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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. UPTON].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 17, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable FRED
UPTON to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

As we look at the myriad decisions of
the day and the options that are before
us and all people, we pray, almighty
God, for the assurance that Your Word
does give. We know of the uncertainty
of every life and we are aware of how
our plans go awry, and yet we know too
of the confidence we can have in Your
love that sustains into every day
ahead. May Your strong Word, O God,
that brought the world into being and
breathed into us the very breath of life,
give each person the faith and hope and
love to live each day with fullness and
with grace. In Your name, we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on

agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed
until later this afternoon.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. CHABOT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 32

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of House Con-
current Resolution 32.

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

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would announce that he will en-
tertain 15 1-minutes on each side.

STILL NO PLAN FROM THE PRESI-
DENT TO BALANCE THE BUDGET

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

(Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, Thomas
Jefferson said, ““We should consider
ourselves unauthorized to saddle pos-
terity with our debts, and morally
bound to pay them ourselves.”” And yet
as of yesterday, the national debt stood
at $4,881,377,281,278.42, an increase of
$22.2 billion.

At this rate, the national debt will
have increased by another $15,448,819 in
the time it takes me to finish this
short 1-minute speech.

The debt burden for each individual
American, including those babies born
yesterday, now stands at $18,626.02, an
$89 increase—again that is per person.

It has been 76 days since we chal-
lenged the President to present his
plan to balance the budget and 20 days
since we asked him to help us help fix
Medicare.

In the absence of leadership from the
White House, Republicans have offered
a plan to balance the budget by 2002 so
that our children will have a future
free from debt and a standard of living
better than our own.

Mr. Speaker, where is the President’s
plan? We are still waiting.

SAVING MEDICARE?

(Ms. RIVERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-

marks.)
Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to point out some inconsist-

encies in many of the arguments that
we are hearing today. In the Repub-
lican budget, the line item that guts
Medicare is called saving Medicare.
Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, this
is not about saving Medicare. This is
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about saving the Republican’s political
behind. They have made promises to
the most financially secure people in
this country, and they choose to pay
for them by taking from our most vul-
nerable.

If this were about reform, we would
have seen more action from the Repub-
licans. Where were they in February
1994 when this issue came up? They did
not have anything to say. Where were
they when fundamental health care re-
form was being debated in this coun-
try? They were obstructionists. Where
were they when the Danforth-Kerrey
proposal came out? They had nothing
to say. Where was this issue when they
were writing their Contract With
America? It was a nonstarter. And
where were they in February of this
year when the trustees’ report came
out again? Nowhere to be seen.

Mr. Speaker, it is only when they
have to make good on the promises to
the wealthy that they have turned to
the services to our elderly to get the
money. Shame, shame, shame.

SAVING MEDICARE

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

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, for
the first time in 25 years Congress is
actually offering a budget that will
bring it into balance and deal with the
Medicare crisis. As every Member in
this Chamber knows, the Medicare
trust fund begins to go bankrupt next
year and will be completely insolvent
in 7 years. As President Clinton’s Medi-
care trustees said in their annual re-
port, the trust fund: ““* * * will be able
to pay benefits for only about 7 years
and is severely out of financial balance
in the long range.”

The report also says: “The trustees
believe that prompt, effective, and de-
cisive action is necessary.”

Yesterday’s Invester’s Business Daily
pointed out President Clinton’s recent
flip-flop on Medicare. And | quote the
President:

We propose to let it go up at two times the
rate of inflation. That is not a Medicare or
Medicaid cut. So when you hear all this busi-
ness about cuts, let me caution you that that
is not what is going on. We are going to have
increases in Medicare and Medicaid, and a
reduction in the rate of growth.

Mr. Speaker, where is the President
now?

VOTE FOR A BALANCED BUDGET
NOW

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

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, a balanced budget is good for
America. The status quo is bad. Bad for
children, bad for seniors, bad for the
middle class, and bad for the present
and bad for the future.
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The status quo means Medicare goes
broke in 6 years, not cut by 5 percent,
not cut by 7 percent, but goes broke.
The status quo means financial ruin.
That destroys our ability to defend
ourselves, feed our children or meet
our health care needs.

Folks, the status quo means we go
broke. Tomorrow we have a choice be-
tween four balanced budgets. | urge my
colleagues to pick one. A balanced
budget is good for America, good for all
Americans, young and old. The time is
now.

WORK TOGETHER TO SAVE
MEDICARE

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, let us go
over it one more time. According to
the President’s own advisors, the Medi-
care Trust Fund will be bankrupt by
the year 2002. Republicans have crafted
a bill which will save Medicare.

Let me refer to this chart. In doing
so, we have proposed that Federal
spending on Medicare increase from
$178 to $258 billion. Let me repeat that.
Medicare will go up under the Repub-
lican plan. And what is the Democrat
Medicare plan? Are they working tire-
lessly to save a system that their own
leaders maintain is going bankrupt?
Not a chance.

What they are doing is running, one
after another, to the camera, the near-
est camera, to proclaim that Repub-
licans are cutting Medicare. It is not
true.

Mr. Speaker, | would say to my Dem-
ocrat friends that the American people
are not going to fall for their distor-
tions. But they might help. | think the
American people are going to wonder
why the Democrats are not helping to
save Medicare. Let us work together to
save Medicare.

THREE CHEERS FOR THE WHITE
HOUSE

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Hear, hear, Mr.
Speaker. Three cheers for the White
House, who has finally slapped Japan
with a big time 100-percent tariff on
luxury vehicles.

And guess what? Acura is a crying,
Infiniti is now finite, Toyota is toast-
ed, Nissan is nixed, Mazda is maxed,
Mitsubishi is busted, and Lexus is nau-
seous. But in the words of Bob Dylan,
how does it feel, Japan? Because you
see, we here in America know that Lin-
coln had been shrinking, Cadillac had
been lacking, and Chrysler was almost
mort.

So think about it, Members. It is
about time we used a 2 by 4 and open
those markets. Open those markets in
Japan if you want to straighten out the
budget in America.
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And one thing, Japan, think of this:
When you hold your own trade program
to your nosey, it doesn’t smell too
rosy, does it? In the words of Bob
Dylan, how does it feel? Big time tar-
iffs. | yield back the balance of these
huge tariffs.

SOLUTION TO SAVE MEDICARE

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

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, here is the
problem. The fund is projected to be
exhausted in 2001. Signed by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, Secretary of
Labor, Secretary of Health and Human
Services. Medicare is going broke. Pro-
jected to be exhausted, 2001. Here is our
solution.

We increase spending from $4,700 to
$6,300 per capita, at the same time
slowing the rate of growth from about
10.5 to 5.5 percent. We save Medicare,
we balance the budget, and we preserve
the blessings of liberty to ourselves
and our posterity.

Here is the President’s plan.

Let me go over this one more time.
Here is the problem. The fund is going
to be exhausted in 2001. Here is the so-
lution. We are increasing spending
while reducing the rate of growth. And
here is the President’s plan.

Yes, that is an ostrich.

PROPOSED CUTS TO MEDICARE
AND MEDICAID TITLE

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

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, some of
our colleagues have proposed drastic
cuts to the Medicare and Medicaid pro-
grams. Over the next 7 years, their
budget would cut them by over $465 bil-
lion. At the same time, their budget
proposes a tax break for the people
that are earning over $250,000 and will
cost more than $340 billion over the
same period.

| have spoken to several people in my
district who would be affected by these
changes. The comment of one older
gentleman struck me as particularly
on target. He told me that he under-
stood that the Medicare system is bro-
ken and needs to be fixed. All seniors
ask of the Congress, he said, is that we
make changes in a considered and ra-
tional way that will actually help to
save the system.

Yes, we must slow the growth in
Medicare and Medicaid spending. And
yes, we must absolutely ensure the sol-
vency of the Medicare Part A Trust
Fund. America’s seniors are willing to
contribute their fair share to this ef-
fort.

However, we must not balance the
budget on the backs of senior Ameri-
cans. Nor should we ask our senior citi-
zens to endure these cuts while we use
the savings to pay for proposed tax
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breaks. As we repair the Medicare pro-
gram, and attempt to slow its growth,
we must do so in the broader context of
health care reform to ensure that older
Americans—and indeed all Americans—
have access to quality, affordable
health care.

TOP TEN

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, from
the home office in Scottsdale, AZ, the
President’s top 10 excuses for not offer-
ing a credible balanced budget alter-
native: Ten, pollsters told me not to;
nine, don’t worry, be happy; eight, the
flowers are blooming, the sun is shin-
ing—who can think about budgets in
the spring; seven, what’s a couple tril-
lion dollars between friends?; six, dis-
tracted by the start of the baseball sea-
son; five, I've fallen and | can’t get up;
four, contract-fatigue; three, those
darn Republicans have taken all the
good ideas; two, when the going gets
tough, stick your head in the sand.

And the President’s No. 1 excuse for
not offering his own credible balanced
budget alternative: The dog ate my
budget.

CALL A CUT A CUT

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I am not sure whether to call this
room the Hall of the House or the Ca-
sino of the Capitol because right now,
the Republicans are playing a billion
dollar shell game with Medicare.

The Republicans say they are in-
creasing funding for Medicare over the
next 7 years. What they really do is cut
the amount needed to maintain the
current level of services by $282 billion.
That does not sound like much of an
increase to me.

What this really means for the aver-
age senior citizen is that they will have
to pay more out of their own pocket for
health care. In fact, they will have to
pay over $3,500 more out of their own
pockets over the next 7 years.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Repub-
licans to come clean. They have prided
themselves on opening up government
and being honest with the American
people. If that is true, then they should
be honest enough to call a cut a cut.

The American people, especially our
senior citizens, will remember this act
of dishonesty on November 5, 1996—
election day.

O 1015
WE MUST ACT NOW ON MEDICARE
AND THE BUDGET
(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, in the com-
ing months we face two extraordinary
battles—the battle to protect the fu-
ture of our Nation’s seniors and the
battle to preserve the future of Ameri-
ca’s children.

We cannot fail in either of these bat-
tles. Our opponents will do everything
they can to distort what we are trying
to do. They will use fear tactics to
scare innocent Americans into a false
sense of security about the status quo.

The status quo is the enemy. If we do
nothing Medicare will be bankrupt in 7
years. What would the Democrats have
our seniors do then? By acting now we
can save the Medicare system and offer
security to our seniors.

If we do nothing about the budget,
our children will pay more than
$187,000 over the course of their lives
just to pay for interest on the national
debt. We must balance the budget now
if we want to protect the American
dream for our children.

Mr. Speaker, we must stand firm and
deliver. The stakes are too high to do
nothing.

REPUBLICANS AND MEDICARE

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, to say
that the Republicans are saving Medi-
care is like saying Colonel Sanders is
saving the lives of chickens. Repub-
licans are cutting Medicare with their
budget today. They are lowering the
amount of money available. They know
there will not be enough as the popu-
lation grows of seniors needing Medi-
care and health care costs go up.

So as they talk about more money
for Medicare, sure, they are tossing a
25-foot rope to someone 30-feet offshore
drowning. They say that is compassion.

So why are the Republicans cutting
Medicare and Social Security in their
budget? It is simple. To give tax breaks
to wealthy Americans. It is a tax break
plan that even 100 Republicans wrote
their leadership and said, please do not
do this; it is unfair. But Speaker GING-
RICH pushed it through, and now with
this ironclad discipline, the Repub-
licans will be voting for it today.

I hope America tunes into this de-
bate. What is at stake is not only
health care for seniors and their out-of-
pocket costs, but for a lot of working
families with senior parents and grand-
parents this debate gets right to your
pocketbook.

A HISTORIC DAY

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, here
we are. This is it. We are on the brink.
For the first time since 1969, the U.S.
House of Representatives will be pass-
ing a balanced budget amendment.
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This is a historic moment. This is sig-
nificant. This is real.

We spend almost $20 billion each
month on the interest alone on the na-
tional debt. It is the third largest item,
third largest expenditure in our annual
budget. In 2 years it will exceed all of
military spending. This has got to be
brought under control.

As my Democrat friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. PETE GEREN,
said, who benefits from balancing the
budget? Senior citizens, children, stu-
dents, the disabled. If you want to do
something for them, you have got to
give them a tomorrow. If you are going
to give them a tomorrow, you have to
spend your money properly today.

This is not time for partisan rhet-
oric. This is not time for
grandstanding. There are a lot of
things you can criticize in this bal-
anced budget amendment, but offer
your own. This is the time to do it.
This is a crucial crossroads for the
United States of America.

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
country and western singer Jerry Reed
must have had the Republican budget
in mind when he sang, ‘‘She got the
gold mine and | got the shaft.”

The proposed budget which the Con-
gress will vote on today will give the
gold mine to wealthy special interests
while America’s elderly who depend
upon Medicare and depend upon Social
Security get the shaft.

The Republican budget cuts Medicare
by $283 billion over 7 years, slashing
Medicare spending by 25 percent. Out-
of-pocket costs for seniors will increase
by over $1,000 in 2002 and $3,500 over 7
years.

My constituents have not been ask-
ing me to raise the cost of their health
care to provide tax breaks for the
wealthy and to escalate cold war
spending. The budget also cuts Medic-
aid by $180 billion over 7 years and cuts
Social Security benefits by $24 billion
between 1999 and 2002, all to pay for tax
cuts for the rich.

Mr. Speaker, why are Republicans
cutting Medicare to pay for tax cuts
for the privileged few?

FISCAL YEAR 1996 BUDGET

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, we are at a point where we are
about to make history. We will soon
vote on the budget resolution that con-
tains a strong moral message. That
message is that the status quo is unac-
ceptable. A $4.7 trillion debt is unac-
ceptable. Annual deficits close to $200
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billion are unacceptable. And continu-
ing to saddle our children with a moun-
tain of debt they cannot afford to pay
is unacceptable.

This budget proposal represents a
historic change in the direction of our
country. It moves us from a govern-
ment that is too intrusive, wasteful
and debt ridden to a smaller, more effi-
cient government that costs less and is
responsive to State and local needs.
This budget is a gateway to the future
presenting a new vision of government.
It moves authority out of Washington

and helps empower every individual
American.

It cuts taxes for America’s families,
seniors, and small businesses. It re-

stores hope. It promises opportunity
for the next generation. It protects So-
cial Security. It increases spending on
Medicare by over $80 billion. And it
saves it from bankruptcy. It will result
in a higher net rate of savings and a
higher standard of living for everyone.
And should not everybody celebrate
that?

Mr. Speaker, it is in the best interest
that | strongly urge my House col-
leagues to support this resolution. It is
for the children.

SAYING ‘““NO” TO THE SOUND
BITES AND PHOTO OPS

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, as
you well know, posing for photo ops,
listening to sound bites, and giving
easy answers can be kind of addictive.

Sometimes, the sound-bite addict
needs a little help in Kicking the habit.

In this House, that Republican habit
is to stand before the cameras and pre-
tend that they are getting our budget
in line without hurting working Ameri-
cans.

That is why this House passed a re-
scission package that went easy on
closing tax loopholes for the rich and
eliminating Government bureaucracy
and boondoggles.

But those rescission got tough on
something.

They got tough on summer jobs and
worker training, and they got tough on
student loans and day care.

Well, these sound bite addicts are
about to get some tough love.

It is called a veto pen.

| applaud President Clinton and his
tough choice to say no to the sound
bites, photo ops and easy answers that
hurt our Kids, hurt our students and
punish working Americans.

And | encourage my friends on the
other side of the aisle to Kick their
easy answer habit before it is too late
for the American people.

THE REPUBLICANS WILL BALANCE
THE BUDGET

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the Democrats, scare-the-peo-
ple campaign about draconian cuts by
Republicans is just ridiculous. The Re-
publican budget actually increases
spending by 3 percent every year for
the next 7 years, spending nearly $12
trillion more in the next 7 years than
in the past.

When | was back in Dallas, my con-
stituents put together three notebooks
full of comments about ideas for reduc-
tions in Government spending. Do you
know what they say? Balance the budg-
et. So do not try to fool the American
people into thinking that balancing the
budget will hurt them. They know bet-
ter. They know Government spends too
much, and, most importantly, they
know the consequences if we continue
down the path that we are going on
now.

They will also know, after tomorrow,
that it is the Republicans who have
taken the first major step toward bal-
ancing our budget.

THIS IS PUNISHMENT, NOT A
BUDGET

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker,
what is wrong with the truth? It seems
that many people are running in the
opposite direction when we simply
want to tell you the truth. This is not
a budget, it is simply pure punishment.

Mr. Speaker, | rise this morning to
report to you on the growing senti-
ments of my constituents in Houston,
TX. Like other Texans and Americans
nationwide, they are beginning to un-
derstand what the Republican budget
proposals could really mean to their
lives. 1 have no problem with telling
them the truth, and they do not like it.

To pay for the huge tax cuts for the
well-to-do, leaders of the other side of
the aisle want to enact a $283 billion
cut in Medicare, three times the size of
the largest previous cut in history, and
Medicaid will be cut approximately
$182 million.

The lives of more than 2,000,000 Medi-
care seniors in Texas would be dra-
matically impacted, and by the year
2002 each Medicare senior in Texas
would be asked to pay an additional
$1,122 out-of-pocket expenses. Each
would be forced to pay $4,000 more for
fiscal years 1996 through 2002 to make
up for these cuts. We want the future
to be free for future generations but
not on the backs of seniors and those
most vulnerable.

Look at this, Mr. Speaker. Here the
Republicans are cutting the dollars
that the Association for Retired Citi-
zens are about to use to help seniors
find jobs. We need to do something bet-
ter, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, what’s wrong with the
truth? This is not a budget; this is pun-
ishment.
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Mr. Speaker, | rise this morning to report to
you on the growing sentiments of my constitu-
ents in Houston.

Like other Texans and Americans nation-
wide, they’re beginning to understand what the
Republican budget proposals could really
mean to their lives, and they don't like it.

To pay for huge tax cuts for the well-to-do,
leaders on the other side of the aisle want to
enact a $283 billion cut in Medicare three
times the size of the largest previous cut in
history. Medicaid would be cut approximately
$182 million.

The lives of more than 2-million Medicare
seniors in Texas would be dramatically im-
pacted.

By the year 2002, each Medicare senior in
Texas would be asked to pay an additional
$1,222 out-of-pocket dollars per year for their
health coverage.

Each would be forced to pay nearly $4,000
dollars more, from fiscal years 1996 through
2002, to make up for GOP cuts.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues on this side be-
lieve that a balanced budget is the correct
goal, we want to free future generations from
the burden of today’s debt. We want to shrink
the size of government in a responsible man-
ner that will not pull the rug out from under a
steady, strong economy.

And we want to make government more effi-
cient and fair without breaking long-standing
promises to the Nation’s seniors or vulnerable
children.

Mr. Speaker, we must and can do better.

VOTE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET

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

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, let
me remind my friend on the left that
just spoke that punishment is saddling
the future generation with the debt, if
we fail to act, if we fail to pass a budg-
et that balances over the next 5 to 7
years.

Punishment is failing to do some-
thing in the next few days that will get
this country in the right direction fis-
cally. If we fail to act, the children of
this country face $187,000 in interest
alone if they were born tomorrow. A
child born tomorrow would pay $187,000
in interest alone on this Nation’s debt.

Tomorrow we have the opportunity
to vote on a budget that will balance
over the next 5 to 7 years. Tomorrow
we have an opportunity to send this
country in the right direction, to take
it out of its financial abyss where the
left-leaning liberals have taken it over
the last 40 years.

Tomorrow we have an opportunity to
take this country in the right direc-
tion. I ask my colleagues to consider
very strongly where they want this
country to go, a budget that is bal-
anced or where it has been over the
last 40 years.

REPUBLICAN BUSINESS AS USUAL

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, I am a
freshman. | voted for all of the reforms
that we proposed, that were proposed
on the 1st day of this session, espe-
cially the reform that required a three-
fifths supermajority of this House to
raise taxes. But now what do we see?
We see the Republicans reverting to
business as usual.

Since our income tax brackets are
adjusted each year to reflect inflation,
to keep people from being pushed into
higher tax brackets simply due to that
inflation, the arbitrary reduction in
the Consumer Price Index by the Re-
publicans will, in effect, increase taxes
for millions of Americans. And it will
do that without a three-fifths vote of
this body, in direct violation of that
rule that | supported.

I am deeply disappointed that we are
seeing business as usual by the Repub-
lican majority.

0O 1030

HAVE THE CLINTON DEMOCRATS
NO SHAME?

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, after
watching the Clinton Democrats for
the past few weeks, | have finally fig-
ured out what their strategy is. Since
they have no solid ideas of their own,
they have started on a fear campaign
filled with illegitimate scare tactics
designed to try derail any legislation
Republicans offer. Have they no shame.

First it was the children. The Clinton
Democrats said school lunch programs
were being cut, when in fact funding
was increasing. Now they are saying
children will suffer if we try to balance
the budget. | say what kind of future
will our children have if we do not bal-
ance the budget. Have they no shame!

Next it is the college students. Clin-
ton Democrats are scaring college stu-
dents by playing fast and loose with
the facts about school loans, when in
reality a balanced budget will bring
down interest rates by at least 2 per-
cent, ultimately saving students
money. Have they no shame.

And finally, the Clinton Democrats,
in their eagerness to score political
points, are using their distorted fear
tactics to scare senior citizens. Repub-
licans are working to save Medicare—
Republicans repealed Clinton’s tax in-
crease on seniors. Republicans are pro-
tecting Social Security. Have the Clin-
ton Democrats no shame.

THE CONTRACT’S CROWN JEWEL—
TAX CUTS FOR THE RICH, BRO-
KEN PROMISES TO SENIORS

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

Ms. DELAURO Mr. Speaker, today
the bill comes due for the Republican’s
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tax giveaway to the privileged few, and
the primary bill payers are senior citi-
zens who will be hit with $288 billion in
cuts to Medicare.

The Speaker has called the Repub-
lican tax plan the crown jewel of the
Contract With America.

It is a crown jewel all right—if you
are a large corporation that may not
have to pay any taxes at all—if you are
a billionaire expatriate who gives up
your citizenship to avoid paying
taxes—if you are making more than
$350,000 and you are going to walk away
with a $20,000 tax break.

But if you are a senior citizen, get
ready to pay up for that crown jewel.
Your Medicare premiums and
copayments are going up, and your
benefits are being cut. Altogether the
average senior should expect to pay
$1,060 more in out-of-pocket expenses
by the year 2002.

Make no mistake about it, the Re-
publican budget plan robs Medicare to
pay for tax cuts for the wealthiest
Americans. To keep their promise to
the rich, the Republicans must break
our most sacred promise to America’s
seniors.

REPUBLICAN BUDGET PUTS GOV-
ERNMENT ON A DIET AND RE-
STORES THE AMERICAN DREAM

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

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, the Fed-
eral Government has not run up a $4.7
trillion debt because the American peo-
ple pay too little taxes. The huge debt
and deficits have exploded because the
Federal Government is too big, spends
too much of your money, and tells too
many people what to do. It is big gov-
ernment, stupid!

Our balanced budget, for the first
time in 25 years, solves this problem of
oversized Government by reducing
Government’s size: It puts the bloated
Federal Government on a diet. It elimi-
nates the Federal deficit by trimming
the size, power, intrusiveness, of the
Federal Government.

Past attempts to reduce the deficit,
like the Clinton tax increases, have
failed because they have not addressed
the deficit’s root cause: oversized Gov-
ernment. Every dime they have col-
lected in increased revenues has been
spent on government gimmicks, spend-
ing schemes, and partisan pork. Every
dollar saved in reductions in defense
since 1985 has gone to feed the Govern-
ment, not reduce the deficit.

Our balanced budget plan is different.
Not only does our plan just say no to
Clinton-style hikes. Our balanced budg-
et actually includes tax relief for our
families, small businesses, students,
and seniors.

Our balanced budget finally solves
the problem of too much Washington.
It puts the Government on a diet, re-
turns power to families, neighborhoods,
and communities, and restores the
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American dream. | urge all my col-
leagues to support this plan for the fu-
ture of our children.

WHY ARE REPUBLICANS GOUGING
MEDICARE TO PAY FOR TAX
CUTS FOR THE PRIVILEGED
FEW?

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, why are Re-
publicans gouging Medicare to pay for
tax breaks for the privileged few? Why
do they cut almost $300 billion in Medi-
care to senior citizens for tax breaks,
of which only 1% percent of those tax
breaks go to families under $20,000? In-
cidentally, 50 percent goes to families
over $100,000. Yet the Medicare cuts go
to 100 percent of all senior citizens.

Why are Republicans cutting the stu-
dent loan program to pay for tax
breaks for the privileged few? Here are
petitions signed by thousands of West
Virginia high school and college stu-
dents and parents asking Congress not
to cut the student loan program, not to
cut their future. We do not have to be
Phi Beta Kappas to know that giving
already wealthy Americans a tax break
while denying students a chance just to
be middle income simply is not fair.

Mr. Speaker, budgets reflect values.
Slashing Medicare, cutting student
loans, Americans want the budget bal-
anced, but not on the backs of Amer-
ican values.

AMERICANS HAVE ENTERED A
NEW ERA: THE AGE OF RESPON-
SIBILITY

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | have dis-
covered the difference between the
Democrat and Republican Parties. The
Democrat Party lives in constant fear
that America is going to discover the
truth. The Republican Party lives in
constant fear that they will not.

The fact is, it is true that in 2 years,
according to the Clinton budget, inter-
est on the debt will exceed all defense
spending. It is also true that in 7 years,
according to Clinton’s trust fund advis-
ers, Medicare will be bankrupt and
they will not be able to pay any bills
for hospitals, any home health care.

Mr. Speaker, | think we have entered
a new era. It is the age of responsibil-
ity. Americans are willing to take re-
sponsibility for their actions. They are
asking us to take responsibility for our
actions. It is true that we have put our
children and grandchildren into 5 tril-
lion dollars’ worth of debt. The respon-
sible thing is to try and pay that down
and balance the budget. It is true that
education is an abject failure. The re-
sponsible thing is to reform it, not to
throw more money at it. It is true that
Medicare must be reformed to be saved
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for future generations, not put more
money into it.

A DARK COMEDY: CUTTING
MEDICARE

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, why are
the Republicans cutting Medicare in
order to provide a tax break for the
privileged few? Here is a quick preview
of today’s debate on the Republican
budget of broken promises. If you like
horror movies, stay tuned, because
what the Republicans do to Medicare
recipients is horrible. If you like mys-
teries, stay tuned, as we try to unravel
the many ways that secret Republican
task forces propose to hike the cost of
Medicare.

Best of all, if you like comedy, do not
tune into the comedy channel, tune in
right here. Watch the Republicans try
to explain how a cut is not a cut, how,
if they propose to double the Medicare
deductible, raise the premiums every
month, even charge people $20 a month
extra just to be able to see their own
doctor, that that is not a cut. They do
that with a straight face and call it re-
form. Horror, mystery, comedy; very
dark comedy we will see today as the
Republicans cut Medicare in order to
provide a tax break for the privileged
few.

A HISTORIC VOTE TO BALANCE
THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Lake-
wood, OH [Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we are going
to do something that is so historic,
that is so extraordinary, that is so
unique, that has not been done in 26
years. Tomorrow we are going to take
a vote, and in fact, we will balance the
Federal budget for the first time in 26
years.

What does it mean? What does it
mean back in Cleveland? It means safer
streets. It means more hope. It means
greater opportunity. It means better
education. It means more prosperity
for our children, for our grandchildren.
It means preserving this Nation for the
next generation.

Mr. Speaker, we are going to hear so
much bitterness from the other side,
and it is a great tragedy of this period
in American history that there is so
much talent and there is so much intel-
ligence and there is so much good feel-
ing and belief, and yet all that can be
offered is so much bitterness and de-
fense of the status quo.

Tomorrow will be the most historic
vote of this 104th Congress.
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A BUDGET-BUSTING TAX GIVE-
AWAY PAID FOR BY OUR GRAND-
MOTHERS

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican budget has it backward. They
propose cutting Social Security and
Medicare benefits by over $2,500 per re-
cipient through the year 2002 to pay for
tax breaks to the privileged few. This
means your grandmother’s Social Se-
curity and Medicare benefits will
shrink substantially. Her nursing home
expenses will rise if she can even get
in.

However, the money saved from these
harsh cuts will not go to balance the
budget. The money will go to pay for
tax breaks to the wealthiest among us:
The American billionaires who move to
the Caribbean and take their money
with them to escape paying taxes here;
or the families earning $200,000 a year,
who will be bestowed a $500 tax credit;
or the foreign corporations who do
business in this country and earn mil-
lions but do not pay a dime in taxes.

If the Republicans were serious, they
would not balance the budget on the
backs of our seniors to pander to the
rich and powerful who can pay for lob-
byists in this town. If the Republicans
were serious, they would not have a
budget-busting $360 billion tax give-
away paid for by our grandmothers.

REPUBLICANS USE MEDICARE
TRUST FUND TO BANKROLL TAX
CUTS FOR THE WEALTHY

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans say they want to save the
Medicare Program, and they promised
not to cut Social Security. What they
are doing is using the Medicare trust
fund to bankroll tax cuts for the
wealthy.

Make no mistake about it, cuts in
Medicare amount to cuts in Social Se-
curity. The typical Medicare bene-
ficiary will spend 40 percent to 50 per-
cent of the cost of living increases in
Social Security for increases in the
Medicare costs they will incur. Cuts in
Medicare amount to cuts in Social Se-
curity. Social Security accounts for
half or more of the annual incomes for
a majority of elderly.

More than 30 percent of older Ameri-
cans rely on Social Security for 80 per-
cent or more of their income. The typi-
cal Medicare beneficiary by 2002 will
see 40 to 50 percent of their Social Se-
curity COLA eaten up by increases in
Medicare cost-sharing and premium.

They are not keeping their promises.
Numbers do not lie. Listen to these
numbers when you see these relatively
well-off young Republican Members of
the House tell us that seniors are going
to be better off.
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PLAYING WITH REALITY WILL
CATCH UP WITH THE DEMOCRATS

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

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | have
listened to the 1-minutes this morning,
and | do not usually make 1-minute
speeches. However, | am perplexed by
what | have heard. The Democrats have
no budget plan of their own, none.
They do not have one. They will not
cooperate with any attempt to reform
Medicare on a bipartisan basis. They
stand here and rail about Republican
cuts, cuts, cuts. There are not any
cuts. To Democrats, restraining the
rate of growth is a cut. The American
public ought to know that. Such play-
ing with reality will, indeed, catch up
with them.

THE SEPARATE ENROLLMENT AND
LINE-ITEM VETO ACT OF 1995

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that: First, it be in
order to consider in the House a mo-
tion to take from the Speaker’s table
the bill (S. 4) to grant the power to the
President to reduce budget authority,
and for other purposes, to strike all
after the enacting clause of the Senate
bill, and to insert the text of H.R. 2 as
passed by this House; second, that the
motion be debatable for not to exceed 1
hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled among the chairman and rank-
ing minority members of the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight and the Committee on Rules, and
third, that the previous question be or-
dered on the motion to final adoption
without intervening motion except for
one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. WISE. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. Speaker, | just want to know
whether the distinguished chairman
needed any more time to explain his re-
quest, for which purpose | would hap-
pily yield, although | think the gen-
tleman got it all in.

Mr. Speaker, this is a normal process
of the House. While | personally oppose
the line-item veto bill, the gentleman’s
request is in order. | will withdraw my
reservation of objection and will not
object.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CLINGER moves that the House take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (S. 4) to
grant the power to the President to reduce
budget authority, and for other purposes,
strike all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill, and insert the text of H.R. 2, as
passed by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
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CLINGER] will be recognized for 15 min-
utes; the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Wisge] will be recognized for
15 minutes; the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. Goss] will be recognized for 15
minutes, and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL] will be recognized for 15
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on February 6 of this
year, this House passed H.R. 2, the
Line-Item Veto Act, to give the Presi-
dent the power to restrain irrespon-
sible Federal spending through a true
line-item veto. On March 23, the Senate
followed suit in passing S. 4, which |
think we would all agree is a weaker
bill, which nonetheless moves toward
greater Federal spending control, so
both of our bodies have gone on record
as saying we encourage and desire to
enact something that will act as a re-
straint on further Federal spending
control.
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Since that time, however, Mr. Speak-
er, both bills have been stalled really
in parliamentary limbo awaiting fur-
ther action in preparation for con-
ference. That has been some several
months now.

Because of the Senate’s unusual han-
dling of the House-passed bill, unfortu-
nately neither body is currently in a
position to request the needed con-
ference and the legislation has been at
a standstill, just literally in limbo.

My motion, Mr. Speaker, to take
from the desk the Senate bill and in-
sert in its place the House-passed lan-
guage will break that legislative log-
jam and move us at least one step clos-
er toward conference and the long-
awaited enactment of the line-item
veto. | say long-awaited by the Presi-
dent of the United States as well.

As we begin to debate the most
sweeping budget reforms today that
this body has ever considered and as we
confront the reality of strict spending
restraints in important Federal pro-
grams—and | think we all recognize
that that is going to be the outcome—
the need for an item veto assumes an
even greater urgency. The President
needs to be a partner in this effort. The
enactment of strong item veto legisla-
tion will permit the President to elimi-
nate wasteful pork and unjustified tax
breaks, thus saving more important
spending from unnecessary cuts.

Because H.R. 2, which we enacted
here by an overwhelmingly bipartisan
vote, provides the President with a bill
he has really requested, he asked for
the strongest possible line-item veto,
and because this bill is an integral part
of ongoing efforts to achieve greater
fiscal responsibility, | would urge my
colleagues’ support for this motion to
advance the legislative process and to
once again make clear the House’s very
deep desire to move forward in giving
the President what he has requested,
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the long-awaited line-veto item, the
strongest one that we have, which is
clearly the House version.

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS],
the ranking member of the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight,
I do not intend nor would she oppose
this effort to attach the House-passed
line-item veto bill to the Senate bill.
The House passed the bill at the end of
January and the Senate passed its ver-
sion of the line-item veto on March 23.

If the Chair would indulge me, | have
a question for the gentleman who is
making this motion. Would the chair-
man be able to explain why there has
been no effort to proceed to conference
for the past 2 months and why the Sen-
ate did not attach their bill to H.R. 2
and request a conference?

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

Mr. WISE. | yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. As the gentleman
knows, the other body works in mys-
terious ways its wonders to perform. |
am not able to really divine their rea-
soning and the way they approach
things. What we have known is that
they have refused to really take action,
the very action that you have re-
quested. What we are trying to do with
this motion is to force action on their
part and move us that step closer.

Mr. WISE. | appreciate the gentle-
man’s observation, and | think that
you could have a whole Chamber of
soothsayers trying to divine what the
other body sometimes has in its mind.

I would note, Mr. Speaker, that it ap-
pears there may be an interest, or some
might think that possibly the lack of
action by the other body would indi-

cate an interest in preventing the
President from exercising line-item
veto authority in the upcoming

months, either on appropriation of tax
bills.

I would expect that this is going to
be a difficult conference. These are sig-
nificantly different versions of the
bills. One bill has a potential constitu-
tional challenge, the bill that left the
House. The Senate bill would require
the enrollment of thousands of bills to
pass appropriations in discrete line
items requiring thousands of signa-
tures and guaranteeing future Presi-
dents an amazing case of writer’s
cramp as they deal with this as well as
creating some significant amount of
paperwork.

All that notwithstanding, Mr. Speak-
er, | have no objections to the gentle-
man’s request.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. | yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | voted for line-item
veto both in the committee and on this

Mr.
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floor of the House this year. After serv-
ing 20 years as a legislator in Texas
and living under the line-item veto, |
have no fear about it. | think it has
been oversold to an extent because in
my 20 years as a legislator, | found out
that it did not do as much for reducing
the budget as it did for getting the at-
tention of members of the legislative
body, whether it be Members of Con-
gress or the individual State legisla-
ture by the executive branch. Never-
theless, | support it because | think we
can live with it and in the few times
that we will actually see budget efforts
impacted by it, it is good ammunition
or a weapon in the arsenal to try to
control spending.

I heard my colleague, the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE], men-
tion the concern about why we did not
make this motion on March 23 instead
of 2 months later. Again as a supporter
of the line-item veto, we might have
been much further along with the con-
ference committee and maybe even
having the bill to the President’s desk,
although knowing the opposition to it
and the product that came out of our
body and the Senate and the problems
that we may have in this conference. |
am concerned that again this motion is
a little over 2 months late in having an
impact particularly on this year’s ap-
propriations.

