
ments in the unregulated Mexican mar­
ket. 

To his letter he then attached even 
more lengthy hearings that he has held 
in his committee. I just want to read 
one paragraph here by two gentlemen, 
Mr. Niko Valance and Mr. Andres 
Penaloza, who testified before his com­
mittee that the omission of an ex­
change rate stabilization mechanism in 
NAFTA was deliberate and a mistake. 
Mr. Valance argued that without an es­
tablished exchange rate, stabilization 
mechanism, it is possible for foreign 
corporations to exert pressure on the 
Mexican Government to devalue the 
peso, thus lowering wages in terms of 
other currencies. 

In addition, Mr. Davidson cautions 
that the relatively volatile currency in 
Mexico poses increased potential ex­
change and interest rate risks to U.S. 
financial institutions. The fact that 
these issues are not addressed in 
NAFTA was of considerable concern to 
many of the witnesses. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, it is interesting to hear 
those statements from 2 years ago, be­
cause we have heard most recently 
from the proponents of NAFTA, the 
apologists for NAFTA, the Secretary of 
the Treasury and others, that no one 
could have anticipated the cir­
cumstances. But yet the gentlewoman 
is saying that letter from the chairman 
of the Banking Committee, a neighbor 
to Mexico who lives just over the bor­
der, who understands that country well 
and is sympathetic to the needs of that 
country, he discerned these problems. 
What was the date on that letter? 

Ms. KAPTUR. The date on the letter 
was December 6, 1993, but the respec­
tive sections from the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD were dated November 15, 1993, 
remarks by Mr. GoNZALEZ on NAFTA. 
page H9661. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. That is absolutely ex­
traordinary. So perhaps a rational per­
son could have anticipated that the 
peso was overvalued, that there were 
problems with political manipulations 
of the currency values in Mexico and, 
in fact, that inextricably tying the fate 



February 6, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3813 
of our economy to Mexico, which seems 
to be what our administration is tell­
ing us, was a mistake. 

I would ask the gentlewoman if she 
noticed the statement in the Washing­
ton Post last weekend where the 
Speaker said there was a relationship 
between the minimum wage and the 
value of the peso in Mexico and Mexi­
can workers, and said he was hesitant 
to support an increase in the minimum 
wage in the United States of America 
for people who work in this country be­
cause that would probably drive more 
jobs across the border. 

So we have just seen the value of the 
wages in Mexico, which were pitiful to 
begin with compared to U.S. wages, 
dropped by 50 percent, and now we have 
to withhold any increase in the stand­
ard of living for the people of the Unit­
ed States because be might lose yet 
more manufacturing jobs to Mexico. 

What happened to the promise of 
hundreds of thousands of jobs in Amer­
ica as we sold goods to the Mexican 
people? I am puzzled. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman will yield, in Sunday's 
Washington Post Raul Avila, president 
of the National Maquiladora Industry 
Council, said that during the first 10 
months of 1994 maquiladora employ­
ment increased 6.2 percent, over 600,000 
employees, and importantly enough, as 
the gentlewoman has just indicated, 
"The industry forecasts the opening of 
another 600 assembly plants this year." 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, that, I believe, was because 
of the drop in the value of the peso. 

Mr. SANDERS. The gentleman is ex­
actly right. With cheaper labor it be­
comes a better investment in the 
maquiladoras, and we can expect more -
American companies to be going down 
there. 

The gentleman and the gentlewoman 
raised interesting points a while ago. I 
am a member of the Banking Commit­
tee that dealt with the S&L fiasco, and 
as my colleagues will recall the con­
cept "too big to fail." Do my col­
leagues remember that concept? What 
too big to fail means is that the tax­
payers of America were obligated to 
bail out very, very large banks because 
if they failed, the repercussions of that 
failure were supposedly so great that it 
would have been worse than bailing 
them out. 

I would like my colleagues to com­
ment on this thought. It seems to me 
that that is precisely what is happen­
ing with regard to Mexico. We are now 
asked, well, not asked, but the Presi­
dent is proposing to put $40 billion of 
loan guarantees into Mexico. Maybe 
the President is right and we do not 
know. Maybe, in fact, this will improve 
the Mexican economy, everything will 
work out well, and there will not be a 
loss of taxpayer money. That may be 
true. 

But let us look at the other side of 
the story. Maybe in fact the Mexican 

.economy will not improve and we will 
lose that $40 billion. What I would like 
to ask my colleagues is this: Is it not 
possible that a year from now or 2 
years from now a President will come 
back and say we have got to provide 
even more loan guarantees to Mexico 
because we already have $40 billion in 
the hopper there; we cannot afford to 
lose that. We have to protect that in­
vestment and, therefore, we need to 
put even more money into Mexico? 
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And I think the implications of that 

are very, very frightening. This Con­
gress and this President are having a 
difficult enough time running the 
American economy that we know 
something about on behalf of American 
workers. We are not doing very well at 
that. 

The idea that we have the knowledge 
or the ability to sustain the Mexican 
economy, upon which we are depend­
ent, is really quite beyond me. 

But I am afraid that we are going to 
have this too-big-to-fail concept once 
again. Then we are going to have to 
pump more and more money into Mex­
ico, because if it fails, then we have 
lost all the money we put into them 
last year. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I guess to bring it 
down to something smaller than bil­
lions, I think I heard very early on in 
my life and the old saw, you know, "If 
you owe the bank $1,000 and you cannot 
pay, you have got a problem. If you 
owe the bank $100,000 and you cannot 
pay, the bank has got a problem." That 
is where we are at here. 

It is not only ultimately an obliga­
tion of the economic stabilization fund, 
and it does admit in here that losses 
can be incurred, and those losses would 
have to be made up, but also the inter­
est earnings, gains or losses of the eco­
nomic stabilization fund are reflected 
in the budget of the United States of 
America. So if the economic stabiliza­
tion fund loans to Mexico, $20 billion or 
so to Mexico go bad, then suddenly we 
are told that not only do we have to 
come up with the money but that 
counts as $20 billion more deficit for 
the United States of America. 

