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among the Federal, State, and local
levels of government.

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 WHITE HOUSE, February 6, 1995.

f

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-
item 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 $1.7 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.

f

LINE-ITEM VETO ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 55 and rule
XXIII, 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.
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IN THE COMMITTEE 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-
pore) 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-
item 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
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
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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 authority 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 reasons. 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.

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

The CHAIRMAN. 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.
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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 to——

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 general 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-
eration 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 CHAIRMAN. 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 CHAIRMAN. 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 asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

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 trust funds
since, by law, these funds which have been
collected from the users 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 item by item.

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 C–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 amendment 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,
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
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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.
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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
an advocate for fiscal responsibility in
this House, but this amendment is sim-
ply off-the-mark. I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no’’ on the Orton amendment
and yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to speak in response to
the gentleman’s statement.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure my friend
and colleague would not want to
misspeak or misrepresent the facts. In
fact, discretionary spending for trans-
portation programs includes the con-
tract authority spending. It does come
under the 602(b) allocations. It is all
part of discretionary spending, only
this part would not be subject to the
veto. That is the difference.

I would also suggest to the gen-
tleman that under the current lan-
guage of the line-item veto, H.R. 2, any
amount which is vetoed by the Presi-
dent goes back into the appropriation
cycle to be reallocated among other
programs. Without a deficit reduction
trust fund, it does not lower the deficit
either.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN-
HOLM].

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Orton amend-
ment for the same reason that the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] a
moment ago did, and that is for the
sake of consistency.

Having been involved in the line-item
veto and being opposed to giving any
President one-third plus one minority
override on any of the issues, and then
working gradually to this point, I come
to the expedited rescission process in
which I am perfectly willing to give
any President 50 percent plus one line-
item veto over any project in the 17th
District of Texas.

Having listened to the arguments of
the appropriators for years opposing ei-
ther line-item veto or modified rescis-
sion for getting into the decisions that
the appropriators make and then lis-
tening to the members of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means make the var-
ious all-substantial and very good ar-
guments as to why the President
should not get involved in tax matters,
and now listening to the Public Works
Committee giving all the very valid
reasons why this should not be applied
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to public works, I come to the same
basic conclusion, and that is why we
will be offering our amendments later
this afternoon to strengthen H.R. 2 to
allow the President to go into any bill
at any time, whether it is contract au-
thority, tax authority, or spending au-
thority, and to make an independent
judgment as to whether or not that
project is as good as we might have be-
lieved it to be when we came to the
Public Works Committee and asked in
this case for contract authority. I am
perfectly willing to do that, and if we
are going to do it for one, I think we
should do it for all.

We have heard the statement made
that the trust funds are somehow dif-
ferent. They are not different, Mr.
Chairman. Trust funds come from
taxes that are in fact paid by the
American people for the purposes for
which we pay them into the trust fund.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I say
to my friend they are user fees. It is
not a general tax paid by all Ameri-
cans, but rather by the traveling public
who buys a gallon of gasoline or pays a
ticket tax. They are user fees, and,
therefore, they are fundamentally dif-
ferent from other taxes.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
claim my time and say they are not
fundamentally different because they
are user fees, because the users have
the right to believe those funds are
being expended in the most efficient
way possible. Therefore, the argument
we make, I think, is extremely valid.

What we are saying today in H.R. 2,
and hopefully as amended, with all the
amendments added, is that we all agree
the basic thrust we want to see is that
the President of the United States have
the right to go into appropriation bills,
Ways and Means tax bills, and now
Public Works bills, and if he has a dif-
ferent opinion, then we shall have to
vote up or down on the floor on those
individual projects.

This is what the argument is about.
As I say, in my particular feeling, I get
nervous about one-third plus one, but I
do not get nervous about a 50 percent
plus one independent judgment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA], the former chairman and now
ranking member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I really
appreciate our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] leading the committee on
this issue, as well as my very fine col-
league, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. SHUSTER], and I rise in very,
very strong opposition to the Orton
amendment.

I think there are two things that
bother me about the discussion that is
going on. One is that there is no rec-
ognition whatsoever about the user
taxes that are being generated right
now through a gasoline or a ticket tax,
and they are treating those dollars the
same as general tax revenues.