But again | support the line-item
veto and | would hope the conference
committee would move as quickly as
we can to again give the President the
ability to do that.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | reserve the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Goss].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I rise to join my friend, the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, in
his motion to help us move forward on
the important issue of granting the
President an effective, workable, and
tough line-item veto. It is fitting that
we come to the floor to take the next
step in this process on the day we begin
consideration of a landmark budget
resolution to bring our finances into
balance by the year 2002. It should be
clear to the American people by now
that this 104th Congress—and the new
Republican majority, with moderate
Democrats—are absolutely committed
to ending the fiscal insanity of rising
deficits and ever-mounting national
debt. A real line-item veto for the
President is a powerful tool for fiscal
accountability that will help ensure
Congress stays on the right spending
track, even beyond this current budget
crisis. Although | commend our friends
in the other body for their creative ef-
forts in producing S. 4—I remain com-
mitted to the House-passed line-item
veto as embodied in H.R. 2. H.R. 2 is
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the product of years of study and anal-
ysis. Modeled after the type of author-
ity wielded by 43 of our Nation’s Gov-
ernors, it provides a workable frame-
work for ensuring that low-priority,
wasteful, and unnecessary spending can
be lined out of big appropriations bills
and conference reports. It places the
onus on the Congress—requiring a two-
thirds vote to spend money a President
has identified for veto—and it estab-
lishes specific procedures to ensure
that Members have recourse in the
event a President abuses his power.
The taxpayers are the winners in this
Scenario—H.R. 2 shifts the bias in the
process away from spending and toward
saving. With all due respect to our
friends in the other body, | am leery of
the novel and untested approach they
have adopted in S. 4. That measure,
which introduces a completely new and
different process of separate enroll-
ment, will be both cumbersome and dif-
ficult to administer. Although it does
preserve the crucial requirement that
Congress come up with a two-thirds
override to spend money the President
wants to save, the subjective nature of
deciding what constitutes an ‘item’
will likely be a major stumbling block
to effective implementation of line-
item veto authority. | urge my col-
leagues to support this motion.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
while | do not oppose this motion, |
rise to express my opposition to both
the House and Senate versions of the
line-item veto legislation. | remain ex-
tremely concerned over the provisions
contained in both bills which will cause
a major shift in responsibility and
power from the legislative to the exec-
utive branch. We should be very cau-
tious about bestowing the potential
power of this legislation on the execu-
tive branch. The authors of our Con-
stitution purposely preserved this deli-
cate balance of power which has served
the interests of our Nation quite well
and we see no compelling reason to
tamper with it at this time.

Under both enhanced rescission bills,
the President’s proposed rescissions or
targeted tax benefit repeals would
automatically take effect unless the
Congress specifically passes a resolu-
tion disapproving this special message.
Even if such a measure overturning the
President’s request is enacted, the
President can then veto the dis-
approval which, in turn, would have to
be overridden by two-thirds of both
Houses. Effectively, the President
could cancel any spending or tax bene-
fits if he or she has the support of only
one-third plus one Members of either
House.

I also am suspicious on why we are
pursuing this motion at this time. The
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bill passed the Senate on March 23 and
has been held at the House desk since
March 28—nearly 6 weeks. Why did we
not pursue this matter at an earlier
date? If the majority is anxious to have
a line-item veto in place for the Presi-
dent, why was there not more of an ef-
fort made to put this mechanism in
place for the Fiscal Year 95 appropria-
tions bills?

Again, | oppose both the House and
Senate line-item veto bills and will
vote against them in their present
form.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CASTLE], a very distin-
guished Member of this body and
former Governor of Delaware.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | think
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support the
motion to take S. 4 from the Speaker’s
desk and insert the text of H.R. 2, the
Line-ltem Veto Act passed by the
House earlier this year.

The line-item veto should be enacted
as soon as possible, and | believe that
the line-item veto legislation approved
by the House is stronger and more
straightforward than the Senate’s ver-
sion.

H.R. 2 would give the President the
power to eliminate all or any part of
spending in an appropriations bill or
any targeted tax provision in a tax bill.
Congress would have to disapprove the
President’s cuts by passing a resolu-
tion of disapproval and then override a
Presidential veto of that measure with
two-thirds of the House and Senate.

The American people are tired of
their tax dollars funding screw worm
research, commemorating the Law-
rence Welk birthplace, and many other
questionable projects that benefit only
a select few districts or States.

By themselves, these projects may
not add up to much of the Federal
budget, but they are a slap in the face
to the American people who want their
tax dollars spent wisely and in the best
interests of the entire Nation.

They have asked the new Republican
majority to stop needless pork barrel
spending. The line-item veto will help
do just that.

I am concerned that the Senate line-
item veto bill, which would require the
separate enrollment of each individual
spending item as a separate bill, may
be too cumbersome. We should indeed
support Chairman CLINGER’s effort to
advance the process.

The line-item veto is not a magic so-
lution to the budget deficit, but it is an
effective tool which should be given to
the President.

House Republicans believe reducing
unneeded spending is so important that
we are willing to give a Democratic
President the authority to stop spend-
ing on special interest projects and end
tax breaks for a select few.

My experience as governor of Dela-
ware is that the line-item veto helps
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bring all parties—Republicans, Demo-
crats, the Executive and legislators to
the table to negotiate fiscally respon-
sible spending bills that are in the best
interest of the taxpayers.

The line-item veto will bring more
openness and sunshine to the spending
process. Believe me, the mere existence
of line-item veto authority will make
every Member of Congress take a hard-
er look at every project and program.
The red-face test will prevent many un-
necessary projects from being added to
spending bills in the first place.

I strongly support every effort to en-
sure that the House and Senate com-
plete action on line-item veto legisla-
tion. President Clinton says he wants
to cut spending. Let us give him the
line-item veto and let him prove it.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in support of this mo-
tion to send this issue to committee as
fast as we can. | think it is important
to have a conference committee to re-
solve the differences between the two
Houses. | am a long-time supporter of
the line-item veto. | am standing here
today, though, because I am concerned
with the process that is going on.

When | go to my home in Milwaukee
and talk to my constituents, | proudly
note that | am in support of the line-
item veto, but then | caution my con-
stituents. | tell them, Now you just
wait and see what happens.

What is going to happen is that the
Republicans in the Senate and the Re-
publicans in the House will trip over
each other not being able to reach an
agreement in conference committee to
give President Clinton the ability to
line-item pork-barrel projects and spe-
cial tax breaks for special interests.
The reason they are going to do that is
because even though for years they
have been saying they want a line-item
veto, they do not want to give Presi-
dent Clinton the line-item veto in the
mistaken belief that he is not going to
be President in 1996.
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| further go on to predict this con-
ference committee will reach a resolu-
tion sometime shortly before the 1996
election. So make no mistake about
what is going on here, we have Repub-
lican gridlock because the Republican
leadership in the Senate does not want
to give President Clinton the ability to
get rid of pork-barrel spending and spe-
cial interest tax breaks for the
wealthy. It is clear and simple.

Majorities in both Houses have sup-
ported measures. The purpose of a con-
ference is to mesh the two Houses to-
gether and get rid of the differences.

What we have right now is a down-
right refusal to even go to conference
committee, and | think that that is
wrong. It is gridlock that is created by
the leadership in this House and in the
Senate, who do not want President
Clinton to have this important tool.
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| think it is important for the Amer-
ican people to know what is going on
here. | think we should give this tool
to President Clinton as soon as we can,
and that is why | am supporting the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE], the primary sponsor of this
legislation, who | think will retort a
little to one of the problems we just
heard about.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank my colleague for yielding me
this time on this very important issue.

Just briefly to respond to my good
friend from Wisconsin, there can be no
doubt that this leadership on this side
has pushed at every turn to give Presi-
dent Clinton the line-item veto and to
give him the strongest possible line-
item veto, and that is why we are here
today, to move this process because we
think it is important regardless of who
is in power.

And, frankly, it contrasts sharply
with what some of your Democratic
colleagues in the Senate did when they
voted against the balanced budget
amendment because it was being pro-
posed by a Republican majority, when
the year before, when it had no chance
to pass, six Members of that body voted
for the balanced budget.

So | think we are being consistent.
We want to give President Clinton a
line-item veto, and today the House is
taking action to provide the President
a valuable tool necessary to curb
wasteful Government spending.

As we enter the appropriations sea-
son, we are reminded of the wasteful
pork projects that have been buried in
public laws without the benefit of pub-
lic scrutiny over the years. This Con-
gress has the opportunity to end that
practice.

On February 6, the House passed
H.R. 2 by an overwhelming and biparti-
san vote of 294 to 134. The other body,
unfortunately, then disregarded that
version and went on to pass probably
the most cumbersome line-item veto
legislation anyone could have created.
The version of S. 4 that emerged from
the other body would make unraveling
the Gordian knot seem simple. Sepa-
rate enrollment, as the other body
calls its version, would create a litany
of problems, not the least of which
would be giving the President writers’
cramp from signing thousands of bills
Congress would be forced to send him.
The House, on the other hand, pro-
duced a strong, workable bill which
preserves the balance of power between
the legislative and executive branches
while providing the President with
more flexibility by allowing a reduc-
tion of items.

By the end of this fiscal year, the
Federal debt is estimated to be almost
$5 trillion. That is why this week we
will be working on a balanced budget
amendment, and it is why we should
give the President a line-item veto.
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A child born today is immediately
saddled with an expense of more than
$187,000 over their lifetime just to pay
interest on debt. My 21-month-old son
has already been responsible, and will
be made responsible, for more than
$4,000 in interest payments, and he has
not even reached his second birthday.

While the line item will not in and of
itself balance the budget, the line-item
veto will be an important tool the
President can use as the country moves
forward and toward a balanced budget
in the year 2002. We cannot afford to
lose a year in our fight against waste-
ful Federal spending and remove the
Sword of Damocles from above our
children’s future.

Mr. Speaker, 1 urge my colleagues to
give the President the line-item veto.
Give him the strongest line-item veto
possible. Do it this year. | urge my col-
leagues to support the chairman, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER], and support this motion.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 30 seconds only to respond to
the gentleman from Wisconsin to say
that it is this gentleman’s intention to
go to conference and to negotiate in
good faith to come up with the strong-
est possible line-item veto we can
achieve. There are going to be no dila-
tory practices on my part, certainly,
and | think | can speak for the Repub-
lican Members in this body. They are
going to be very diligent in trying to
reach a compromise.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLINGER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, perhaps the gentleman can
help me. Where is the problem? Is the
Senate majority refusing to go to con-
ference? Why is there even a refusal to
come to the table to talk?

Mr. CLINGER. Reclaiming my time,
| think there may be a combination of
things; one of the things may well be
the possibility of a filibuster to be
waged on your side of the aisle. | think
there are probably problems on both
sides.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | will
not even take a minute. But just con-
tinuing this colloquy, there is no ques-
tion that there are Members in the
other body who are unalterably op-
posed to any real and meaningful line-
item veto legislation. They are both
Democrat and Republican over there,
and this Member happens to resent it
very much.

I hope this body stands by its ver-
sion. It is the only true line-item veto,
and if and when we ever do go to con-
ference, | want us to stick to our guns.
We should not be enacting any kind of
watered-down version, because that
means we will never get around to real-
ly enacting a line-item veto. We will be
deterred from that.

Mr.
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So | commend both the gentlemen for
their reference.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, again | am a relatively junior
Member of the House. The chairman in-
dicated there are problems with Demo-
crats who do not like this bill. But to
go to conference committee, is that not
something that the leadership can do,
the Republican leadership can do, from
the Senate? And again | fail to see why
the Republican leadership in the Sen-
ate is even refusing to come to the con-
ference committee. Is that something
that the Democrats in the Senate can
stop?

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will
yield, it is because of what is happen-
ing over there. There are some
interpolitics being played. That is ex-
actly why we are taking this action
today. We are going to send our bill
back over there. Then we will start ne-
gotiations both in public and out of
public, if necessary, but we want to
move this legislation, the real thing.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. | think
the public should be aware the problem
is in the Senate with the leadership, |
think, because now we are at the stage
where the Republican leadership in the
Senate should come to the conference
committee to resolve the differences,
and it is the Republican leadership in
the Senate that is refusing to do so.

Mr. SOLOMON. In collusion with the
Democrat leadership in the Senate, as
well.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 15 seconds just to note that per-
haps part of the problem is that the
line-item veto would not apply to Pres-
idential candidates, only to Presidents,
and that might be part of the problem
in the other body as well.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. QUINN].

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding only be-
cause | came down here to talk about
the line-item veto, an issue that is so
near and dear to many of our hearts
who have worked on this for so long.

As an original cosponsor of H.R. 2,
the Line-lItem Veto Act, | believe it of-
fers a true, true line-item veto. It
would allow, of course, the President to
rescind all or any part of appropriated
funds, require a majority of both
Chambers to disapprove the President’s
rescissions, and, finally, require a two-
thirds’ vote of both Chambers to over-
ride that Presidential veto of the dis-
approval bill.

I think while we will talk about some
politics almost each and every day in
these Chambers, this is one issue where
I think Republicans and Democrats
alike can get behind to give the Presi-
dent of the United States, whichever
party it happens to be, the line-item
veto, and | think it is time this year.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I would like to just comment that it
seems to be that one of the concerns
that we have got here is we have heard
about this threat of a filibuster by
Members of the other party, members
of the minority in the Senate, and
what we are trying to do here is to pro-
pel this whole issue forward into con-
ference. So the purposes of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, | hope, are
going to be resolved by the actions we
are taking here today. | hope he is
comforted by that.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, 1 should have men-
tioned the gentleman from New York
[Mr. QUINN] has been a very active par-
ticipant in the shaping of this legisla-
tion, and we really appreciate his
major contributions, and | would just
add that | think there has been a con-
cern expressed on the other side that if
an attempt was made to go to con-
ference, that it would be subject to a
filibuster, so | would repeat, | think
there are problems over there that we
need to deal with.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EmM-
ERSON). Pursuant to the order of the
House, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLINGER].

The motion was agreed to.

The text of the Senate bill, S. 4, is as
follows:

S. 4

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “The Sepa-
rate Enrollment and Line Item Veto Act of
19957,

SEC. 2. STRUCTURE OF LEGISLATION.

(a) APPROPRIATIONS LEGISLATION.—

(1) The Committee on Appropriations of ei-
ther the House or the Senate shall not report
an appropriation measure that fails to con-
tain such level of detail on the allocation of
an item of appropriation proposed by that
House as is set forth in the committee report
accompanying such bill.

(2) If an appropriation measure is reported
to the House or Senate that fails to contain
the level of detail on the allocation of an
item of appropriation as required in para-
graph (1), it shall not be in order in that
House to consider such measure. If a point of
order under this paragraph is sustained, the
measure shall be recommitted to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of that House.

(b) AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION.—

(1) A committee of either the House or the
Senate shall not report an authorization
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measure that contains new direct spending
or new targeted tax benefits unless such
measure presents each new direct spending
or new targeted tax benefit as a separate
item and the accompanying committee re-
port for that measure shall contain such
level of detail as is necessary to clearly iden-
tify the allocation of new direct spending or
new targeted tax benefits.

(2) If an authorization measure is reported
to the House or Senate that fails to comply
with paragraph (1), it shall not be in order in
that House to consider such measure. If a
point of order under this paragraph is sus-
tained, the measure shall be recommitted to
the committee of jurisdiction of that House.

(c) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—

(1) A committee of conference to which is
committed an appropriations measure shall
not file a conference report in either House
that fails to contain the level of detail on
the allocation of an item of appropriation as
is set forth in the statement of managers ac-
companying that report.

(2) A committee of conference to which is
committed an authorization measure shall
not file a conference report in either House
unless such measure presents each direct
spending or targeted tax benefit as a sepa-
rate item and the statement of managers ac-
companying that report clearly identifies
each such item.

(3) If a conference report is presented to
the House or Senate that fails to comply
with either paragraph (1) or (2), it shall not
be in order in that House to consider such
conference report. If a point of order under
this paragraph is sustained in the House to
first consider the conference report, the
measure shall be deemed recommitted to the
committee of conference.

SEC. 3. WAIVERS AND APPEALS.

Any provision of section 2 may be waived
or suspended in the House or Senate only by
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members of that House duly chosen and
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members duly chosen and sworn shall be
required to sustain an appeal of the ruling of
the Chair on a point of order raised under
that section.

SEC. 4. SEPARATE ENROLLMENT.

(a)(1) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, when any appropriation or authoriza-
tion measure first passes both Houses of Con-
gress in the same form, the Secretary of the
Senate (in the case of a measure originating
in the Senate) or the Clerk of the House of
Representatives (in the case of a measure
originating in the House of Representatives)
shall disaggregate the items as referenced in
section 5(4) and assign each item a new bill
number. Henceforth each item shall be treat-
ed as a separate bill to be considered under
the following subsections. The remainder of
the bill not so disaggregated shall constitute
a separate bill and shall be considered with
the other disaggregated bills pursuant to
subsection (b).

(2) A bill that is required to be disag-
gregated into separate bills pursuant to sub-
section (a)—

(A) shall be disaggregated without sub-
stantive revision, and

(B) shall bear the designation of the meas-
ure of which it was an item prior to such
disaggregation, together with such other
designation as may be necessary to distin-
guish such measure from other measures
disaggregated pursuant to paragraph (1) with
respect to the same measure.

(b) The new bills resulting from the dis-
aggregation described in paragraph (1) of
subsection (a) shall be immediately placed
on the appropriate calendar in the House of
origination, and upon passage, placed on the
appropriate calendar in the other House.
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They shall be the next order of business in
each House and they shall be considered and
voted on en bloc and shall not be subject to
amendment. A motion to proceed to the bills
shall be nondebatable. Debate in the House
of Representatives or the Senate on the bills
shall be limited to not more than 1 hour,
which shall be divided equally between the
majority leader and the minority leader. A
motion further to limit debate is not debat-
able. A motion to recommit the bills is not
in order, and it is not in order to move to re-
consider the vote by which the bills are
agreed to or disagreed to.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:

(1) The term ‘‘appropriation measure’’
means any general or special appropriation
bill or any bill or joint resolution making
supplemental, deficiency, or continuing ap-
propriations.

(2) The term ‘‘authorization measure”
means any measure other than an appropria-
tions measure that contains a provision pro-
viding direct spending or targeted tax bene-
fits.

(3) The term ‘“‘direct spending’ shall have
the same meaning given to such term in sec-
tion 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(4) The term ““item’ means—

(A) with respect to an appropriations
measure—

(i) any numbered section,

(if) any unnumbered paragraph, or

(iii) any allocation or suballocation of an
appropriation, made in compliance with sec-
tion 2(a), contained in a numbered section or
an unnumbered paragraph but shall not in-
clude a provision which does not appropriate
funds, direct the President to expend funds
for any specific project, or create an express
or implied obligation to expend funds and—

(i) rescinds or cancels existing budget au-
thority;

(i1) only limits, conditions, or otherwise re-
stricts the President’s authority to spend
otherwise appropriated funds; or

(iii) conditions on an item of appropriation
not involving a positive allocation of funds
by explicitly prohibiting the use of any
funds; and

(B) with respect to an authorization meas-
ure—

(i) any numbered section, or

(if) any unnumbered paragraph,
that contains new direct spending or a new
targeted tax benefit presented and identified
in conformance with section 2(b).

(5) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit’”” means
any provision:

(A) estimated by the Joint Committee on
Taxation as losing revenue for any one of the
three following periods—

(1) the first fiscal year covered by the most
recently adopted concurrent resolution on
the budget;

(2) the period of the 5 fiscal years covered
by the most recently adopted concurrent res-
olution on the budget; or

(3) the period of the 5 fiscal years following
the first 5 years covered by the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget; and

(B) having the practical effect of providing
more favorable tax treatment to a particular
taxpayer or limited group of taxpayers when
compared with other similarly situated tax-
payers.

SEC. 6. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.—

(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an
action, in the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground
that a provision of this Act violates the Con-
stitution.
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(2) A copy of any complaint in an action
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt-
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, and each House of Congress shall have
the right to intervene in such action.

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1)

shall be heard and determined by a three-
judge court in accordance with section 2284
of title 28, United States Code.
Nothing in this section or in any other law
shall infringe upon the right of the House of
Representatives or the Senate to intervene
in an action brought under paragraph (1)
without the necessity of adopting a resolu-
tion to authorize such intervention.

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provisions of law, any
order of the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia which is issued pur-
suant to an action brought under paragraph
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the
United States. Any such appeal shall be
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10
days after such order is entered; and the ju-
risdictional statement shall be filed within
30 days after such order is entered. No stay
of an order issued pursuant to an action
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su-
preme Court.

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—It shall be
the duty of the District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of
the United States to advance on the docket
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex-
tent the disposition of any matter brought
under subsection (a).

(d) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this
Act, or the application of such provision to
any person or circumstance is held unconsti-
tutional, the remainder of this Act and the
application of the provisions of such Act to
any person or circumstance shall not be af-
fected thereby.

SEC. 7. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCY SPENDING.

(a) EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.—Section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘“‘However, OMB shall not ad-
just any discretionary spending limit under
this clause for any statute that designates
appropriations as emergency requirements if
that statute contains an appropriation for
any other matter, event, or occurrence, but
that statute may contain rescissions of
budget authority.”.

(b) EMERGENCY LEGISLATION.—Section
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘““However, OMB shall not designate
any such amounts of new budget authority,
outlays, or receipts as emergency require-
ments in the report required under sub-
section (d) if that statute contains any other
provisions that are not so designated, but
that statute may contain provisions that re-
duce direct spending.”.

(c) NEw POINT OF ORDER.—Title IV of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

““POINT OF ORDER REGARDING EMERGENCIES

““SEC. 408. It shall not be in order in the
House of Representatives or the Senate to
consider any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, containing an emergency designa-
tion for purposes of section 251(b)(2)(D) or
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 if it also provides
an appropriation or direct spending for any
other item or contains any other matter, but
that bill or joint resolution, amendment, or
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conference report may contain rescissions of
budget authority or reductions of direct
spending, or that amendment may reduce
amounts for that emergency.”.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents set forth in section 1(b) of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 407 the following
new item:

‘“‘Sec. 408. Point of order regarding emer-
gencies.”.
SEC. 8. SAVINGS FROM RESCISSION BILLS USED
FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION.

(a) Not later than 45 days of continuous
session after the President vetoes an appro-
priations measure or an authorization meas-
ure, the President shall—

(1) with respect to appropriations meas-
ures, reduce the discretionary spending lim-
its under section 601 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 for the budget year and
each outyear by the amount by which the
measure would have increased the deficit in
each respective year;

(2) with respect to a repeal of direct spend-
ing, or a targeted tax benefit, reduce the bal-
ances for the budget year and each outyear
under section 252(b) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 by
the amount by which the measure would
have increased the deficit in each respective
year.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—

(1) This section shall not apply if the ve-
toed appropriations measure or authoriza-
tion measure becomes law, over the objec-
tions of the President, before the President
orders the reduction required by subsections
@) or (a)(2).

(2) If the vetoed appropriations measure or
authorization measure becomes law, over the
objections of the President, after the Presi-
dent has ordered the reductions required by
subsections (a)(1) or (a)(2), then the Presi-
dent shall restore the discretionary spending
limits under section 601 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 or the balances under sec-
tion 252(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to reflect
the positions existing before the reduction
ordered by the President in compliance with
subsection (a).

SEC. 9. EVALUATION AND SUNSET OF TAX EX-
PENDITURES

(a) LEGISLATION FOR SUNSETTING TAX EX-
PENDITURES.—The President shall submit
legislation for the periodic review, reauthor-
ization, and sunset of tax expenditures with
his fiscal year 1997 budget.

(b) BUDGET CONTENTS AND SUBMISSION TO
CONGRESS.—Section 1105(a) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following paragraph:

““(30) beginning with fiscal year 1999, a Fed-
eral Government performance plan for meas-
uring the overall effectiveness of tax expend-
itures, including a schedule for periodically
assessing the effects of specific tax expendi-
tures in achieving performance goals.”.

(¢) PiLoT PROJECTS.—Section 1118(c) of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by—

(1) striking ‘“‘and’’ after the semicolon in
paragraph (2);

(2) redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and

(3) adding after paragraph (2) the following:

““(3) describe the framework to be utilized
by the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, and the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, for undertaking periodic
analyses of the effects of tax expenditures in
achieving performance goals and the rela-
tionship between tax expenditures and
spending programs; and”’.
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(d) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AcT.—Title IV
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

““TAX EXPENDITURES

““SEC. 409. It shall not be in order in the
House of Representatives or the Senate to
consider any bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that con-
tains a tax expenditure unless the bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report provides that the tax expendi-
ture will terminate not later than 10 years
after the date of enactment of the tax ex-
penditure.”’.

SEC. 10. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The provisions of this Act shall apply to
measures passed by the Congress beginning
with the date of the enactment of this Act
and ending on September 30, 2000.

The text of the bill, H.R. 2, which is
inserted in lieu of S. 4, pursuant to the
foregoing motion, is as follows:

H.R. 2

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Line Item
Veto Act”.

SEC. 2. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of part B of title X of The Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this
section, the President may rescind all or
part of the dollar amount of any discre-
tionary budget authority specified in an ap-
propriation Act or conference report or joint
explanatory statement accompanying a con-
ference report on the Act, or veto any tar-
geted tax benefit which is subject to the
terms of this Act if the President—

(1) determines that—

(A) such rescission or veto would help re-
duce the Federal budget deficit;

(B) such rescission or veto will not impair
any essential Government functions; and

(C) such rescission or veto will not harm
the national interest; and

(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission
or veto by a special message not later than
ten calendar days (not including Sundays)
after the date of enactment of an appropria-
tion Act providing such budget authority or
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a
targeted tax benefit.

(b) DEeFiCIT REDUCTION.—INn each special
message, the President may also propose to
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend-
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an
amount that does not exceed the total
amount of discretionary budget authority re-
scinded by that message.

(c) SEPARATE MESSAGES.—The President
shall submit a separate special message for
each appropriation Act and for each revenue
or reconciliation Act under this section.

(d) LimiITATION.—NoO special message sub-
mitted by the President under this section
may change any prohibition or limitation of
discretionary budget authority set forth in
any appropriation Act.

(e) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 AP-
PROPRIATION MEASURES.—Notwithstanding
subsection (a)(2), in the case of any unobli-
gated discretionary budget authority pro-
vided by any appropriation Act for fiscal
year 1995, the President may rescind all or
part of that discretionary budget authority
under the terms of this Act if the President
notifies the Congress of such rescission by a
special message not later than ten calendar
days (not including Sundays) after the date
of enactment of this Act.
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SEC. 3. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS-
APPROVED.

(a)(1) Any amount of budget authority re-
scinded under this Act as set forth in a spe-
cial message by the President shall be
deemed canceled unless, during the period
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill making available all
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law.

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this
Act as set forth in a special message by the
President shall be deemed repealed unless,
during the period described in subsection (b),
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor-
ing that provision is enacted into law.

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a)
is—

(1) a congressional review period of twenty
calendar days of session, beginning on the
first calendar day of session after the date of
submission of the special message, during
which Congress must complete action on the
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and
present such bill to the President for ap-
proval or disapproval;

(2) after the period provided in paragraph
(1), an additional ten days (not including
Sundays) during which the President may
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro-
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal-
endar days of session after the date of the
veto.

(c) If a special message is transmitted by
the President under this Act and the last ses-
sion of the Congress adjourns sine die before
the expiration of the period described in sub-
section (b), the rescission or veto, as the case
may be, shall not take effect. The message
shall be deemed to have been retransmitted
on the first Monday in February of the suc-
ceeding Congress and the review period re-
ferred to in subsection (b) (with respect to
such message) shall run beginning after such
first day.

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:

(1) The term ‘‘rescission/receipts dis-
approval bill”” means a bill or joint resolu-
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene-
fits in a special message transmitted by the
President under this Act and—

(A) which does not have a preamble;

(B)(i) in the case of a special message re-
garding rescissions, the matter after the en-
acting clause of which is as follows: “That
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis-
cretionary budget authority of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on ”’, the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(ii) in the case of a special message regard-
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat-
ter after the enacting clause of which is as
follows: “That Congress disapproves each
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on ”’, the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(C) the title of which is as follows: “A bill
disapproving the recommendations submit-
ted by the President on ”’, the blank
space being filled in with the date of submis-
sion of the relevant special message and the
public law to which the message relates.

(2) The term ‘“‘calendar days of session”
shall mean only those days on which both
Houses of Congress are in session.

(3) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit”” means
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation
Act determined by the President to provide a
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion,
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preference, or other concession to 100 or
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as
a single beneficiary regardless of the number
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries,
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities.

(4) The term ‘‘appropriation Act’” means
any general or special appropriation Act, and
any Act or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions.

SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF
LINE ITEM VETOES.

(&) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.—
Whenever the President rescinds any budget
authority as provided in this Act or vetoes
any provision of law as provided in this Act,
the President shall transmit to both Houses
of Congress a special message specifying—

(1) the amount of budget authority re-
scinded or the provision vetoed;

(2) any account, department, or establish-
ment of the Government to which such budg-
et authority is available for obligation, and
the specific project or governmental func-
tions involved;

(3) the reasons and justifications for the
determination to rescind budget authority or
veto any provision pursuant to this Act;

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary
effect of the rescission or veto; and

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid-
erations relating to or bearing upon the re-
scission or veto and the decision to effect the
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and
programs for which the budget authority is
provided.

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE
AND SENATE.—

(1) Each special message transmitted under
this Act shall be transmitted to the House of
Representatives and the Senate on the same
day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk of
the House of Representatives if the House is
not in session, and to the Secretary of the
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each
special message so transmitted shall be re-
ferred to the appropriate committees of the
House of Representatives and the Senate.
Each such message shall be printed as a doc-
ument of each House.

(2) Any special message transmitted under
this Act shall be printed in the first issue of
the Federal Register published after such
transmittal.

(c) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS
DISAPPROVAL BiILLS.—The procedures set
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced
in the House of Representatives not later
than the third calendar day of session begin-
ning on the day after the date of submission
of a special message by the President under
section 2.

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—(1) The committee of the
House of Representatives to which a rescis-
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall
report it without amendment, and with or
without recommendation, not later than the
eighth calendar day of session after the date
of its introduction. If the committee fails to
report the bill within that period, it is in
order to move that the House discharge the
committee from further consideration of the
bill. A motion to discharge may be made
only by an individual favoring the bill (but
only after the legislative day on which a
Member announces to the House the Mem-
ber’s intention to do so). The motion is high-
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim-
ited to not more than one hour, the time to
be divided in the House equally between a
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proponent and an opponent. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the motion to its adoption without interven-
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote
by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order.

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval
bill is reported or the committee has been
discharged from further consideration, it is
in order to move that the House resolve into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for consideration of the
bill. All points of order against the bill and
against consideration of the bill are waived.
The motion is highly privileged. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on that motion to its adoption without in-
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or
disagreed to shall not be in order. During
consideration of the bill in the Committee of
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro-
ceed without intervening motion, shall be
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two
hours equally divided and controlled by a
proponent and an opponent of the bill. No
amendment to the bill is in order, except any
Member may move to strike the disapproval
of any rescission or rescissions of budget au-
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49
other Members. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion. A motion to reconsider the
vote on passage of the bill shall not be in
order.

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the rules of the
House of Representatives to the procedure
relating to a bill described in subsection (a)
shall be decided without debate.

(4) 1t shall not be in order to consider more
than one bill described in subsection (c) or
more than one motion to discharge described
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular
special message.

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov-
erned by the rules of the House of Represent-
atives except to the extent specifically pro-
vided by the provisions of this Act.

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.—

(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill
received in the Senate from the House shall
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the
provisions of this Act.

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith,
shall be limited to not more than ten hours.
The time shall be equally divided between,
and controlled by, the majority leader and
the minority leader or their designees.

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable
motions or appeal in connection with such
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal-
ly divided between, and controlled by the
mover and the manager of the bill, except
that in the event the manager of the bill is
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the
time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under their control on the pas-
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any de-
batable motion or appeal.

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a
motion to recommit with instructions to re-
port back within a specified number of days
not to exceed one, not counting any day on
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which the Senate is not in session) is not in
order.

(f) POINTS OF ORDER.—

(1) 1t shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any rescission/receipts disapproval
bill that relates to any matter other than
the rescission of budget authority or veto of
the provision of law transmitted by the
President under this Act.

(2) 1t shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any amendment to a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill.

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and
sworn.

SEC. 6. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE.

Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one-
year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller
General shall submit a report to each House
of Congress which provides the following in-
formation:

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re-
scission of discretionary budget authority
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year,
together with their dollar value, and an indi-
cation of whether each rescission of discre-
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar-
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(2) The total number of proposed Presi-
dential rescissions of discretionary budget
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene-
fit submitted through special messages for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their total dol-
lar value.

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year
and approved by Congress, together with
their total dollar value.

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary
budget authority initiated by Congress for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their dollar
value, and an indication of whether each
such rescission was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis-
cretionary budget authority initiated and
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end-
ing during the preceding calendar year, to-
gether with their total dollar value.

(6) A summary of the information provided
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year
during this calendar year.

SEC. 7. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.—

(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an
action, in the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground
that any provision of this Act violates the
Constitution.

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt-
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, and each House of Congress shall have
the right to intervene in such action.

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1)

shall be heard and determined by a three-
judge court in accordance with section 2284
of title 28, United States Code.
Nothing in this section or in any other law
shall infringe upon the right of the House of
Representatives to intervene in an action
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne-
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize
such intervention.
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(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any
order of the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia which is issued pur-
suant to an action brought under paragraph
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the
United States. Any such appeal shall be
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10
days after such order is entered; and the ju-
risdictional statement shall be filed within
30 days after such order is entered. No stay
of an order issued pursuant to an action
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su-
preme Court.

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—It shall be
the duty of the District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of
the United States to advance on the docket
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex-
tent the disposition of any matter brought
under subsection (a).

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: ‘“An Act to give
the President item veto authority over
appropriation Acts and targeted tax
benefits in revenue Acts.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

House Resolution 147 was laid on the
table.

REGULATORY TRANSITION ACT OF
1995

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that: First, it be in
order to consider in the House a mo-
tion to take from the Speaker’s table
the Senate bill (S. 219) to ensure econ-
omy and efficiency of Federal Govern-
ment operations by establishing a mor-
atorium on regulatory rulemaking ac-
tions, and for other purposes, to strike
all after the enacting clause of S. 219
and to insert in lieu the text of H.R. 450
as passed by the House;

Second, that the motion be debatable
for not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled among chairmen
and ranking minority members of the
Committees on Government Reform
and Oversight and the Judiciary; and

Third, that the previous question be
ordered on the motion to final adoption
without intervening motion except one
motion to commit.

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

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I do so in order that the gentleman
may explain his unanimous consent re-
quest.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | have a
motion at the desk at this point, if we
may proceed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has asked unanimous consent,
the gentleman from Minnesota has re-
served the right to object and has
yielded to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.
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Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | would just like a further ex-
planation.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, as part
of the Contract With America, the
House passed overwhelmingly, in a bi-
partisan fashion, H.R. 450, the Regu-
latory Transition Act of 1995, which
imposes a temporary moratorium on
the issuance of regulations. It provides
a very necessary timeout on promulga-
tion and implementation of regulations
while Congress is in the process of de-
liberating long-overdue regulatory re-
forms.

So | think it would be helpful to re-
view the bidding for just a moment.
After 2 full days of debate on the House
floor and numerous amendments, the
final vote was 276 to 146. The House
passed this bill February 24, 1995, and
sent it to the Senate 2 days later. One
month later, the Senate passed their
version of the moratorium, which is,
frankly, hard to characterize as a regu-
latory moratorium.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | was just trying to figure it
out, but apparently this is the normal
procedure in the House, to link these
two bills together.

So, Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

Mr. CLINGER. The objective is the
same as what we just did in the last
bill.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | withdraw my reservation of
objection and support the request of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

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

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLINGER

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CLINGER moves to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 219) to grant the
power to the President to reduce budget au-
thority, and for other purposes, strike all
after the enacting clause of the Senate bill,
and insert the text of H.R. 450 as passed by
the House.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Em-
ERSON]. Pursuant to order of the House,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] will be recognized for 15 min-
utes, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. PETERSON] will be recognized for
15 minutes, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS] will be recognized
for 15 minutes, and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CoNYERS] will be recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, since | have already de-
livered part of my remarks on the mo-
tion, | would just reiterate, the version
that we are sending back to the Senate
is a very different version than was en-
acted in the Senate. It is our position
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that the House bill is a very good piece
of legislation that was crafted to en-
sure that the health and safety of our
citizens is protected, while at the same
time providing a necessary timeout
from the burdens of regulation.

I think every Member of this body
over time has heard from their con-
stituents, small businessmen, individ-
uals, communities, of the incredibly in-
tolerable burden that is being imposed
upon them by regulation. So there is a
need for time for review and reflection
while we pass and enact major regu-
latory reform which is in the process of
moving its way forward.

Both the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
DELAY, the distinguished majority
whip, and the gentleman from Indiana,
Chairman MCcCINTOSH, the chairman of
the subcommittee of jurisdiction, au-
thored H.R. 450 to provide this short-
term moratorium to allow Congress
and the administration to review regu-
lations on the books and to determine
whether they meet cost-benefit cri-
teria, and, more importantly, whether
they just plain make sense.

During hearings and debate on this
bill we’ve heard story after story about
regulatory overkill. Many regulations
are unnecessary, duplicative, or con-
flicting. How many small businesses do
we want to put out of business before
pass reforms?

Just yesterday, we heard from a
group of small businessmen that again
underscored this point. Regulations
promulgated under the Clean Air Act
require that this industry obtain a per-
mit from the EPA or State EPA for
each piece of new equipment that they
buy or install for their plant, rather
than being allowed to have a single
permit for that plant. This is like in-
specting a car and rather than requir-
ing a single inspection you have to get
a separate inspection for the doors, the
windshield, the brakes, the trunk, and
the list goes on and on. These business-
men want to protect the environment,
but find themselves using enough paper
to plant a new forest—with little or
not environmental benefits gained. For
each facility, 300 to 400 pages of paper
have to be generated to meet both the
EPA and State requirements—which
are often duplicative and conflicting. |
am told that it took a 150-page manual
just to explain the regulation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 450 is a good bill.
We cannot afford as a society to con-
tinue down the road we are marching.
This bill provides us an opportunity for
a timeout to review regulations. It is
my sincere hope that after all this ef-
fort we would be able to craft a reason-
able compromise with the Senate.
Some assumed that we would pass the
Senate version of the bill. That simply
is not going to happen.