Ms. KAPTUR. On that point; if you 
look at what we are spending on as a 
Nation, the very first set of categories 
have to do with Social Security, and 
especially Medicare, the cost that the 
taxpayers subsidize Medicare. Defense 
is a large expenditure. Then comes in­
terest rates. Right after that, the 
fourth largest category of spending in 
this Government is to pay the interest 
on the savings and loan bailout which 
totals over $1 trillion. Our children's 
children will be paying for that. 

So when we get in these debt financ­
ing arrangements, what we are talking 
about is obligating the people of our 
country so far down the road you can 
hardly even see the end of it. 

But in this situation with Mexico, we 
are not talking about money we own to 
ourselves. We are talking about money 
that is owed to investors and creditors 
to foreign nations. This is a very dif­
ferent animal than that exchange sta­
bilization fund was meant to be used 
for in the past. 

I think what we are seeing is a dif­
ferent form of foreign aid, which does 
not have to be voted on here in the 
Congress, and that is not how a democ­
racy should function or a democratic 
republic should function. We should 
have the debate here. We as a people 
must make a decision about what our 
relationship is to various countries 
around the world. 

Mr. SANDERS. My recollection-and 
help me out here-is that foreign aid 
that we do vote on is about what, $15 or 
$16 billion? 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is right. 
Mr. SANDERS. There is lot of de­

bate. Many people throughout this 
country think that is too much. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Half of that is weap­
ons. 

Mr. SANDERS. All right. What we 
should appreciate is that this loan 
guarantee to Mexico puts us at risk for 
over double what our entire foreign aid 
package is today. Is that correct? 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is correct. The 
gentleman is correct. I kept listening 
to the President when he said, "Oh, 
this is not anything serious. This is 
just cosigning a loan." I would say to 
the gentleman from Oregon and the 
gentleman from Vermont what if some­
one came up to you and said, "Would 
you sign a loan with me for $50,000? 
Right now, sign it?" 

Mr. SANDERS. For you, Ms. KAPTUR, 
absolutely. 

Ms. KAPTUR. But maybe you do not 
know what my finances are like. I 
mean, would you not want to know the 
credit history of that person, what 
kind of assets the person had? And 
there is absolutely a risk that some­
thing might go wrong. Cosigning the 
loan does not absolve risk. 

Mr. SANDERS. I was on a national 
television program the other day and 
one of the proponents of his bailout 
was saying, well, the Mexican economy 
is basically in good shape; they are 
having a short-term cash flow problem. 
But basically it is strong. One of my 
colleagues here talked about the na­
tional debt of Mexico. Is, in fact, the 
Mexican economy strong and stable? 

Ms. KAPTUR. The Mexican economy 
is not strong and stable, and the nation 
is not politically stable, which is why 
there is all of this moving up and down 
of the value of the peso. Mexico owes 
somewhere between $160 and $200 bil­
lion. That is with a "b." That is in pub­
lic debt that is owed to other creditors. 
This is only one small piece of it. This 
is probably the piece that they thought 
they might be able to bite off without 
too many people disagreeing, but there 
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is a lot more money owed, and then in­
side Mexico, because of the strange re­
lationship between their private sector 
and their public sector and their banks, 
there are all kinds of debts internal to 
Mexico, and with interest rates going 
up there and with the inflation rates 
going up, it is a very unstable eco­
nomic situation inside of Mexico. 

The value of their money has just 
been cut in half. Lots of businesses 
there have loans. The relationship of 
those businesses to their banks, to the 
inflation rate, et cetera, is a very un­
stable situation, and the largest reve­
nue generator to the Government is 
Pemex, the oil company. 

Over, I think, nearly half the reve­
nues of that Government are generated 
by Pemex, so that is another place that 
the oil revenues are pledged as collat­
eral to their own Government. 

I happen to believe that Mexico's 
main problems are not economic but, 
rather, social and political; in other 
words, if you could get a system there 
that operated in a more democratic 
fashion, could you begin to put the 
pieces in place of an economic order 
that shared the wealth with the vast 
majority of people rather than just at 
few people on the top. 

Mr. SANDERS. The main point I 
wanted to make very briefly is that it 
is not for sure that this $40 billion loan 
guarantee is without significant risk, 
and that is the main point I wanted to 
make. 

Ms. KAPTUR. It is absolutely with 
significant risk. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I think this was a 
question I asked very early on when I 
was contacted, when I filed my legisla­
tion to withdraw from NAFTA. They 
brought up all of these concerns about 
how it would further destabilize the 
economic situation. They said we are 
only cosigning, and I said, well, I un­
derstood if someone had impeccable 
credit they would not need a cosigner. 
Usually you get a cosignor because no 
one else wan ts to extend you credit, 
and they think maybe you would not 
be good for it. If Mexico's credit is so 
great, I suggest they go to the same 
Wall Street financiers who have made 
20- to 50-percent interest, nice rate of 
return, and perhaps say, "Look, you 
have been making a lot of money down 
in Mexico, how about extending some 
loans on favorable terms, maybe only 
15-20 percent interest per year as op­
posed to what we have been paying 
you, still better than you can get gen­
erally in the United States stock mar­
ket, S&P index, United States Treas­
ury, better than you can get anywhere 
else." 

I would assume the Wall Street fin­
anciers, thinking there is no problem, 
if they want the Government to cosign, 
why do they not just do it directly. 
Why do not they do it themselves? 
They are telling us we will make 
money on this. The taxpayers might 

make money on it. Might lose $40 bil .. 
lion on it, but, this is a river boat gam­
ble. We are river boat gamblers with 
$40 billion of assets of the United 
States of America that belong to the 
people of this country. I do not think 
so. That is not our role here. Let the 
people on Wall Street be the river boat 
gamblers, not the people on Main 
Street. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I am telling you, if 
those people on Wall Street and in the 
banks around this country made as 
risky investments as this group did 
down in Mexico, our entire banking 

. system would be in a state of collapse. 
Mr. SANDERS. Essentially what we 

want is two things. We need far more 
information about this bailout and, 
second of all, and most importantly, we 
want the U.S. Congress, which presum­
ably was elected to represent the 
American people, to be able to vote 
this thing up or down, and in my view, 
the Congress would vote it down. 