There is no tax for a V–22, a C–17, or
for defense in general, but there is a
dedicated fund, a highway trust fund or
an aviation fund that has revenue com-
ing either from a ticket tax on pas-
sengers on airlines or on the gasoline
and diesel tax from the users of the
highway system.

There is another thing that is start-
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 about 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 about. 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
with our constituents, and that would
be profoundly wrong.

I strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment.
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Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CONDIT].

(Mr. CONDIT asked and was given
permission to revised and extend his
remarks.)

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-item 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 ISTEA, 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.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 1230 February 6, 1995
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
trillion 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 CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has
18 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 81⁄2
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 the 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
[Mr. 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-
item veto. Defense has no dedicated
user financed trust fund.

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 turn 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.
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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
smooth 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
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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 line-item veto long be-
fore being for the line-item veto was
cool, and those who support the line-
item 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
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 61⁄2 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.
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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.
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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 asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

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

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
transportation 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
given 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 asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

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 agencies 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
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 turn 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 CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has 4
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minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. ORTON] has 61⁄2 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 five 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 asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

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.
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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 qualified
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?
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 ISTEA 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
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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 are funded. I
think it is distorting the debate a bit
to suggest that there are massive num-
bers of projects the President might
want 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 or 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
expert on this, I would wonder how the Presi-
dent could make such a finding when the line-
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 ap-
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 turn 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 these
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 climb-
ing, it does 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 to 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 CHAIRMAN. 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 CHAIRMAN. 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 CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to the bill?
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

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

The CHAIRMAN. 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 paragraph (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 CHAIRMAN. 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 the 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 law 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 politicians.

b 1600

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 the
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 asfew 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
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 wealthy 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 CHAIRMAN. 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 commend 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 it might be, this
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
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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 CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message from the Presi-
dent.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN) assumed the chair.
f

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.
f

b 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 commended 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 wealth. 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-item 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 protect 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 Americans if
we have the will to do so.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that
my amendment be adopted.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. GOSS].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
congratulate the gentlewoman for ad-
dressing this amendment, as well, on
this subject. It is a subject we took up
under the Slaughter amendment on
these targeted tax credits, and how we
do it.

I do not agree with the amendment. I
hope the fact they have the amend-
ment indicates that perhaps the gentle-
woman will support the line-item veto
legislation with or without the amend-
ment.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, all things are
possible.

Mr. GOSS. That is good, We are mak-
ing progress.

Mr. Chairman, I think there are a
couple of things that need to be clari-
fied.

The last time I heard about a change
in the tax rate it seems to me there
was a special top rate including a sur-
tax of up to 39.6 percent for the people
at the top end of the scale, and actu-
ally those cuts that I believe the gen-
tlewoman was referring to back in 1981
for the rich were cuts for every Amer-
ican who were paying taxes.

But I am glad that she has brought
that up on Reagan’s birthday, because
I think the idea of trying to get spend-
ing under control and reduce taxation
is something President Reagan stood
for.

With regard to the amendment itself
particularly, I am a little concerned
that we have a very vague definition
here, ‘‘income earners.’’ Now, that
would presumably excuse coupon clip-
pers from this, or people from rents,
royalties and other types of income,
perhaps pensions, that are not earned
income under that definition. I am not
sure where stock options or other
things like that would come in.

Certainly when you start talking
about large corporations under the def-
inition that is being used in H.R. 2, I
would point out that large corpora-
tions pay an awful lot of wages to blue
collar workers who depend on those to
keep food on the table and shelter over
their head. So I think maybe it has
been mischaracterized a little bit for
what it would do, and I would, there-
fore, be opposed to it. But I am glad
the gentlewoman has an interest in
this subject.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time. I would
just simply close.

I thought it was very important that
we try and strike a blow for the people.
I really do believe that we are at a
time in our society when people are
very unhappy with the way public pol-
icy is made, with elected officials in
general.

I have watched over the past 10 years
or so as we have exported jobs of Amer-
icans to third world countries for cheap
labor; I have watched wage earners be
able to buy less with their dollars; I am
watching young people with an inabil-
ity to purchase their own home, to
have a down payment, I am watching
as the rich get richer basically, and the
poor get poorer.

I really do believe that somehow we
have to use this forum to begin to en-
gage each other in a debate about what
are we going to do for the average wage
earner. What are we going to do to rep-
resent their interest?

I know that many people believe that
we know best and that somehow what-
ever we do is all right. I do not think
so anymore.
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