I urge my colleagues to support this
motion and hope that the Senate will
see fit to move this bill forward to con-
ference in an expedited fashion. It is a
bill that does not belong in Congress—
it belongs on the President’s desk.
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to support the
gentleman’s motion. Earlier this year
the House passed a bill to provide for a
moratorium on new regulations pend-
ing the enactment of other regulatory
reform bills that provide for cost-bene-
fit analysis and risk assessment. |
worked closely with the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCcINTOSH], the chairman of our sub-
committee, and | supported this bill. |
became convinced that we needed a
time out on regulations and we needed
a change in the way we deal with the
regulatory process in this Government.

Subsequently, Mr. Speaker, the Sen-
ate passed its version of the morato-
rium legislation providing for a dif-
ferent approach, which is not all bad,
which asks for a congressional review
period for new regulations. In passing
the bill, the Senate did not take its
version and attach it to the House bill.
Therefore, today’s action is required as
a first step towards trying to reach a
compromise between the two versions.

As | reviewed regulations during the
committee consideration of the bill, |
found that in fact there are many regu-
lations which Congress should look at
more closely, and | think the morato-
rium bill would, in my opinion, force
agencies to think twice before writing
new regulations and to begin to do the
cost-benefit analysis and risk assess-
ment that the House has already
passed and is pending in the Senate.

I do not think there is really a whole
lot of need to repeat the debate in the
House over this bill, since the motion
of the gentleman today merely takes
the House position and attaches it to
the Senate bill. This is a standard pro-
cedure in the House for linking these
two bills after the final passage in the
House.

I support the gentleman’s motion and
hope that we are successful in bringing
some sense to the other body and get-
ting some consideration of our posi-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | have
no objection to the motion either. | do
have a couple of questions, if I might
address them to the distinguished
chairman.

Am | correct that the piece of legisla-
tion that we are talking about here is
the one that puts a total moratorium
on any kind of Federal regulation,
from any Federal agency, except for
some of those key areas, like duck
hunting, that were exempted here on
the floor of the House by amendment?

Mr. CLINGER. There are a number of
exceptions, as the gentleman knows,
that are exempted from the provisions
of the moratorium.

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, all of us are
certainly opposed to unnecessary Fed-
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eral regulations, and there are some
silly ones out there. This particular
proposal as it passed the House went so
far, so extreme, so fast, that it was es-
sentially rejected 100 to zip by the U.S.
Senate, was it not, for an alternative
approach?

Mr. CLINGER. | believe the gen-
tleman is incorrect on that. This ver-
sion was not considered by the other
body.

Mr. DOGGETT. The Senate did not
even bother to consider this approach.
They took an alternative approach to
trying to weed out regulations. Really
the whole idea of a total moratorium is
deader than a doornail in the Senate.
You might as well put an RIP sign over
it. It is gone. It is not going to happen.

Mr. CLINGER. If the gentleman
would further yield, | would reject that
concept. What we are trying to do, ob-
viously, the Senate took a different ap-
proach from us. That is the whole pur-
pose of a conference, is to sit down and
negotiate those out. We think that our
version is better, and we would hope to
see the Senate version improved as a
result of our conference.

Mr. DOGGETT. But 100 Members of
the Senate, including all the Repub-
licans, disagreed with the gentleman.

Mr. CLINGER. The matter has never
come to a vote.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, | would
agree with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, the chairman, that | do not
think the Senate took a position on
this.

| just want to say, some of us on this
side of the aisle worked with the gen-
tleman. | think as the bill was origi-
nally put together, these claims may
have been valid. But | do not think it
is valid with the bill as it passed the
House.

We clearly gave the President the op-
portunity to deal with regulations that
he felt were important to the imminent
threat to the health and safety that
might happen. We exempted routine
administrative regulations. The claim
cannot be made about this bill that it
is going to stop all regulations for this
moratorium period. That is not true.
This does provide a mechanism that we
think is reasonable to allow for regula-
tions to go ahead that are necessary.

What we are trying to do with this
moratorium is put a time out on regu-
lations until we can get the other
things in place so we can start bringing
some commonsense, some cost-benefits
and risk assessment to the regulatory
process. We think that it is a reason-
able approach.

As | say, | support what the chair-
man is doing, and | hope that we can
get some of the elements of the mora-
torium bill into the final version when
we finally do get to conference with
the Senate.

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the American people,
through the election process, made
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sure in 1994 that this Congress would
take a hard look at the impact of regu-
lations on itself, the American people.
We have known for a long time, and so
have the American people, that the
Congress passes a statute with good in-
tentions, and then all of a sudden it is
put into the hands of the agencies to
implement that statute. And what hap-
pens? They issue regulations that seem
absolutely foreign and almost contrary
many times to the intent of the Con-
gress.

So for decade after decade, these reg-
ulations impacted against the Amer-
ican people, and they had no recourse,
not did the Members of Congress, ex-
cept to repeal or try to do something
on the floor to deal with that problem
by itself. That did not work. So now
with the Contract With America, where
we promised regulatory reform, we
brought about a House vehicle which
declared a moratorium which said let
us stop, look and listen and see what
has happened over the years with this
regulatory process. Let us put a mora-
torium on it and now determine which
way we should approach the new dawn,
the new era, of how the Congress will
make statutes and the regulators will
react to that.

Well, that is a pretty good idea, we
felt. But the Senate now goes the other
way. The Senate in its proposal, the
one which we hope to reject here today,
says once we pass a statute we ought to
be involved on every single regulation
that the bureaucrats promulgate,
which is almost an impossible task, be-
cause they build into their proposal a
kind of legislative veto which requires
the Congress to look at every single
regulation as if it were a separate stat-
ute.

That is going to the extreme from
the original position where the Con-
gress had no control at all. Now it has
to micromanage every single regula-
tion. What we offer here in rejecting
the Senate proposal and adopting our
own language is an overview of the reg-
ulatory process, with the ability to
some day be able to command the bu-
reaus to look at it very closely, give us
an analysis, try to determine the cost
effectiveness, see what impact it will
have on the American people, and then
promulgate that regulation. That is
what we are trying to do.

The Senate bill puts us all as
micromanagers. The House bill is a
reasonable approach to give the Amer-
ican people some safety valve from the
oppressive hand of the regulators by al-
lowing this stop, look and listen gap
that we are proposing, and then a cost
and effectiveness type of analysis over-
sight on regulations, which is sure to

make life more comfortable for all
Americans.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | am

very pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCcCINTOSH], a principal author of the
House version of the moratorium.
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(Mr. MCINTOSH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentlemen from Pennsylvania, Mr.
GEKAS and Mr. CLINGER, have pointed
out, there are some fundamental dif-
ferences between the House and the
Senate version of this bill, and there
are meritorious arguments in terms of
actually putting a 45-day delay on reg-
ulations. But | think, unfortunately,
the original text of S. 219 neglects
some very serious problems that have
come up in our regulatory process.
When | go home to my district in Mun-
cie and Anderson, IN, people talk to me
and say, David, we need to make sure
that what you all have done in the
House of Representatives continues to
go forward and do not cave in to the
forces back in Washington who are try-
ing to derail your efforts to cut back
on unnecessary regulations.

Our subcommittee held a field hear-
ing in which we had dozens of people
talk to us about regulatory problems
that were crippling their businesses,
causing the loss of jobs, and forcing our
economy to be less competitive.

Specifically, since last November the
Clinton administration has issued sev-
eral hundred regulations, and there are
30 of them that our subcommittee has
identified that create serious problems
for our economy. | think it is impor-
tant that we move from the abstract
and look at what these real problems
are and why we need to put a morato-
rium so that these regulations can be
reviewed under the new cost-benefit
and risk assessment standards.
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One of them is the OSHA ergonomics
rule, which has not been promulgated,
but the Department of Labor has indi-
cated that in spite of what this House
may do, they intend to move forward
with it. This could cost us $3.1 billion
each year In unnecessary regulatory
costs. There is the California Federal
implementation plan, which would
shut down many sectors of the Califor-
nia economy, would affect everything
from flights going into Los Angeles
Airport to lawnmowers, to people’s
jobs, will cost between $4 and $6 billion,
with a possible job loss of 165,000 jobs
in the State of California alone.

There is the Great Lakes clean water
quality guidelines. | want to say, as
somebody from a Great Lakes State,
we all want to see clean water and we
want to see the Great Lakes cleaned
up. But this regulation will cost us jobs
once again, approximately 33,000 jobs
in the Midwest alone and another 2 bil-
lion in economic cost to the economy.
There is the clean air permitting rule,
which will cost billions of dollars in
unnecessary red tape and get you ex-
actly zero benefits in terms of addi-
tional clean air.

This regulation we do not need in the
economy. It has been promulgated by
the administration. It needs to be sub-
ject to the moratorium so it can go
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through the review process and be
changed so that we do not tie our own
hands behind our backs.

The list goes on and on. There are
the endangered species listing where
the Interior Department indicates that
they have 4,000 new species they want
to add to the list of endangered species,
including the eastern wood rat, the
Lake Huron locust and the pee clam.
The problem with this is that it will
cost us, once again, jobs. It will cause
us to be impeded in our economy, and
we need to have some common sense
applied to these regulations.

Mr. Speaker, | have an entire list
here that | would like to put into the
RECORD of important serious rule mak-
ings that need to be put into the mora-
torium. Just yesterday Governor Larry
Lindsey of the Federal Reserve Board
conducted a seminar with people who
are working in the inner city to try to
rebuild dilapidated housing so that
poor people and middle income families
can have a hope to own their own
home. We asked them, what is your
major problem with going forward in
these efforts in the inner city? They
said, Federal regulations.

They pointed to dozens of rules that
make it harder, more costly for them
to actually make these differences for
people. And they asked us in Congress
to move forward in cutting back on
that unnecessary red tape.

Let us step back and look at the larg-
er picture. | think what we have ac-
complished in the House of Representa-
tives was a bipartisan vote, strong sup-
port on both sides of the aisle, defi-
nitely sent a message to the bureauc-
racies, it is not business as usual. We
have to end the endless red tape and
regulation that have been strangling
our economy. And when | go home peo-
ple tell me, we want to see this Con-
gress go forward. We are worried that
the other body is going to drag its feet
and that you are not going to get these
reforms through.

What we are doing today is sending a
message. We cannot accept the status
quo. We have to move these reforms
forward. It is imperative that we im-
plement them for the American people.

They are counting on this House of
Representatives to change the way
Washington operates, cut back on un-
necessary red tape, and move forward
with this moratorium, with the cost-
benefit and risk assessment legislation,
with protection for property rights,
that fundamentally do change the way
we do business here, making the Gov-
ernment, once again, responsive to the
American people.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the gentle-
man’s efforts in leading this forward
and look forward to the efforts in mov-
ing it toward a conference so that we
can go back home and report to the
American people we have done what
you sent us here to do.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes and 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. BARRETT].
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Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, my grandfather used to say
common sense is not all that common.
I think the previous speaker has shown
why common sense is not always that
common.

As | look at the regulatory reform
issue, there are really three different
camps in Congress. There is the camp
that does not want to see any regu-
latory reform at all. That is a minor-
ity. | do not think there are many peo-
ple here who believe that.

Then there is the camp that is basi-
cally along with the Senate and says,
let us have true regulatory reform and
let us allow Congress to look at those
regulations that are too burdensome,
that go too far, that contradict the in-
tent of Congress.

The gentleman who spoke before
went through a litany of regulations
that he thinks go too far. | think we in
Congress should address those issues.
We should look at them right now and
decide whether they have gone too far
and, if they have, we should reverse the
agency action.

Then there is the third camp. The
third camp is interested in playing pol-
itics, and that is the version that has
gone from the House of Representa-
tives.

Picture yourself as the President of
the United States. You are handed a
bill that says for the next 11 months,
your agencies, your executive agencies,
the people that you have hired can no
longer issue any regulations. | do not
care if you are a Democrat, | do not
care if you are Republican, | do not
care if you are Ross Perot, you are
going to say no. | am not going to tie
the hands of my agencies. | am going
to veto that bill.

And you would be crazy if you did
not. If you are Republican or Democrat
or Ross Perot, you would be crazy if
you did not veto that bill. So let us
just assume in the fantasy world, the
Alice in Wonderland world that this
bill got to President Clinton. He would
veto it tomorrow.

So the previous speaker who talked
about all these burdensome regulations
that he is concerned about is not going
to get anywhere. He will be able to
play politics by saying all bureaucrats
are bad, but he is not going to move
forward with the goal of getting rid of
regulations that are too burdensome to
the American people.

I want to get rid of regulations that
are too burdensome to the American
people. The Senate has come up with a
perfect vehicle for us to do that.

I come from the State of Wisconsin
where we have legislative review of ad-
ministrative rules. It works very, very
well. If an agency goes too far, the leg-
islature then will review those regula-
tions, not all regulations, just the ones
that it thinks are too burdensome and
it will reverse the agency action. If we
want to deal with this problem, that is
how we deal with the problem. We do
not take an absurd bill that is being
passed only for political purposes, that
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every single person in this Chamber
knows that the President would veto
and try to move it forward. That does
not accomplish anything. All it does is
it scores political points.

What can we do? We can do what the
Senate did. We can say that agencies
pass rules, they come back here. That
way the different concerns that were
raised by burdensome regulation we
can look at. At the same time, very
good regulations, like the ones dealing
Cryptosporidium from my area, if we
did it that way, at the same time we
would be able to have agencies move
forward with Cryptosporidium re-
search, E. coli bacteria research, rules
on those and save people’s lives, help
American people and still stop the reg-
ulations that need to be stopped. Let
us do the right thing and go along with
the Senate.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY],
the deputy majority leader, alias the
whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me and
elevating me and promoting me. | ap-
preciate bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 450 has developed a
very long history. In December 1994,
the Republican leadership sent a letter
to the President asking him to issue a
moratorium on Federal regulations in
order for the new Congress to institute
these long-needed regulatory reforms.
The President refused.

In January, | introduced H.R. 450, in-
stituting that moratorium that the
President refused to issue on his own.
And in February, the House passed
H.R. 450 with a very strong majority
vote and sent it to the Senate for its
consideration.

The Senate has chosen to take a dif-
ferent approach, passing a bill which
allows Congress to review and dis-
approve regulations under an expedited
procedure.

In light of the differences between
those two bills, we are now sending
H.R. 450 back to the Senate and en-
courage the Senate to work with us to
come to an acceptable compromise.

H.R. 450 had very broad support from
both Members and from the public at
large. It responds to the serious cry
from the American people to reduce
the burden of government. This bill
puts a hold on the incredible flow of
regulation since November 20 so that
the regulatory reforms passed by the
Congress will apply to those regula-
tions.

I might say to the previous speaker,
most of the horror stories that he
spoke about, Mr. Speaker, are taken
care of with the health and safety ex-
emption in our bill. Anything that has
to do with health and safety, the Presi-
dent himself can exempt from the mor-
atorium.

Actually, the bill itself puts the
President in charge, even though he
does not choose to be in charge. We
give it all to the President, and there is
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a procedure set up whereby the Presi-
dent on his own initiative under cer-
tain conditions can exempt these, any
regulations he deems necessary that af-
fects the health and safety of the
American people from the moratorium
called for in this bill.

All the scare tactics, all the fear
mongering that is going on about regu-
lations and how we are going to Kkill
children and throw the senior citizens
out in the street are totally false, par-
ticularly if you have any confidence at
all in this President, in his ability to
use the bill to exempt certain regula-
tions from the moratorium.

So | ask the Members to support
striking the language of S. 219 and
sending H.R. 450 to the Senate today so
that we can get a bill to the Presi-
dent’s desk soon.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT], a very valued
member of the committee.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I rise in support of this motion this
morning on H.R. 450. 1 think that I
should respond just briefly to some of
the comments made a few moments
ago by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

I would remind him and other Mem-
bers that this bill passed out of the
House by almost a two-to-one margin,
after 10 hours of open debate. There
were lots of amendments offered. Some
of those amendments were accepted.
And | think to say that this is purely
a political ploy, | think is a disservice
to this entire House, because | think
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] and the other members who
worked so hard on this, particularly
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCcCINTOSH] of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Economic Growth, Natural Re-
sources, and Regulatory Affairs did an
excellent job under open rules, allow-
ing everyone to participate. and |
think to say that this was not fair is
really a disservice to all of us.

I think the message that should be
going out from this Congress is that
the status quo does not live here any-
more. In fact, | am happy to be a mem-
ber of the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight and the
Mclntosh subcommittee because one of
the most troubling things that | heard
coming to the Congress this year was
that in the past this Congress has not
lived up to its oversight responsibil-
ities. | think this is one way of saying
that we are not going to permit the
agencies out there to just go off on
their own and pass these rules ad infi-
nitum.

We have had a number of field hear-
ings. We have had a number of town
meetings, | have. And at virtually
every one of the town meetings | have
had |1 have heard about the needless
regulation that is coming out of Wash-
ington.

We had a hearing and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON] joined
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us in Indianapolis about a month ago.
And it was interesting because at that
meeting we heard from the publisher of
the largest newspaper in the State of
Indiana and we heard from the presi-
dent of the University of Indiana. And
they were both saying, please do some-
thing about this regulatory burden
that we have to live under.

I made the comment then and |
would share it today that | think we fi-
nally have reached the critical mass
because we have both the media and
academia saying uncle. At all of our
town meetings we hear from small
business people and particularly farm-
ers who are saying, we need a time out.
And that is what really this bill is all
about.

Let me just finally say that | think
the message we are trying to send from
this House today to our colleagues at
the other end of the building, that you
have dropped the ball and we are going
to give you a chance to recovery your
fumble.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

As | said, | did not think we needed
to debate this bill, but | think we need
to clear up a couple of things.

The coalition and many other Demo-
crats were proud to support this piece
of legislation. | think that some of the
claims that were made by some of my
colleagues on this side of the aisle may
have been valid as we looked at the
original bill. But in our judgment it is
not valid, and | really want to associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the pre-
vious two speakers, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT] and

the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY], in the final bill.
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We have taken care of the concerns
that people had about this bill. The
President has the ability to exempt
regulations that he feels need to go
ahead. This claim that the agencies are
going to be stopped dead from doing
any regulatory process is not true. |
think the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY] said it very clearly. Unless we
do not believe that the President of the
United States is going to do the right
thing, this bill is not the kind of ex-
treme bill that some people have laid
out.

I just want to make the point that
many of us on this side of the aisle sup-
port this piece of legislation, and we
ask people to look at the final product,
because it is very different than the
bill that was originally introduced.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG], a
very valuable and hardworking mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the motion to substitute the
language of H.R. 50 for S. 219.

H.R. 450, the Regulatory Reform
Transition Act, passed this body over-
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whelmingly. It is not an extreme meas-
ure.

In the debate in the other body on
this measure, one of our colleagues
said, and | quote, “Our system of gov-
ernment is working.”” With respect to
the regulatory system in America, my
colleague’s claim could not be further
from the truth. He is simply wrong.
The regulatory burden we are imposing
willy-nilly on American businesses and
American citizens is In excess. It is
doing severe damage to our economy,
and it is time to stop it. We need to
subject, Mr. Speaker, all regulations to
a risk assessment and to a cost-benefit
analysis. That is the substantive re-
view we are seeking. That is what this
legislation will do.

The time to begin subjecting new
regulations to that type of analysis,
cost-benefit and risk assessment, is
now. That is what H.R. 450 will do. The
moratorium simply says there will be a
time out, and that we will have that
time period during which to pass sub-
stantive regulatory review, reform, and
then to subject those regulations now
going through that process to that sub-
stantive review.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to respond
to several remarks on the other side.
Some of my colleagues have risen to
say that this is an extreme measure,
and that the Senate measure is a good
alternative. That is simply incorrect,
because the Senate measure is dif-
ferent. It does not achieve the same
goal. I myself support the notion of
legislative review of regulatory mat-
ters. If, indeed, a regulatory proceeding
is extreme and the regulation should be
suspended, that is fine. However, that
is not what this legislation accom-
plishes. This legislation says it is
known and indisputable in America
that the regulatory system is out of
control. That is not necessarily true
only 90 or 100 or 120 days from now. The
regulatory system is out of control
now.

When we enact substantive review,
which requires cost-benefit and risk as-
sessment analysis, we ought to apply
that to all of the regulations that are
currently going through.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH], recognized
there are thousands of regulations
going through at this time. They
should be subjected to this review. |
urge support of the motion.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. EHR-
LICH], a very thoughtful freshman
member of our committee.

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

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, | also
want to congratulate the chairman of
the full committee, the chairman of
the subcommittee, and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON], for his
great leadership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, a new generation ar-
rived in Congress this year. That gen-
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eration promised to deliver with re-
spect to the Contract With America. A
critical part of that contract is regu-
latory reform. Mr. Speaker, we hear so
much out there during election years
that people are for the family and they
are against crime and for the small
business person in this country, but the
fact is, Mr. Speaker, this is where the
rubber meets the road on the floor of
the House. Reg reform and H.R. 450 are
truly where the rubber emets the road.

Mr. Speaker, when | was campaign-
ing | would actually stop into strip
shopping malls to talk to small busi-
ness owners. | thought | would hear
problems and concerns about the legal
environment in the State of Maryland,
or the unavailability of capital, or em-
ployee problems, but time and time
again, by far the predominant concern
I heard from the small business com-
munity was the burden of Federal regu-
lation on small business.

Mr. Speaker, it is not radical in this
day and age to say stop, which is what
this bill does. It is not radical to look
at what we have done, to inventory
what we have done, to stop promulgat-
ing Federal regulations before we use
good science, before we use cost-benefit
analysis, and before we use risk assess-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, it has already been said
time and time again on this floor that
exceptions apply within the context of
this bill for emergency, health, and
safety regulations. Mr. Speaker, the
bottom line of H.R. 450, the bottom line
to regulatory reform in this Congress,
is returning a sense of common sense
to the way we promulgate regulations
in this country today. That is what
H.R. 450 is all about. That is what the
Contract With America is all about.

To my friend, the gentleman from
Wisconsin, who characterized this bill
as politics, to the extent that this ma-
jority, this majority, this nonpartisan
majority is responding to consumers
and the small business community in
this country, that truly is politics in
the best tradition of this House.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, the point needs to be
made very strongly that this is a bipar-
tisan bill. This is not a partisan meas-
ure. This measure passed the House on
February 24 by a vote of 276 to 146.
There was a strong bipartisan support
for that measure, as there has been for
all of the measures dealing with regu-
latory reform.

It is very clear, | think, that the
American people want regulatory re-
form. This is part of an overall piece,
an overall package we are putting to-
gether to accomplish what the Amer-
ican people want. We need to go to con-
ference. We need to get this bill en-
acted into law, and we need to send it
to the President.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume, sim-
ply to echo the sentiments of my col-
league, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia. What we are talking about here is
dealing with regulations, not allowing
regulations to deal with us. The House
version allows us to deal with those
regulations. The Senate version per-
mits the regulatory process to over-
whelm us, which it now does, and
which we are trying to rectify.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. TATE].

(Mr. TATE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, I, too, want
to lend my support to this proposal as
it passed the House, and | commend the
chairman of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and the
subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH].

Recently a survey from the National
Federation of Independent Businesses
went out and surveyed their member-
ship as to what was their concern.
Taxes and health care were a concern,
but the No. 1 concern and threat to
small business in this country is regu-
lations.

I had my local Chamber of Commerce
from Takoma here recently. They were
talking about the issues that concern
them, but the one that came up the
most, whether they were in banking or
they had a local grocery store or what-
ever, was regulations. One aspect of
this particular bill that was added on
in the amendatory process when we
were on the floor, was the Tate amend-
ment, which extended the moratorium
for businesses that have 100 or less em-
ployees an additional 6 months, be-
cause those are the people that are the
most affected when new regulations are
passed. Those are the people that are
on the margin, that may be in business
or may not be in business based on a
new regulation.

This is a sound bill, Mr. Speaker. It
is really common sense. It is time that
we pass some real regulatory relief.
Once again, | commend this to the
House, and look forward to a strong bi-

partisan support for this when it
passes.
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | vyield

back the balance of my time.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | again want to com-
mend the gentlemen for their good
work, and hope that we can get this to
conference, and talk some sense into
the other body. Unfortunately, they
appear to be somewhat in the capture
of the bureaucracy and the status quo.
Hopefully, if we cannot get the entire
moratorium through, maybe we can
get some specific items in the morato-
rium through on the Senate side.
Again, I commend everyone and urge
support of this motion.
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Mr. Speaker, | have no further Mem-
bers wishing to speak, and | yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). No one from the minority
of the House Committee on the Judici-
ary having presented themselves to
claim the time of that committee, the
Chair assumes that time is also yielded
back. All time has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House,
the previous question is ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER].

The motion was agreed to.

The text of the Senate bill, S. 219, is
as follows:

S. 219

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

TITLE I—REGULATORY TRANSITION
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“Regulatory
Transition Act of 1995,

SEC. 102. FINDING.

The Congress finds that effective steps for
improving the efficiency and proper manage-
ment of Government operations will be pro-
moted if a moratorium on the effectiveness
of certain significant final rules is imposed
in order to provide Congress an opportunity
for review.

SEC. 103. MORATORIUM ON REGULATIONS; CON-
GRESSIONAL REVIEW.

(&) REPORTING AND REVIEW OF REGULA-
TIONS.—

(1) REPORTING TO CONGRESS AND THE COMP-
TROLLER GENERAL.—

(A) Before a rule can take effect as a final
rule, the Federal agency promulgating such
rule shall submit to each House of the Con-
gress and to the Comptroller General a re-
port containing—

(i) a copy of the rule;

(ii) a concise general statement relating to
the rule; and

(iii) the proposed effective date of the rule.

(B) The Federal agency promulgating the
rule shall make available to each House of
Congress and the Comptroller General, upon
request—

(i) a complete copy of the cost-benefit
analysis of the rule, if any;

(ii) the agency’s actions relevant to section
603, section 604, section 605, section 607, and
section 609 of Public Law 96-354;

(iii) the agency’s actions relevant to title
I1, section 202, section 203, section 204, and
section 205 of Public Law 104-4; and

(iv) any other relevant information or re-
quirements under any other Act and any rel-
evant Executive Orders, such as Executive
Order 12866.

(C) Upon receipt, each House shall provide
copies to the Chairman and Ranking Member
of each committee with jurisdiction.

(2) REPORTING BY THE COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL.—

(A) The Comptroller General shall provide
a report on each significant rule to the com-
mittees of jurisdiction to each House of the
Congress by the end of 12 calendar days after
the submission or publication date as pro-
vided in section 104(b)(2). The report of the
Comptroller General shall include an assess-
ment of the agency’s compliance with proce-
dural steps required by subparagraph (B) (i)
through (iv).

(B) Federal agencies shall cooperate with
the Comptroller General by providing infor-
mation relevant to the Comptroller Gen-
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eral’s report under paragraph (2)(A) of this
section.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF SIGNIFICANT RULES.—
A significant rule relating to a report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall take effect
as a final rule, the latest of—

(A) the later of the date occurring 45 days
after the date on which—

(i) the Congress receives the report submit-
ted under paragraph (1); or

(ii) the rule is published in the Federal
Register;

(B) if the Congress passes a joint resolution
of disapproval described under section 104 re-
lating to the rule, and the President signs a
veto of such resolution, the earlier date—

(i) on which either House of Congress votes
and fails to override the veto of the Presi-
dent; or

(ii) occurring 30 session days after the date
on which the Congress received the veto and
objections of the President; or

(C) the date the rule would have otherwise
taken effect, if not for this section (unless a
joint resolution of disapproval under section
104 is enacted).

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR OTHER RULES.—EX-
cept for a significant rule, a rule shall take
effect as otherwise provided by law after sub-
mission to Congress under paragraph (1).

(5) FAILURE OF JOINT RESOLUTION OF DIS-
APPROVAL.—Notwithstanding the provisions
of paragraph (3), the effective date of a rule
shall not be delayed by operation of this title
beyond the date on which either House of
Congress votes to reject a joint resolution of
disapproval under section 104.

(b) TERMINATION OF DISAPPROVED RULE-
MAKING.—A rule shall not take effect (or con-
tinue) as a final rule, if the Congress passes
a joint resolution of disapproval described
under section 104.

(c) PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER AUTHORITY.—

(1) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS.—NOt-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion (except subject to paragraph (3)), a rule
that would not take effect by reason of this
title may take effect, if the President makes
a determination under paragraph (2) and sub-
mits written notice of such determination to
the Congress.

(2) GROUNDS FOR DETERMINATIONS.—Para-
graph (1) applies to a determination made by
the President by Executive order that the
rule should take effect because such rule is—

(A) necessary because of an imminent
threat to health or safety or other emer-
gency;

(B) necessary for the enforcement of crimi-
nal laws; or

(C) necessary for national security.

(3) WAIVER NOT TO AFFECT CONGRESSIONAL
DISAPPROVALS.—AN exercise by the President
of the authority under this subsection shall
have no effect on the procedures under sec-
tion 104 or the effect of a joint resolution of
disapproval under this section.

(d) TREATMENT OF RULES ISSUED AT END OF
CONGRESS.—

(1) ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITY FOR REVIEW.—
In addition to the opportunity for review
otherwise provided under this title, in the
case of any rule that is published in the Fed-
eral Register (as a rule that shall take effect
as a final rule) during the period beginning
on the date occurring 60 days before the date
the Congress adjourns sine die through the
date on which the succeeding Congress first
convenes, section 104 shall apply to such rule
in the succeeding Congress.

(2) TREATMENT UNDER SECTION 104.—

(A) In applying section 104 for purposes of
such additional review, a rule described
under paragraph (1) shall be treated as
though—

(i) such rule were published in the Federal
Register (as a rule that shall take effect as
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a final rule) on the 15th session day after the
succeeding Congress first convenes; and

(ii) a report on such rule were submitted to
Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such
date.

(B) Nothing in this paragraph shall be con-
strued to affect the requirement under sub-
section (a)(1) that a report must be submit-
ted to Congress before a final rule can take
effect.

(3) ACTUAL EFFECTIVE DATE NOT AF-
FECTED.—A rule described under paragraph
(1) shall take effect as a final rule as other-
wise provided by law (including other sub-
sections of this section).

(e) TREATMENT OF RULES ISSUED BEFORE
THIS ACT.—

(1) OPPORTUNITY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RE-
VIEW.—The provisions of section 104 shall
apply to any significant rule that is pub-
lished in the Federal Register (as a rule that
shall take effect as a final rule) during the
period beginning on November 20, 1994,
through the date on which this Act takes ef-
fect.

(2) TREATMENT UNDER SECTION 104.—In ap-
plying section 104 for purposes of Congres-
sional review, a rule described under para-
graph (1) shall be treated as though—

(A) such rule were published in the Federal
Register (as a rule that shall take effect as
a final rule) on the date of the enactment of
this Act; and

(B) a report on such rule were submitted to
Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such
date.

(3) ACTUAL EFFECTIVE DATE NOT AF-
FECTED.—The effectiveness of a rule de-
scribed under paragraph (1) shall be as other-
wise provided by law, unless the rule is made
of no force or effect under section 104.

(f) NULLIFICATION OF RULES DISAPPROVED
BY CONGRESS.—AnNy rule that takes effect
and later is made of no force or effect by the
enactment of a joint resolution under sec-
tion 104 shall be treated as though such rule
had never taken effect.

(g) NO INFERENCE TO BE DRAWN WHERE
RULES NoT DisappPROVED.—If the Congress
does not enact a joint resolution of dis-
approval under section 104, no court or agen-
cy may infer any intent of the Congress from
any action or inaction of the Congress with
regard to such rule, related statute, or joint
resolution of disapproval.

SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL PROCE-
DURE.

(@) JOINT RESOLUTION DEFINED.—FoOr pur-
poses of this section, the term “‘joint resolu-
tion”” means only a joint resolution intro-
duced during the period beginning on the
date on which the report referred to in sec-
tion 103(a) is received by Congress and end-
ing 45 days thereafter, the matter after the
resolving clause of which is as follows: “That
Congress disapproves the rule submitted by
the ___ relating to ___, and such rule shall
have no force or effect.”. (The blank spaces
being appropriately filled in.)

(b) REFERRAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A resolution described in
paragraph (1) shall be referred to the com-
mittees in each House of Congress with juris-
diction. Such a resolution may not be re-
ported before the eighth day after its sub-
mission or publication date.

(2) SuBMISSION DATE.—For purposes of this
subsection the term ‘‘submission or publica-
tion date” means the later of the date on
which—

(A) the Congress receives the report sub-
mitted under section 103(a)(1); or

(B) the rule is published in the Federal
Register.

(c) DISCHARGE.—If the committee to which
is referred a resolution described in sub-
section (a) has not reported such resolution
(or an identical resolution) at the end of 20
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calendar days after the submission or publi-
cation date defined under subsection (b)(2),
such committee may be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of such resolution in the
Senate upon a petition supported in writing
by 30 Members of the Senate and in the
House upon a petition supported in writing
by one-fourth of the Members duly sworn
and chosen or by motion of the Speaker sup-
ported by the Minority Leader, and such res-
olution shall be placed on the appropriate
calendar of the House involved.

(d) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—When the committee to
which a resolution is referred has reported,
or when a committee is discharged (under
subsection (c)) from further consideration of,
a resolution described in subsection (a), it is
at any time thereafter in order (even though
a previous motion to the same effect has
been disagreed to) for a motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution, and all
points of order against the resolution (and
against consideration of resolution) are
waived. The motion is not subject to amend-
ment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a
motion to proceed to the consideration of
other business. A motion to reconsider the
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order. If a motion
to proceed to the consideration of the resolu-
tion is agreed to, the resolution shall remain
the unfinished business of the respective
House until disposed of.

(2) DEBATE.—Debate on the resolution, and
on all debatable motions and appeals in con-
nection therewith, shall be limited to not
more than 10 hours, which shall be divided
equally between those favoring and those op-
posing the resolution. A motion further to
limit debate is in order and not debatable.
An amendment to, or a motion to postpone,
or a motion to proceed to the consideration
of other business, or a motion to recommit
the resolution is not in order.

(3) FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately following
the conclusion of the debate on a resolution
described in subsection (a), and a single
quorum call at the conclusion of the debate
if requested in accordance with the rules of
the appropriate House, the vote on final pas-
sage of the resolution shall occur.

(4) ApPeEaLs.—Appeals from the decisions
of the Chair relating to the application of
the rules of the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives, as the case may be, to the pro-
cedure relating to a resolution described in
subsection (a) shall be decided without de-
bate.

() TREATMENT IF OTHER HOUSE HAs
ACTED.—If, before the passage by one House
of a resolution of that House described in
subsection (a), that House receives from the
other House a resolution described in sub-
section (a), then the following procedures
shall apply:

(1) NONREFERRAL.—The resolution of the
other House shall not be referred to a com-
mittee.

(2) FINAL PASSAGE.—With respect to a reso-
lution described in subsection (a) of the
House receiving the resolution—

(A) the procedure in that House shall be
the same as if no resolution had been re-
ceived from the other House; but

(B) the vote on final passage shall be on
the resolution of the other House.

(f) CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY.—This sec-
tion is enacted by Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and House of Representatives,
respectively, and as such it is deemed a part
of the rules of each House, respectively, but
applicable only with respect to the procedure
to be followed in that House in the case of a
resolution described in subsection (a), and it
supersedes other rules only to the extent
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and
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(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of
that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of
any other rule of that House.

SEC. 105. SPECIAL RULE ON STATUTORY, REGU-
LATORY AND JUDICIAL DEADLINES.

(@) IN GENERAL.—IN the case of any dead-
line for, relating to, or involving any rule
which does not take effect (or the effective-
ness of which is terminated) because of the
enactment of a joint resolution under sec-
tion 104, that deadline is extended until the
date 12 months after the date of the joint
resolution. Nothing in this subsection shall
be construed to affect a deadline merely by
reason of the postponement of a rule’s effec-
tive date under section 103(a).

(b) DEADLINE DEFINED.—The term ‘‘dead-
line” means any date certain for fulfilling
any obligation or exercising any authority
established by or under any Federal statute
or regulation, or by or under any court order
implementing any Federal statute or regula-
tion.

SEC. 106. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title—

(1) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘“‘Federal
agency’’ means any ‘‘agency’’ as that term is
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United
States Code (relating to administrative pro-
cedure).

(2) SIGNIFICANT RULE.—The term ‘‘signifi-
cant rule”—

(A) means any final rule that the Adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs within the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget finds—

(i) has an annual effect on the economy of
$100,000,000 or more or adversely affects in a
material way the economy, a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition, jobs,
the environment, public health or safety, or
State, local, or tribal governments or com-
munities;

(i) creates a serious inconsistency or oth-
erwise interferes with an action taken or
planned by another agency;

(iii) materially alters the budgetary im-
pact of entitlement, grants, user fees, or loan
programs or the rights and obligations of re-
cipients thereof; or

(iv) raises novel legal or policy issues aris-
ing out of legal mandates, the President’s
priorities, or the principles set forth in Exec-
utive Order 12866.

(B) does not include any agency action
that establishes, modifies, opens, closes, or
conducts a regulatory program for a com-
mercial, recreational, or subsistence activity
relating to hunting, fishing, or camping.