Now, I think if the American people 
are upset about this process, it is ter­
ribly important that they stand up, 
they tell the President and the Repub­
lican leadership that they understand 
what is going on, that they want a vote 
on the floor of the House, they want 
the Members of Congress to represent 
their interest and not put $40 billion at 
risk. 

So we hope very much that the peo­
ple will stand up, fight back, and start 
callng their Members of Congress, the 
President's office, and the leadership to 
demand a vote on this important issue. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND­
ERS] for joining us this evening, the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO], 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
TAYLOR], and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN]. 

RULES AND PROCEDURE FOR THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 
FOR THE 104TH CONGRESS 
(Mr. KASICH asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
clause 2 of rule XI of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, I am pleased to submit the 
Rules of the Committee on the Budget for the 
104th Congress and ask that they be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. These rules 
were adopted by the committee in open ses­
sion on January 6, 1995. 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE Bu:E>GET 

MEETINGS 

Rule I-Regular meetings 
The regular meeting day of the committee 

shall be the second Wednesday of each month 
at 11 a.m., while the House is in session. 

The chairman is authorized to dispense 
with a regular meeting when he determines 
there is no business to be considered by the 
committee, provided that ·he gives written 
notice to that effect to each member of the 

committee as far in advance of the regular 
meeting day as the circumstances permit. 

Regular meetings shall be canceled when 
they conflict with meetings of either party's 
caucus or conference. 

Rule 2-Additional and special meetings 
The chairman may call and convene addi­

tional meetings of the committee as he con­
siders necessary, or special meetings at the 
request of a majority of the members of the 
committee in accordance with House Rule 
XI, clause 2(c). 

In the absence of exceptional cir­
cumstances, the chairman shall provide writ­
ten or verbal notice of additional meetings 
to the office of each member at least 24 
hours in advance while Congress is in ses­
sion, and at least 3 days in advance when 
Congress is not in session. 

Rule 3-0pen business meetings 
Each meeting for the transaction of com­

mittee business, including the markup of 
measures, shall be open to the public except 
when the committee, in open session and 
with a quorum present, determines by roll­
call vote that all or part of the remainder of 
the meeting on that day shall be closed to 
the public in accordance with House Rule XI, 
clause 2 (g)(l). No person other than mem­
bers of the committee and such congres­
sional staff and departmental representa­
tives as they may authorize shall be present 
at any business or markup session which has 
been closed to the public. This rule shall not 
apply to any meeting that relates solely to 
matters concerning the internal administra­
tion of the committee. 

Rule 4-Quorums 
A majority of the committee shall con­

stitute a quorum. No business shall be trans­
acted and no measure or recommendation 
shall be reported unless a quorum is actually 
present. 

Rule ~Recognition 
Any member, when recognized by the 

Chairman, may address the committee on 
any bill, motion, or other matter under con­
sideration before the committee. The time of 
such member shall be limited to 5 minutes 
until all members present have been afforded 
an opportunity to comment. 

Rule 6-Consideration of business 
Measures or matters may be placed before 

the committee, for its consideration, by the 
chairman or by a majority vote of the mem­
bers of the committee, a quorum being 
present. 

Rule 7-Procedure for consideration of budget 
resolution 

It shall be the policy of the committee 
that the starting point for any deliberations 
on a concurrent resolution on the budget 
should be the estimated or actual levels for 
the fiscal year preceding the budget year. 

In developing a concurrent resolution on 
the budget, the committee shall first pro­
ceed, unless otherwise -determined by the 
committee, to consider budget aggregates, 
functional categories, and other appropriate 
matters on a tentative basis, with the docu­
ment before the committee open to amend­
ment; subsequent amendments may be of­
fered to aggregates, functional categories, or 
other appropriate matters which have al­
ready been amended in their entirety. 

Following adoption of the aggregates, 
functional categories, and other matters, the 
text of a concurrent resolution on the budget 
incorporating such aggregates, functional 
categories, and other appropriate matters 
shall be considered for amendment and a 
final vote. 
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Rule 8-Rollcall votes 

A rollcall of the members may be had upon 
the request of at least one-fifth of those 
present. In the apparent absence of a 
quorum, a rollcall may be had on the request 
of any member. 

Rule 9-Parliamentarian 's Status Report and 
Section 302 Status Report 

(a) In order to carry out its duty under sec­
tion 311 of the Congressional Budget Act to 
advise the House of Representatives as to the 
current level of spending and revenues as 
compared to the levels set forth in the latest 
agreed-upon concurrent resolution on the 
budget, the committee shall advise the 
Speaker on at least a monthly basis when 
the House is in session as to its estimate of 
the current level of spending and revenue. 
Such estimates shall be prepared by the staff 
of the committee, transmitted to the Speak­
er in the form of a Parliamentarian's Status 
Report, and printed in the Congressional 
Record. 

The committee authorizes the chairman, 
in consultation with the ranking minority 
member, to transmit to the Speaker the Par­
liamentarian's Status Report described 
above. 

(b) In order to carry out its duty under sec­
tion 302 of the Congressional Budget Act to 
advise the House of Representatives as to the 
current level of spending within the jurisdic­
tion of committees as compared to the ap­
propriate allocations made pursuant to the 
Budget Act in conformity with the latest 
agreed-upon concurrent resolution on the 
budget, the committee shall, as necessary, 
advise the Speaker as to its estimate of the 
current level of spending within the jurisdic­
tion of appropriate committees. Such esti­
mates shall be prepared by the staff of the 
committee and transmitted to the Speaker 
in the form of a Section 302 Status Report. 

The committee authorizes the chairman, 
in consultation with the ranking minority 
member, to transmit to the Speaker the Sec­
tion 302 Status Report described above. 

HEARINGS 

Rule JO-Announcement of hearings 
The chairman shall publicly announce the 

date, place, and subject matter of any com­
mittee hearing at least 1 week before the 
commencement of that hearing, unless he de­
termines there is good cause to begin such 
hearing at an earlier date, in which case pub­
lic announcement shall be made at the earli­
est possible date. 