(3) FINAL RULE.—The term ‘‘final rule”
means any final rule or interim final rule. As
used in this paragraph, ‘“‘rule’” has the mean-
ing given such term by section 551 of title 5,
United States Code, except that such term
does not include any rule of particular appli-
cability including a rule that approves or
prescribes for the future rates, wages, prices,
services, or allowances therefor, corporate or
financial structures, reorganizations, merg-
ers, or acquisitions thereof, or accounting
practices or disclosures bearing on any of the
foregoing or any rule of agency organization,
personnel, procedure, practice or any routine
matter.

SEC. 107. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

No determination, finding, action, or omis-
sion under this title shall be subject to judi-
cial review.

SEC. 108. APPLICABILITY; SEVERABILITY.

(a) ApPLICABILITY.—This title shall apply
notwithstanding any other provision of law.

(b) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this
title, or the application of any provision of
this title to any person or circumstance, is
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held invalid, the application of such provi-
sion to other persons or circumstances, and
the remainder of this title, shall not be af-
fected thereby.

SEC. 109. EXEMPTION FOR MONETARY POLICY.

Nothing in this title shall apply to rules
that concern monetary policy proposed or
implemented by the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System or the Federal
Open Market Committee.

SEC. 110. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This title shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act and shall apply to
any rule that takes effect as a final rule on
or after such effective date.

TITLE II—TERM GRAZING PERMITS
SEC. 201. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the Secretary of Agriculture (referred
to in this title as the “‘Secretary’) admin-
isters the 191,000,000-acre National Forest
System for multiple uses in accordance with
Federal law;

(2) where suitable, one of the recognized
multiple uses for National Forest System
land is grazing by livestock;

(3) the Secretary authorizes grazing
through the issuance of term grazing permits
that have terms of not to exceed 10 years and
that include terms and conditions necessary
for the proper administration of National
Forest System land and resources;

(4) as of the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary has issued approximately 9,000
term grazing permits authorizing grazing on
approximately 90,000,000 acres of National
Forest System land;

(5) of the approximately 9,000 term grazing
permits issued by the Secretary, approxi-
mately one-half have expired or will expire
by the end of 1996;

(6) if the holder of an expiring term grazing
permit has complied with the terms and con-
ditions of the permit and remains eligible
and qualified, that individual is considered
to be a preferred applicant for a new term
grazing permit in the event that the Sec-
retary determines that grazing remains an
appropriate use of the affected National For-
est System land;

(7) in addition to the approximately 9,000
term grazing permits issued by the Sec-
retary, it is estimated that as many as 1,600
term grazing permits may be waived by per-
mit holders to the Secretary in favor of a
purchaser of the permit holder’s permitted
livestock or base property by the end of 1996;

(8) to issue new term grazing permits, the
Secretary must comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.) and other laws;

(9) for a large percentage of the grazing
permits that will expire or be waived to the
Secretary by the end of 1996, the Secretary
has devised a strategy that will result in
compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 and other applica-
ble laws (including regulations) in a timely
and efficient manner and enable the Sec-
retary to issue new term grazing permits,
where appropriate;

(10) for a small percentage of the grazing
permits that will expire or be waived to the
Secretary by the end of 1996, the strategy
will not provide for the timely issuance of
new term grazing permits; and

(11) in cases in which ranching operations
involve the use of a term grazing permit is-
sued by the Secretary, it is essential for new
term grazing permits to be issued in a timely
manner for financial and other reasons.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
to ensure that grazing continues without
interruption on National Forest System land
in a manner that provides long-term protec-
tion of the environment and improvement of
National Forest System rangeland resources
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while also providing short-term certainty to
holders of expiring term grazing permits and
purchasers of a permit holder’s permitted
livestock or base property.

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) EXPIRING TERM GRAZING PERMIT.—The
term “‘expiring term grazing permit’”’ means
a term grazing permit—

(A) that expires in 1995 or 1996; or

(B) that expired in 1994 and was not re-
placed with a new term grazing permit solely
because the analysis required by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other applicable laws
has not been completed.

(2) FINAL AGENCY ACTION.—The term “‘final
agency action’ means agency action with re-
spect to which all available administrative
remedies have been exhausted.

(3) TERM GRAZING PERMIT.—The term ‘“‘term
grazing permit means a term grazing permit
or grazing agreement issued by the Sec-
retary under section 402 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43
U.S.C. 1752), section 19 of the Act entitled
“An Act to facilitate and simplify the work
of the Forest Service, and for other pur-
poses’, approved April 24, 1950 (commonly
known as the ““Granger-Thye Act’’) (16 U.S.C.
5801), or other law.

SEC. 203. ISSUANCE OF NEW TERM GRAZING PER-
MITS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, regulation, policy,
court order, or court sanctioned settlement
agreement, the Secretary shall issue a new
term grazing permit without regard to
whether the analysis required by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other applicable laws
has been completed, or final agency action
respecting the analysis has been taken—

(1) to the holder of an expiring term graz-
ing permit; or

(2) to the purchaser of a term grazing per-
mit holder’s permitted livestock or base
property if—

(A) between January 1, 1995, and December
1, 1996, the holder has waived the term graz-
ing permit to the Secretary pursuant to sec-
tion 222.3(c)(1)(iv) of title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations; and

(B) the purchaser of the term grazing per-
mit holder’s permitted livestock or base
property is eligible and qualified to hold a
term grazing permit.

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—EXxcept as pro-
vided in subsection (c)—

(1) a new term grazing permit under sub-
section (a)(1) shall contain the same terms
and conditions as the expired term grazing
permit; and

(2) a new term grazing permit under sub-
section (a)(2) shall contain the same terms
and conditions as the waived permit.

(c) DURATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A new term grazing per-
mit under subsection (a) shall expire on the
earlier of—

(A) the date that is 3 years after the date
on which it is issued; or

(B) the date on which final agency action
is taken with respect to the analysis re-
quired by the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
other applicable laws.

(2) FINAL ACTION IN LESS THAN 3 YEARS.—If
final agency action is taken with respect to
the analysis required by the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.) and other applicable laws before the
date that is 3 years after the date on which
a new term grazing permit is issued under
subsection (a), the Secretary shall—

(A) cancel the new term grazing permit;
and
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(B) if appropriate, issue a term grazing per-
mit for a term not to exceed 10 years under
terms and conditions as are necessary for the
proper administration of National Forest
System rangeland resources.

(d) DATE OF ISSUANCE.—

(1) EXPIRATION ON OR BEFORE DATE OF EN-
ACTMENT.—INn the case of an expiring term
grazing permit that has expired on or before
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall issue a new term grazing permit
under subsection (a)(1) not later than 15 days
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) EXPIRATION AFTER DATE OF ENACT-
MENT.—In the case of an expiring term graz-
ing permit that expires after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall
issue a new term grazing permit under sub-
section (a)(1) on expiration of the expiring
term grazing permit.

(3) WAIVED PERMITS.—In the case of a term
grazing permit waived to the Secretary pur-
suant to section 222.3(c)(1)(iv) of title 36,
Code of Federal Regulations, between Janu-
ary 1, 1995, and December 31, 1996, the Sec-
retary shall issue a new term grazing permit
under subsection (a)(2) not later than 60 days
after the date on which the holder waives a
term grazing permit to the Secretary.

SEC. 204. ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL AND JUDI-
CIAL REVIEW.

The issuance of a new term grazing permit
under section 203(a) shall not be subject to
administrative appeal or judicial review.
SEC. 205. REPEAL.

This title is repealed effective as of Janu-
ary 1, 2001.

TITLE I1I—GENERAL PROVISION
SEC. 301. SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING AMER-
ICAN CITIZENS HELD IN IRAQ.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) On Saturday, March 25, 1995, an lraqi
court sentenced two Americans, William
Barloon and David Daliberti, to eight years
imprisonment for allegedly entering Iraq
without permission.

(2) The two men were tried, convicted, and
sentenced in what was reported to be a very
brief period during that day with no other
Americans present and with their only legal
counsel having been appointed by the Gov-
ernment of Iraq.

(3) The Department of State has stated
that the two Americans have committed no
offense justifying imprisonment and has de-
manded that they be released immediately.

(4) This injustice worsens already strained
relations between the United States and Iraq
and makes resolution of differences with Iraq
more difficult.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—The Senate strongly
condemns the unjustified actions taken by
the Government of Irag against American
citizens William Barloon and David Daliberti
and urges their immediate release from pris-
on and safe exit from Iraq. Further, the Sen-
ate urges the President of the United States
to take all appropriate action to assure their
prompt release and safe exit from Iraq.

The text of the bill, H.R. 450, which is
inserted in lieu of S. 219, pursuant to
the foregoing motion, is as follows:

H.R. 450

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“*‘Regulatory
Transition Act of 1995”.

SEC. 2. FINDING.

The Congress finds that effective steps for
improving the efficiency and proper manage-
ment of Government operations, including
enactment of a new law or laws to require (1)
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that the Federal rulemaking process include
cost/benefit analysis, including analysis of
costs resulting from the loss of property
rights, and (2) for those Federal regulations
that are subject to risk analysis and risk as-
sessment that those regulations undergo
standardized risk analysis and risk assess-
ment using the best scientific and economic
procedures, will be promoted if a morato-
rium on new rulemaking actions is imposed
and an inventory of such action is con-
ducted.

SEC. 3. MORATORIUM ON REGULATIONS.

(@) MoRrATORIUM.—Until the end of the
moratorium period, a Federal agency may
not take any regulatory rulemaking action,
unless an exception is provided under section
5. Beginning 30 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the effectiveness of any
regulatory rulemaking action taken or made
effective during the moratorium period but
before the date of the enactment shall be
suspended until the end of the moratorium
period, unless an exception is provided under
section 5.

(b) INVENTORY OF RULEMAKINGS.—Not later
than 30 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the President shall conduct an
inventory and publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a list of all regulatory rulemaking ac-
tions covered by subsection (a) taken or
made effective during the moratorium period
but before the date of the enactment.

SEC. 4. SPECIAL RULE ON STATUTORY, REGU-
LATORY, AND JUDICIAL DEADLINES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—AnNY deadline for, relating
to, or involving any action dependent upon,
any regulatory rulemaking actions author-
ized or required to be taken before the end of
the moratorium period is extended for 5
months or until the end of the moratorium
period, whichever is later.

(b) DEADLINE DEFINED.—The term ‘‘dead-
line’” means any date certain for fulfilling
any obligation or exercising any authority
established by or under any Federal statute
or regulation, or by or under any court order
implementing any Federal statute or regula-
tion.

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF POSTPONED DEAD-
LINES.—Not later than 30 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the President
shall identify and publish in the Federal
Register a list of deadlines covered by sub-
section (a).

SEC. 5. EMERGENCY EXCEPTIONS; EXCLUSIONS.

(a) EMERGENCY EXCEPTION.—Section 3(a) or
4(a), or both, shall not apply to a regulatory
rulemaking action if—

(1) the head of a Federal agency otherwise
authorized to take the action submits a writ-
ten request to the Administrator of the Of-
fice of Information and Regulatory Affairs
within the Office of Management and Budget
and submits a copy thereof to the appro-
priate committees of each House of the Con-
gress;

(2) the Administrator of the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs within the
Office of Management and Budget finds in
writing that a waiver for the action is (A)
necessary because of an imminent threat to
health or safety or other emergency, or (B)
necessary for the enforcement of criminal
laws; and

(3) the Federal agency head publishes the
finding and waiver in the Federal Register.

(b) ExcrLusions.—The head of an agency
shall publish in the Federal Register any ac-
tion excluded because of a certification
under section 6(3)(B).

(c) CiviL RIGHTS EXCEPTION.—Section 3(a)
or 4(a), or both, shall not apply to a regu-
latory rulemaking action to establish or en-
force any statutory rights against discrimi-
nation on the basis of age, race, religion,
gender, national origin, or handicapped or
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disability status except such rulemaking ac-
tions that establish, lead to, or otherwise
rely on the use of a quota or preference based
on age, race, religion, gender, national ori-
gin, or handicapped or disability status’.
SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:

(1) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘‘Federal
agency’ means any agency as that term is
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United
States Code (relating to administrative pro-
cedure).

(2) MORATORIUM PERIOD.—The term ‘‘mora-
torium period’”’ means the period of time—

(A) beginning November 20, 1994; and

(B) ending on the earlier of—

(i) the first date on which there have been
enacted one or more laws that—

(1) require that the Federal rulemaking
process include cost/benefit analysis, includ-
ing analysis of costs resulting from the loss
of property rights; and

(I1) for those Federal regulations that are
subject to risk analysis and risk assessment,
require that those regulations undergo
standardized risk analysis and risk assess-
ment using the best scientific and economic
procedures; or

(ii) December 31, 1995.

except that in the case of a regulatory rule-
making action with respect to determining
that a species is an endangered species or a
threatened species under section 4(a)(1) of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1533(a)(1)) or designating critical habitat
under section 4(a)(3) of that Act (16 U.S.C.
1533(a)(3)), the term means the period of time
beginning on the date described in subpara-
graph (A) and ending on the earlier of the
first date on which there has been enacted
after the date of the enactment of this Act a
law authorizing appropriations to carry out
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, or De-
cember 31, 1996.

(3) REGULATORY RULEMAKING ACTION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘regulatory
rulemaking action” means any rulemaking
on any rule normally published in the Fed-
eral Register, including—

(i) the issuance of any substantive rule, in-
terpretative rule, statement of agency pol-
icy, notice of inquiry, advance notice of pro-
posed rulemaking, or notice of proposed rule-
making, and

(ii) any other action taken in the course of
the process of rulemaking (except a cost ben-
efit analysis or risk assessment, or both).

(B) EXcLuUsIONS.—The term ‘‘regulatory
rulemaking action’ does not include—

(i) any agency action that the head of the
agency and the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs with-
in the Office of Management and Budget cer-
tify in writing is limited to repealing, nar-
rowing, or streamlining a rule, regulation, or
administrative process or otherwise reducing
regulatory burdens;

(ii) any agency action that the head of the
agency and the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs with-
in the Office of Management and Budget cer-
tify in writing is limited to matters relating
to military or foreign affairs functions, stat-
utes implementing international trade
agreements, including all agency actions re-
quired by the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act, or agency management, personnel, or
public property, loans, grants, benefits, or
contracts;

(iii) any agency action that the head of the
agency and the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs with-
in the Office of Management and Budget cer-
tify in writing is limited to a routine admin-
istrative function of the agency;

(iv) any agency action that—

(1) is taken by an agency that supervises
and regulates insured depository institu-
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tions, affiliates of such institutions, credit
unions, or government sponsored housing en-
terprises; and

(I1) the head of the agency certifies would
meet the standards for an exception or exclu-
sion described in this Act; or

(v) any agency action that the head of the
agency certifies is limited to interpreting,
implementing, or administering the internal
revenue laws of the United States.

(4) RULE.—The term *“‘rule’” means the
whole or a part of an agency statement of
general or particular applicability and fu-
ture effect designed to implement, interpret,
or prescribe law or policy. Such term does
not include the approval or prescription, on
a case-by-case or consolidated case basis, for
the future of rates, wages, corporation, or fi-
nancial structures or reorganizations there-
of, prices, facilities, appliances, services or
allowances therefor, or of valuations, costs,
or accounting, or practices bearing on any of
the foregoing, nor does it include any action
taken in connection with the safety of avia-
tion or any action taken in connection with
the implementation of monetary policy or to
ensure the safety and soundness of federally
insured depository institutions, any affiliate
of such an institution, credit unions, or gov-
ernment sponsored housing enterprises or to
protect the Federal deposit insurance funds.
Such term also does not include the granting
an application for a license, registration, or
similar authority, granting or recognizing an
exemption, granting a variance or petition
for relief from a regulatory requirement, or
other action relieving a restriction (includ-
ing any agency which establishes, modifies,
or conducts a regulatory program for a rec-
reational or subsistence activity, including
but not limited to hunting, fishing, and
camping, if a Federal law prohibits the rec-
reational or subsistence activity in the ab-
sence of the agency action) or taking any ac-
tion necessary to permit new or improved
applications of technology or allow the man-
ufacture, distribution, sale, or use of a sub-
stance or product.

(5) RULEMAKING.—The term “‘rulemaking”
means agency process for formulating,
amending, or repealing a rule.

(6) LICENSE.—The term ‘‘license’”” means
the whole or part of an agency permit, cer-
tificate, approval, registration, charter,
membership, statutory exemption, or other
form of permission.

(7) IMMINENT THREAT TO HEALTH OR SAFE-
TY.—The term “‘imminent threat to health
or safety’”” means the existence of any condi-
tion, circumstance, or practice reasonably
expected to cause death, serious illness, or
severe injury to humans, or substantial
endangerment to private property during the
moratorium period.

SEC. 7. LIMITATION ON CIVIL ACTIONS.

No private right of action may be brought
against any Federal agency for a violation of
this Act. This prohibition shall not affect
any private right of action or remedy other-
wise available under any other law.

SEC. 8. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW; SEVER-
ABILITY.

(@) APPLICABILITY.—This Act shall apply
notwithstanding any other provision of law.

(b) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this
Act, or the application of any provision of
this Act to any person or circumstance, is
held invalid, the application of such provi-
sion to other persons or circumstances, and
the remainder of this Act, shall not be af-
fected thereby.

SEC. 9. REGULATIONS TO AID BUSINESS COM-
PETITIVENESS.

Section 3(a) or 4(a), or both, shall not
apply to any of the following regulatory
rulemaking actions (or any such action re-
lating thereto):
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(1) CONDITIONAL RELEASE OF TEXTILE IM-
PORTS.—A final rule published on December
2, 1994 (59 Fed. Reg. 61798), to provide for the
conditional release by the Customs Service
of textile imports suspected of being im-
ported in violation of United States quotas.

(2) TEXTILE IMPORTS.—ANy action which
the head of the relevant agency and the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs certify in writing is a
substantive rule, interpretive rule, state-
ment of agency policy, or notice of proposed
rulemaking to interpret, implement, or ad-
minister laws pertaining to the import of
textiles and apparel including section 334 of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (P.L.
103-465), relating to textile rules of origin.

(3) CusTOMS MODERNIZATION.—ANy action
which the head of the relevant agency and
the Administrator of the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs certify in writ-
ing is a substantive rule, interpretive rule,
statement of agency policy, or notice of pro-
posed rulemaking to interpret, implement,
or administer laws pertaining to the customs
modernization provisions contained in title
VI of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act (P.L. 103-182).

(4) ACTIONS WITH RESPECT TO CHINA REGARD-
ING INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY PROTECTION AND
MARKET ACCESS.—A regulatory rulemaking
action providing notice of a determination
that the People’s Republic of China’s failure
to enforce intellectual property rights and to
provide market access is unreasonable and
constitutes a burden or restriction on United
States commerce, and a determination that
trade action is appropriate and that sanc-
tions are appropriate, taken under section
304(a)(1)(A)(ii), section 304(a)(1)(B), and sec-
tion 301(b) of the Trade Act of 1974 and with
respect to which a notice of determination
was published on February 7, 1995 (60 Fed.
Reg. 7230).

(5) TRANSFER OF SPECTRUM.—A regulatory
rulemaking action by the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to transfer 50 mega-
hertz of spectrum below 5 GHz from govern-
ment use to private use, taken under the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993
and with respect to which notice of proposed
rulemaking was published at 59 Federal Reg-
ister 59393.

(6) PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES LI-
CENSES.—A regulatory rulemaking action by
the Federal Communications Commission to
establish criteria and procedures for issuing
licenses utilizing competitive bidding proce-
dures to provide personal communications
services—

(A) taken under section 309(j) of the Com-
munications Act and with respect to which a
final rule was published on December 7, 1994
(59 Fed. Reg. 63210); or

(B) taken under sections 3(n) and 332 of the
Communications Act and with respect to
which a final rule was published on Decem-
ber 2, 1994 (59 Fed. Reg. 61828).

(7) WIDE-AREA SPECIALIZED MOBILE RADIO LI-
CENSES.—A regulatory rulemaking action by
the Federal Communications Commission to
provide for competitive bidding for wide-area
specialized mobile radio licenses, taken
under section 309(j) of the Communications
Act and with respect to which a proposed
rule was published on February 14, 1995 (60
Fed. Reg. 8341).

(8) IMPROVED TRADING OPPORTUNITIES FOR
REGIONAL EXCHANGES.—A regulatory rule-
making action by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission to provide for increased
competition among the stock exchanges,
taken under the Unlisted Trading Privileges
Act of 1994 and with respect to which pro-
posed rulemaking was published on February
9, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 7718).

SEC. 10. DELAYING EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULES
WITH RESPECT TO SMALL BUSI-
NESSES.

(a) DELAY EFFECTIVENESS.—For any rule
resulting from a regulatory rulemaking ac-
tion that is suspended or prohibited by this
Act, the effective date of the rule with re-
spect to small businesses may not occur be-
fore six months after the end of the morato-
rium period.

(b) SMALL BusINESs DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘“‘small business’ means any

business with 100 or fewer employees.

The Senate bill

was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-

consider was laid on the table.

House Resolution 148 was laid on the

table.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of the Speak-

er’s approval of the Journal.

The question is on agreeing to the

Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken;
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, on that

RECORDED VOTE

I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 372, nays 41,
answered ‘“‘present’’ 1, not voting 20, as

follows:

[Roll No. 338]

YEAS—372

Ackerman Canady Duncan
Allard Cardin Dunn
Andrews Castle Edwards
Archer Chabot Ehlers
Armey Chambliss Ehrlich
Bachus Chenoweth Emerson
Baesler Christensen Engel
Baker (CA) Chrysler English
Baker (LA) Clayton Ensign
Baldacci Clement Eshoo
Ballenger Clinger Evans
Barcia Clyburn Everett
Barr Coble Ewing
Barrett (NE) Coburn Farr
Barrett (WI) Coleman Fawell
Bartlett Collins (GA) Fields (LA)
Barton Collins (MI) Fields (TX)
Bass Combest Flanagan
Becerra Condit Foglietta
Beilenson Conyers Foley
Bentsen Cooley Forbes
Bereuter Costello Ford
Bevill Cox Fowler
Bilbray Coyne Fox
Bilirakis Cramer Frank (MA)
Bishop Crapo Franks (CT)
Bliley Cremeans Franks (NJ)
Blute Cubin Frelinghuysen
Boehlert Cunningham Frisa
Boehner Danner Frost
Bonilla de la Garza Funderburk
Bonior Deal Furse
Boucher DeFazio Gallegly
Brewster DelLauro Ganske
Browder DelLay Gejdenson
Brown (OH) Dellums Gekas
Brownback Deutsch Geren
Bryant (TN) Diaz-Balart Gilchrest
Bryant (TX) Dickey Gilman
Bunn Dicks Gonzalez
Bunning Dingell Goodlatte
Burr Dixon Goodling
Burton Doggett Gordon
Buyer Dooley Goss
Callahan Doolittle Graham
Calvert Doyle Green
Camp Dreier Greenwood

and the
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Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum

Abercrombie
Brown (CA)
Clay

Crane
Durbin
Fazio

Filner
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gutknecht
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hilliard
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McCrery Sanders
McDade Sanford
McDermott Sawyer
McHale Saxton
McHugh Scarborough
Mclnnis Schaefer
Mcintosh Schiff
McKeon Seastrand
McKinney Sensenbrenner
Meehan Serrano
Meek Shadegg
Metcalf Shaw
Meyers Shuster
Mica Sisisky
Miller (FL) Skaggs
Minge Skeen
Mink Skelton
Moakley Slaughter
Molinari Smith (MI)
Mollohan Smith (NJ)
Montgomery Smith (TX)
Moorhead Smith (WA)
Moran Solomon
Morella Souder
Murtha Spence
Myers Spratt
Myrick Stearns
Nadler Stenholm
Neal Studds
Nethercutt Stump
Neumann Stupak
Ney Talent
Norwood Tanner
Nussle Tate
Oberstar Tauzin
Obey Taylor (NC)
Olver Tejeda
Ortiz Thomas
Orton Thornberry
Owens Thornton
Oxley Thurman
Packard Tiahrt
Pallone Torkildsen
Parker Torres
Pastor Torricelli
Paxon Towns
Payne (NJ) Traficant
Payne (VA) Tucker
Peterson (FL) Upton
Peterson (MN) Velazquez
Petri Vento
Pomeroy Visclosky
Porter Waldholtz
Portman Walker
Poshard Walsh
Pryce Wamp
Quillen Ward
Quinn Watt (NC)
Radanovich Watts (OK)
Ramstad Waxman
Rangel Weldon (FL)
Reed Weldon (PA)
Regula Weller
Reynolds White
Richardson Whitfield
Rivers Wicker
Roberts Williams
Roemer Wilson
Rogers Wise
Rohrabacher Wolf
Ros-Lehtinen Woolsey
Rose Wyden
Roth Wynn
Roukema Young (AK)
Roybal-Allard Young (FL)
Royce Zeliff
Salmon Zimmer

NAYS—41
Hinchey Rush
Jacobs Sabo
Kennedy (MA) Schroeder
Levin Scott
Lewis (GA) Shays
Lowey stark
McNulty Stockman
m:;rir;dez Stokes
Miller (CA) Taylor (MS)
Mineta Thompson
Pickett Volkmer
Pombo Waters
Rahall Yates

ANSWERED “PRESENT”’—1

Harman
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NOT VOTING—20 thereto to final adoption without interven- ten because it is a complicated, com-
Bateman Davis Kleczka ing motion except amendments offered by plex rule.
Berman Dornan Lipinski the chairman of the Committee on the Budg- House Resolution 149 is a modified
Bono Fattah Pelosi et pursuant to section 305(a)(5) of the Con- closed rule providing for the consider-
Borski Flake Riggs gressional Budget Act of 1974 to achieve - -
Brown (FL) Hayes Schumer mathematical consistency. The concurrent ation of House Concurrent_Resqutlon
Chapman Hoyer Vucanovich resolution shall not be subject to a demand 67, the concurrent resolution on the
Collins (IL) Johnston for division of the question of its adoption. budget for fiscal years 1996 through the
0 1216 SEC. 2. The following amendments are in Yyear 2002. The rule provides for 6 hours

Messrs. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
SERRANO, and WELDON of Florida
changed their vote from ‘“nay” to
“‘yea.”’

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION 67, CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION ON THE BUDGET—FIS-
CAL YEAR 1996

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 149 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 149

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 67) setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002. The first reading of the
concurrent resolution shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against the concur-
rent resolution and against its consideration
are waived. General debate shall be confined
to the congressional budget and shall not ex-
ceed six hours (including one hour on the
subject of economic goals and policies)
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Budget. After general de-
bate the concurrent resolution shall be con-
sidered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution shall be considered
as adopted in the House and in the Commit-
tee of the Whole. The concurrent resolution,
as amended, shall be considered as read. No
further amendment shall be in order except
those designated in section 2 of this resolu-
tion. Each amendment may be offered only
in the order designated, may be offered only
by a Member designated, shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. All points of order
against the amendments designated in sec-
tion 2 are waived except that the adoption of
an amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall constitute the conclusion of consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution for
amendment. After the conclusion of consid-
eration of the concurrent resolution for
amendment, and a final period of general de-
bate, which shall not exceed ten minutes
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Budget, the Committee
shall rise and report the concurrent resolu-
tion to the House with such amendment as
may have been adopted. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
concurrent resolution and amendments

order pursuant to the first section of this
resolution:

(1) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Gephardt of Mis-
souri printed not later than May 16, 1995, in
the portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXI1Il, if proposing a Congressional budget in
which total outlays for the fiscal year 2002
do not exceed total receipts for that fiscal
year.

(2) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Neumann of Wis-
consin or Representative Solomon of New
York consisting of the text of House Concur-
rent Resolution 66.

(3) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Payne of New Jer-
sey or Representative Owens of New York
printed by Representative Payne on May 16,
1995, in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
6 of rule XXIII.

(4) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by the minority leader or a designee
printed by him not later than May 17, 1995, in
the portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIIl1, if proposing a Congressional budget
based on a revised budget submission by the
President to the Congress in which total out-
lays for the fiscal year 2002 do not exceed
total receipts for that fiscal year.

SEC. 3. Rule XLIX shall not apply with re-
spect to the adoption by the Congress of a
conference report to accompany a concur-
rent resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLoMON] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, | yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FrosT], pending which | yield myself
such time as | might consume. During
consideration of the resolution all time
yielded is for the purposes of debate
only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include therein extraneous
material.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, today is
a truly historic day in this Chamber
and one that | personally have waited
for for a long time, because this will be
the first time that this Congress will
actually debate how to balance a budg-
et instead of whether we will balance
the budget at all.

Why is this so? Because we have writ-
ten the rules of this debate so that
only four alternatives can be offered,
and all four alternatives, ladies and
gentlemen, balance the budget. Can
you believe that? That, ladies and gen-
tlemen, is truly historic. So much so
that | am so excited | really can hardly
stand it.

Mr. Speaker, let me get to the text of
the rule itself, and Members should lis-

of general debate, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Budget, including 1 hour of debate
on the so-called Humphrey-Hawkins
legislation economic goals and policies.
All points of order are waived against
the budget resolution and its consider-
ation.

This rule provides for the adoption in
the House and in the Committee of the
Whole of an amendment printed in the
Committee on Rules report relating to
spending on agriculture programs, and
for those Members who might not come
from agricultural districts, they might
listen to this too. This is a sense-of-
Congress provision to reconsider spend-
ing reductions in fiscal years 1999 and
2000 if certain conditions are not met.
This amendment is language worked
out between the Committee on Agri-
culture chairman and the leadership to
ensure that spending reductions for ag-
ricultural programs do not have an ad-
verse impact on the farm economy, and
that is very important.

This rule makes in order four amend-
ments in the nature of substitutes, sub-
ject to 1 hour of debate each, and
waives points of order against them,
except that it does not allow for the
consideration of subsequent substitutes
if any one substitute is adopted.

Before | go any further, Mr. Speaker,
this is the most important part of my
statement, Mr. Speaker, that provision
in the rule means quite simply that
there are no free votes on this budget
resolution coming up. The adoption of
any substitute will bring the House to
a vote on final adoption of the budget
resolution as amended, immediately.

This is the old-fashioned amendment
process, it is not a king-of-the-hill or
so-called queen-of-the-hill process. The
four substitutes in their order of con-
sideration are important, because if
any one of these pass, then the debate
immediately ceases and we go right to
final passage. The first substitute to be
offered will be an amendment by Rep-
resentative GEPHARDT printed in yes-
terday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD which
is the text of the so-called coalition
budget. That is the first substitute be-
fore us.

Second, a substitute to be offered by
Representatives NEUMANN and SoLO-
MON, that is myself, consisting of
House Concurrent Resolution 66, which
you all have before you. This achieves
a balanced budget by the fiscal year
2000, that is within 5 years.

Third, a substitute by Representative
PAYNE of New Jersey and Representa-
tive OWENS of my State of New York
printed in yesterday’s RECORD, that is
the Black Caucus budget.

And fourth, and this is important, an
amendment printed in the RECORD by
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today by the minority leader or his
designee consisting of a revised Presi-
dential budget, if it achieves a bal-
anced budget by the year 2002. We give
the President of the United States 7
years to bring our deficits into balance,
and we are waiting with anticipation
for the President to join in this debate
and offer that amendment.

Following the disposition of amend-
ments, the rule allows for an additional
10 minutes of debate divided between
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et. Finally, and this is also important
to Members of the House, the rule sus-
pends for 1 year the application of
House Rule XLIX, the so-called Gep-
hardt rule on the debt limit.

What that means is that this House
will be forced to conduct a separate
vote on raising the debt limit later this
year rather than having it automati-
cally adopted upon the adoption of the
budget resolution’s conference report.
There is no free ride there, Mr. Speak-
er, we are going to have to put our
name on the line.

This is a fair rule that provides
ample opportunity for the major alter-
natives to be debated and voted on.
While we did not make in order all of
the amendments presented to the Com-
mittee on Rules, |1 think most objective
observers, including the press, will
agree we have allowed for the debate to
be framed in a very fair and open man-
ner that allows for the most serious al-
ternatives having substantial support
to be offered and voted on.

0O 1230

Mr. Speaker, let me say at the outset
that | commend the minority leader,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT], for agreeing to offer a major
substitute even though he does not
support it, according to this morning’s
papers. It was not offered by him or by
the majority of his caucus. Neverthe-
less, it is a Democrat position, and it
will be interesting to see where the
votes fall on that.

It was our feeling that, as important
as the budget resolution is, and it
clearly is one of the most defining acts
of a political party, that the rule
should allow for a leadership-backed
alternative from both sides of the aisle.
Where do we stand on the issues? That
is what needs to be debated on this
floor today.

In addition, we have given the Presi-
dent, as | said, an additional 2 days be-
yond our Monday deadline to submit a
revised budget plan that would achieve
a balanced budget.

Now, Members of the House, you may
recall that back on May 9 | wrote to
the President’s chief of staff, Mr. Pa-
netta, the former chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, inviting him on
behalf of the Republican leadership, to
submit a balanced budget to the Com-
mittee on Rules by last Monday, and
we would make it in order. Even
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though Mr. Clinton promised early in
his Presidential campaign, and we have
got the quotes from his campaign
which we will read to you today during
the debate, to balance the budget, his
latest budget shows deficits remaining
at the $200 billion mark into the next
century. | ask you, what kind of bal-
ancing act is that? One trillion dollars
added to the deficit over the next 7
years.

Now, we hear Mr. Panetta in this
morning’s paper and on ‘“Good Morn-
ing, America,” this morning criticizing
us for establishing an arbitrary date of
fiscal year 2002 for balancing the budg-
et. And yet last January we voted on
six constitutional amendments requir-
ing balanced budgets, four by Demo-
crats and two by Republicans. The
Committee on Rules did not require
that they provide for a balanced budget
by 2002. We did not set any arbitrary
date, and yet every one of those
amendments that came to this floor,
Democrat or Republican, did just that.
Of the four Democrat substitutes, the
Owens of New York Democrat sub-
stitute was supported by 62 Democrats.
You ought to add up these numbers as
I read them off to you. The Wise of
West Virginia substitute, another Dem-
ocrat substitute, was supported by 136
Democrats. The Conyers Democrat sub-
stitute was backed by 112 Democrats.
And then finally, the Gephardt/Bonior
substitute was favored by 130 Demo-
crats.

Moreover, on final passage of the
constitutional amendment, 72 Demo-
crats voted in favor of it, and the vote
was 300 to 132. Nearly 70 percent of this
House voted for that date certain—the
year 2002.

Mr. Speaker, when you add up all the
Democrats who supported one sub-
stitute or another and called for a bal-
anced budget by 2002, you find that 187
Democrats, or 92 percent of those on
their side of the aisle, voted for a bal-
anced budget by fiscal year 2002.

That is what is on the floor today,
and yet the President and his chief of
staff would have us believe that there
is something arbitrary, something un-
realistic about setting a fiscal year 2002
deadline for balancing this budget.

Even the Senate minority leader has
said the President is wrong on that ac-
count. That was Mr. DASCHLE over in
the other body, on ‘“Good Morning,
America.” Go and replay it back and
see what he had to say.

Mr. Speaker, one of the Democrat
Members suggested at our hearing yes-
terday that | smiled to myself when 1
consider how things have shifted in
just the last year toward support for a
real balanced budget in this Congress
and in this country. Well, Mr. Speaker,
I think I can say that | really am proud
to smile publicly that we have come so
far in such a short, short time. The
American people have spoken, and we
are listening, finally, to their cries to
save this country and to save our chil-
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dren and to save our grandchildren
from economic and financial ruin, be-
cause that is where we have been
going.

We witnessed a tidal wave for change
at the polls last November, and, Mr.
Speaker, if we do not follow through by
keeping our commitment to bringing
this Government and this country back
into the black, then we will drown in
another tidal wave. It will be a tidal
wave of red ink that will engulf us and
future generations to come. It will de-
stroy this Nation.

Last January, 187 Democrats and 228
Republicans voted for at least one of
the constitutional amendments offered
that called for balancing the budget by
fiscal year 2002. That is a total of 415
Members out of 435 Members of this
House. Think about that, 95 percent of
the Members of this House of Rep-
resentatives supporting a balanced
budget.

Today that support for a lofty and
noble goal confronts the reality of
making the tough choices to achieve
the goal of restoring this country to a
condition of fiscal sanity, of soundness
and stability. Members, we will have
the good intentions of last January
tested by our willingness, indeed by
our intestinal and political fortitude,
to vote for the balanced budget we said
was needed 4 months ago. Today is
your opportunity, Mr. Speaker and
Members. We can either follow through
on our commitment to setting things
straight and right, or we can cave, we
can crumble at the sound of Chicken
Little clucking, he who would have us
believe that the world is going to come
to an end if we dare to do what the
American people have to do, what busi-
ness and industry have to do, and that
is to live within our means.

Mr. Speaker, today is the defining
moment for this Congress and this
country as we face the 21st century. It
is right around the corner. We may
never have another moment like this if
we cling to the past, if we deny our
children, if we deny our grandchildren
and those not even born yet a promis-
ing and prosperous future.

We must put an end to this terrible
debt burden that is dragging us down
and denying us the opportunity to
confront the new century with renewed
hope, with renewed opportunity.

Confronting and conquering great
challenges is what this country is all
about and what we as Representatives
of the people should be all about. Let
us not shrink from that challenge.

I want Members to support this rule.
I want Members to support a balanced
budget plan that will bring a brighter
tomorrow, regardless of which one of
these four balanced budgets comes to a
final vote. That is the one we have got
to vote for in the end. We have got to
do it for America.

Mr. Speaker, | submit the following
document for the RECORD:
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DEBATE & AMENDMENTS ON HOUSE BUDGET RESOLUTIONS, 19891994
; Total time
Year Budget res. Rule number Generaéh((j]ikr)sa)te time Amendments allowed Vote on rule coFﬁume)d1
ours,
1989  H. Con. Res. 106 ... . Res. 1452 ... (3-D; 2-R) . Adopted: voice 12%2
1990  H. Con. Res. 310 . Res. 3823 (1-D; 3-R) . Adopted: voice 13
1991 H. Con. Res. 121 . Res. 1234 (1-D; 3-R) . Adopted: 392-9 ... 11
1992 H. Con. Res. 287 . Res. 3865 (1-D; 2-R) . Adopted: 239-182 13%2
1993  H. Con. Res. 64 ... . Res. 131 . Adopted: voice 16
. Res. 1336, (2-D; 2-R). Adopted: 251-172.
1994 H. Con. Res. 218 L RES. 3847 .o 4-hours (1 HH) ocvvvrvrv 5 (3-D; 2-R) o Adopted: 245-171 ......cooomnmrnrnrrrrcrrririsisisiisiinisnininns 10

Lincludes hour on rule, general debate time, and debate time on all amendments, but does not include time taken on rollcall votes and walking-around time.

20f the 5 amendments, one was an amendment by the Chairman of the Budget Committee (30-minutes), followed by 4 substitutes under king-of-the-hill procedure: Dannemeyer (1-hr.); Dellums (3-hrs.); Kasich (1-hr.); Gephardt (1-hr.)
3General debate began on April 25th under a unanimous consent request agreed to on April 24th. Four substitute amendments were allowed under king-of-the-hill procedures: Kasich (1-hr.); Dannemeyer (1-hr.); Dellums (2-hrs.); and

Frenzel (2-hrs.).

40f the 4 amendments allowed, one was a perfecting amendment by Rep. Ford of Michigan (1-hr.), followed by 3 substitutes under king-of-the-hill: Dannemeyer (1-hr.); Kasich (1-hr): and Gradison (2-hrs.).
SThree substitutes were allowed under king-of-the-hill: Dannemeyer (30-mins.); Gradison (1-hr.); and Towns-Dellums (8-hrs.).
60f the 10-hours of general debate, 2-hours were allocated to the Budget Committee; 4-hours for Humphrey-Hawkins; 2-hours to discuss the Mfume substitute; and 1-hour to discuss the Solomon substitute. This was followed by 4 sub-
stitutes under king-of-the-hill: Kasich (2-hrs.); Solomon (1-hr.); Mfume (1-hr.); and Sabo (identical to base resolution, 1-hr.).
7In addition to the hour on Humphrey-Hawkins, Reps. Kasich and Mfume each were given one hour of general debate to discuss their substitutes. Five substitutes were allowed under king-of-the-hill subject to one-hour of debate each,

with the last being identical to the reported budget resolution.

Source: Rules Committee Calendars (Note: HH stands for Humphrey-Hawkins debate).

TIMING OF HOUSE BUDGET RESOLUTIONS, 1989-1994

Date or- | Date Days re-

Date re- Date rule House port

Year Budget res. d%roertzeae- port filed granted took-up avail-

BR ablet
1989  H. Con. Res. 106 4121189 5/2/89 5/2/89 5/3/89 1
1990 H. Con. Res. 310 4/19/90 4/23/90 4/25/90  24/25/90 2
1991 H. Con. Res. 121 4/9/91 4/12/91 4/15/91 4/16/91 4
1992 H. Con. Res. 287 2127192 3/2/92 3/3/92 3/4/92 2
1993  H. Con. Res. 64 3/10/93 3/15/93 3/16/93 3/17/93 2
1994 H. Con. Res. 218 3/3/94 3/8/94 3/9/94 3/10/94 2

1Days of report availability assumes report was available on the day after it was filed and includes the day on which the budget resolution was taken up by the House.
2General debate begun by unanimous consent; rule was adopted the following day.

Sources: House Calendars; H.I.S.; Congressional Quarterly Almanacs.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the consideration of
this budget resolution shows the Amer-
ican people that Republicans can offer
balanced budgets. The debate we are
beginning here in the House today is
not whether we balance the Federal
budget, but rather, how. And it is how
Republicans want to balance the budg-
et that should be the focus of our de-
bate today.

Mr. Speaker, this proposal to balance
the Federal budget contains $350 billion
in tax cuts. These tax cuts will amount
to $20,000 per person for the wealthiest
1 percent of Americans. At the same
time this budget is handing the most
fortunate in our society a sizeable tax
break, the Republican budget is asking
the rest of the country to swallow un-
necessarily large cuts in programs such
as Medicare and student loans.

In order to make these cuts and to fi-
nance this subsidy for the wealthiest of
our citizens, Medicare recipients will
pay an additional $1,000 a year more for
their health care by the year 2002.
When we think of that extra $1,000, we
should remember that 83 percent of
Medicare benefits go to seniors with in-
comes of $25,000 or less.

Not only will Medicare recipients pay
more, hospitals will bear an unfair bur-
den. The President and CEO of the
Navarro Regional Hospital in my con-
gressional district, Harvey Fishero,
wrote to me this week to express his
deep concerns about Medicare and Med-
icaid cuts envisioned in the Republican
budget. He said, and | quote, ‘“Medicare
and Medicaid targets set by the Budget
Committee are unacceptable,
unsustainable and must be lowered.
These reductions are much too severe

and are implemented too fast for the
Medicare system to handle.” He says
that by the year 2000, Medicare PPS
operating margins would fall to —20.6
percent and hospitals would lose $1,300
in PPS payments for every Medicare
recipient.

Republicans will try to deny that
young Americans may be forced to
forgo the dream of a college education
because this budget will increase the
costs of college loans. It is estimated
that because of the elimination of the
in-school interest subsidy envisioned in
the Republican budget, students may
pay up to $5,000 more for their college
loans. And, when we think of recipients
of guaranteed student loans, we should
remember that the average family in-
come of students receiving these sub-
sidies is $35,000.

But, Mr. Speaker, the Republican
budget is right here in black and white.
Glib explanations of slowing growth
and block grants and saving programs
cannot explain away $350 billion in tax
cuts. Those explanations cannot make
what is printed on these pages go away.
They cannot explain why this budget
asks those who are least able to con-
tribute the most.

Mr. Speaker, my Republican col-
leagues spent a good deal of their time
in the Rules Committee yesterday ask-
ing for alternatives. They were asking
for these alternatives while three alter-
natives had already been submitted for
the committee’s consideration. One of
those alternatives, offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
OWENS], on behalf of the Congressional
Black Caucus, was made in order by
this resolution. Another, offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL], was not. Both of those proposals

presented the committee with serious
policy alternatives to the Republican
budget.

A third alternative was also submit-
ted to the Rules Committee, That pro-
posal was developed on behalf of the
conservative wing of the Democratic
party by the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
ORTON] and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM]. That proposal pre-
sented the committee with a very via-
ble alternative to the Republican budg-
et. The major difference between the
Orton-Stenholm budget and the Repub-
lican budget goes back to the basic
question of how do we balance the Fed-
eral budget. The Orton-Stenholm pro-
posal recognizes that cutting taxes and
balancing the budget might present a
fundamental conflict. Yet, it seemed
for much of the day yesterday this al-
ternative would not be made in order.

This alternative will, however, be
considered by the House. But it will be
considered only because the Demo-
cratic leader, Mr. GEPHARDT will offer
it, not because its authors were given
the opportunity to offer their proposal
in their own right. Mr. Speaker, it is
quite clear that had Mr. GEPHARDT not
agreed to put his name on this alter-
native, the House would have been de-
nied the opportunity to consider a very
responsible Democratic budget alter-
native.

Mr. Speaker, I have many requests
for time today, so | will conclude. But,
I must register my opposition to this
rule. Mr. ORTON and Mr. STENHOLM
have been shortchanged by this rule as
has Mr. DINGELL. And, because they
have been shortchanged, so have the
American people. | believe the Amer-
ican people want and deserve better
than what this resolution gives them.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. FROST. | yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. | would just say |
think the gentleman knows | have a
good working relationship with the
Democrat coalition. 1 have been nego-
tiating with them several days. Much
of what you said, though, just is not
true because the gentleman does not
know the details of the negotiations
that went on. | assure you that we
would have taken care of them. We just
wanted the Democrat leadership to
present an alternative that he would
vote for. It will be interesting to see if
he does.

| appreciate the gentleman yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Sanibel, FL [Mr.
Goss], one of the very distinguished
members of the Committee on Rules;
he has been invaluable in developing
the balanced budget concept for many
years on this floor, and he is one of the
most respected Members.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules for yielding me this time.
I commend him for this extraordinarily
fair rule on this vital issue, and, of
course, | also have to commend him for
his brilliant substitute with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN]
that we will be discussing.

By sticking to the announced param-
eters that the only substitutes allowed
will be those that bring the budget into
balance by 2002, this rule ensures that
we move beyond the question of if we
balance our books within 7 years to
how we will reach that goal. And that
is truly a remarkable turnabout from
the years past.

Still, of course, we have the liberal
naysayers who seem to prefer the sta-
tus quo. The impact of the status quo
is really letting the ship of state sail
full speed ahead into the rocky cliffs of
certain bankruptcy for certain pro-
grams, as we know, and, | believe, fis-
cal calamity for our children and
grandchildren, and as a grandfather,
that is not responsible.
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As a grandfather, that is not respon-
sible. I am still amazed that the Presi-
dent has refused to join this effort and
has abdicated all responsibility for
mapping out a strategy to bring our
budget into balance within the speci-
fied period of time. This rule does offer
the President a final chance, and it is
fair. It is a place holder, in case he has
a change of heart in this crucial issue
and decides he was to be relevant to
the debate after all.

In addition, this rule allows three
other proposals to be offered under the
standing procedure of the House, in-
cluding a proposal I am proud to co-
sponsor offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SoLOMON]
that charts a path to a balanced budget
within 5 years instead of 7.
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Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that
doing nothing really is disaster. We
have a moral responsibility in our
country to bring this budget into bal-
ance. The mess we are in certainly did
not come about overnight. It took dec-
ades to accumulate nearly $5 trillion in
debt. By the way, that is still growing
today, as we speak, under the Clinton
budget. Cleaning up the mess will not
be easy, but it must be done, and the
first step lies, obviously, in balancing
the annual budget.

I am proud of the extraordinary ef-
fort of the gentleman from Ohio, Chair-
man KAsICH, and his Committee on the
Budget. They have demonstrated that
we can indeed have a balanced budget
by 2002. They have attacked waste and
fraud; they have attacked abuse, re-
viewing every program in the Federal
budget to set priorities.

I am gratified that they have in-
cluded many of my discretionary
spending suggestions totaling more
than $30 billion it seems in savings
over 5 years as we proceed through the
processes. | would note to Members
that they can review the rest of my list
of 75 proposed cuts that save $275 bil-
lion over 5 years if there are specific
discretionary cuts suggested in the Ka-
sich budget they strongly oppose and

they would like to replace them in
months ahead.
Equally important, the Committee

on the Budget has acted to save Medi-
care, a program headed for collapse,
unless we do something. Again, doing
nothing is disaster for Medicare. This
is a program that is in fact going
broke, part A.

Let it be clear to you: Under the
budget blueprint before us today, per
capita Medicare spending is set to in-
crease by more than 33 percent in the
next 7 years. Only in the minds of sta-
tus quo Washington liberals would that
be translated into a cut. | know the in-
crease in Medicare is good for seniors.
I am one. | am also a grandfather, as |
said, and | think | have responsibility
to both seniors and to my children and
grandchildren.

Sure, it is going to get hot in this
kitchen. But to my friends on the other
side of the aisle who seem more inter-
ested in hot and hateful rhetoric about
the rich and in the cool comfort of the
status quo, | say if you cannot stand
the heat, then find a door and exit the
kitchen, and let those of us willing to
take the risk, to meet the challenge, to
get on with the recipe for saving the
American dream for our children and
grandchildren.

Vote for this rule, please, and for the
Kasich balanced budget as well.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MoOAKLEY], the ranking
member and former chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague for allowing me this time
to speak.

Mr. Speaker, why are Republicans
cutting Medicare to pay a tax break for
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the very, very rich? | cannot for the
life of me figure it out why my Repub-
lican colleagues would want to give a
big fat tax break to the very rich, so
badly, that they would slash Medicare
to the point that by the year 2002 every
senior citizen will have to pay an addi-
tional $1,000 a year out of his pocket.
But | did not sign that contract on
America, Mr. Speaker, so there are
things that | really do not understand
about it.

But | am glad | did not, because this
budget inspired by the contract will
cut money from student loans, medical
research, and LIHEAP. And, because of
this budget, Boston teaching hospitals
alone stand to lose over $700 million
during the next 7 years, 20,000 Boston
families will not have heat in the win-
ter, and the cost of a college education
will go up $5,000 per student.

Mr. Speaker, my Republican friends
say that this budget represents tough
choices. It does. But | ask, tough on
whom? It certainly is not tough on
anyone in this Chamber, and it is cer-
tainly not tough on anyone earning
over $200,000 per year. But let me tell
you who it is tough on. It is tough on
those struggling families who will not
be able to send their Kkids to college. It
is tough on those American senior citi-
zens who may have to go without heat
in the winter and who will definitely be
paying higher medical bills. And it is
tough on the most vulnerable in our so-
ciety.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues in
the interests of seniors, in the interest
of students, to oppose this Republican
budget, and give up the idea of a tax
break for the very, very rich. Let us
come up with a real budget bill, Mr.
Speaker, that does not harm the people
who need help, and not help the people
who do not need it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from At-
lanta, GA [Mr. LINDER], another very
distinguished member of the Commit-
tee on Rules, who has been a real asset
to this body since he came here.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | want to
express my support for House Resolu-
tion 142, the rule which allows for the
consideration of several balanced budg-
et proposals. Only 7 months ago it
would have been impossible to imagine
debating a bill to actually balance the
budget by the year 2002.

Under the rule the House will have a
historic opportunity tomorrow to fully
debate and consider four balanced
budget resolutions. In fact, the rule al-
lows for a fifth balanced budget pro-
posal, one from the President of the
United States. While | am pleased the
rule provides him with that oppor-
tunity, it appears that the President
has decided to forfeit any leadership on
the issue of America’s financial stabil-
ity.

In February | watched as President
Clinton and House and Senate Demo-
crats refused to support the balanced
budget amendment. | now realize that
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they are incapable of curbing their ir-
responsible spending habits, so they
have decided to play politics with our
Nation’s future.

Americans understand the fiscal
trouble the Nation is in and the tough
measures required to fix the mess. We
must do something about the deficit
and the debt now. We are out of tomor-
rows. The debt and deficit costs all of
us money in the form of higher taxes,
higher interest rates, and a slower
economy. Moreover, it is immoral for
this generation to leave our children
the bill for our excesses.

Our current financial crisis is as
much a threat to our Nation’s children
and grandchildren as Nazi Germany
and Imperial Japan were to children
half a century ago. House Republicans
have pledged to balance the budget in 7
years. The generation of World War 11
saved the world in less time, but we
need a united front on this too.

The change in the size of the Federal
Government we propose will affect all
Americans in some way. If we are in-
capable of sticking together to get con-
trol of our fiscal affairs, America will
collapse from within. America is capa-
ble of solving problems. | believe we
will rally together to do it again. | be-
lieve the American people are up to
this challenge.

All around us Americans are discov-
ering better ways to do everything. Yet
the Federal Government remains the
least-changed institution in America
society and the President and his party
seem satisfied with that. In times of
crisis, Americans pull together. We can
no longer skirt the issue, although ad-
ministration officials Tyson and Pa-
netta have tried to.

As in World War |1, we need the tal-
ents and skills of every individual. This
notion is not too romantic for us to
conceive that with the help of the
American people, we will balance the
budget, provide a safe and prosperous
future for our children, and save our
country.

The rule under discussion gives
House Members the opportunity to
vote on legislation to require the Fed-
eral Government to live under the
same budget constraints that every
American family lives under. We are
running out of chances. We are running
out of choices. | urge my colleagues to
support the rule that will allow this
historic debate.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON], a member of the committee.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in opposition to the rule, and to the
budget resolution, as reported by the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to express my opposition
to the rule, and to the budget resolution, as re-
ported by the Budget Committee.

Mr. Speaker, we are opposing this rule be-
cause of our objections to the way the majority
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has treated the minority in developing this
rule. There was no valid reason for the major-
ity members of the Rules Committee to deny
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
and the gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] the
opportunity to present to the House, under
their own names, a budget plan that they
themselves authored.

The Stenholm-Orton plan, which under this
rule would be offered by the minority leader, is
a far more sensible and equitable alternative
than the Budget Committee’s plan. It offers a
way of reaching the same goal as the Budget
Committee’s plan—a balanced budget in 7
years—through spending cuts that are much
more modest and reasonable.

Among other things, the Stenholm-Orton al-
ternative would cut Medicare by over $100 bil-
lion less over 7 years than the Budget Com-
mittee plan. In fact, it would cut all entitlement
programs—programs that provide much-need-
ed income for millions of Americans—by over
$200 billion less than the Budget Committee’s
plan. And, it would provide $35 billion more for
education and training, $11 billion more for
health, and $60 billion less for defense than
the Budget Committee’s plan.

The Stenholm-Orton plan achieves the goal
of a balanced budget in 7 years through less
extreme cuts primarily by excluding the ill-ad-
vised, $350 billion tax cut that the Budget
Committee plan includes—a tax cut which
mostly benefits the very wealthiest Americans,
and which is paid for by cutting benefits for
the most vulnerable Americans—the poor, the
elderly, and children.

As the Stenholm-Orton plan, and the other
two plans that will be offered under this rule—
the Payne-Owens substitute and the Neu-
mann-Solomon substitute—demonstrate, there
are different ways to reach a balanced budget
over a 7-year time period. That is why few of
us objected to the ground rules for this de-
bate—that all substitutes offered as alter-
natives to the Budget Committee’s plan would
also need to achieve a balanced budget by
2002.

The question we have to ask in considering
each alternative is: Does this plan provide a
fair and equitable way to balance the budget?

The answer, in the case of the Budget Com-
mittee’s plan, quite clearly, is no.

With its $350 billion tax cut, that benefits the
wealthy, and its preservation of corporate tax
breaks—and its extreme cuts in Medicare and
in dozens of other programs which benefit av-
erage Americans, the Budget Committee’s
plan provides for a huge transfer of resources
from the poor, from children, from the elderly,
to the rich. It is a plan that hurts those who
need the most help from Government, and
helps those who needs it the least. In terms of
social policy, it makes no sense whatsoever.

What is more, the claim that this budget fa-
vors children is debatable. It is true, of course,
that it would be a good thing for our children
to inherit less debt from us. But what kind of
country are we leaving for them if we cut edu-
cation and job training and highways and
mass transit and environmental protection pro-
grams and energy research and development
and health research and public broadcasting?
What kind of opportunities will they have if col-
lege loans become unaffordable and voca-
tional training unavailable?

Many people speak of the Federal Govern-
ment these days as though it is completely
disconnected from the American people when,
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in fact, our Government is a very important
part of almost every American’s life. Nearly
everyone has a family member who is receiv-
ing Social Security and Medicare. Millions of
middle-class American families depend on the
Student Loan Program to educate their chil-
dren. Millions of moderate-income working
Americans depend on the earned income tax
credit to make ends meet. Millions of Ameri-
cans depend on support from the Federal
Government through all kinds of programs.

We should be spending less on some of
these programs, but it is wrong to cut them so
that we can reduce taxes for wealthy Ameri-
cans—those who have already reaped the
greatest economic rewards in recent years.
There should be shared sacrifice in our goal to
reach a balanced budget; instead, if the Budg-
et Committee’s plan is adopted, there will be
definite winners and losers. And, unfortu-
nately, those who already have the most will
be the winners; those with the least will be the
losers.

Mr. Speaker, the Budget Committee’s plan
is flawed not only because it is unfair, but also
because it also raises serious doubts about
whether its promised reductions in deficits are
achievable.

For one thing, by splitting the reconciliation
process into two separate measures—one for
Medicare cuts, which are to be reported by the
Ways and Means and Commerce Committees
by mid-September, and all other cuts, which
are to be reported by the appropriate commit-
tees by mid-July—the Budget Committee plan
increases the likelihood that the $282 billion in
Medicare cuts required by the plan will not be
achieved. The Republican leadership is likely
to find that it is far more difficult to enact these
extremely deep cuts in Medicare if they are
not part of a larger deficit-reduction plan that
applies to more than one group of Americans.

In addition, the Budget Committee plan re-
lies on extremely optimistic economic assump-
tions to achieve a balanced budget by 2002.
This is particularly true with respect to the
plan’s projected interest rates, which many
nonpartisan economists have said are unreal-
istically low. The level of interest rates, of
course, has a tremendous bearing on the
amount the Federal Government will need to
spend on interest payments on the national
debt.

Mr. Speaker, again, we do not object to
considering a plan to balance the budget over
the next 7 years. In fact, many of us—particu-
larly those of us who have spent many years
struggling with the deficit problem—are very
pleased that the debate, as many Members
have pointed out recently, has moved from
whether we should balance the budget over
the 7 years, to how we should do it. The Re-
publican leadership, and in particular, the
chairman of the Budget Committee, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsSICH], deserves a
great deal of credit for that change.

However, as | said earlier, we do object to
the way in which the rule treats the Stenholm-
Orton plan, and | urge a no vote on the rule
for that reason. | also urge our colleagues to
vote no on the Budget Committee’s budget
plan.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, this de-
bate comes down to one very simple
question: Do you think we should cut
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Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity in order to pay for tax cuts for the
privileged few?

In the next 2 days, we are going to
see a lot of charts and numbers on this
floor.

But this debate is not just about
numbers. It is about people.

People like Margaret Leslie—who |
have a picture of here today.

Today, Margaret is a lovely lady and
proud senior citizen who lives in my
district.

But 51 years ago she was known to
her friends as ‘“Margie the Riveter.”

When she was young, she answered
the call of this country—and helped
build the B-20’s that helped the Allies
win World War I1.

Like most people of her generation,
today Margaret lives on Social Secu-
rity.

After paying for her rent, her medi-
cine, her Medicare premium, and her
MediGap premium she’s left with about
$130 each month to pay for food, bills,
heat, and everything else.

And she struggles to make ends
meet.

But instead of trying to make
Margaret’s life easier today this Re-
publican budget is going to make her
life harder.

The budget before us today will take
$240 out of Margaret’s Social Security
check.

And over the next 7 years, it will
force her to pay an additional $3,500 for
Medicare.

Not to balance the budget. Not to cut
the deficit.

The Republicans are cutting Medi-
care for one reason and one reason
only: To pay for tax breaks for the
wealthiest people and the wealthiest
corporations in our country.

The Wall Street Journal calls this
plan the biggest tax-saving bonanza in
years for upper income Americans. And
if you're a wealthy corporation you
might not have to pay any taxes at all.

The last time Republicans were in
power, 130 of the top 250 corporations
paid no taxes at all for at least 1 year.
We changed that law, but this budget
changes it right back.

Now did the Republicans target the
$200 billion we dole out in corporate
tax breaks each year? No.

Did the Republicans target billion-
aires who get $3.6 billion in tax breaks
for renouncing their American citizen-
ship? No.

Instead, they targeted senior citizens
and working families. And don’t just
take my word for it.

Last week, the New York Times re-
vealed the contents of a secret Repub-
lican memo.

Under the Republican plan Medicare
deductibles will double, premiums will
go up by 50 percent, copayments will
increase, care will be rationed, and the
choice of doctors will be limited.

Mr. Speaker, this won’t just affect
seniors.

How is the average working family
going to pay for the cost of caring for
their parents and their grandparents?
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And don’t come to this floor today
and tell us you’re trying to save the
Medicare system. As Margaret Leslie
says, ‘““Republicans haven’t cared about
Medicare for 30 years. We’re not about
to believe you now.”’

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not just
about numbers. It’s about basic dig-
nity.

People like Margaret Leslie stood by
this country in time of war and peace.
And we must stand by them today.
That is the sacred promise we made on
Medicare—and it’s time we live up to
that promise.

But this budget is a broken promise.

And at the end of the day, senior citi-
zens and working families throughout
this country will be asking one ques-
tion: why are Republicans cutting Med-
icare and cutting Social Security in
order to give tax breaks to the wealthi-
est people and the wealthiest corpora-
tions in this country?

I urge my colleagues to say no to this
rule. And say no to this budget.

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

Mr. BONIOR. |
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. | read in the same
paper, though, that Speaker GINGRICH
promises that while these cuts are big,
they will be painless. Will they be pain-
less for Margaret Leslie?

Mr. BONIOR. Reclaiming my time,
they clearly are not painless. People
like Margaret Leslie who stood by the
country in the time of war and peace
deserve a much better break than what
Speaker GINGRICH and the Republicans
are offering in the way of higher
deductibles and premiums in this par-
ticular bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL].

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | want
to pay tribute to my dear friend, the
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
one of the most gentlemanly, cour-
teous, gracious, and most well-liked
Members of this body. He has always
figures, however, how we could come
up with closed rules which appear to be
open rules.

Now, with all affection and all re-
spect for my good friend, | had a little
amendment which | appeared before
the Committee on Rules with. | re-
ceived the same gracious attention I
always do up there, and | want the gen-
tleman to know how grateful I am for
both his friendship and the kind way he
treated me.

yield to the gen-
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He did not treat me kindly enough
because he did not allow the offering of
the amendment. And the amendment
offers a really good choice, something
which the gentleman from New York
and the Committee on Rules have de-
nied this House again.

So | am compelled now to call my
dear friend “‘closed rule Solomon” be-
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cause he presents us these wonderful
rules which in fact do not permit the
House to have a fair exposition of the
business before it or to engage in a
proper discussion of all the important
questions.

The amendment that | would have of-
fered was specifically designed to ad-
dress the problems associated with the
policy direction that many in the
House are moving with respect to block
grants. It would have allowed the re-
turn of Medicaid and four welfare block
grants to the States over a 5-year
phaseout period. Better than $539 bil-
lion in savings would have been gen-
erated. | would have taken as a base
text the language of my Republican
colleagues’ bill. It would have restored
$282 billion. It would have permitted
$18 billion to be returned to graduated
student loans, and it would have al-
lowed $50 billion to go to the middle-in-
come people in forms of a tax cut
which would have redistributed the
moneys in a way which would not only
have been fairer but could have con-
tributed more greatly and speedily to
the well-being of this country and to
the assistance of the middle class.

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

Mr. DINGELL. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. 1 just want to tell
the gentleman that there are two Dem-
ocrat alternatives, two Republicans.
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
GEPHARDT] was given the choice be-
tween you and the other one. He could
have made that choice. If the gen-
tleman would see Mr. GEPHARDT, |
think that would solve his problem.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, that is a
very artful point that the gentleman
makes. | want to commend his for it.
As a dialectician, he has few peers.
However, the hard fact of the matter is
that to say we are going to give us two
choices and give you two choices does
not allow a real debate. All giving two
choices is is it limits the choices before
the House to four questions.

It does not allow us to specifically
address whether or not we are, for ex-
ample, cutting Medicare, which, in
fact, we are. Nor does it allow us to
properly address the cuts in Medicaid
or student loans or school lunches or
title | education funding or veterans’
medical care or low-income heating as-
sistance, all of which proposals are
being savaged by the Republican budg-
et. It does not give us time to debate
them. It does not give the House an op-
portunity to consider amendments
dealing with these different points.

I love the gentleman from New York.
He is one of the finest men around
here. | enjoy my little skirmishes with
him up in the Committee on Rules
more than | can say, but the hard fact
of the matter is, even with his charm
and skill, the distinguished gentleman
from New York cannot deny that, in
fact, this is a gag rule which is going to
foreclose the House from proper consid-
eration of some of the most important
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questions, not only for this year but for
the 7 years which follow.

I again express my respect for my
good friend, ““‘closed rule SOLOMON.”’

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, why are
the Republicans cutting Medicare to
pay for a tax break for the rich? And
two of the people who want to know
more about this are in the Kierklewski
family in Austin, TX. Louis is 94 years
young; his son Ed is 62. They are
among millions of American citizens
who will suffer from the broken prom-
ises contained in this budget resolu-
tion. Louis and Ed were among 200 sen-
ior citizens and people that were con-
cerned with them in Austin, TX, last
Saturday who came together to express
their great concern about the broken
promises that are composed in this Re-
publican budget.

Louis Kierklewski has devoted his
life to hard work. He repaired looms in
a textile factory until that job gave
out. Then he went to work at the
church as a janitor. And now all he has
for economic sustenance is a $549 So-
cial Security check and his Medicare.
And he already has to spend out of that
$195 just for prescriptions because Med-
icare, as important as it is, does not
cover prescriptions.

And Ed—Ed worked 20 years defend-
ing this country in the U.S. Air Force.
Now he is working as a custodian, mov-
ing towards retirement. And he and his
wife are worried, and they have good
reason to worry about this Republican
budget.

The Republicans propose to double,
and they did not bother telling us
about this in the Committee on the
Budget but we found out later through
their secret memos, to double the de-
ductible that Louis so going to have to
pay and that in a couple years Ed is
going to have to pay and then keep
raising the deductible after they have
doubled it year after year after year.

Now, if in fact Louis needs to go to
the lab, he is going to have to pay
extra money under the Republican
plan. And if Ed decides that he needs
home health care, he will have to pay
extra money for that.

If Ed or Louis had the audacity to
say, we want the same doctor we have
always had, well, the Republicans are
going to charge them $20 each per
month to claim their own doctor. And
meanwhile, their premiums will go up
month after month, year after year
under this Republican plan. That is
why the AARP, the retired persons
group, calls this Republican plan a sick
tax on the most frail and vulnerable
seniors in our society.

I guess the problem is that the Re-
publicans had old Captain Crunch over
there with the number crunchers at the
Committee on the Budget, crunching
away at the budget, but what they for-
got about is that when you crunch
numbers in a budget, sometimes you
crunch human beings like Louis and Ed
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Kierklewski, the kind of people who
built this into the greatest Nation in
the world.

When the Republicans crunch the
numbers this time they are really
crushing every American who is de-
pendent on Medicare or hopes to be in
the future.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. BREWSTER].

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

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise in support of the rule, although I
do so somewhat reluctantly.

When 1 joined with 23 of my conserv-
ative Democratic colleagues to form
the coalition, | did so in an effort to
help lift the debate on important issues
before the House above petty partisan
politics. So far this Congress, members
of the coalition have succeeded in
avoiding petty partisan maneuvering.

Congressmen ORTON, STENHOLM,
BROWDER, PETERSON, and myself au-
thored a budget proposal that we feel a
majority of Americans will support. We
feel it approaches a balanced budget in
a more common sense, less painful ap-
proach than does the Kasich proposal.

However, when we went to the Rules
Committee to ask that our proposal be
allowed time on the floor, we were met
by opposition. The Republican con-
trolled committee, under pressure from
their leadership, did not want to allow
our proposal floor time. | do not know
why—maybe they are worried that our
proposal is the one that a majority of
Congress, including Republicans, would
support.

The Democratic leadership has risen
above the partisan maneuvering and
has allowed the coalition to offer our
plan in the slot normally reserved for
the minority leadership’s proposal. As
it turns out, this gesture by the Demo-
cratic leadership, was the only chance
for our plan to be heard on the floor.

I am glad my party’s leadership has
chosen to rise above the petty partisan
politics of today. | only hope that in
the future, the Republican leadership
will also choose to abandon the old
ways of partisan maneuvering and pro-
vide equal opportunity for all voices to
be heard.

Mr. Speaker, because of Leader GEP-
HARDT’S offer of floor time, | urge my
colleagues to support this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Co-
lumbus, OH [Ms. PRYCE]. She is one of
the new members of the Committee on
Rules and an outstanding Member of
this body.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to rise in strong support of this
rule. By adopting this rule, we will de-
bate and then pass a plan to balance
the Federal budget within 7 years.
That statement could not have been
made in this Chamber a year ago. But
things have changed, and after the No-
vember elections there should be no
question about the will of the Amer-
ican people.
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They expect us to be courageous
enough to make the difficult choices
that some naysayers in this body have
been avoiding for decades now.

But thinking in terms of the future is
not always easy. There is comfort in
the status quo and there are those who
will use almost any tactic to preserve
it. We have already seen this morning
the Committee on the Budget’s good
work portrayed as attacks on seniors
and children. We have heard actual in-
creases in spending being called cuts.
But despite these scare tactics and bla-
tant misuse of the English language, |
am confident that our seniors will ap-
preciate the steps we are taking to pre-
serve and protect and improve Medi-
care, a program which would be bank-
rupt in 7 short years if we do not act.

The plan crafted by the Committee
on the Budget offers solutions no more
complicated or profound than those
employed every day by hard working,
responsible families who play by the

rules, pay the bills and make ends
meet.
This is a fair and balanced rule. It

calls for honest debate on four very dif-
ferent proposals to bring the budget
into balance. Two Democratic ones and
two Republican ones, and we are still
holding things open for the President’s
plan. I hope we see it.

But | encourage every Member to
watch this debate closely. Substitutes
will be considered under the regular
order of the House. Nothing fancy,
nothing tricky. This rule was not de-
signed to give political cover. Every
vote counts.

So, Mr. Speaker, on this historic day,
I urge my colleagues to adopt this rea-
sonable rule and get on with the task
ahead. Anything less would deprive
America’s children of their potential,
the kind of safe and prosperous future
they deserve.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, why are
Republicans cutting Medicare to pay
for tax breaks for the privileged few?

That’s what my constituents Julius
and Dottie Ruskin of West Haven, CT,
who are pictured here, want to know.

The Republicans have promised tax
giveaways to the most well-off in our
society, and now they have to pay for
those promises by taking away from
the most vulnerable among us—senior
citizens on Medicare like Julius and
Dottie.

The Republicans claim that their
budget plan demands fair shared sac-
rifice to balance the budget. But
where’s the sacrifice from people mak-
ing more than $350,000, they get a
$20,000 tax break under the Republican
plan. Where’s the sacrifice from all the
beneficiaries of corporate welfare, the
Republican chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee refuses to close their
special interest loopholes. The primary
sacrifice demanded by the Republicans
is from seniors like Julius and Dottie
Ruskin who depend on Medicare.
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This sacrifice isn’t fair, and it isn’t
shared.

The Republican plan would cut Medi-
care by $288 billion. The average senior
in Connecticut would pay $1,167 more a
year in out-of-pocket expenses by the
year 2002. The Republican plan means
that the Ruskins will pay more every
time they go to the doctor.

This plan will increase the annual de-
ductible seniors must pay for doctor’s
services from $100 to $150. It will nearly
double the monthly premium from $46
to $84 by the year 2002, an increase of
$456 a year for seniors. It will add a 20-
percent sick tax for home health care
and laboratory tests.

Let me tell you about the Ruskins.
Julius and Dottie live on Social Secu-
rity and his Armstrong/Pirelli Tire Co.
pension for a total annual income of
about $14,000 per year. Just last month
his doctor visits and medication costs
totaled $10,000.

But their biggest concern is that the
Republican plan may force them into
an HMO and limit their choice of doc-
tors. Julius sees six doctors, most of
them specialists, and Dottie sees three
doctors, and it is important to them to
maintain these special relationships.
The Republican plan threatens this
trusted care that they now receive.

The Republicans may be keeping
their promises to the privileged few.
But they’re breaking our Nation’s his-
toric promise to seniors like Julius and
Dottie Ruskin.
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Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Ms. DELAURO. | am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | notice
that the former Republican Secretary
of HEW has warned the Republicans
not to go down in history as the party
that destroyed Medicare. | wonder
whether these cuts will destroy Medi-
care for this family.

Ms. DELAURO. For Dottie and Ju-
lius, their lives would be destroyed by
the cuts that are in the Republican
plan to cut Medicare. Make no bones
about it, these are cuts and the Repub-
licans need to face up to that.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, while the photograph is
still up there, I think the gentlewoman
has our plan mixed up with the Presi-
dent’s health care plan last year. That
would have forced couples into HMO's;
nor our plan. Second, that same couple
now receive $400 in Medicare benefits.
Under our plan it will go to $12,600.
That is quite a difference. That couple
is going to be lucky if our plan passes.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
very distinguished and outstanding
gentlewoman from Salt Lake City, UT
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], a new member of
the Committee on Rules.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker,
today we begin the most critical debate
this Congress will undertake. This de-
bate is critical, it is about how to bal-
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ance the Federal budget, not whether
we are going to do it, and how to stop
piling up debt for services and pro-
grams that we use now but that our
children are going to have to pay for.

Mr. Speaker, | said how we balance
the budget, not whether we balance the
budget, because we have already had
the easy part of this debate. Earlier
this year, 300 Members of this House
voted in favor of a balanced budget
amendment, and we only need 218 votes
to actually pass a balanced budget. It
is easy to say we should balance the
budget in the abstract. It takes cour-
age and commitment, Mr. Speaker, to
set priorities and make the difficult de-
cisions that will actually balance this
budget and preserve our Nation’s fu-
ture. In the next 48 hours, the Amer-
ican people will see who is willing to
balance this budget and who is willing
just to talk about it.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
Committee on Rules, let me say | am
very proud of the committee’s decision
to only allow out onto this floor budg-
ets that balance in 7 years. This re-
quirement was clearly communicated,
not only to every Member of the House,
but also to the President. | think it is
very regrettable that the President
chose not to participate in this critical
turning point for our Nation, and did
not provide us with a balanced budget
that reflects his priorities and ideas as
to how to end the financial calamity
we face as a Nation.