Rule 11-0pen hearings 
Each hearing conducted by the committee 

or any of its task forces shall be open to the 
public except when the committee or task 
force, in open session and with a quorum 
present, determines by rollcall vote that all 
or part of the remainder of that hearing on 
that day shall be closed to the public because 
disclosure of testimony, evidence, or other 
matters to be considered would endanger the 
national security, or would compromise sen­
sitive law enforcement information, or 
would tend to defame, degrade, or incrimi­
nate any person, or would violate any law or 
rule of the House of Representatives. The 
committee or task forces may by the same 
procedure vote to close one subsequent day 
of hearing. 

For the purposes of House Rule XI, clause 
2(g)(2), the task forces of the committee are 
considered to be subcommittees. 

Rule 12-Quorums* 
For the purpose of hearing testimony. not 

less than two members of the committee 
shall constitute a quorum. 

Rule 13-Time for questioning witnesses 
Committee members shall have not to ex­

ceed 5 minutes to interrogate each witness 
until such time as each member who so de­
sires has had an opportunity to interrogate 
such witness. 

After all members have had an opportunity 
to ask questions, the round shall begin again 
under the 5-minute rule. 

In questioning witnesses under the 5-
minute rule, the chairman and the ranking 
minority member may be recognized first, 
after which members may be recognized in 
the order of their arrival at the hearing. 
Among the members present at the time the 
hearing is called to order, seniority shall be 
recognized. In recognizing members toques­
tion witnesses, the chairman may take into 
consideration the ratio of majority members 
to minority members and the number of ma­
jority and minority members present and 
shall apportion the recognition for question­
ing in such a manner as not to disadvantage 
the members of the majority. 

Rule 14-Subpoenas and oaths 
In accordance with House Rule XI, clause 

2(m) subpoenas authorized by a majority of 
the committee may be issued over the signa­
ture of the chairman or of any member of 
the committee designated by him, and may 
be served by any person designated by the 
chairman or such member. 

The chairman, or any member of the com­
mittee designated by the chairman, may ad­
minister oaths to witnesses. 

Rule IS-Witnesses' statements 
So far as practicable, any prepared state­

ment to be presented by a witness shall be 
submitted to the committee at least 48 hours 
in advance of presentation, and shall be dis­
tributed to all members of the committee in 
advance of presentation. 

Rule 16--Committee prints 
All committee prints and other materials 

prepared for public distribution shall be ap­
proved by the committee prior to any dis­
tribution, unless such print or other mate­
rial shows clearly on its face that it has not 
been approved by the committee. 

BROADCASTING 

Rule 17-Broadcasting of meeting and hearings 
It shall be the policy of the committee to 

give all news media access to open hearings 
of the committee, subject to the require­
ments and limitations set forth in House 
Rule XI, clause 3. Whenever any committee 
business meeting is open to the public, that 
meeting may be covered, in whole or in part, 
by television broadcast, radio broadcast, and 
still photography, or by any such methods of 
coverage, in accordance with House Rule XI, 
clause 3. 

STAFF 

Rule 18-Committee staff 
(a) Subject to approval by the committee, 

and to the provisions of the following para­
graphs, the professional and clerical staff of 
the committee shall be appointed, and may 
be removed, by the chairman. 

Committee staff shall not be assigned any 
duties other than those pertaining to com­
mittee business, and shall be selected with­
out regard to race, creed, sex, or age, and 
solely on the basis of fitness to perform the 
duties of their respective positions. 

All committee staff shall be entitled to eq­
uitable treatment, including comparable sal­
aries, facilities , access to official committee 
records, leave, and hours of work. 

(b) Associate staff for members of the com­
mittee may be appointed only at the discre-

tion of the chairman (in consultation with 
the ranking minority member regarding any 
minority party associate staff), after taking 
into consideration any staff ceilings and 
budgetary constraints in effect at the time, 
and any terms. limits, or conditions estab­
lished by the Committee on House Oversight 
under clause 6 of House Rule XI. Such staff 
members shall be compensated at a rate, de­
termined by the member, not to exceed 
$60,000 per year; provided, that no member 
shall appoint more than one person pursuant 
to these provisions; provided further, that 
members designating a staff member under 
this subsection must certify by letter to the 
chairman that the employee is needed and 
will be utilized for committee work and, to 
the extent space is available, will spend no 
less than 10 hours per week in committee of­
fices performing committee work. 

Rule 19-Staff supervision 
Staff shall be under the general super­

vision and direction of the chairman, who 
shall establish and assign their duties and 
responsibilities, delegate such authority as 
he deems appropriate. fix and adjust staff 
salaries (in accordance with House Rule XI, 
clause 6(c)) and job titles, and, in his discre­
tion, arrange for their specialized training. 

Staff assigned to the minority shall be 
under the general supervision and direction 
of the minority members of the committee, 
who may delegate such authority as they 
deem appropriate. 

COMMITTEE RECORDS 

Rule 20-Prepara'tion and maintenance of 
committee records 

An accurate stenographic record shall be 
made of all hearings and business meetings. 

The proceedings of the committee shall be 
recorded in a journal which shall, among 
other things, include a record of the votes on 
any question on which a record vote is de­
manded. 

Members of the committee shall correct 
and return transcripts of hearings as soon as 
practicable after receipt thereof, except that 
any changes shall be limited to technical, 
grammatical, and typographical corrections. 

Any witness may examine the transcript of 
his own testimony and make grammatical, 
technical, and typographical corrections. 

The chairman may order the printing of a 
hearing record without the corrections of 
any member or witness if he determines that 
such member or witness has been afforded a 
reasonable time for correction, and that fur­
ther delay would seriously impede the com­
mittee's responsibility for meeting its dead­
lines under the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

Transcripts of hearings and meetings may 
be printed if the chairman decides it is ap­
propriate, or if a majority of the members so 
request. 

Rule 21-Access to Committee Records 
(a) The chairman shall promulgate regula­

tions to provide for public inspection of roll­
call votes and to provide access by members 
to committee records (in accordance with 
House Rule XI, clause 2(e)). 