However, this debate is not just
about our children, as critical and im-
portant as that is. My parents are 75
years old. They just celebrated their
golden wedding anniversary. Now, after
a lifetime of work and sacrifice for
their family and for their country, the
Medicare trustees tell them that in 7
years there will be no money for their
hospital care, no money for their home
health care when they will need it the
most.

This Republican budget plan will pre-
serve and protect Medicare, not stand
by and criticize and hope that no one
holds us accountable when senior citi-
zens lose their health care in 7 years.

Mr. Speaker, 1 am also proud of the
fact that this rule does not use the old
king-of-the-hill process used in prior
Congresses that allowed Members to
vote for amendments they knew would
never become law, but that provided
them political cover at home.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for a
fair, honest debate on how we balance
the budget. It is time to do it for our
children, it is time to do it for our par-
ents. | urge my colleagues to support
this rule, and end decade of lack of re-
sponsibility and balance the budget.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, this morning if Mem-
bers watched ‘“Good Morning America”’
or other news shows, they talked about
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American heroes in Oklahoma City,
and our heart goes out to these wonder-
ful men and women who sacrificed so
much, and at many times put their
own lives in peril, to help others.

I want to introduce Members to an-
other American hero, a person who is
listening to this debate today very
carefully, a person who wants to know
what this House of Representatives
feels about Medicare and Medicaid.

The person | want to introduce Mem-
bers to is Mr. Solon Blundell of Hunts-
ville, AL. Here is an American hero.
Mr. Blundell, 72 years old, spent 20
years caring for his mother-in-law who
had suffered a series of strokes and was
paralyzed. When he wanted to retire
from his job as an engineer, he was
forced to work an additional 4 years so
he could have adequate funds and medi-
cal coverage to take care of his moth-
er-in-law.

If fate had not dealt him that tough
card alone, it turns out that his daugh-
ter Becky, suffering from Lou Gehrig’s
disease and now on a respirator, must
depend on Medicaid to make sure that
her medical bills are paid for. Mr.
Blundell, in Huntsville, AL, and his
wife are real heroes and heroines,
working across America as so many
seniors do to try to get by, to try to
care for others.

Therefore, we have to ask ourselves
this fundamental question. If these
people need this basic program of Medi-
care to provide help for themselves and
for others, why are the Republicans
coming today to cut Medicare under
the Republican budget resolution?

They will tell us they are going to
spend more money in a few years on
Medicare. That is true. What they do
not tell us is that the actual cost of
Medicare is going to go up even higher
than the money they are providing.
What they do not tell us is that more
seniors will qualify for Medicare, and
they will not have the funds to provide
it.

What does it mean to Mr. Blundell
and so many other families across
America? It means more money out of
pocket, it means more premiums, it
means more coinsurance payments, it
means the loss of some Medicare serv-
ices. It leads to possible rationing. It
could lead to eliminating his family’s
choice of the doctor that they want.

Is that the vision of America that we
want to see? In this debate on a bal-
anced budget, let us focus on why we
are making these cuts. The reasons the
Republicans are cutting Medicare al-
most $300 billion is because they need
almost $300 billion to pay for tax cuts
for the wealthy.

Their plan that they put forward in
this Chamber, which carried in large
part by Republican votes, gave tax
breaks to wealthy individuals making
over $100,000 a year, and the most prof-
itable corporations in America. To plug
that hole in the Treasury, where do
they turn? The program Mr. Blundell
turns to every day to make sure that
his mother-in-law and now his daugh-
ter have adequate medical care.
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Mr. Speaker, | hope we will think
twice. This debate is not about statis-
tics, it is not about a toteboard run-
ning in the background, it is about real
people and real American heroes.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | will take just a mo-
ment to correct the last speaker that
suggested that benefits for Medicare
would go down. Actually, under these
proposals, individual, per person bene-
fits increase from $4,700 per person to
$6,300 per person, so | would like to
clear that up.

| just want to compliment the Com-
mittee on Rules on turning out a rule
that is going to go down in the history
books, if we are successful, in getting
on the glide path toward a balanced
budget.

I was particularly concerned with
what we have been living with for the
last 16 years, the so-called Gephardt
rule that says ‘‘Let us sort of sneakily
hide a vote to increase the debt ceiling
within the rule IL, that says ‘When you
finally pass a budget resolution, you
automatically pass a bill that increases
the debt ceiling to accommodate the
next fiscal year.””” | think this is a
great rule. Let us vote for it. Let us
move on toward a balanced budget.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Jonesville, WI [Mr. NEUMANN], one of
the freshmen Members of this body
who has brought a great deal of experi-
ence from the private sector, especially
about knowing how to balance a budg-
et.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, it has
been a pleasure to sit her and watch
some of the pictures that were brought
down here from the other side of the
aisle today, because when we talk
about balancing the budget, this is
really about the future of a nation. It
is not about numbers, it is not about a
lot of the things we hear the rhetoric
about, it is about the future of a na-
tion. It is about the responsibility of
this 104th Congress to do what is right
for the future of our country, both the
senior citizens, the people that are cur-
rently in the work force, and for our
children. That is really what it is all
about.

I commend the Committee on Rules
for bringing forth a balanced budget
proposal, the Neumann-Solomon pro-
posal, that will actually balance the
budget in 5 years, with the family tax
cuts fully implemented. It also does
something that we did not hear much
about out here in this Congress when |
came. That is it also contains a de-
tailed plan on how to go about paying
off that awful $4.8 trillion debt. We do
it over the next 30 years.

The third thing our plan does that is
very significant is that it does not use
the surplus funds collected in the So-
cial Security system to reduce the defi-
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cit, or in balancing the budget. It is
very significant for our senior citizens
to know that we do have a proposal out
here on the floor of the House to be
voted on tomorrow that literally sets
aside the surplus funds for the Social
Security system, so the Social Secu-
rity system is solvent to the year 2030.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, this plan is
very, very versatile, and will also allow
a lot of input from both sides of the
aisle, as well as the American people,
in that it does not spell out specifically
the reductions that are needed, but
rather, lists the reductions that are
needed to get to a balanced budget, and
$70 billion in addition, so we can debate
them over the course of the summer.

I urge my colleagues to do what is
right for the future of our country: sup-
port the rule, support the Neumann-
Solomon amendment tomorrow.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Morris,
IL [Mr. WELLER], another distinguished
Member of this body.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and in support of
living within our means. For over a
generation, the tax-and-spend liberals
who ran this Congress for over 40 years
have stiffed our kids and our families
with a massive national debt now to-
taling $4.8 trillion. That is $18,000 for
every man, woman, and child in this
room and throughout our country.

The tax-and-spend liberals in the
Democratic Party have behaved like a
drunk out on the town with someone
else’s credit card. The children are the
ones who will suffer, because liberals
always leave someone else to pay the
tab.

This budget is our contract with our
Nation’s children. We will balance this
budget to ensure that our children
have a future free of debt and full of
economic opportunity. We will balance
the budget by cutting spending first.
We will eliminate bureaucracy, waste-
ful spending, and programs that simply
are not working. We will return power
to families, communities, and States.

We are providing tax relief for fami-
lies. It is time for leadership. It is time
to live within our means. It is time to
protect Medicare and protect Social
Security. Republicans are keeping our
promise. | rise in support of the rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
30 seconds to a very distinguished
Member, the gentleman from Ocala, FL
[Mr. STEARNS].

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the oppor-
tunity to commend the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLomoN] for this
rule. 1 want to say one thing. Every
term | have been here in Congress |
have been trying to repeal the Gep-
hardt rule which was put in in 1976,
that says we can go ahead and increase
the debt around here without a vote.

I see in this rule, the gentleman has
taken the courageous step to go for-
ward and say ‘‘no, sir, we are going to
have to vote on increasing the debt.” |
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commend the gentleman for that. I
think all the Members in Congress
should recognize that we have changed
history in this matter. | would like to
see the same action in the following
years, as well as Congress in the fu-
ture.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | would
say to the gentleman from Florida, we
have accomplished that because of
him.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, in order to
close, | yield my remaining time to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]
is recognized for 4 minutes.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to urge Republicans and Demo-
crats alike to defeat this rule, and give
this Congress an honest and open de-
bate about this Republican budget and
its consequences for hardworking
American families.

The fact is the Republicans want to
force this budget through the Congress
without adequate debate. This budget
was produced in the Committee on the
Budget, and a vote was had on it the
same day, an unprecedented rush to
bring it through the committee before
anyone could even know what was in
it. If this rule passes, we cannot even
consider all of the Democratic alter-
natives to the Republican budget.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] has an alternative that he
wanted to bring. It is not in order. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
and the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
ORTON] wanted to bring a budget. They
were not allowed to do it. They were
told they had to do it through me.

This is one of the most important
changes in the budget we have ever
had, and we are in such a rush to get it
done before, | guess, anyone can find
out really what is in it, that we are not
having an open, small d, democratic
process, which this country deserves.

The people deserve to know what is
in this budget. We need to consider
every alternative, because if the Amer-
ican people are given a moment to con-
sider it, they will find the Republican
budget is so much more reckless, so
much more extreme than any budget
that has come before, it really belongs
in Guiness’ Book of World Records.
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The largest Medicare cuts in history,
slashing seniors’ benefits by more than
$1,000 a year. And we can talk all day
about what is a cut. | will tell you
what is a cut. A cut is what a senior
citizen has to face. They are going to
face higher copays and higher
deductibles and higher premiums to
buy the health insurance they have
under Medicare today.
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Further than that, a back-door cut in
Social Security, in the pension. Repub-
licans took the oath. They made a hol-
low campaign promise to protect
America’s retirement program. What
did they do? The promise is broken in
this budget. There will be an annual
cut in the cost of living escalator in
Social Security.

We heard it was off the table. It is on
the table. So | guess we are in a rush to
get it done before anybody can find out
what happened.

Social Security should not be on this
budget. It was never expected to be in
this budget. It is in this budget. People
deserve to know about it before their
Representatives have to vote on it.

Unprecedented cuts in student loans.
The most important investment we
will ever make in the future of this
country is student loans. But yet we
are going to have a cut that will shut
millions of young people out of their
ability to get an education.

Mr. Speaker, these programs are not
waste, fraud and abuse. They are the
backbone of the American dream. They
are counted on by millions of working
families.

To make it worse, what is all this
for? It is for a tax cut that lavishes the
most on those who have the most. The
million richest Americans walk away
with a $20,000 average tax cut, while we
are taking $1,000 out of the pockets of
senior citizens, or we are adding $5,000
to the cost of a student loan.

These are not American values. This
is a redistribution from the middle
class of this country, and the people
who are struggling to get into the mid-
dle class, to the people who have it
made.

We all want to get rich. Everybody
should be able to live the American
dream, but this is not the way to do it.
I urge Members to vote against this
rule.

Let’s have every alternative on the
table. Let’'s have a longer debate than
6 hours over a budget that is going to
decimate the middle class of this coun-
try to help the richest people in the
country. It is wrong, and we need a full
debate so the American people can see
the wrongness of this decision.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, we
would be glad to make those amend-
ments in order. If the President would
give us his balanced budget, if the pre-
vious speaker would give us his bal-
anced budget, we will put it on this
floor. They have none. That is why it is
not available.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the balance of
our time to the gentleman from Clare-
mont, CA [Mr. DREIER], a very distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Rules.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia is recognized for 1%> minutes.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the sky is
falling, the sky is falling. That is what

we have been getting from the other
side of the aisle. Only in Washington,
DC., can an increase of from $4,700 to
$6,300 for Medicare recipients over a 7-
year period be labeled a Draconian cut.
Nowhere else in the world would it pos-
sibly be considered that except on the
floor of this Congress.

This is a very fair and balanced rule.

Last year they gave us 4 hours for
general debate. This year we are pro-
viding 6 hours of general debate, a 50
percent increase over the allotted time
from last year.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen many of
our colleagues come to the aisle over
the past few minutes with pictures of
individuals who they claim will be vic-
timized by this budget. Yet virtually
every single one of them who stood in
the well on January 26 of this year
voted in favor of one of the balanced
budget amendments that would have,
by the year 2002, brought us to a bal-
anced budget. They talk about it and
yet they will not recognize that we
have to make some modifications with-
out hurting those individuals if we are
in fact going to get to a balanced budg-
et.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very important
vote. This is a very important time for
us as a Congress to step up to the plate
and do the responsible thing. We are
not going to be hurting those students.
We are not going to be hurting senior
citizens. It is nothing but rhetoric. We
have to look at the facts. As we pro-
ceed with the next 6 hours of general
debate, we will be doing just that.

We are waiting for the Democrats’
budget plan. A copy of it, in fact, is
being held by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules. It is empty. They are
not stepping up to the plate. We are.
We are simply encouraging them to
join us so in a bipartisan way we
should vote for the previous question,
for this very fair and balanced rule,
and move ahead toward our glide path
of a balanced budget by the year 2002.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous resolution on the ques-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 252, nays
170, not voting 12, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 339]
YEAS—252
Allard Bachus Baker (LA)
Archer Baesler Ballenger
Armey Baker (CA) Barr
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Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
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Gilchrest Nussle
Gillmor Oxley
Gilman Packard
Goodlatte Parker
Goodling Paxon
Goss Payne (VA)
Graham Peterson (FL)
Greenwood Peterson (MN)
Gunderson Petri
Gutknecht Pickett
Hall (TX) Pombo
Hancock Porter
Hansen Portman
Hastert Pryce
Hastings (WA) Quillen
Hayworth Quinn
Hefley Radanovich
Heineman Ramstad
Herger Regula
Hilleary Riggs
Hobson Roberts
Hoekstra Rogers
Hoke Rohrabacher
Horn Ros-Lehtinen
Hostettler Roth
Houghton Roukema
Hunter Royce
Hutchinson Salmon
Hyde Sanford
Inglis Saxton
Istook Scarborough
Johnson (CT) Schaefer
Johnson, Sam Schiff
Jones Seastrand
Kasich Sensenbrenner
Kelly Shadegg
Kim Shaw
King Shays
Kingston Shuster
Klug Sisisky
Knollenberg Skeen
Kolbe Smith (MI)
LaHood Smith (NJ)
Largent Smith (TX)
Latham Smith (WA)
LaTourette Solomon
Laughlin Souder
Lazio Spence
Leach Spratt
Lewis (CA) Stearns
Lewis (KY) Stenholm
Lightfoot Stockman
Lincoln Stump
Linder Talent
Livingston Tate
LoBiondo Tauzin
Longley Taylor (MS)
Lucas Taylor (NC)
Manzullo Thomas
Martini Thornberry
McCollum Thornton
McCrery Tiahrt
McDade Torkildsen
McHugh Traficant
Mclnnis Upton
Mclintosh Waldholtz
McKeon Walker
Metcalf Walsh
Meyers Wamp
Mica Watts (OK)
Miller (FL) Weldon (FL)
Molinari Weldon (PA)
Montgomery Weller
Moorhead White
Morella Whitfield
Myers Wicker
Myrick Wolf
Nethercutt Young (AK)
Neumann Young (FL)
Ney Zeliff
Norwood Zimmer

NAYS—170
Bryant (TX) Deutsch
Cardin Dicks
Clay Dingell
Clayton Dixon
Clement Doggett
Clyburn Doyle
Coleman Durbin
Collins (MI) Edwards
Conyers Engel
Costello Eshoo
Coyne Evans
Danner Farr
de la Garza Fazio
DeFazio Fields (LA)
DelLauro Filner
Dellums Foglietta
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Ford Manton Rivers Cox Hutchinson Quinn Lipinski Oberstar Skelton
Frank (MA) Markey Roemer Cramer Hyde Radanovich Lofgren Obey Slaughter
Frost Martinez Rose Crane Inglis Ramstad Lowey Olver Spratt
Furse Mascara Roybal-Allard Crapo Istook Regula Luther Ortiz Stark
Gejdenson Matsui Rush Cremeans Johnson (CT) Riggs Maloney Owens Stokes
Gephardt McCarthy Sabo Cubin Johnson, Sam Roberts Manton Pallone Studds
Gibbons McDermott Sanders Cunningham Jones Roemer Markey Pastor Stupak
Gonzalez McHale Sawyer Davis Kasich Rogers Martinez Payne (NJ) Tanner
Gordon McKinney Schroeder Deal Kelly Rohrabacher Mascara Payne (VA) Tejeda
Green McNulty Scott DelLay Kim Ros-Lehtinen Matsui Pelosi Thompson
Gutierrez Meehan Serrano Diaz-Balart King Rose McCarthy Pickett Torres
Hall (OH) Meek Skaggs Dickey Kingston Roth McDermott Pomeroy Torricelli
Hamilton Menendez Skelton Dooley Klug Roukema McHale Poshard Towns
Harman Mfume Slaughter Doolittle Knollenberg Royce McKinney Rahall Tucker
Hastings (FL) Miller (CA) Stark Dornan Kolbe Salmon McNulty Rangel Velazquez
Hefner Mineta Dreier LaHood Sanford Meehan Reed Vento
S . Stokes Ny
Hilliard Minge Duncan Largent Saxton Meek Reynolds Visclosky
. - Studds :
Hinchey Mink Stupak Dunn Latham Scarborough Menendez Richardson Volkmer
Holden Moakley Tan?‘ler Ehlers LaTourette Schaefer Mfume Rivers Ward
Jackson-Lee Mollohan Teied Ehrlich Laughlin Schiff Miller (CA) Roybal-Allard Waters
Jacobs Moran Tﬁje a Emerson Lazio Seastrand Mineta Rush Watt (NC)
Jefferson Murtha Thompson English Leach Sensenbrenner Mink Sabo Waxman
Johnson (SD) Nadler urman Ensign Lewis (CA) Shadegg Moakley Sanders Williams
Johnson, E. B. Neal Torr_es . Everett Lewis (KY) Shaw Mollohan Sawyer Wise
Johnston Oberstar Torricelli Ewing Lightfoot Shays Moran Schroeder Woolsey
Kanjorski Obey Towns Fawell Lincoln Shuster Murtha Scott Wyden
Kaptur Olver Tucker Fields (TX) Linder Sisisky Nadler Serrano Wwynn
Kennedy (MA) Ortiz xelazquez Flanagan Livingston Skeen Neal Skaggs Yates
Kennedy (RI) Orton ento Foley LoBiondo Smith (MI)
Kennelly Owens Visclosky Forbes Longley Smith (NJ) NOT VOTING—11
Kildee Pallone Volkmer Fowler Lucas Smith (TX) Abercrombie Collins (IL) Kleczka
Klink Pastor Ward Fox Manzullo Smith (WA) Berman Flake Schumer
LaFalce Payne (NJ) Waters Franks (CT) Martini Solomon Bono Hayes Zeliff
Lantos Pelosi Watt (NC) Franks (NJ) McCollum Souder Chapman Hoyer
Levin Pomeroy ng_man Frelinghuysen McCrery Spence
Lewis (GA) Poshard Williams Frisa McDade Stearns 0 1415
Lipinski Rahall Wise Funderburk McHugh Stenholm H .
Lofgren Rangel Woolsey Gallegly Mclnnis Stockman On this vote: . . -
Lowey Reed Wyden Ganske Mclntosh Stump Mr. Beno for, with Mrs. Collins of Illinois
Luther Rt_aynolds Wynn Gekas McKeon Talent against.
Maloney Richardson Yates e et mz;ce?g Jate So the resolution was agreed to.
NOT VOTING—12 Gillmor Mica Taylor (MS) The result of the vote was announced
Berman Fattah Kleczka Gilman Miller (FL) Taylor (NC) as above recorded.
Bono Flake Schumer Goodlatte Minge Thomas A motion to reconsider was laid on
Chapman Hayes Vucanovich Goodling Molinari Thornberry the table.
Collins (IL) Hoyer Wilson Goss Montgomery Thornton
Graham Moorhead Thurman
O 1356 Greenwood Morella Tiahrt
) Gunderson Myers Torkildsen O 1415
The Clerk announced the following Gutknecht Myrick Traficant
pair: Hall (TX) Nethercutt Upton PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
On thi te: Hamilton Neumann Vucanovich INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS TO
N vare: Hancock Ney Wwaldnoltz HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT MAY 18
Mr. Bono for, with Mrs. Collins of Illinois Hansen Norwood Walker !
against. Hastert Nussle Walsh 1995, TO FILE A REPORT ON H.R.
. Hastings (WA) Orton Wamp 1561, THE AMERICAN OVERSEAS
Mr. BEVILL changed his vote from ayworth Oxley Watts (OK) INTERESTS ACT
““nay’’ to “‘yea.” Hefley Packard Weldon (FL)
So the previous question was ordered. ~Heineman Parker erdon (PA) Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
The result of the vote was announced Pot FL Whit unanimous consent that the Commit-
1eary eterson (FL) e tee on International Relations have
as above recorded. Hobson Peterson (MN) Whitfield ) y
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Eoikstra Eetnb chker until Thursday, May 18, 1995, to file a
GOODLATTE). The question is on the ¢ ombo rson report on H.R. 1561, the American Over-
; Horn Porter Wolf seas Interests Act.
resolution. Hostettler Portman Young (AK) Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker. reservin
The question was taken; and the Houghton Pryce Young (FL) th . ht © b t- ; E ’ biecti g
Speaker pro tempore announced that Hunter Quillen Zimmer b Shrelge areon(()) #Sgther sa;a\ieeaﬂgr: jection
the ayes appeared to have it. A :
Yes app NOES—168 Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
RECORDED VOTE Ackerman de la Garza Gonzalez tion of objection_

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | demand a  Andrews DeFazio Gordon The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
recorded vote. Baldacct D oo e ez objection to the request of the gen-
A recorded vote was ordered. Barrett (WI) Deutsch Hall (OH) tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]?

The vote was taken by electronic de- Becerra Dicks Harman There was no objection.
vice, and there were—ayes 255, noes 168, Betlenson Dingell hastings (FL)
- entsen xon erner
not voting 11, as follows: Bevill Doggett Hilliard
[Roll No. 340] Bishop Doyle Hinchey ANNOUNCEMENT ON AMENDMENT
AYES_255 Bonior Durbin Holden PROCESS FOR H.R. 1561, THE
_ Borski Edwards Jackson-Lee AMERICAN OVERSEAS INTER-
Allard Bilirakis Calvert Boucher Engel Jacobs
Archer Bliley Camp Brown (CA) Eshoo Jefferson ESTS ACT
Armey Blute Canady Brown (FL) Evans Johnson (SD) (Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
Bachus Boehlert Castle Brown (OH) Farr Johnson, E.B. P
Baesler Boehner Chabot Bryant (TX) Fattah Johnston pe_rmlssmn to address the House for 1
Baker (CA) Bonilla Chambliss cardin Fazio Kanjorski minute.) .
Baker (LA) Brewster Chenoweth Clay Fields (LA) Kaptur Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, in rela-
Ballenger Browder Christensen Clayton Filner Kennedy (MA) tion to the last unanimous-consent re-
Barr Brownback Chrysler Clement Foglietta Kennedy (RI) A
Barrett (NE) Bryant (TN) Clinger Clyburn Ford Kennelly quest, | would like to R announce to
Bartlett Bunn Coble Coleman Frank (MA) Kildee Members that the Committee on Rules
Barton Bunning Coburn Collins (MI) Frost Klink has tentatively scheduled to meet this
Bass Burr Collins (GA) Conyers Furse LaFalce H H
Bateman Burton Combest Costello Gejdenson Lantos coming Monday to_consnder a rule for
Bereuter Buyer Condit Coyne Gephardt Levin H.R. 1561, the American Overseas Inter-
Bilbray Callahan Cooley Danner Gibbons Lewis (GA) est Act, more commonly known as the
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State Department Foreign Assistance
Authorization.

The bill was ordered reported by the
Committee on International Relations
on Monday of this week, and the report
is expected to be filed tomorrow night
according to the last unanimous-con-
sent request. The House is expected to
begin general debate and the amend-
ment process next Tuesday. The rule
will likely require that amendments be
preprinted in the amendment section of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD prior to
their consideration.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure their
amendments are properly drafted to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Commit-
tee on International Relations that
will be made as base text for amend-
ment purposes. A copy of the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute will be published in today’s
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN],
the chairman of the committee, for ref-
erence and drafting purposes. It will be
available at the offices of the commit-
tee.

Since the rule will not be structured
as far as the limiting of amendments is
concerned, there is no need for Mem-
bers to file their amendments with the
Committee on Rules or to testify be-
fore us. If Members have any questions,
they can contact Dave Lonie in our
Committee on Rules at 57985.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, my ques-
tion relates not to the immediate sub-
ject, but the prior subject of the rule
on the budget. Let me just simply
make sure | understand that rule in
terms of the 6 hours of debate.

As | understand it, the first hour is 1
hour of general debate controlled by
the chairman and myself. The second
hour is reserved for the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, the time to be con-
trolled by the Chair of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee and the gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK], the rank-
ing minority member. Then we revert
to the general debate on the budget
resolution.

Mr. SOLOMON. That is the normal
procedure. it is what we have followed
in the past. We will follow it this year
as well.

Mr. SABO. The reason | ask, 2 years
ago, we had a little disconnect. One
side was on JEC for a period of time,
and the other side was not. So the plan
this year is the first hour would be
budget debate, the second hour JEC de-
bate, and then hours three through six
general debate on the budget resolu-
tion.

Mr. SOLOMON. The chairman of the

Committee on the Budget is nodding
his head yes, that is correct.
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CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET—FISCAL YEAR 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 149 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution,
House Concurrent Resolution 67.

0 1420

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 concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 67) setting forth the
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
ernment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997,
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, with Mr.
SENSENBRENNER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the concurrent resolution is con-
sidered as having been read the first
time.

Under the rule, debate shall be con-
fined to the congressional budget and
shall not exceed 6 hours, including 1
hour on the subject of economic goals
and policies, equally divided and con-
trolled by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KasicH] and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsiIcH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | have to confess, as |
get ready to speak, I am nervous. | can-
not remember the last time | was,
frankly, this nervous or anxious. But |
guess it is the way it needs to be, be-
cause, ladies and gentlemen, we are
about to engage in a historic debate
The House is about to consider a docu-
ment that truly represents a bold, in-
novative, and some have called it, and
frankly they are probably right, a revo-
lutionary document and a vision for
where America should go.

I have been amazed over the last cou-
ple weeks just walking through the
hallways here. In fact, | just had a hus-
band and wife grab me as | was getting
ready to come in the door, and | do not
know where they are from, | do not
know what their names are, but you
know what they said? “Thank you,
Thank you, Mr. KasicH, and thank
your team for what they are doing.”

I am hearing it everywhere | go. |
think the American people have, in
fact, decided that we have this week a
rendezvous with destiny, that, in fact,
we cannot continue down the path of
more deficits and more red ink, be-
cause in the guts of every mother and
father in this country there is a sink-
ing feeling that if in fact the politi-
cians, the elected representatives of
our country, do not stand up and do the
right thing, their children will be at
risk, their future will be called into
question.

That is why when people have had
some problems with some of the speci-
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fies in this proposal, they never stop
like they did over the last several
years and say vote it all down. They
are saying ‘‘Maybe we can fix that.
But, please, Congress, do not take your
eye off the ball. Please work to save
the country.”

That is what we are hearing. And |
got to tell you, when | was out here
with the Contract for America, paying
for the family tax credits, and let me
say this, if there is anything beyond
the balanced budget we ought to be em-
phasizing into the 21st century, if there
is anything in this country we ought to
be reinforcing, it is the American fam-
ily. If there is anything that can pro-
vide a building block for superlatives
for individuals in this Nation into the
next century, it is the family, isn’t it?
It is the family structure that served
this country well for 200 years, and the
families are going to benefits under
this.

The beautiful thing though is back
when we were passing the contract,
people said “You can’t give us tax re-
lief. You can’t have growth incentives
and balance the budget.” And | said
then, along with my wonderful budget
team, and we speak as a team, | do not
speak as JOHN KAsICH, | speak as a
leader of a group of wonderful men and
women who are the tip of the spear in
terms of this new American revolution,
we said that we would come back here
in May and we would lay a document
down that would get us to zero, to bal-
ance this budget, and save the future.
And that is precisely what we are doing
today.

Isn’t it wonderful? Isn’t it wonderful
in America that a group of elected offi-
cials are keeping their word? And you
know why we are doing it? You know
why we came together and we put this
revolutionary document together? For
two basic reasons. One is the next gen-
eration. This is about the children.
This is about a growth society, an op-
portunity society, as our Speaker likes
to say, that in a no growth economy
the rich get richer and the poor get
poorer.

But in a growing economy, and Alan
Greenspan painted a picture for us, if
we can balance the budget by 2002, if
we can balance the budget, Alan Green-
span said we cannot begin to chart the
kind of prosperity that we can have in
America.

As the son of a mailman who got to
be in the Congress and the chairman of
the Committee on the Budget, how
wonderful is it that in the United
States of America, that every Kid in
America, using our system, can learn
to fly. That is right, ladies and gentle-
men, we can fly. That is right, ladies
and gentlemen, we can fly. We can
dream, and it is not about just dreams.
It is about accomplishing those
dreams.

That is why the Committee on the
Budget and the Republicans in the
House, along with our courageous col-
league on the Committee on the Budg-
et, the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
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PARKER], has said that we need to bal-
ance the budget to save the next gen-
eration, to provide for growth in our
economy, for opportunity in America,
and to preserve the greatest American
legacy, and that is that your kids will
be better off than you were.

You know what else it is about? It is
about the pendulum. People try to de-
scribe this plan as radical. Let me ac-
tually tell you about the pendulum.
For the last 20, 30, or 40 years, we have
sent more power, we have sent more
money, we have sent more control to
the Federal Government. And over
these last four decades the Federal
Government has done a lot of wonder-
ful things for Americans: Medicare,
educational programs, elimination or
an attempt to eliminate the terrible
abuses in human rights in America.

But you know what Americans have
been saying for about the last decade?
And we have not been hearing them
here in the Capitol. They spoke real
loud and clear last November. You
know what they are saying? Folks, we
would like some of our power and some
of our money and some of the control
over our own lives back in our hands,
because we can do it better in our
neighborhoods dealing with our prob-
lems than the Government in Washing-
ton can.

Now, let me just show you what this
plan calls for and how reasonable this
program is. Over the last 7 years, the
Federal Government spent $9.4 trillion.
What is a trillion? Well, if you started
a business when Christ was on Earth, if
you lost $1 million a day 7 days a week,
you would still have to lose $1 million
a day 7 days a week for the next 700
years to get to $1 trillion. In the last 7
years we spent $9.4 trillion. We have a
national debt approaching $5 trillion.

What does the Republican plan call
for? The bipartisan plan, frankly, it is
not just a Republican plan, it is a bi-
partisan plan thanks to the efforts of
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
PARKER]. We are going to go from $9.4
to $11.9 trillion. Some people would
have us grow to $13.3 trillion. I am
going to tell you, you want to grow to
$13.3 trillion? We are going to give the
kids a dark tomorrow. But if you can
restrain the growth in spending to this
$11.9 trillion, we have a chance to pre-
serve America.

Entitlements, take a second and talk
about entitlement spending. Over the
last 7 years, we spent $4.5 trillion on
entitlements. If we do nothing, we will
spend $7.7 trillion. And what does this
bipartisan plan call for? Growing the
entitlement programs from $4.5 to
more than 6.4 trillion.

Medicare? Boy, we are hearing a lot
of stuff about Medicare. Shame on
those that want to scare people. Shame
on those that want to scare people. We
will go in Medicare from $924 billion to
almost $1.6 trillion in spending for
Medicare. If we go to $1.8 trillion the
system goes bankrupt. What we are
going to do is dramatically increase it,
improve it, guarantee high customer
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satisfaction, and guarantee choice to
our senior citizens.
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So my colleagues, the question is,
can we restrain ourselves, can we as
Americans who do not want to mort-
gage the next generation, after all, we
would not in our private lives ring up
all the debt and pass it onto our Kids,
we should not do it with our country. If
we can just grow at a $9.4 to $11.9 tril-
lion increase, we can do it.

Let me just say to all of my col-
leagues, as | am about to close, you
have got to examine your hearts. You
have got to examine your conscience,
because I am going to tell you, folks,
there are things called windows of op-
portunity and we have it now. Why?
Because the American people want this
done. Why else? Because we have the
leadership in the Congress that is will-
ing to put their careers on the line for
the next generation. And those two ef-
forts together can allow us to pass a
plan that will guarantee a renewed
America.

In 1969, the last year that we bal-
anced the budget in America, Neil
Armstrong walked on the moon. Neil
Armstrong came to this Chamber and
presented this flag to the U.S. House of
Representatives and the U.S. Senate in
a joint session. One thousand nine hun-
dred sixty-nine was the last year we
balanced the budget. Walking on the
moon for a kid from Ohio meant that
Neil Armstrong really did learn to fly.
And that day that he walked on the
moon, we were all there with him, were
we not? We were all there with him be-
cause it represented the hopes and the
dreams and the goodness and meeting
the challenges that America has been
all about for these many 200 years.

Neil Armstrong gave us this flag.
Today, 26 years later, we have a
chance, when we vote on this resolu-
tion, to have one very big step for this
House and one very giant leap for
America. Pass the resolution.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, first let me congratulate, as |
did in committee, my colleague from
Ohio. We are both participants and ob-
servers of this process. | congratulate
him for getting the Republicans on the
Committee on the Budget together. |
assume when the 2 days of debate are
over, he will have the votes and he will
pass his resolution, which has required
an exceptional amount or work by him-
self and the other majority members of
the committee.

I have very fundamental disagree-
ments with that resolution, but |
watch your discipline and your hard
work with admiration. So | congratu-
late you for putting a product together
that is before this House today and
really presents the opportunity for
some very fundamental debate.

However, let me make one observa-
tion as an observer before | say some
words as a critic. The question is

H5119

whether your plan will achieve its stat-
ed goal. Let me simply say that we are
not quarreling over a few numbers here
and there, and we might find some that
we might dispute. But I, frankly, think
for you to succeed requires a signifi-
cant amount of luck.

I think if this were a unicameral
body of the Congress and this were the
final product, it simply would not suc-
ceed. There are some things you have
put into place and have put into law al-
ready. Your beginning assumption has
been a big tax cut, which adds roughly
$90 billion to the deficit in the year
2002.

You assume as a separate vote that
you are going to make huge cuts in
Medicare in a separate vote removed
from the balance of the budget to come
in September.

My friends, if that bill were before
this House with those kinds of cuts in
Medicare, with the numbers in your
resolution, | would predict that such a
bill would not pass this House.

The numbers are sort of interesting.
The tax cut is $90 billion in the year
2002. The projected Medicare cuts are
$86 billion. If that did not succeed, a
whole series of other numbers that you
use would come unraveled.

Mr. Chairman, that is merely an ob-
servation about the plan that is before
us today. It would require significant
luck to succeed. But that is not my
fundamental objection.

Mr. Chairman, we have had two very
fundamental things occur over the last
15-20 years in this country. For the last
20 years, we have had a revolution
where income flows in this country.
The very rich have gotten much richer,
and the rest of the American public,
who work hard, working families are
struggling to get ahead, many with de-
clining income.

We have also had, since 1981, an esca-
lating Federal deficit. Two years ago
we passed the President’s program to
make a significant dent in that deficit.
Part of that program was asking the
most affluent to pay a little more, and
our Republican friends all said no.
They all said if we passed that pro-
gram, we would throw the country into
a recession. The opposite happened. We
have had unprecedented growth over
the last 2 years. Unemployment is
down. The economy is growing. The
deficit went down.

But more is left to do, and we come
to that now in this year 1995. Again, we
have to reduce that deficit, but we
face, again, a country where income
continues to flow in increasing
amounts to a very few and the bulk of
the American people are left strug-
gling.

We now have the Republican proposal
on how to deal with the deficit. Who is
asked to sacrifice? It is clear that peo-
ple who depend on Medicare and Medic-
aid will be asked to sacrifice. And then
in a series of incredible, numerous de-
cisions, struggling Americans, who are
working hard, working Americans, find
their chances to move ahead, they will
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find those doors sometimes slammed
shut; other cases, sort of gradually
closed in a series of cut, after cut, after
cut, whether it is students trying to go
on to college, people seeking to get new
training for jobs and retraining, wheth-
er it is a parent trying to put their
child in a Head Start Program, cuts on
them frozen.

The TRIO Program for Kkids, to get
them to go through high school and
into college, abolished. Low income
seniors who have problems with fuel
bills in cold parts of this country, pro-
gram abolished. Child care reduced.
Just one series, mass transit operating
assistance reduced, a little tougher to
get to the job, a little harder to get the
training, a little harder to get to col-
lege, all cumulative on person after
person. Cuts that are unrealistic in
Medicare and Medicaid.

Why? To pass a tax cut to benefit pri-
marily those who have also been re-
warded most by our economy in the
last 20 years. So struggling American
working families, hoping for the Kids
to go to college, needing retraining,
maybe needing some assistance with
day dare so they can work, worried
about how they get to the job, maybe
in rural U.S.A., maybe in urban areas,
rural communities trying to develop
economically, all seeing doors shut so
we can pass a tax cut to benefit the
most affluent in this country.

Mr. Chairman, it is the wrong prior-
ities. We are told at times by people
that we are talking about renewing
American civilization. Mr. Chairman
and Members, this plan does not rep-
resent the best of American values. It
represents, in my judgment, some of
the worst of American values. We can
do better.