Access to classified testimony and infor­
mation shall be limited to Members of Con­
gress and to House Budget Committee staff 
and stenographic reporters who have appro­
priate security clearance. 

Notice of the receipt of such information 
shall be sent to the committee members. 
Such information shall be kept in the com­
mittee safe, and shall be available to mem­
bers in the committee office. 

*(b) The records of the committee at the 
National Archives and Records Administra­
tion shall be made available for public use in 
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accordance with Rule XXXVI of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives. The chairman 
shall notify the ranking minority member of 
any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or 
clause 4(b) of the rule, to withhold a record 
otherwise available, and the matter shall be 
presented to the committee for a determina­
tion on the written request of any member of 
the committee. 

APPLICABILITY OF HOUSE RULES 

Rule 22-Applicability of House Rules 
Except as otherwise specified herein, the 

Rules of the House are the rules of the com­
mittee so far as applicable, except that a mo­
tion to recess from day to day is a motion of 
high privilege. 

CONFEREES 

Rule 23-Appointment of conferees 
Majority party members recommended to 

the Speaker as conferees shall be rec­
ommended by the chairman subject to the 
approval of the majority party members of 
the committee. The chairman shall rec­
ommend such minority party members as 
conferees as shall be determined by the mi­
nority party, provided that the rec­
ommended party representation shall be in 
approximately the same proportion as that 
in the committee. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Rule 24-Waivers 
When a reported bill or joint resolution, 

conference report, or anticipated floor 
amendment violates any provision of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the chair­
man may, if practical, consult with the com­
mittee members on whether the chairman 
should recommend, in writing, that the Com­
mittee on Rules report a special rule that en­
forces the act by not waiving the applicable 
points of order during the consideration of 
such measure. 

Rule 25-Report on the budget resolution 
The report of the committee to accompany 

a concurrent budget resolution shall include 
a comparison of the estimated or actual lev­
els for the year preceding the budget year 
with the proposed spending and revenue lev­
els for the budget year and each out year 
along with the appropriate percentage in­
crease or decrease for each budget function 
and aggregate. The report shall include any 
rollcall vote on any motion to amend or re­
port any measure. 

Rule 26-0versight 
Not later than February 15 of the first ses­

sion of a Congress, the committee shall meet 
in open session, with a quorum present, to 
adopt its oversight plans for that Congress 
for submission to the Committee on House 
Oversight and the Committee on Govern­
ment Reform and Oversight in accordance 
with the provisions of clause 2(d) of House 
Rule X. 

* Written rule required by House Rules. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted to: 
Mr. FROST (at the request of Mr. GEP­

HARDT) for Monday, February 6, and 
Tuesday, February 7, on account of ill­
ness in the family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re­
quest of Mr. STUPAK) to revise and ex­
tend their remarks and include extra­
neous material:) 

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CHAPMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ENGEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MEEHAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. COBURN) to revise and ex­
tend their remarks and include extra­
neous material:) 

Mr. COBURN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous mate­
rial:) 

Mr. MCINNIS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re­
quest of Mr. STUPAK) and to include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas in three in-
stances. 

Mr. CARDIN. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. HINCHEY. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. TOWNS in two instances. 
Ms. RIVERS. 
Mr. ORTIZ. 
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
(The following Members (at the re­

quest of Mr. COBURN) and to include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mr. ENSIGN. 
Mr. MCINNIS in four instances. 
Mr. SEASTRAND. 
Mr. WOLF. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 
(The following Members (at the re­

quest of Ms. KAPTUR) and to include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mrs. MORELLA. 
Mr. FILNER. 

D 2120 
ADJOURNMENT 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord­
ingly (at 9 o'clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues­
day, February 7, 1995, at 9:30 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu­
tive communications were taken from 

the Speaker's table and referred as fol­
lows: 

303. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his re­
quest to make available emergency appro­
priations totaling $150 million in budget au­
thority for the Forest Service of the Depart­
ment of Agriculture, and to designate these 
amounts as emergency requirements pursu­
ant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as a.mended, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
1107 (H. Doc. No. 104-27); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

304. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Installations), Depart­
ment of Defense, transmitting a report enti­
tled, "Report on the Performance of Depart­
ment of Defense Commercial Activities". 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2461(c); to the Commit­
tee on National Security. 

305. A letter from the Assistant Adminis­
trator for Legislative and Public Affairs, 
U.S. Agency for International Development, 
transmitting a. report on human rights in 
countries receiving development assistance, 
pursuant to section 116(d)(3) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

306. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Election Commission, transmitting 63 rec­
ommendations for legislative action, pursu­
ant to 2 U.S.C. 438(a)(9); to the Committee on 
House Oversight. 

307. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Election Commission, transmitting proposed 
regulations governing personal use of cam­
paign funds, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 438(d); to 
the Committee on House Oversight. 

308. A letter from the Administrator, Fed­
eral Railroad Administration, transmitting 
the Administration's report entitled, "Train 
Dispatchers Followup Review," pursuant to 
Public Law 102-365, section 17 (106 Stat. 981); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In­
frastructure. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule xm, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: . 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on National Se­
curity. H.R. 7. A bill to revitalize the na­
tional security of the United States; with an 
amendment (Rept. 104-18, Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. GILMAN: Committee on International 
Relations. H.R. 7. A bill to revitalize the na­
tional security of the United States; with an 
amendment (Rept. 104-18, Pt. 2). Ordered .to 
be printed. 

Mr. COMBEST: Permanent Select Commit­
tee on Intelligence. H.R. 7. A bill to revital­
ize the national security of the United 
States; with amendments (Rept. 104-18, Pt. 
3). Ordered to be printed. 

Ms. PRYCE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 60. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 665) to control 
crime by mandatory victim restitution 
(Rept. 104-19). Referred to the House Cal­
endar. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 61. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 666) to 
control crime by exclusionary rule reform 
(Rept. 104-20). Referred to the House Cal­
endar. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM: Committee on the Judici­
ary. H.R. 667. A bill to control crime by in­
carcerating violent criminals; with an 
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amendment (Rept. 104-21). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM: Committee on the Judici­
ary. H.R. 668. A bill to control crime by fur­
ther streamlining deportation of criminal 
aliens; with an amendment (Rept. 104-22). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu­
tions were introduced and severally re­
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. CLINGER (for himself, Mr. SISI­
SKY, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. 
SoLOMON, and Mr. BLUTE): 

H.R. aao:A bill to amend chapter 35 of title 
44, United States Code, to further the goals 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act to have 
Federfl,l agencies become more responsible 
and publicly accountable for reducing the 
burden of Federal paperwork on the public, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr. MAT­
SUI, Mr. THOMAS, and Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut): 

H.R. 831. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the 
deduction for the health insurance costs of 
self-employed individuals, to repeal the pro­
visions permitting nonrecognition of gain on 
sales and exchanges effectuating policies of 
the Federal Communications Commission, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. 
COMBEST, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr . . 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. 
HUTClilNSON, Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. HAN­
COCK, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
and Mr. BREWSTER): 

H.R. 832. A bill to establish limits on wage 
continuation and severance benefits for Am­
trak employees displaced by a discontinu­
ance of service, and for other purposes: to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra­
structure. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. w AXMAN, AND Mrs. 
LOWEY): 

H.R. 833. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to ensure that 
pregnant women receiving assistance under 
title X of the Public Health Service Act are 
provided with information and counseling re­
garding their pregnancies, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.R. 834. A bill to nullify the 25 percent 

pay increase that was afforded to Members of 
Congress and certain other Government offi­
cials by the Ethics Reform Act of 1989; to re­
peal section 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 
1967, and for other purposes; to the Commit­
tee on Government Reform and Oversight, 
and in addition to the Committees on House 
Oversight, the Judiciary, Ways and Means, 
and Rules, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with­
in the jurisdiction of the committee con­
cerned. 

By Mrs. MEEK of Florida: 
H.R. 835. A bill to amend the Public Health 

Service Act to provide for expanding and in-

tensifying activities of the National Insti­
tute of Arthritis and Musculoskeletal and 
Skin Diseases with respect to lupus; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mrs. MORELLA: 
H.R. 836. A bill to amend the Metropolitan 

Washington Airports Act of 1986 to provide 
for reorganization of the Metropolitan Wash­
ington Airports Authority and for local re­
view of proposed actions of the Airports Au­
thority affecting aircraft noise; to the Com­
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc­
ture. 

By Mr. OLVER: 
H.R. 837. A bill to promote quality environ­

mental research by permitting the Adminis­
trater of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to enter into cooperative research 
and development agreements; to the Com­
mittee on Science. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota: 
H.R. 838. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1986 to treat for unemployment 
compensation purposes Indian tribal govern­
ments the same as State or local units of 
government or as nonprofit organizations; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TATE (for himself, Mr. 
METCALF, Mr. HASTINGS of Washing­
ton, Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mrs. 
SMITH of Washington, Mr. MCINTOSH, 
Mr. WHITE, Mr. STOC~MAN, Mr. 
SCARBOROUGH, and Mr. Fox): 

H.R. 839. A bill to establish a moratorium 
on regulatory rulemaking actions respecting 
small business; to the Committee on Govern­
ment Reform and Oversight, and in addition 
to the Committee on Small Business, for a 
period t.o be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic­
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
H.R. 840. A bill to designate the Federal 

building and U.S. courthouse located at 215 
South Evans Street in Greenville, NC, as the 
"Water B. Jones Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse"; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. WOLF (for himself, Mr. BARTON 
of Texas, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. 

·PACKARD, Mr. Fox, Mr. ENGLISH of 
Pennsylvania, and Mr. HORN): 

H.R. 841. A bill to provide an equitable 
process for strengthening the passenger rail 
service network of Amtrak through the 
timely closure and realignment of routes 
with low economic performance; to the Com­
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc­
ture, and in addition to the Committee on 
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter­
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con­
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu­
tions as follows: 

H.R. 8: Mr. SOUDER and Mr. SPENCE. 
H.R. 62: Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. RADANOVICH, 

and Mr. NORWOOD. 
H.R. 70: Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 

STUMP, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, and 
Mr. SKEEN. 

H.R. 77: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. STEARNS, Ms. 
RIVERS, and Mr. SMITH of Michigan. 

H.R. 104: Mr. EMERSON and Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R.110: Mr. FATTAH. 
H.R. 127: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 

EVANS, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. KLECZKA, and Mr. 
SKAGGS. 

H.R. 199: Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. ENGLISH of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
RoYCE, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. NEY, Mr. PARKER, 
and Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 216: Mr. RIGGS. 
H.R. 218: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. FORBES. 
H.R. 219: Mr. BEILENSON and Mr. GALLEGLY. 
H.R. 230: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 259: Mr. RoYCE and Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 260: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 325: Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. 

GUTKNECHT, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. REG­
ULA, Mr. WICKER, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
POMBO, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. BARR, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, and Mr. DUNCAN. 

H.R. 328: Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mrs. 
SEASTRAND. 

H.R. 343: Mr. FROST, Mr. PETE GEREN of 
Texas, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. VENTO. 

H.R. 353: Ms. RIVERs, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. HORN, and Mr. VENTO. 

H.R. 354: Mr. SoLOMON and Ms. DANNER. 
H.R. 363: Mr. RUSH, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 

OLVER, and Mr. WATT of North Carolina. 
H.R. 399: Ms. NORTON and Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H.R. 450: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. WELDON Of 

Florida, Mr. RoBERTS, and Mr. BARRETT of 
Nebraska. 

H.R. 488: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 511: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 559: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. PELOSI, and 

Mr. VENTO. 
H.R. 579: Mrs. CHENOWETH. 
H.R. 585: Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. HALL of Ohio, 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. MONTGOMERY, 
Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Ms. MOLINARI, and 
Ms. FURSE. 

H.R. 592: Ms. DANNER, Mr. EWING, Mr. 
MCKEON, and Mr. DOOLITTLE. 