Mr. Chairman, to the majority | sim-
ply would say there are many months
ahead. At some point, sometime before
the year is over, you will be called on
to move away from ideology, to prac-
tical reform that reduces our deficit in
a fair and equitable manner. When you
are ready to move away from ideology,
we stand willing to help because the
challenge is big.

So today, to the Members, | simply
urge you to vote no when we come to
final passage tomorrow.

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

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KoOLBE], a
member of both the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | want to
congratulate the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget as well as the
ranking member and particularly pay
tribute to the ranking member for the
decency with which he has comported
himself and the members of his com-
mittee throughout this debate. It has
been in the Committee on the Budget,
it has been truly an outstanding de-
bate. | appreciate that very much.

Mr. Chairman, we are at a historic
crossroad. This is, as the chairman of
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the Committee on the Budget said, an
historic moment in our time. The pre-
vious speaker just talked to us about
this not being the right plan, that we
can do better. | think in the course of
this debate in the next day and a half
we are entitled to ask, what is the al-
ternative plan? If ours is not the right
plan, what is their plan? Where is the
President in this budget battle? |
would say, AWOL., absent without lead-
ership.

Our bottom line is fairly simple, our
bottom line is shown. It is too small |
guess to see here, but on page 7 of the
budget report, the last year, 2002, it is
a plus. It is tiny, 0.6 billion, $600 mil-
lion in the scheme of a $1.8 trillion
budget that year. That is tiny, but it is
everything. It is the first positive num-
ber we have seen in the budget since
1969.

This is another way of looking at it.
All we are trying to do is get this line
of what we spend here down to the red
line of how much that we are taking in
in revenues so that we have a balanced
budget. Spending will go up. Spending
will continue to increase but at a slow-
er rate of growth. And we think that
we can do that. Yes, there are tough
choices here, but they are tough
choices for the next generation.

O 1445

Not long ago | was asked to come
down for a little ceremony to one of
the work sites in my place, the United
Parcel Service, a company 1 really
enjoy because they are hardworking
people, they are really motivated.

At the end of this little ceremony
where we had a presentation there, one
of the delivery men came up to me and
said “Mr. KoLBE, when you go back to
Washington, would you just tell them
that it is my money they are spending?
It is my money. | have got three Kids.
I am struggling. It is my money they
are spending, just keep that in mind.”

Mr. Chairman, | hope in the course of
the debate here the next 2 days that we
will keep that simple idea in mind
from one of the hardworking Ameri-
cans that makes this country work,
and what it is. It is their money. It is
our money as taxpayers we are spend-
ing, and we ought to be remembering
that in each of the parts of this debate.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to this budget proposal. The
Republicans’ 100-day war on children
marches on. Their assault began in the
cafeteria, with the attack on the
school lunch program. Republicans
have now moved their war machine
into our Nation’s classrooms, libraries,
and finally, to our college campuses.

The Republican budget before us
would virtually obliterate the Federal
role in education. Over $73 billion in
education and training programs would
be cut over the next 7 years. It is a re-
pudiation of this Nation’s longstanding
bipartisan national commitment to
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educating all of her citizens. The Re-
publicans would abolish or slash ex-
tremely successful education pro-
grams, programs like Head Start,
which they would reduce by $209 mil-
lion in 1966.

They would eliminate efforts in 47
States to improve reading and writing
skills, to put computers into the class-
room, and to improve academic stand-
ards through Goals 2000. Their budget
proposal would virtually eliminate the
safe-and-drug-free  school program,
even though drug use is on the rise
among school children. It would jeop-
ardize teacher training for 400,000
teachers.

Programs that target assistance to
700,000 at-risk disadvantaged children
would also be abolished under this pro-
posal. They show shameful hostility to
programs designed to lift disadvan-
taged children out of poverty through
learning.

Having spread their devastation to
the cafeterias and the classrooms, they
would eliminate Federal support for
public libraries, would cut student aid
by well over $18 billion, as one way to
finance tax cuts for the rich and privi-
leged. The elimination of the in-school
interest subsidy would increase loan
costs for close to 5 million students,
adding as much as $5,000 to the total
loan cost for each student who would
take out a loan.

Middle class families are especially
hit hard. The Republicans want to
make it harder for their kids to attend
college, so they can finance the tax cut
for the rich and the privileged.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the Repub-
lican proposal to eliminate the Depart-
ment of Education is myopic and reac-
tionary. It would leave our country as
one of the few industrialized nations in
the world without a national commit-
ment to education. Not only is this
proposal dumb, it is unpopular. The
vast majority of the American public
supports the Department of Education,
and a strong Federal role in education.

Mr. Chairman, this budget proposal
is the most irresponsible assault on
education by any political party in our
history. We must reject this attack on
education. We must reject this con-
tract with ignorance. We must reject
this Republican budget proposal, be-
cause it is being released 5 months pre-
maturely. A turkey like this should
surface somewhere around Thanks-
giving.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HossoN], a very distinguished
member and a dear friend of mine.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, | might
point out that the previous speaker,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CLAY], voted for the Clinton tax in-
crease, the biggest one in this coun-
try’s history, and it costs his district
$520 million in new taxes. It is also in-
teresting to note that he voted against
the balanced budget amendment. We
should take that into context when we
review his remarks.
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Mr. Chairman, we are coming up on
what | expect to be the most important
vote of my career in this House. Today
we meet the challenge of balancing the
Federal books and restoring fiscal se-
curity for America’s next generation.

Today we vote on, and | encourage
my colleagues to vote for, the House
Committee on the Budget resolution,
and restore hope to that next genera-
tion. For 26 years, our Federal Govern-
ment has spent more money than it
has taken in, financing this debt by
borrowing money. The legacy of chron-
ic deficit spending is passed to our chil-
dren as a $4.9 trillion national debt.

Staying on this track will undoubt-
edly bankrupt our Nation. This subject
has particular meaning for me right
now, because my 15-month-old grand-
daughter is in town visiting. When |
think why we are balancing the budget,
I think of Katy. A lot of grandfathers
think that way. My other daughter is
going to have another baby, so you
think a little differently about the fu-
ture when you become a grandfather. |
think a lot of people can equate to
that.

What this balanced budget is about,
it will not allow her to have the same
opportunity the rest of us have if we do
not balance the budget. Putting the fu-
ture of Katy and the other children in
this country first is what balancing the
Federal budget is all about. Protecting
the next generation from a financial
crisis means acting now in a decisive,
responsible way.

The House Committee on the Budg-
et’s 1996 budget resolution does this by
balancing the Federal budget by the
year 2002. We also close the doors on
several agencies that run up costs but
fail to contribute meaningfully to our
Nation’s well-being. Those operations
that are useful are transferred to other
agencies or sent back to the States.
The waste and duplication is elimi-
nated.

Mr. Chairman, our budget also pro-
tects our children’s future by prevent-
ing a crisis in Medicare, the health
care system of our Nation’s seniors.
According to the Medicare trustees ap-
pointed by President Clinton, Medicare
will run out of money in 7 years. Our
budget resolution provides the struc-
ture needed to protect, preserve, and
improve Medicare, and then it goes on
to increase benefits to seniors from
$4,816 for beneficiaries in 1995 to $6,376
in 2002. That is an impressive increase,
by anyone’s standards.

Our budget also increases overall
Government spending by $1.2 trillion
over the next 7 years. That should be
plenty to do the things we need to do
at the Federal level. Where we can, we
send programs back to the States and
local governments.

In total, this process of decentraliza-
tion, together with the removal of du-
plication and waste, justifies eliminat-
ing 283 programs, 14 agencies, 68 com-
missions, and 3 departments: Energy,
Commerce, and Education. This is just
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one path toward balancing the Federal
books.

Over the next few months, the com-
mittees of jurisdiction will map out the
details. The job of balancing the budget
is a challenge we can meet. When we
are done, we will have a healthier,
stronger Nation in solid financial shape
for our children to inherit. | invite ev-
eryone here to join us in this historic
effort, and rise to the challenge at
hand. Vote yes on the Committee on
the Budget’s 1996 resolution, and keep
hope and opportunity alive for the next
generation.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re-
mind all persons in the gallery that
they are here as guests of the house,
and that any manifestation of approval
or disapproval of proceeding on the
floor is in violation of the rules of the
House.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Hawaii, Mrs. PASTY MINK.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong opposition to the budg-
et resolution. This resolution is being
presented based upon policy assump-
tions which must be challenged. These
assumptions are contained in the com-
mittee report. | hope that all of the
Members will read it.

For my limited time in this part of
the debate | want to direct attention to
the egregious assumptions that are the
basis for huge cuts in Function 500,
which deals with education, training,
and Head Start. The cuts contained in
this budget resolution in Function 500
amount to $82 billion over a 7-year pe-
riod.

Despite what has been said by the
Republican majority about the resolu-
tion providing for a steady increase in
spending, | want to alert Members to
the fact that in Function 500, the cur-
rent fiscal year 1995 budget authority
is at $58 billion, and 7 years from now,
it is $44 billion. This is a substantial
cut in one of the most areas of Federal
Government responsibility, which in
the past has enjoyed large bipartisan
majority support.

In the area of education alone, the
cuts are particularly devastating. De-
spite the avowed pronouncements
about being for family values, the Re-
publicans in this budget resolution
have disavowed their support for the
most important goal of American fami-
lies, which is quality education for
their children, enriching their experi-
ences in education, providing for
science and math instruction, and help
for those who are disadvantaged by
poverty, by deficiencies in language,
and assuring that higher education is
available for all, regardless of age or
economic circumstances.

Mr. Chairman, this budget resolution
strikes a deep blow to the promise of
America to improve educational oppor-
tunity for all. The cuts in education
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will hurt all school districts, most of
whom cannot possibly make up for the
huge losses in these funds.

I want to remind the Members of the
House that if they support this resolu-
tion, they are voting for the elimi-
nation of President Bush’s initiative
called Goals 2000, which was imple-
mented by President Clinton. This was
an initiative that was promoted by the
National Conference of Governors, and
now it is being eliminated.

If Members vote for this resolution,
they are cutting about $5 billion in the
next 7 years in the Elementary-Second-
ary Education Act, passed some 30
years ago. The title that is being cut is
the concentration grants. Everybody
has been saying target the money to
the most poor, to the neediest dis-
tricts. That is precisely what we did
last year, and this program is being
eliminated.

If Members vote for this resolution,
Federal funds to help schools prevent
drug abuse in their schools, the very,
very difficult issue which the Federal
Government has put money in, and
from which the schools have benefited
enormously, $3 billion are being taken
away.

If Members vote for this resolution,
they will be cutting the Eisenhower
Professional Development Program.
All of us know that quality education
is contingent on the quality of the
teachers, and it would be absolutely
criminal if we destroyed this program,
which helps school districts provide for
development of our teaching profes-
sion, allowing them to improve them-
selves and keeping up with the techno-
logical advancements in our society.

If Members vote for this budget reso-
lution, they will be eliminating totally
the bilingual education program.
Think of the promises we have made to
the young children who have come to
this country with their families, whose
only fault is that they are deficient in
speaking and understanding English,
and we are taking away from them the
one chance they have to keep up with
their classes and to get into this edu-
cational system so they can benefit
and improve their lives.

All across America, Mr. Chairman, if
Members vote for this budget resolu-
tion, they will be cutting the only Fed-
eral funds in libraries that have been in
existence for decades. Our rural small
libraries all benefit from the library
program. This program is being elimi-
nated totally. What a travesty on what
support the Federal Government has
been able to provide.

The last and probably most egregious
cut that is proposed in this resolution,
which if Members vote for they will be
a party to, and that is to take away the
interest subsidy of our young people
and others aspiring to a higher edu-
cation, wanting to better themselves.
This is the American ideal. This is
what we talk about when we say self-
sufficiency: “Get in there and work to
better yourselves.” When they do, we
have a Congress that is taking away
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that small subsidy which we have pro-
vided over the years.

Mr. Chairman, | urge a ‘“no’’ vote on
this resolution.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to the
budget resolution which is being considered
today. There are policy assumptions that must
be challenged in this resolution. These as-
sumptions are contained in the committee re-
port. For my time in this part of the debate |
want to direct attention to the egregious as-
sumptions which are the basis for the huge
cut in Function 500 which deals with edu-
cation, worker training, foster care, aid to the
disabled, and Head Start.

The cut contained in this budget resolution
in Function 500 amounts to $82 billion over
the 7-year period.

Current fiscal year 1995 budget authority for
Function 500 is $58 billion. The 7th year allo-
cation for Function 500 in fiscal year 2002 is
$44 billion. This represents cuts in some of
the most successful programs that have been
in the past supported by large bipartisan ma-
jorities.

In the area of education alone, the cuts are
particularly devastating. The avowed pro-
nouncements about being for family values,
the Republicans have disavowed their support
for the most important goal of American fami-
lies, which is quality education for their chil-
dren, enriching experiences in education, pro-
moting science and math, and help for those
who are disadvantaged by poverty, by defi-
ciencies in language, and assuring that higher
education is available for all regardless of age
or financial circumstance.

This budget resolution strikes a deep blow
to the promise of America to improve edu-
cational opportunity for all. The cuts in edu-
cation will hurt all school districts, most of
whom cannot possibly make up for the loss of
these supplemental funds.

President Bush’s initiative, Goals 2000,
joined by President Clinton in implementing
them, will be eliminated. Remember this is an
initiative joined in the Nation's leading Gov-
ernors and goes to the heart of the national
effort at education reform. The cuts are $2.8
billion over 7 years.

Elementary Secondary Education funds,
Title | Concentration Grants, are eliminated.
These funds concentrate and target schools
with the highest concentration of poor children
which is exactly what the Republicans have
argued for in the past. This is one of the most
egregious of all cuts. The cuts are $5.1 billion
in 7 years.

Federal funds to help schools prevent drug
abuse and violence in the highly regarded pro-
gram called Safe and Drug Free Schools pro-
gram are also being cut. The loss of these
funds so desperately needed to help schools
deal with this problem is unconscionable. The
cuts are $3.5 billion in 7 years.

The Eisenhower Professional Development
program is eliminated. We have always sup-
ported ways to improve the quality of teaching.
Teaching is what schools are about. Schools
have grave difficulty in providing funds needed
to help in professional development to main-
tain education relevant to the challenging
times in which we live. The cuts are $2.2 bil-
lion in 7 years.

Bilingual Education is eliminated. To ignore
the needs of students whose primary lan-
guage is not English is to punish and retard
their ability to learn. We give lip service to the
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ambition of immigrant children to achieve their
goals and yet take away the help they need.
The cuts are $1.4 billion in 7 years.

Libraries support which is a basic Federal
help that has been available to the smallest of
our libraries, in the most rural of our commu-
nities is to be cut. This is the most backward
unthinking cut of all. Funds that are lost here,
will not be made up by local funds, which are
largely unavailable. The cut is $1 billion in 7
years.

Higher education loans—Stafford loans and
direct loans—will no longer have an in school
interest subsidy. This is negative thinking.
How can we believe that our nation’s future is
in our children and at the same time cut back
their higher educational opportunity? The cuts
are $18.7 billion in the 7-year period.

Federal Trio programs for outreach to highly
talented high school students to urge them to
continue with their education is what enlarging
opportunity means. Killing this highly success-
ful initiative is to turn our back on talent. The
cuts are $3.2 billion in 7 years.

The much heralded early childhood edu-
cation program, Headstart, is cut by $1.5 bil-
lion over 7 years. It is frozen at fiscal year
1994 appropriation levels. It freezes our long
hoped for full funding of this important pro-
gram that has dramatically changed the future
of the poorest of our children.

This budget is a travesty of immense pro-
portions. All the talk about adopting these cuts
for the future of children is totally wrong. It
cripples our children’s future. It casts a dark
shadow over the future of thousands of our
Nation’s children. Instead of hope and oppor-
tunity, supported by the country as a whole in
its Federal budget, our children will have to
struggle to attain their goals on their own with
their dreams shattered by politics which did
not include them or consider their future.

Vote down this budget resolution. It pun-
ishes our children. It robs them of a brighter
promise for their future.

Republicans who support the budget resolu-
tion also supported the balanced budget
amendment by arguing that it would force the
Federal Government to balance its budget just
as families, businesses, and the States do. If
this is so, why did the Republicans support a
balanced budget amendment and now support
a budget resolution that simply fails to make
distinctions between operating and long-term
investment costs in the Federal budget when
families, businesses, and all 50 States make
those very distinctions when they plan or
structure their budgets?

For example, when a family purchases a
home, the cost of this long-term investment is
accounted for over the 15- or 30-year life of a
mortgage. However, when the Federal Gov-
ernment decides to build, say, a submarine,
also a long-term investment, the entire cost of
the submarine is front-loaded in the first year's
budget and shown as a debt in that year's
budget.

If we establish a Federal capital budget, the
Federal Government will have separate oper-
ating and capital budgets just like all the 50
States, and the Federal Government will be
required to maintain a balanced operating
budget and reflect its long-term debts in its
capital budget, just like those States with bal-
anced budget mandates such as my own
State of Hawaii.

We cannot look at this budget without con-
sidering the immediate impact it will have on
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individuals and their families. This drastic
move to severely cut our investment in our
most important asset—our human capital—will
have monumental consequences on programs
which people depend upon everyday to help
improve life for themselves and their families.

Americans want nothing more for their fami-
lies than to provide their children with a better
life, to be able to give them opportunities for
education, employment and economic
achievement. | know this is what the people of
Hawaii want over and above an effort to reach
a zero budget deficit just for the sake of doing
it, without regard to the impact it will have on
our overall economy, our future and most of
all the lives of individuals.

Many programs which the people of Hawaii
support and depend upon will be eliminated or
severely reduced under this plan:

East-West Center—eliminated; Native Ha-
waiian Education Act—eliminated; Native Ha-
waiian Health Care Act—eliminated; Student
Loans—cut by $18.7 billion; Impact Aid—cut
by $1.3 billion; Davis-Bacon Act—eliminated;

Travel and Tourism Administration—elimi-
nated; Legal Services Corporation—elimi-
nated; National and Community Service

[Americorps]—eliminated; Retired Senior Vol-
unteer Corps [RSVP]—eliminated; National
Endowment for the Art/Humanities—elimi-
nated; Support for the Public Television—
eliminated; National Biological Survey—elimi-
nated; Head Start—cut by $1.5 billion over 7
years; Bilingual Education—eliminated; Library
programs—eliminated; TRIO programs—elimi-
nated; National Writing Project—eliminated;
Homeless Assistance Grants—eliminated; Vo-
cational Education/Adult Education/Job Train-
ing—block granted cut by 20 percent; Commu-
nity Development Block Grant—eliminated;
and U.S. Geological Survey—cut by $798 mil-
lion over 7 years.

These are not programs which can be elimi-
nated without a significant impact on the State
of Hawaii. These programs help us invest in
education and training of our workforce, pro-
vides jobs in highly technical and scientific
fields of research, provides investment in infra-
structure and housing to improve our rural and
urban communities. Davis-Bacon helps to sta-
bilize Hawaii's economy by preventing “fly-by-
night” construction companies from the main-
land from gaining an economic advantage
over our local construction companies in get-
ting Federal contracts.

This budget resolution must be voted down.

O 1500

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the previous speaker
talked about the cuts in education.
Let’s be very clear what we are pre-
serving here.

We are preserving the title | basic
grants for disadvantaged students, the
impact aid for “A’ students, the spe-
cial education, the vocational rehabili-
tation, the Pell grants, the historically
black colleges grants, the campus basic
aid, and then we are creating 5 new
block grants. So let’s just be clear
what we are preserving here.

The issue about libraries. One per-
cent of funding for libraries comes
from the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.



May 17, 1995

WALKER], the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Science and vice
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for vyielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, there used to be a tra-
dition in this country that you bought
the farm, paid off the mortgage, and
gave the farm to the kids mortgage-
free. The Federal Government for years
has been now moving in a different di-
rection, where what you do is buy the
farm, sell off the assets, and hand the
mortgage to the kids.

What we are hearing today is a de-
bate between those people who want to
make certain that we do not continue
to hand the mortgage to the kids but
rather begin the process of ending defi-
cit spending and ultimately paying off
the debt.

The surprising thing is that there is
a bipartisan consensus around that
idea. In January, fully 187 Democrats
voted for one or another of balanced
budgets that said to balance the budget
by the year 2002.

That is right. We actually had people
line up in January on the Democratic
side, 187 of them, nearly three-fourths
of their conference, and say they were
for some kind of balanced budget that
balanced the budget by the year 2002.
Now we hear today that, well, maybe
they were not really for that, that was
just a political vote they had to cast.

I must say that when it came to final
passage, many of them voted ‘‘no,” in-
cluding the gentlewoman who was just
in the well, although she did vote for
one of the balanced budgets. The amaz-
ing thing is that they have come to the
floor today with no presentation of
their own of how they would get to
that balanced budget that they voted
for by the year 2002.

When they have told us before how
they will do these kinds of things, they
raise taxes. The gentlewoman who just
spoke, in her district she voted back in
1993 to raise taxes on her own district
by $522 million in order to bring down
the deficit.

Now we find out what they really did.
In the President’s budget that he
brought forward earlier this year, defi-
cits begin to go up again at the end of
the 5-year period. Guess what? When
you get out into the 7-year period that
we assume in our budget, the deficits
soar out of sight, despite the fact that
they raise taxes, presumably to lower
deficits.

The question here is whether or not
we are going to do real things in order
to get the Federal books in order. | be-
lieve we have the capacity to do some
real things.

This budget does assume some things
that many, many people in this House
do not like. When you cut 283 pro-
grams, there are people who are tied to
the special interests that back those
programs, who simply do not want to
do the cut of 283 programs. When you
cut over 60 commissions, there are peo-
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ple who are tied to the special interests
who love those commissions, who then
come to the floor and argue for keeping
them.

When you eliminate three depart-
ments, there are people who are tied to
those three departments and the spe-
cial interests who back those depart-
ments, who come here and defend those
departments. When you eliminate a
dozen and more agencies, there are peo-
ple who are tied to the special interests
who love those agencies, who come to
the floor and defend it.

You are going to hear them all day
long out here, defending the special in-
terests that defend those agencies and
saying that this is all in the name of
helping the poor and the downtrodden.
Nonsense.

Mr. Chairman, if you take a look at
the reality of this, what you are sup-
porting in the budgets that we have
had over the last several years is huge
bureaucracy. Vote for a balanced budg-
et.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply observe
the explosion of the Federal deficit oc-
curred when we passed the Republican
program in 1981.

I hear this discussion of special inter-
ests. Let me remind this body that we
have before us a tax proposal that
would repeal the alternative minimum
tax for the largest corporations in this
country. To pay for that, we would re-
peal and make more difficult the get-
ting of student loans by thousands and
millions of students in this country.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 4% minutes to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
WOOLSEY].

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, con-
trary to the claims of the majority,
this is not a budget to protect our chil-
dren’s future. This budget is an assault
on our children’s future, and an assault
on their grandparents as well.

It opens up tax loopholes for wealthy
special interests, and slams the door on
school cafeterias; college classrooms;
and hospitals all over this Nation. If
this budget represents the future of our
children, then the future looks grim. It
is no wonder Mr. KASICH says he is
nervous.

Mr. Chairman, education is our fu-
ture. Education, not reckless spending
cuts, must be our Nation’s No. 1 prior-
ity. The most glaring mistake in this
budget is that it makes deep cuts in
education to pay for a tax break for
wealthy special interests.

Our children should be the most im-
portant special interest for this Con-
gress, not the privileged few with influ-
ence over the Republican budget proc-
ess.

It is too bad kids don’t have powerful
lobbyists here in Washington, because
many of the education programs which
are important to our children’s future
are being assaulted in this budget:
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Goals 2000 is eliminated; Head Start is
cut dramatically; bilingual education
is terminated; President Clinton’s na-
tional service program will disappear
school lunch and school breakfast is
cut the entire Department of Edu-
cation would be eliminated, clearly
demonstrating to the American people
the majority’s lack of commitment to
the future of our children.

This budget is not limited to attack
on our young children, it also attacks
low- and middle-income college stu-
dents, and their families. On May 8,
1995, the New York Times called the
Republican budget resolution ‘‘the
strongest assault in recent years on
student-aid programs.”

Mr. Chairman, this assault makes a
mockery of our Nation’s core values—
the opportunity to get a good edu-
cation, and the opportunity to get
ahead. Taking away the college loan
interest subsidy, which the Govern-
ment provides to students while they
are in college, amounts to taking away
the American dream from all but the
privileged few. Nationwide, college
costs will increase by an average of
$5,000. Low- and middle-income stu-
dents and their families just won’t be
able to foot this bill. In addition, these
cuts in student aid threaten our future
economic health and our global com-
petitiveness. In a time when our coun-
try needs people who are more edu-
cated, not less, in order to compete in
the global marketplace, this assault on
our low- and middle-income families is
also an assault on American’s eco-
nomic future.

Also, if we want to get people off wel-
fare and into the work force, these cuts
in education send us in the wrong di-
rection. As a former welfare mother—
able to work myself off welfare because
| had a good education—I can tell you
for sure that these cuts are just plain
wrong.

Make no mistake about it, when
Members of Congress cast their vote on
this budget, they are providing their
constituents with a clear ‘‘yes or no”
answer to the following question:
Should we take education and nutri-
tion away from children; college aid
away from students; and health care
away from seniors in order to put
money into the hands of wealthy spe-
cial interests?

| beg my colleagues to answer with a
resounding ‘‘no” by rejecting this
budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRANKS], a distinguished
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, | yield to the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK].

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, |
just noted the gentlewoman across the
aisle was saying that there are no spe-
cial lobbyists for the children, no pow-
erful special lobbyists for the children
back home. I know one man that is
standing right here who is a powerful
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lobbyist for three young children in
Kansas. | am here representing them,
as many of my colleagues are. We are
terribly concerned about them. That is
why we are balancing the budget.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, this is the most expensive
credit card in the history of the world.
This card has been used by decades by
politicians in Washington, DC, to buy
things that we simply cannot afford.

In the process, we have accumulated
deficit after deficit and piled up debt
upon debt. The very children that we
profess to be so deeply concerned about
are the people who are being asked to
pay off this enormous debt. The only
answer to ending this deficit spending
and to begin to pay down this enor-
mous debt which is putting a burden on
our children and on our families is to
balance the budget.

Mr. Chairman, just like every Amer-
ican family who, when they have an
important objective to meet, sit
around the kitchen table and have to
prioritize what is essential, identify
what is important and talk about what
they can do without, that great his-
toric discussion begins for the first
time in a generation right here right
now.

Ladies and gentlemen, this
time for a balanced budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, one group of children
that no Member here is lobbying for—
and it is obvious we lobby for our own
and our grandchildren—are the home-
less children in the United States,
numbering between 750,000 and 1 mil-
lion on a daily basis. These are not
children that caused the deficit. These
are the children of parents who used to
work and who do not anymore.

This program, which is very modest,
has helped over 350,000 children since
1990. The number of homeless children
not in school because of this program
has dropped from 50 to 18 percent. Obvi-
ously it works.

A nation that believes that it is bet-
ter to allow 750,000 to 1 million Amer-
ican children to grow up in shelters
and on the streets and not to be in
school has no reason to expect not to
reap the whirlwind that growing up
uneducated, unhealthy, and untrained
will assure us. This program that costs
so little and produces so much could
only be eliminated by meanness.

It is a total transfer of the benefits
for homeless children to the very rich
who benefit from the tax cut.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Staten Island, NY [Ms.
MOLINARI], a very hardworking member
of the committee.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, |1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

is the
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Mr. Chairman, let me just say what
we have here today is a difference in
definition between the two political
parties as to the American dream.

The Democrats, as you hear, say it is
OK to add to the deficit. Increase
taxes, the Government will save the
day Over the next 6 or 7 hours, we are
going to hear from the other side, a
picking out of small programs through-
out this budget that we believe the
country will absolutely fall apart if
they are not continued to be funded.

What you will not hear in their
American dream is how to balance the
budget, how to restore economic equity
to the next generation, how to posi-
tively bring back that vision of hope to
Americans regardless of their age.

The Republicans, on the other hand,
have defined the American dream, but
we have gotten that definition from
people who pay taxes throughout this
country, who tell us to stop runaway
spending, reduce the deficit, and bal-
ance the budget. ““If you want to help
our children, really help our children,
let them grow up in an opportunity so-
ciety that is debt-free.”

That is how we discourage homeless
children. That is how we increase edu-
cational opportunities. That is how me
make sure that we in Washington do
not define the American dream, but
create an economy that allows the
children and their parents throughout
this Nation to feel, to dream, and to
hope for a tomorrow that right now
today, under the current Democrat
spending plan of no new options, will
lead them to one big dead end.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
and the people who are watching today
to dare to dream the American dream
and join in supporting the Republican
budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 5 seconds.

The Republicans want to cut Medi-
care, Medicaid, education, and a host of
programs to pay for a tax cut for the
rich.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2% minutes to
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Ms.
RIVERS], a distinguished new member
of our committee who has been out-
standing in her work.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, at the
end of this month I will celebrate my
20th anniversary of graduation from
high school. The next day | will cele-
brate my 20th anniversary of my mar-
riage.
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My husband and | got married the
day after high school. | was 18; he was
17. At the time we were married we had
few skills, little money, and a rough
row to hoe. By the time we were 21 we
had our second child. Today, 20 years
later, 1 have an undergraduate degree,
| have a law degree, and | represent my
community in the people’s House, the
Congress of the United States.

What made the difference for me?
What made the difference for me is
what has made the difference for many,
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many Americans over the years, edu-
cation, and an education was only
available to me because there were stu-
dent loans, because | could borrow
money, because | could get a helping
hand. It made all the difference. It still
took me 15 years to get 7 years of edu-
cation, but | would have been shut out
had | not been able to ask for help.

And yet now we see a Republican
plan that retreats from that position,
that makes it harder to go to school,
that makes it harder to get ahead.

Chairman KasicH mentioned the
American dream. Mr. Chairman, | will
tell you | have lived the American
dream. | have done what countless oth-
ers have done. | have worked hard, |
have persevered. | have played by the
rules, and now that | have walked
through the doors of opportunity, |
would like to see them kept open for
others to follow.

I think it is a terrible hypocrisy for
folks on the other side, particularly in
the leadership, who have climbed the
ladder and now wish to pull it up be-
hind them. We need to say no to this
budget and to make it clear that any
retreat in student aid is unacceptable.

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state
that, before the time comes for the
Joint Economic Committee’s part of
this debate, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KAsicH] has 3% minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SaBO] has 3 minutes 10 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KoLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Just very quickly, Mr.
Chairman, the previous speaker talked
about the education of homeless chil-
dren. What she is talking about is a
program that funds an Office of Coordi-
nator of Education for Homeless Chil-
dren and Youth in the State edu-
cational agency. And in the functions
of the Office of Coordinator, page after
page of State plans, local education
agency requirements. There is not one
bit of program for homeless Kkids in
here. It is a bureaucracy. It is a State
agency, it is a coordinator. There are
no programs in here.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, |
just wanted to respond to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KoLBE], be-
cause | have a report on the homeless
in his own district.

There are 64 children right now in
Amphi High School. Three earned a 4.0
grade average in 1992, another 5 GPA’s
at 3.5 or better. Ninety percent have
improved their grades since entering
the program.

None of the students served by the
McKinney grant dropped out of the
school in the first semester. We believe
the success of these students is due to
our policy of encouraging perfect at-
tendance and academic excellence, as
well as to the support they receive
from the independent living class.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER].

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, if this resolution is
adopted the Republicans are going to
cut $4 billion every year for the next 7
years out of educational aid programs,
and that is in addition, all up and down
the line of education programs, and
that is in addition to one of the biggest
blows to education that you could
make, and that is the $19 billion that is
taken out of these in-school interest
subsidies for our college students.

Who does that interest-subsidy re-
moval hurt? Here is an example of
someone in my district who depends on
student aid. Her name is Theresa
McGuire, a 34-year-old college student
at North Adams State College in west-
ern Massachusetts. She is a single par-
ent, the mother of a 7-year-old daugh-
ter. She left a low-paying, no-benefits,
dead-end job to go back to school only
when she knew she would be able to get
that kind of financial aid. She now has
a 4.0 grade point average. She is two se-
mesters from her bachelor of arts. She
is going to go on to graduate school.
And she would manage to finish be-
cause she is almost finished anyway,
but there are millions of others in posi-
tions like that who will not start or
will find that their school is made con-
siderably more expensive.

Mr. Chairman, why in the world
would the Republicans focus on the
getting-ahead opportunities for people
like Theresa McGuire to pass a tax
cut?

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS], a member of the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. SHAYS. | thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

All my life I have wanted to serve in
Government, whether it was as a civil
servant or as an elected official, so it
was a dream come true for me to have
an opportunity to serve first as a State
legislator and then as a Member of
Congress.

When | was a State legislator and
first elected | started to notice that
Congress, unlike the States and unlike
my State of Connecticut, could spend
more than it raised. And | thought,
well, they can do it but they will not.
And | saw it happen one year, and | saw
it happen another year, and | saw it
happen another year. For 13 years |
watched Congress spend more money
than it raised. And | know who is hurt
by that. It is all of the children who
have to pay the bill.

So | saw my Congress spend more
than it raised. And when | was in Con-
gress, along with a number of others, I
have been working and waiting for the
opportunity to vote finally for a budget
that will get our financial house in
order.

Today | have this chance. | have
waited 20 years for this day to get our
financial house in order, and that is
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what we are doing and we are doing it
fairly. We are going to take 7 years ad-
mittedly, but we are going to spend 19
percent more in the seventh year than
we spend today. We are going to slow
the growth in spending.

Only in Washington. | know no other
place in the world, only in Washington
is an increase in spending called a cut,
only in Washington. Where else when
you spend more do they call it a cut? |
never found a place anywhere else but
in Washington.

We are going to spend more. Admit-
tedly domestic spending is going to go
down, because we are going to downsize
and we are going to reorganize it and
provide better services in the process.
International, foreign aid is going to go
down; that is a cut. Defense spending is
going to stay relatively the same.

But Medicare and Medicaid, they go
up. Medicaid goes up 36 percent in the
next 7 years, it goes up, it does not go
down. | hear cuts. It goes up. It is $89
billion; it will be $121 billion. We are
going to spend $33 billion more in the
next 7 years than we spent in the last
7 years. That is a spending increase,
maybe not as much as some people
want, but it is not a cut.

But most importantly, we want to
save Medicare. It is going bankrupt. We
know from the President that in the
next year it starts to go bankrupt and
in 7 years it is bankrupt. We want to
protect it and we want to improve it.
We want to save Medicare. We are
going to have a 45-percent increase in
Medicare. That is a cut? Well, in Wash-
ington it might be, but nowhere else in
the world.

We are going to spend $659 billion
more in the next 7 years than in the
last 7 years. Is that a cut? No. We are
going to spend more. Only in Washing-
ton is an increase in spending called a
cut, and | am fed up with it.

What we are doing today is we are
having a sea change. We are going to

change the way Washington does
things.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Minnesota [Mr. SaBo] has 1
minute and 10 seconds remaining dur-
ing this part of the debate.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, if the mi-
nority does not object, | would like to
yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the
gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
VELAZQUEZ], and we will take the 24
seconds out of the next hour.

Mr. KASICH. | do not know if we can
be that reasonable.

The CHAIRMAN. By the sufferance of
the Chair the gentlewoman from New
York is recognized for 1 minute and 30
seconds. 3

(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, we
have heard a lot of rhetoric from the
new majority this year. When it comes
to this budget, they outdo themselves.
They talk about saving our children
and grandchildren. What they do is the
exact opposite. They take Federal dol-
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lars away from our children to be able
to give huge tax breaks to the wealthi-
est families in this country.

With a $7 billion cut in education and
training programs, this budget will
deny thousands of children their
chance for a decent education and a
brighter future. The only ones who
have a brighter future under this budg-
et plan are the wealthiest families in
this country. They will get over $281
billion in tax breaks under this budget.
There is no bright future for our kids
in this budget.

Saving our kids means giving them
new books, building them new and
safer schools.

Let us stop the rhetoric, Mr. Chair-
man, and speak to the truth. The only
savings that is going on here is in the
tax bill for the rich.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
agreement entered into prior to the
House going into the Committee of the
Whole, the next hour will be devoted to
a debate controlled by the members of
the Joint Economic Committee. Under
the rule, however, that time is con-
trolled by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KasicH] and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to yield my 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SaxToN] and that he be allowed to
control the time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. STARK], and | ask unanimous
consent that he be allowed to control
that time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SaxToN] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. STARK]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KLOBE], a member of the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, earlier
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
SLAUGHTER] was again talking about
the office of coordinator of education
for homeless children. Let me just read
that sentence from the Department of
Education’s budget:

This program provides formula grants to
States to operate an Office of Coordinator of
Education for Homeless Children and Youth
and to develop and carry out a State plan for
the education of homeless children.

The education comes out of Head
Start, out of title I; it does not come
out of this. We are talking about cut-
ting out a bureaucracy. The tax cuts,
we are going to be talking now about
the tax part of this thing, go to take
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care of senior citizens and children,
senior citizens and children, the next
generation of Americans and that gen-
eration now which deserves our help,
the senior citizens.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
hour of debate is to focus on the eco-
nomic implications of the budget pro-
posal before us. | believe that this de-
bate today is truly a very historic de-
bate, and to the extent that the Com-
mittee on the Budget has worked very
diligently, 1| congratulate them on
bringing us to this historic point. For
the first time since the 1980’s Congress
is preparing to confront the tidal wave
of red ink drowning our country’s fu-
ture. Listening to the prophets of
doom, one comes away with the im-
pression that balancing the budget is
an exercise in group sacrifice, when in
fact we believe it is just the opposite.
Balance the budget is only painful if we
accept the premise that every Amer-
ican is dependent upon the Federal
Government. We reject that premise.