H.R. 599: Mr. COOLEY. 
H.R. 605: Mr. Fox, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 

SAXTON, Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Mr. HANCOCK. 
H.R. 612: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 663: Mr. FORBES, Mr. HOLDEN, and Mrs. 

LINCOLN. 
H.R. 667: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. 

BLILEY, and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 668: Mr. KING, Mr. BLILEY, and Mr. 

ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 682: Mr. BONO. 
H.R. 697: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 

BONO, Mr. GUNDERSON, Ms. DANNER, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. NORWOOD. 

H.R. 698: Mr. CRANE, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
GooDLATTE, Mr. HUTClilNSON, Mr. SCHAEFER, 
Mr. BASS, Mr. NEY, Mr: EMERSON, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. BUNN of Oregon, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. MYERS of In­
diana, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. COBLE, Mr. NOR­
WOOD, Mr. WAMP, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
CANADY, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. SoLOMON, 
and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 703: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. EVANS, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, and Mr. VENTO. 

H.R. 728: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee and Mr. 
BLILEY. 

H.R. · 729: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. 
BLILEY, and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 752: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
RoHRABACHER, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

H.R. 759: Ms. PRYCE. 
H.R. 789: Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 

ZELIFF, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. HORN, 
Mr. WOLF, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 791: Mr. COOLEY, Ms. DANNER, Mr. 
NORWOOD, Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mr. 
MCKEON. 

H.R. 793: Mr. SENSENBRENNER . and Mr. 
HOLDEN. 

H.R. 795: Mr .. GIBBONS. 
H.R. 810: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.J. Res. 3: Mr. MINGE. 
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H.J. Res. 8: Mr. TALENT. 
H. Con. Res. 12: Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HORN, Mr. 

BARTLETT of Maryland, and Mr. SCHAEFER. 
H. Res. 15: Mr. BEILENSON and Mr. DEAL OF 

GEORGIA. 
H. Res. 40: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. SPRATT, and 

Mr. JACOBS. 
H. Res. 57: Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mrs. 

CHENOWETH, Mr. BILmAKIS, Mr. DELLUMS, 
and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro­

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 665 
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS 

AMENDMENT No. 1: Page 4, line 24, after the 
period insert "A restitution order shall di­
rect the offender to give appropriate notice 
to victims and other persons in cases where 
there are multiple victims or other persons 
who may receive restitution.". 

H.R. 665 
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS 

AMENDMENT No. 2: Page 9, after line 24, add 
the following: 

"(c) JUSTICE DEPARTMENT GUIDELINES RE­
LATING TO COMMUNITY SERVICE.-The Depart­
ment of Justice shall establish minimum 
guidelines for seeking community service by 
offenders in cases where such service would 
provide restitution to members of a commu­
nity harmed by the criminal conduct of such 
offenders. Such service may include a re­
quirement that a set percentage of the fu­
ture profits of an organizational offender be 
used to educate the public about corporate 
crime and its control." 

H.R. 666 
OFFERED BY: MR. CONYERS 

AMENDMENT No. 1: Page 3, line 12, strike 
"Rule" and insert "Rules". 

Page 3, line 14, after "proceeding." insert 
"Nothing in this section shall be construed 
so as to violate the fourth article of amend­
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States.". 

H.R. 666 
OFFERED BY: MR. CONYERS 

AMENDMENT No. 2: Page 2, strike line 1 and 
all that follows through the end of the bill 
and inserting the following: 
SEC. 2. SEARCHES AND SEIZURES PURSUANT TO 

AN INVALID WARRANT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 109 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
"§ 2237. Good faith ezception for evidence ob­

tained by invalid warrant 
"Evidence which is obtained as a result of 

search or seizure shall not be excluded in a 
proceeding in a court of the United States on 
the ground that the search or seizure was in 
violation of the Fourth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, if the 
search or seizure was carried out in objec­
tively reasonable reliance on a warrant is­
sued by a detached and neutral magistrate or 
other judicial officer ultimately found to be 
invalid, unless-

"(1) the judicial officer in issuing the war­
rant was materially misled by information 
in an affidavit that the affiant knew was 
false or would have known was false except 
for his reckless disregard of the truth; 

''(2) the judicial officer provided approval 
of the warrant without exercising a neutral 
and detached review of the application for 
the warrant; 

"(3) the warrant was based on an affidavit 
so lacking in indicia of probable cause as to 
render official belief in its existence entirely 
unreasonable; or 

"(4) the warrant is so facially deficient 
that the executing officers could not reason­
ably presume it to be valid.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
chapters at the beginning of chapter 109 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
"2237. Evidence obtained by invalid war-

rant." 
H.R. 666 

OFFERED BY: MR. CONYERS 
AMENDMENT No. 3: Page 2, strike line 1 and 

all that follows through the end of the bill 
and inserting the following: 
SEC. 2. SEARCHES AND SEIZURES PURSUANT TO 

AN INVALID WARRANT OR STATUTE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 109 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
"§2237. Good faith ezception for evidence ob­

tained by invalid means 
"Evidence which is obtained as a result of 

search or seizure shall not be excluded in a 
proceeding in a court of the United States on 
the ground that the search or seizure was in 
violation of the Fourth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, if the 
search or seizure was carried out in objec­
tively reasonable reliance-

"(1) on a warrant issued by a detached and 
neutral magistrat~ or other judicial officer 
ultimately found to be invalid, unless-

"(A) the judicial officer in issuing the war­
rant was materially misled by information 
in an affidavit that the affiant knew was 
false or would have known was false except 
for his reckless disregard of the truth; 

"(B) the judicial officer ·provided approval 
of the warrant without exercising a neutral 
and detached review of the application for 
the warrant; 

"(C) the warrant was based on an affidavit 
so lacking in indicia of probable cause as to 
render official belief in its existence entirely 
unreasonable; or 

"(D) the warrant is so facially deficient 
that the executing officers could not reason­
ably presume it to be valid; or 

"(2) on the constitutionality of a statute 
subsequently found to constitutionally in­
valid.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
chapters at the beginning of chapter 109 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
"2237. Evidence obtained by invalid means." 

H.R. 666 
OFFERED BY: MR. DEFAZIO 

AMENDMENT No. 4: Strike all after the en­
acting clause and insert therein: 
"SECTION 1. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 223 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
"§ 3510. Reaffirmation of the Bill of Rights 

"(a) The right of the people to be secure in 
their persons, houses, papers, and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and seizures 
shall not be violated, and no warrant~ shall 
issue, but upon probable cause, supported by 
oath or affirmation, and particularly de­
scribing the place to be searched, and the 
person or things to be seized." 

H.R. 666 
OFFERED BY: MR. REED 

AMENDMENT No. 5: Page 1, strike line 6 and 
all that follows through the end and insert­
ing the following: 

SEC. 2. SEARCHES AND SEIZURES PURSUANT TO 
AN INVALID WARRANT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 109 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
"§ 2237. Evidence obtained by invalid warrant 

"Evidence which is obtained as a result of 
search or seizure shall not be excluded in a 
proceeding in a court of the United States on 
the ground that the search or seizure was in 
violation of the Fourth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, if the 
search or seizure was carried out in reason­
able reliance on a warrant issued by a de­
tached and neutral magistrate ultimately 
found to be invalid, unless-

"(1) the judicial officer in issuing the war­
rant was materially misled by information 
in an affidavit that the affiant knew was 
false or would have known was false except 
for his reckless disregard of the truth; 

"(2) the judicial officer provided approval 
of the warrant without exercising a neutral 
and detached review of the application for 
the warrant; 

"(3) the warrant was based on an affidavit 
so lacking in indicia of probable cause as to 
render official belief in its existence entirely 
unreasonable; or 

"(4) the warrant is so facially deficient 
that the executing officers could not reason­
ably presume it to be valid.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
chapters at the beginning of chapter 109 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
"2237. Evidence obtained by invalid war-

rant." 
H.R. 666 

OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA 
AMENDMENT No. 6: Page 2, line 13, strike all 

after the word "States," and insert the fol­
lowing: 
"provided that the right of the people to be 
secure in their persons, houses, papers, and 
effects, against unreasonable searches and 
seizures, shall not be violated, and no War­
rants shall issue, but upon probable cause, 
supported by Oath or affirmation, and par­
ticularly describing the place to be searched, 
and the persons or things to be seized." 

H.R. 667 

OFFERED BY: Ms. SLAUGHTER 

AMENDMENT No. 1: After paragraph (2) of 
section 503(b) of the bill, add the following: 

"(3) laws which allow the court to impose 
a sentence of life in prison without parole on 
a defendant in a criminal case who is con­
victed of a State offense for conduct which-

"(A) is an offense under section 2241 or 2242 
of title 18, United States Code; or 

"(B) would have been an offense under ei­
ther of such sections if the offense had oc­
curred in the special maritime or territorial 
jurisdiction of the United States; 
after having previously been convicted of an­
other State or Federal offense for conduct 
that was an offense described in subpara­
graph (A) or (B)." 

H.R. 667 

· OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA 
AMENDMENT No. 2: Page 3, line 6, strike the 

word "assurances" and insert in lieu thereof 
the word "confirmation" 

Page 3, line 12, strike the word "and" 
Page 3, line 15, strike the period and add "; 

and" · 
Page 3, after line 15, insert the following: 
"(4) decrease the rate of violent offenses 

committed in the State, taking into account 
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the population of such State, at a level at 
least equivalent to the lesser of the percent­
age increase confirmed in section (1), (2) or 
(3) above." 

Page 4, line 2, strike the word "assur­
ances" and insert in lieu thereof the word 
"confirmation" / 

Page 4, line 17, strike the comma and re­
place it with a semicolon 

Page 4, after line 17, insert the following: 
"(C) procedures for the collection of reli­

able statistical data which confirms the rate 
of serious violent felonies after the adoption 
of such truth-in-sentencing laws." 

Page 5, line 3, strike the "-" and insert in­
stead "confirms that" 

Page 5, line 4, strike the word "and" 
Page 5, line 8, strike the period and insert 

instead "; and (3) the rate of violent felony 
offenses committed in such State has de­
creased since such State commenced 
indeterminant sentencing for such offenses." 

H.R. 667 
OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA 
AMENDMENT No. 3: Page 12, strike lines 5-

16 and insert instead the following: 
"Prospective relief in a civil action with re­
spect to prison conditions shall extend no 

further than necessary to remove the condi­
tions that are causing the deprivation of 
Federal rights. The court shall not grant or 
approve any prospective relief unless the 
court finds that such relief is narrowly 
drawn and the lea.St intrusive means to rem­
edy the violation of the Federal right. In de­
termining the appropriateness of the relief, 
the court shall give weight to any adverse 
impact on public safety or the operation of a 

, criminal justice system caused by the relief. 
Page 13, strike lines 1-17 and insert instead 

· the following: 
"In any civil action with respect to prison 
conditions, any prospective relief shall ter­
minate upon a finding that the conditions 
against which prospective relief was ordered 
have been remedied." 

H.R. 667 

OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA 

AMENDMENT No. 4: Page 14, strike lines 1-
11. 

H.R. 667 
OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA 

AMENDMENT No. 5: Page 15, strike lines 8-
18. 

Page 15, line 19, strike the letter "g" and 
insert instead the letter "f'' 

H.R. 729 

OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA 

AMENDMENT No. 1: Page 4, line 21, strike 
the period and insert the following: 
"or a substantial showing that credible 
newly discovered evidence which, had it been 
presented at trial, would probably have re­
sulted in an acquittal for the offense for 
which the sentence was imPosed or in some 
sentence other than incarceration." 

Page 4, lines 21-22. Strike the entire sen­
tence beginning with the word "The" and 
ending with "standard." 

Page 13, line 12, delete "and" 
Page 13, line 17, delete the period and in­

sert instead"; or" 
Page 13, after line 17, add: 

"the facts underlying the claim consist of 
credible newly discovered evidence which, 
had it been presented to the trier of fact or 
sentencing authority at trial, would prob­
ably have resulted in an acquittal of the of­
fense for which the death sentence was im­
posed." 
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