A true understanding of the eco-
nomic rationale for balancing the
budget is that by reducing spending we
are freeing the economy from the bur-
dens of the state. We are renewing the
time-honored American values of inde-

pendence, responsibility, and hard
work.
However, we are faced with a di-

lemma. Do we once again attempt to
balance the budget by hobbling the
economy with higher taxes, or do we
balance the budget in a manner con-
sistent with economic prosperity? That
is the big question, and | submit to my
colleagues today that the American
people told us last November to bal-
ance the budget in a way that makes
the economy grow, and they told us to
reduce taxes at the same time.

The American people understand
that these two goals are consistent,
and so it is essential for us to do both.

Why is it important to balance the
budget with lower taxes? Because bal-
anced budgets alone have limited
power to unleash the competitive
power of America’s workers, which is
the basis of our economic prosperity,
not big Government.
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The President and his administration
have crowed about how wonderful this
recovery has been. Let us take a
minute to focus on the history of eco-
nomic recoveries. Economic recoveries
do what their name implies: They re-
store the economic performance of a
poor economy to the economic per-
formance of a good economy. Tradi-
tionally, during economic recoveries,
productivity, incomes, and job growth
are higher than the norm.

On the other hand, the current eco-
nomic recovery has continued for sev-
eral quarters. However, it has not cre-
ated the prosperity of other economic
recoveries. Far from it. In the first 3
years of the expansion of this recovery,
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real gross domestic product grew by
less than half, less than half of the
growth of GDPs in other recoveries.
The Clinton recovery has been a failure
in restoring productivity and in restor-
ing incomes. Productivity grew by an
average rate of about 3.1 percent in the
two decades immediately following
World War Il. However, during the
1970’s, productivity decreased alarm-
ingly. Growth was again restored dur-
ing the Reagan expansion. However,
since President Reagan, productivity
has declined to the level of the 1970’s,
which is totally unacceptable.

In the current recovery, productivity
gains in the service sector, have, in
fact, been negative. Incomes have also
been flat in the current economic re-
covery. Real median income increases
dropped in 1991, 1992, and 1993, unique,
unique for a sustained expansion. The
only other time in American history
post-World War Il when GDP grew and
family incomes fell was in 1979 during
the Carter administration.

The Clinton recovery also is not pro-
viding Americans with quality jobs. If
real median family incomes are falling,
this means that new jobs created by
this recovery offer wages below the av-
erage.

What has the Clinton administration
done to counter this trend? They have
piled additional burdens on American
families with higher taxes and more
regulations. The major reason for stag-
nating incomes is that failure of the
economy to provide adequate capital
for a robust economy and robust eco-
nomic growth. Net fixed investment
ran about 5 percent of GDP in the
1980’s, but has fallen to under 4 percent,
3.8 percent, to be more exact, today.

Economists have debated the reasons
for the slowdown of investment, but
they are almost unanimous in believ-
ing that it is the high taxes on capital
income that is primarily responsible
for lowering investment and subse-
quently lowering incomes.

When confronted with the positive
steps made by the House with the Con-
tract With America and now with this
budget proposal, many of our friends
across the aisle and down Pennsylvania
Avenue have resorted to the timeworn
class warfare arguments. The Sec-
retary of Labor is a great example.
Secretary Reich has labeled the prob-
lem of stagnating incomes the prob-
lems of the *“‘anxious class.” Unfortu-
nately, the administration has not
learned the lessons of the anxious
class. The anxious class spoke in No-
vember 1994. They said they are afraid
of a Government that takes a large
portion of their income in taxes, a Gov-
ernment that spends money impru-
dently, a Government that regulates in
capricious and cavalier manner, and
they rejected it categorically.

The Clinton administration, in its
economic report of the President,
states that the economy cannot grow
faster than 2.5 percent. Imagine, our
administration, the current adminis-
tration, stating to us that the economy

May 17, 1995

cannot grow faster than 2.5 percent.
They look at the experience of the
1970’s and the early 1990’s to buttress
their claims that a faster growing
economy will generate inflation. Real
economic growth has stagnated in re-
cent years. However, the postwar an-
nual average of growth was 3.9 percent,
almost 4 percent. The difference be-
tween the postwar real GDP rate of
growth and the current real GDP rate
of growth has been labeled by econo-
mists as the growth deficit.

I might point to this chart at this
point and say that had growth contin-
ued as it should have, if taxes had been
kept low and if regulations had been
kept at a reasonable level, the red line
indicates what GDP growth would be
today, and, of course, the blue line rep-
resents what it actually is. Real eco-
nomic growth has stagnated, and as we
go through the postwar times and the
3.9 percent increase, if the economy
had grown at the present postwar
growth rate, the real GDP would be,
and the difference here, of course, the
deficit is $1.6 trillion.

Per capita GDP would be approxi-
mately $6,600 larger. A family of four,
therefore, would have an annual in-
come of and an additional $26,000. Pret-
ty neat, it would have been.

Why can we not achieve the level of
growth of the postwar years? Because
the Government is taking too many re-
sources away from the private sector
to satisfy its ever-expanding appetite
for more Government and the need for
more tax dollars to support it. This is
why balancing the budget is so impor-
tant. It provides for the kind of eco-
nomic growth that we need, and we
must contain Government spending to
getit.

Government spending is clearly a
negative for economic growth. Econo-
mists now understand that, as the Gov-
ernment grows too large, it destroys
the necessary incentives for a healthy
economy. From Moscow, Russia, to
Moscow, ID, and from Paris, France, to
Paris, TX, people understand that the
size of Government today is the Gov-
ernment which is the biggest impedi-
ment to economic prosperity.

The party of the status quo on the
other side of the aisle who are content
to take shots at our budget without
producing a real one of their own are
resisting the people’s desire for smaller
Government and a stronger economy.
They are even resorting to the highly
unusual arguments like that of Laura
Tyson, President Clinton’s head eco-
nomic adviser, who has said any effort
to reduce Government spending means
a dollar in reduction in demand in the
economy, SO it increases the
contractionary risk on the economy.
That statement is incredible, and it is
so incredible that she must have
meant, | think, something else. Clear-
ly, all economists understand that the
Government does not create wealth out
of thin air. Rather they tax citizens for
the resources using Government pro-
grams. If the Government does not
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spend tax dollars, citizens will use
them for other, more productive pur-
poses. If the Government, on the other
hand, takes our dollars, it will take
them away from citizens and their de-
sire to do more productive things with
them.

Rest assured that citizens will use
their dollars much more prudently
than Government bureaucrats will use
their tax dollars for them. Controlling
Government spending, then, will be an
ambitious gain for the economy. Pri-
vate entrepreneurs will have more in-
centives to take risks, to create jobs
and prosperity, but not the Govern-
ment, and we will all benefit from the
fruits of the labor of the private sector.

Historically, we can see the effects
on lower Government spending. As the
Government got larger, the economy’s
real rate of growth slowed. The process
we are initiating today is a historic
process to restore America to a high-
wage, high-growth economy. We are
truly at a crossroads.

What about those who say the Gov-
ernment has certain functions that pri-
vate markets cannot undertake? Well,
first, we have been deluded too often to
accept the arguments that the Govern-
ment must do this or that task. Pri-
vate markets are much more efficient
than Government processes.

And, second, these people are think-
ing only in the short run. If we take
the long-run perspective, we can see
that by maximizing economic growth,
we will maximize Government reve-
nues, and actually we have a chart here
that shows what happens when taxes
are kept down. We actually get more
revenue and more Government revenue
from growth than under the current
flawed system.

What about those who say that Gov-
ernment has functions to undertake?
Well, we agree that it does. But to bal-
ance the budget, we will have other
benefits as the economy responds to
our efforts. Increased economic growth
will make it easier for us to reform the
tax system, and we are hearing more
and more from citizens who are angry
with the current tax system. They find
it capricious and difficult to under-
stand.

Economic growth will allow a more
reasoned approach to taxation.

The economy loses many of its best
and brightest careers that simply in-
terpret the Tax Code. All the efforts of
accountants and lawyers to understand
the tax system are lost to the econ-
omy. They do not bring more revenue
to the Treasury. They do not generate
goods and services to make Americans
wealthier or richer or better off. Rath-
er, correctly understood, the time and
expense to prepare tax forms is another
form of taxation that reduces economic
wealth. Reducing the burdens of the
tax system will make Americans
wealthier because it will free up these
revenues as well.

The new ethic must take hold with
regard to taxation. A long time, too
long, we have focused on the debate,
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with the debate, on the impact of tax-
ation on the distribution at static
losses, a term we hear inside the belt-
way a great deal. We have ignored the
dynamic harm done to every American
worker by excessively taxing capital.
Taxation reform must recognize that
the prime determinant of wage growth
is capital investment. We cannot help
Americans to economic prosperity
without reforming the tax system.

Also, we cannot allow this oppor-
tunity to pass, and the key to future
tax reform is reducing the size of Gov-
ernment today. That is what our budg-
et does.

The American voter wants a healthy
economy. The American voter wants
lower taxes. The American voter wants
a smaller Government. We must re-
strain spending to reduce the deficit.

We are not reducing spending because
we are masochists. Rather, we are re-
ducing spending to enlarge opportuni-
ties for all Americans to produce eco-
nomic growth. Reducing Government,
reducing Government spending is the
most positive thing we can do for the
American people, for older Americans,
for future generations, and for today’s
children. It is a win-win strategy.

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 10 minutes.

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, this is
the hour allotted to the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee. | thought it was
train schedules for the Metro here. But
I am going to explain that, as we
learned in agricultural economics, that
chicken droppings and chicken salad
come from the same place, but there is,
indeed, a world of difference between
them.

The budget resolution, as propounded
by my Republican friends, really has
nothing to do with economics. It has to
do with a little accounting sleight-of-
hand, perhaps some legislative legerde-
main, but certainly not economics.

It does represent massive redistribu-
tion from the elderly to the rich. Pro-
grams that benefit average Americans
are cut, reduced, squeezed, whatever
you want to call it, to provide huge tax
breaks for the wealthiest people among
us. Cuts to finance those breaks are
made across the board, children’s pro-
grams, Medicaid earned income tax
credit, a whole host of credits, to given
tax cuts to the rich.

Today, however, | would like to focus
on the proposed cuts in just one area.
Guess what, Medicare. The resolution
would require us to cut $283 billion out
of the Medicare Program. That is a big
chunk of cut.

Now, the Republicans would like to
pretend, and this is interesting, this is
what economists do all the time, they
pretend something is what it ain’t. The
Republicans would like to pretend that
these are not really cuts, just reduc-
tions in the rate of growth.
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Now, that argument is, in economic
language, specious, misleading, and

hypocritical. For the Social Security
recipients, these proposals increase
out-of-pocket costs while reducing
availability and quality of medical
services.

Now, the Republicans would make it
sound as if Medicare costs rise over
time because the program is growing,
as if Congress is adding entitlements
and new services, or paying higher re-
imbursement rates, or covering new
categories of people. But none of those
things are true. The truth is the Re-
publican cuts would come out of the
amount needed to keep benefits and
rates at current levels. That is all.

In 2002 alone, payments for each sen-
ior will increase by over $1,000. That is
economics that the seniors in my dis-
trict understand. The increases in the
Medicare premiums and deductibles
seniors would pay are not even the
whole story. These cuts that the Re-
publicans are talking about would re-
duce seniors’ access to health care and
require new copayments for services
such as lab tests, home health care,
and skilled nursing facilities.

Seniors in California in my area
would have to pay almost $1,500 more
on the average for health care by the
end of the 7th year. That is economics,
ladies and gentlemen, that they can
understand. Yet my Republican col-
leagues complain that the Government
programs do not work.

The distinguished vice chairman of
the Joint Economic Committee, the
ranking Republican member, just said
this is about independence, responsibil-
ity, and hard work. Hogs on ice are
independent. There are a lot of respon-
sible people out there, and certainly we
all know about hard work after Speak-
er GINGRICH’s 100 days.

But, these proposals do not illustrate
any of that. They illustrate how you
can destroy Government, if that is
really what you want to do, and | sub-
mit that is what the Republicans are
about. And these proposals illustrate
how.

They take an effective program and
cripple it. Last year much smaller
Medicare cuts were proposed. The Re-
publicans complained that any Medi-
care cuts, and that is the word you all
used, you Republicans, you, would de-
stroy the qualified and ability of care
for seniors under the program. Given
their objections to last year’s proposed
cuts, how can they possibly come back
and justify larger cuts this year?

They have tried to hide their inten-
tions about Medicare by claiming they
are just trying to save the trust fund.
Well, now, here is an economic term.
The seniors will recognize that claim
as baloney. That is Economics 102. The
proposed Medicare cuts are much larg-
er than are needed.

The only Republican proposal relat-
ing to Medicare so far that has passed
this House actually makes the trust
fund worse by repealing factions on
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high income elderly that were dedi-
cated to the trust fund. That hardly
seems like a good way to save the trust
fund.

Last year, my colleagues on the
Democratic side of the aisle proposed
Medicare reforms that would have
saved $168 billion over 7 years in the
Medicare trust fund, and the Repub-
licans, to the man and woman, voted
against it. They argued that they
wanted to support an amendment to
strip the savings on the theory that
they would ruin Medicare with the
cuts. Now, if $168 billion was going to
ruin it last year, $238 billion is going to
knock the socks off it this year.

You have been treating, you Repub-
licans, you, the specific details of that
Medicare plan like it was the Stealth
bomber plans, top secret. DORNAN could
not have kept them more secret. They
know that savings, you Republicans
know, of the size that you are propos-
ing, cannot be achieved without abso-
lutely devastating the Medicare Pro-
gram and placing new burdens on So-
cial Security recipients.

No wonder you are nervous about re-
vealing what you intend to do. But let
me tell you, my friends on the other
side of the aisle, here is a hint of what
they have up their sleeves. Medical in-
surance, part B, that covers doctors
payments, which is by the way finan-
cially solvent and does not need any
cuts to maintain its solvency, the Re-
publicans are planning to double the
deductible that beneficiaries pay before
Medicare reimburses them for their
doctors bills. After doubling it, that is
not enough, they are going to index it
so that their payments do not keep up,
but their co-pays keep up with infla-
tion, and they go up every year, just to
remind these seniors how tough they
are when they raise the cost of Medi-
care every year for the next 7 years and
on into the future. They plan to in-
crease the premiums that Medicare en-
rollees must pay. And if that is not
enough, they make the patients pay a
bigger share of laboratory tests, home
health care services, skilled nursing fa-
cilities, all those things that the sen-
iors are going to need.

Here is the bottom line. Medicare pa-
tients will pay more upfront for their
coverage, and if they get sick they are
going to pay even more than that. No
wonder you are not anxious to tell us
what is hidden in that budget. These
Medicare cuts will hurt. They will hurt
beneficiaries, they will hurt the entire
health care system, and ultimately
hurt the economy. You knew | would
get to it.

Our economy and society as a whole
will be devastated. Hard-working
Americans who paid Medicare taxes for
years will find themselves without
medical insurance they had been
counting on. Confidence in that portion
of Social Security will be undermined,
and rightly so.

If you arbitrarily change a contract,
renege on a deal, pull back on a prom-
ise to seniors that was made back in
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1965, that we promised these workers,
they will know you are reneging, they
will know you are chintzy, they will
know what your contract is. The
health care system will suffer, espe-
cially in rural areas and inner cities.
Hospitals will go bankrupt, rural
health clinics and community health
care centers will be forced to close, and
medical care will be rationed and qual-
ity will decline. The overall economy
will be harmed as those proposals slash
Medicare and do nothing about rising
health care costs, as the President has
asked us to do.

We cannot continue to spend an ever
increasing share of our national in-
come, and that is an economic term, on
health care. But cutting health insur-
ance for seniors and the poor without
reforming the system is unfair and un-
wise. And making these cuts in order
to finance tax breaks for the wealthy
just compounds the folly and exacer-
bates the existing divisions.

One more thing, just a word of ad-
vice. You are going to fix this by
changing the CPI, aren’t you? You are
counting on that adjusting. Well, we
have got a suggestion. If you really
want to be tricky, and | see the good
doctor sitting there, all we have to do
is raise normal from 98.6 to 103 and we
will save billions in Medicare. How
would you like that? That makes about
as much sense as the rest of this budg-
et.

So | urge you to defeat the budget,
save the seniors from the destruction
of Medicare, and get on about the busi-
ness of seeing this country build and
grow as it has over the past several
years.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield

3%2 minutes to the gentleman from
Egan, IL, population 42 [Mr.
MANZULLO].

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, this
Republican budget is the first step to-
ward balancing the budget and putting
our Nation back on the path towards
fiscal responsibility. We will reduce or
eliminate programs that may sound
nice on paper, but in reality throw
away billions of hard-earned taxpayers’
dollars every year. And we may elimi-
nate some worthy programs for which
there is simply no money, but without
which this Nation can function.

We are approaching a national debt
of $5 trillion, and each year we go into
debt $200 billion more. This means $200
billion a year is added to the national
debt. Today the tax rate for local,
State, and Federal taxes is 50 percent.
That means that a family with both
husband and wife working, one spouse
is working solely for taxes.

According to the Clinton administra-
tion’s Office of Management and Budg-
et, if we do not make dramatic changes
in this country’s fiscal policy, every
child born after 1993 will pay between
84 and 94 percent of his or her income
for local, State, and Federal taxes.
That means out of an annual income of
$30,000, a child will be left with only
$1,800 to $2,100 after taxes each year on
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which to live. This is hardly the legacy
we want to leave our children.

The findings of the Bipartisan Com-
mission on Entitlements and Tax Re-
form show that absent policy changes,
entitlement spending and interest on
the national debt alone will consume
all Federal revenues by the year 2012.
That means no money for defense, no
money for education, no money for
roads and bridges, no money for law en-
forcement.

The Republicans propose a common
sense solution to the deficit problem.
Slow the growth of spending to about
2.2 percent a year so that revenues
catch up with spending levels, which
should occur by 2002. By reducing the
deficit, the Nation will benefit in re-
duced interest rates, more employ-
ment, and a stronger economic cli-
mate.

The Medicare trustees, including
those appointed by President Clinton,
say that the Medicare Trust Fund will
be out of money in 7 years. This means
if something is not done to preserve
Medicare by the year 2002, there will be
no money to pay for seniors’ medical
expenses. To preserve and protect Med-
icare, the Republican budget puts it on
a road towards fiscal responsibility and
puts us on a glide path towards a bal-
anced budget.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to vote for the Republican budget.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. ViISCLOSKY].

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support
of the Democratic coalition substitute
budget resolution, and in opposition to
the Republican proposal.

I believe that the time has come to
balance the budget. This is what my
constituents want because they know
that the economic futures of their chil-
dren and grandchildren depend on it.
They want us to balance the budget in
a way that is both fair and effective,
and this is what the Democratic sub-
stitute would do.

The Democratic substitute is fair be-
cause it asks everyone, regardless of
age or circumstance in life, to share
the sacrifice for the benefit of the com-
mon good. Unlike the Republican plan,
it does not transfer funding for social
programs, that benefit the old and
poor, to subsidize tax cuts for the rich.

Further, the Democratic coalition
substitute will work. I am an original
cosponsor of this measure because it
takes a rational and responsible ap-
proach to balancing the budget. Not
only does it restore sane spending pri-
orities by adding back funding for edu-
cation, health, and economic develop-
ment programs, it also achieves a
budget surplus in 2002 that is $500 mil-
lion higher than that proposed in Mr.
KasicH’s plan. Less pain with more
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gain—Why? Because this alternative
resolution reaffirms the logic of
achieving a balanced budget one step
at a time. This means holding off on
enacting expensive tax cuts, which re-
quire slashing vital programs, until we
are well on our way to ensuring a
healthy national economy that can be
enjoyed by generations to come.

I have serious concerns about the ap-
proach taken by the Republican budget
resolution. For example, the proposed
two-step reconciliation process would
delay the consideration of painful
spending cuts, until after politically
popular tax cuts have been given away.
If the Republican majority is truly se-
rious about including tax cuts in their
proposal, they should make sure they
have the money to pay for these cuts
up front, not after the fact. It seems
the new Republican majority has for-
gotten the old Republican rallying
cry—‘‘Cut Spending First.”” Balancing
the budget is like curing a cold, the
longer you put off swallowing bad-tast-
ing medicine, the longer it takes to re-
turn to good health.

In addition, the Republican budget
backloads deficit reduction until after
the year 2000, when the spending cuts
kick in and interest rates decline. In
fact, nearly two-thirds of the deficit re-
duction in the Republican plan occurs
in the final 3 years. This is an approach
that was tested in the early 1980’s
under President Reagan and failed.
When it came time to make the dif-
ficult cuts, they did not materialize.
Remember, the 1980’s was the decade
when the debt tripled under Republican
control of the White House. Therefore,
as far as the effectiveness of the ap-
proach to deficit reduction is con-
cerned, | would say, ‘“‘Been there, done
that, let’s not do it again.”

Finally, | am pleased that the coali-
tion substitute includes enforcement
language. In January, | supported a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget for the first time because |
finally lost faith that the President
and the Congress have the resolve to
balance the budget without a constitu-
tional mandate. While this initiative
failed, 1 still believe that we need to
hold our feet to the fire and enforce our
budgetary decisions.

Earlier this year, | introduced the
Balanced Budget Enforcement Act of
1995, H.R. 1516, along with our col-
leagues, Representatives STENHOLM,
DOOLEY, BARRETT, MINGE, and
PosHARD. This legislation, which | co-
sponsored in the 102d and 103d Con-
gresses when introduced by our former
colleagues, Leon Panetta and Tim
Penny, respectively, would enact
tough, new measures to reform the
budget process and eliminate the Fed-
eral budget deficit by the year 2002. It
would do so by setting spending caps
and using across-the-board cuts if the
targets, set and evaluated by a non-
partisan Board of Estimates, aren’t
met. Yesterday, | asked the Rules Com-
mittee to allow me to offer sense-of-
Congress language endorsing the ap-
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proach embodied in H.R. 1516 as an
amendment to the budget resolution.
Unfortunately, this request was denied.
In any event, | believe that this legisla-
tion needs to become central to debate
on budget process reform later this
year.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, | believe
that balancing the budget is our re-
sponsibility as Members of Congress. |
have always supported a balanced

budget, and the responsibility to
achieve this is not one that | take
lightly. Over the years, | have fre-

quently taken the political road less
traveled in the name of deficit reduc-
tion. When | am in northwest Indiana,
I tell my constituents that 1 am op-
posed to cutting their taxes because it
would undermine serious efforts to re-
duce the deficit. In March, | was one of
only six Democrats to support the re-
scissions bill, H.R. 1158, because | be-
lieve we need to start making tough
spending decisions now.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PETER-
SON].

(Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, as a fiscal conserv-
ative who believes that it is critical
that we put our fiscal house in order, |
cannot tell you how much fun it is to
participate in this debate today on how
we should be balancing the budget in-
stead of debating whether or not we
should be balancing the budget.

I want to congratulate the other side
and the gentleman from Ohio, Chair-
man KAsIcH, for helping to make this
debate possible and for bringing a
budget to the House floor which tack-
les many of the tough choices that we
have to face. | also want to congratu-
late the gentleman from new York [Mr.
SoLomMmoN] and the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. NEUMANN] for the proposal
to balance the budget in 5 years.

Unfortunately, | cannot support the
committee resolution as it is before us
today. This resolution allows us to
postpone and possibly even avoid the
tough choices that we must make.
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It calls for a very unusual process
that allows us to make the politically
popular and easy choices before we
even consider the real spending cuts
that are necessary to balance the budg-
et. Even if we do not duck these tough
choices, as this resolution allows us to
do, the overwhelming majority of the
spending cuts called for in this resolu-
tion will occur in the last 2 years.

I hope that the committee is right in
its assumptions, but 1 am afraid that
the savings that are supposed to occur
in the last 2 years will not materialize
and we will be left with a deficit that
continues to drag down our economy.

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, the
House will have an opportunity to sup-
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port a sensible and fiscally responsible
alternative to the committee resolu-
tion when the coalition budget is of-
fered as a substitute tomorrow. The co-
alition put together this alternative
because the coalition members have
long been committed to the goal of bal-
ancing the budget, but we believe that
it must be done in a way that makes
sense and will work.

The budget that we produced is a re-
alistic proposal that does make sense.
It achieves a balanced budget by the
year 2002. It borrows $160 billion less
than the committee resolution without
making unreasonable cuts in vital pro-
grams. Unlike the committee resolu-
tion which back loads the deficit re-
duction in the last 2 years, the coali-
tion budget cuts spending first and pro-
vides for a reasonable, level glide to-
wards a balanced budget in the year
2002.

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues have
any reservations about the budget res-
olution before us today, | urge them to
review the coalition budget carefully. |
am confident that if they have done
that, they will agree with me that the
coalition budget is the most sensible
alternative before the House and de-
serve the support of all Members.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in very strong opposition to the pro-
posal presented by the Republican lead-
ership. At a time when this country
has a very large deficit and a $4.7 tril-
lion national debt, it is vulgar. It is
crass to be giving huge tax breaks to
the wealthiest people in this country
and to the largest corporations.

It is unacceptable that half the tax
breaks in this proposal go to people
making $100,000 a year or more and
that the wealthiest 1 percent will re-
ceive more in tax breaks than the bot-
tom 60 percent. It is pathetic that at a
time when the richest 1 percent of the
population own more wealth than the
bottom 90 percent and when the upper
4 percent of earners make more money
than do the bottom 50 percent of earn-
ers, that taxpayers making over
$200,000 a year receive a tax break of
$11,000 while those making less than
$30,000 receive a tax cut of $124. And the
rich get richer, and everyone else gets
poorer.

Mr. Chairman, it is especially out-
rageous to be talking about tax in-
creases for the rich when we all know
that it was the huge tax breaks for the
richest 1 percent in the 1980’s that was
a major cause of the explosion of the
deficit during that period. As a result
of tax breaks given to the wealthiest 1
percent, the Treasury Department lost
over $1.5 trillion between 1981 and 1992,
1.5 trillion in tax breaks to the richest
1 percent during the 1980’s. And guess
what in the 1990°’s? They are coming
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back for more tax breaks for the very
same people. Shame.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in very strong opposi-
tion to this budget proposal presented by the
Republican leadership.

At a time when this country has a very large
deficit and a $4.7 trillion national debt, it is vul-
gar and it is crass to be giving huge tax
breaks to the wealthiest people in this country
and to the largest corporations.

It is unacceptable that half the tax breaks in
this proposal go to people making $100,000 a
year or more, and that the wealthiest 1 per-
cent will receive more in tax breaks than the
bottom 60 percent. It is pathetic that at a time
when the richest 1 percent own more wealth
than do the bottom 90 percent, and when the
upper 4 percent of earners make more money
than do the bottom 51 percent—that taxpayers
making over $200,000 a year receive a tax
break of more than $11,000, while those mak-
ing less than $30,000 would receive a tax cut
of $124. And the rich get richer and everyone
else gets poorer.

Mr. Chairman, it is especially outrageous to
be talking about any tax increase for the rich
when we all know that it was huge tax breaks
for the richest 1 percent in the 1980’s that was
a major cause of the explosion of the deficit
during that period. As a result of tax breaks
given to the wealthiest 1 percent, the Treasury
Department lost over $1.5 ftrillion between
1981 and 1992—which is approximately half
of the national debt that was accumulated dur-
ing that period. Given the fact that the tax
breaks provided to the wealthiest 1 percent is
largely responsible for the deficit, why in God'’s
name would we give them more tax breaks
now.

Mr. Chairman, this Republican budget cuts
taxes for the rich and the largest corporations,
spends $92 billion more on the military over 7
years, and then makes devastating cuts for
the middle class, for working people, for the
elderly, for students, and for the poor.

Senior Citizens: At a time when many of our
seniors are finding it extremely difficult to pay
for their health care needs the Republican
House budget calls for, over a 7-year period,
a $282 billion cut in Medicare and a $184 bil-
lion cut in Medicaid. The American Association
of Retired Person [AARP] estimates that this
proposal means that the average Medicare
beneficiary would pay over $3,500 more out-
of-pocket over the next 7 years. Further, So-
cial Security will be cut by $24 billion from
1999 to 2002 due to a six-tenths of 1 percent
reduction in the COLA formulation. Also, the
LIHEAP fuel assistance program will be elimi-
nated, and there will be a major cut-back in
senior citizen housing. Such excellent senior
programs as the Foster Grandparents Pro-
gram, and RSVP will also be eliminated.

Education: While college costs are soaring,
and many middle class families are experienc-
ing declining incomes, the budget reduces stu-
dent loans by $33 billion. According to the ad-
ministration, the Republican plan to eliminate
Government-paid interest on student loans
while the student is in school would cost 4 mil-
lion undergraduates more than $3,000 each
during the course of a 4-year college career.

Further, the Republican budget would elimi-
nate or drastically reduce funding for such im-
portant educational programs including Goals
2000, the TRIO Program, title I, School-To-
Work, student incentive grants, Head Start
and Safe and Drug-Free Schools—among oth-
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ers. There is little question that not only will
these cuts be harmful to education, but they
will result in higher state and local taxes.

Veterans: The bill passed by the House
Budget Committee would, over a 7-year pe-
riod, reduce veterans programs by $8.3 billion.
The Senate Budget Committee proposal would
reduce veterans benefits by $15.1 billion.
Among other cuts would be an increase in the
prescription drug copayment from $2 to $8.
The House bill would also reduce the COLA
on veterans compensation. It would also elimi-
nate the Veterans Employment Program under
the Job Partnership Training Act, the Disabled
Veterans Outreach program, the Local Veter-
ans Employment Representative Program, and
the homeless veterans reintegration project.

Workers: At a time when millions of Amer-
ican workers have lost their jobs because
many American companies are downsizing, or
moving to Mexico, this budget not only cuts
back significantly on job training programs, but
it eliminates unemployment insurance ex-
tended benefits. That means that unemployed
workers would not get assistance after 13
weeks.

The poor: While poverty is increasing and
the United States continues to have the high-
est rate of childhood poverty in the industri-
alized world, the Republican proposal cuts
back on food stamps, child nutrition programs,
childcare, affordable housing, WIC, and assist-
ance to the homeless.

Culture: At a time when television is filled
with more and more violence and junk, this
budget eliminates funding for the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting. It also eliminates
funding for the National Endowment for the
Arts which has been so effective in providing
seed money for many excellent projects.

Should the United States move toward a
balanced budget and address its $4.7 trillion
national debt? Yes. Should we, at the same
time, be giving huge tax breaks to the top 4
percent of earners who make more money
than do the bottom 50 percent? No. Should
we balance the budget on the backs of the
middle-class and working people who are al-
ready hurting, and who are experiencing a de-
cline in their standard of living? Absolutely not.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, could the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON] ex-
plain to me the difference between the
budget program that you are suggest-
ing and the one that the Republicans
are proposing?

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. | yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Yes, |
can. What we do is we basically start
with the Domenici budget but what we
do is we eliminate the tax cut. We take
that money and reallocate it to Medi-
care. We add $109 billion back to Medi-
care. We add $54 billion back to the
Medicaid from the Kasich budget. We
add back $5.6 billion in agriculture
cuts. We restore the student loan cuts.
We add $35 billion into the education
area and, | believe, $11 billion into the
area of health research.

Mr. STARK. You take that tax cut
for the very rich and invest it in the
bedrock of the American economy, in
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students and farmers and in the grow-
ing economy of our country.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. That
is exactly right.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman,
sounds very good to me.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, | think that is the right
way to go.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3% minutes to the gentleman from
Pontiac, IL [Mr. EwWING], a member of
the Committee on the Budget.

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the budget resolution.

Mr. Chairman, there is something in
this budget for everyone to dislike.
That is probably what makes it an ex-
cellent budget. For instance, | come
from rural America, from agricultural
land. For instance, the budget will cut
$9 billion over 5 years from agricul-
tural commodity programs alone. This
comes on top of major reductions in ag-
ricultural expenditures over the last
several years.

These cuts will be painful. They will
be painful for producers, for American
farmers, for agribusiness people, for
those who share an interest and an in-
vestment in the great industrial agri-
cultural-industrial business of this
country, as we struggle to compete
with heavily subsidized European agri-
culture.

But once again, those of us from farm
country are willing to step up to the
block and help reduce the deficit. The
difference is this time the cuts that
have been made will not go to addi-
tional Government spending, as they
were in past administrations. They will
go to deficit reduction. If every other
program in the Federal budget had
been cut, as agriculture has over the
last few years by the Democratic con-
trolled Congress, we would not be here
today debating how to balance the
budget. But that is history.

I am glad that this budget finally
forces all segments of this Government
to meet their responsibility in bal-
ancing the budget. For the first time
we are going to start controlling Gov-
ernment expenditures and guarantee
that the deficit will be zero by the year
2002.

This is real fiscal responsibility, the
kind of Government management that
the American people called for in the
last election, not what the last speak-
ers have been talking about, social
spending increases. It is about time we
tackled the issue. For the first time
the budget reverses the tax and spend
policy of the other side of the aisle.
There is no telling how fast our econ-
omy can grow when we turn it loose
and quit strangling it.

What are some of the things that will
come out of a balanced budget? Well,
let us first of all talk about tax relief.
Tax relief is not just for the wealthy. |
am certainly not wealthy. | do not ex-
pect one dime of tax relief, but there

that
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will be a lot of tax relief for American
families. That is better than the Gov-
ernment taking the money from them
and spending it for them. And you are
opposed to giving the families of Amer-
ica tax relief. | really cannot believe
that.

Chairman Greenspan has said, what
would come out of a balanced budget?
Probably a 2-percent reduction in the
interest rate. Well, | tell you, if you
know anything about business or the
economy, you know that is going to
create jobs.

I would rather give American agri-
culture a 2-percent cut in interest rates
than a bigger subsidy, and job creation.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS].

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, the car-
ing majority budget of the congres-
sional black caucus and the House pro-
gressive caucus is concerned about the
jobs necessary to keep our economy a
robust economy. Our priorities are
clear: education, job training and job
creation. And in the budget that we
have prepared, which is a balanced
budget, we provide for jobs, education
and job training.

The budget boldly sets forth invest-
ments in the activities which will keep
our nation prosperous at home and
competitive in the global arena. And
we do this by providing, first of all, a
tax cut for hard-working Americans.

Our tax cut does go to all families. It
does not favor the rich and the privi-
leged. We invest more than $27 billion
also over a 7-year period in education
and job training by increasing function
500 by 25 percent. We protect major job
creating functions. Other functions
such as transportation, public works,
commerce and health care are pro-
tected despite the pressure to make
huge cuts.

We ensure that current services are
continued for both Medicaid and Medi-
care. Medicaid and Medicare are fully
maintained. We supported the Presi-
dent’s position that Medicare and Med-
icaid should not be touched until we
have a comprehensive health reform
program.

We oppose all of the attempts to
erode Social Security, including the
extensions which will continue the
COLA and have no cuts in the COLA.
We advocate a more sane defense budg-
et, a defense budget which offers a
peace dividend to the taxpayers. These
taxpayers have diligently supported
the burden of massive modern military
costs for years and years. Now we have
no more Evil Empire. The Soviet Union
is gone. Why do we have to continue to
shoulder a massive military burden?

So our biggest cut is in the area of
defense. Our biggest cut is where the
money is. We maintain that although
defense industries do create jobs, study
after study has shown that you can cre-
ate two jobs for every defense job that
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is created. With the dollars you spend,
you can create two nondefense jobs.

So if you wanted to create jobs, you
can create many more by spending
them in other places, including, by the
way, health care. Health care provides
an enormous amount of jobs although
the business of health care is not to
provide jobs; it is to take care of peo-
ple, but health care is a labor intensive
industry and it does provide jobs.

In order for us to accomplish all of
this and still have a balanced budget
and have a balanced budget with mini-
mum pain on families and individuals,
we have focused on the closing of cor-
porate tax loopholes. We have at-
tempted to end the lopsided tax burden
which has been forced upon wage earn-
ers via the personal income tax. Cor-
porations used to shoulder as much as
39 percent of the responsibility for Fed-
eral revenue. Now the corporations
only shoulder a mere 11.2 percent of the
burden, and we are saying that we
would like in this budget we propose to
increase it to a modest 15.9 percent of
the total tax burden.

By the way, individuals shoulder 44
percent of the total tax burden. We
would like to change that and in the
process of changing that, you will gen-
erate. That is the policy key to a bal-
anced budget. If you must have a bal-
anced budget, and we do not think you
need to balance the budget by the year
2002, but if you wanted to move toward
balanced budgets, then the way to do it
is to correct the imbalance.

I have a chart here which shows that
in 1943, 39.8 percent of the revenue bur-
den was carried by corporate income
taxes. In 1982, that dropped all the way
down to 8 percent, from 39.8 percent all
the way down to 8 percent in 1982.
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During the Reagan years, from 1982
all the way to the end of his Presi-
dency, it hovered around 8 and 9 per-
cent of the total tax burden. It did not
begin to back up until later on.

If Members want to balance the budg-
et, let us let the American people in on
the great secret. They as individuals,
the American people as individuals and
as families, are bearing a greater and
greater percentage of the tax burden,
while corporations have been allowed
to get off with more and more. There-
fore, we are closing tax loopholes. Who
is there who would not want to stop
multinational corporations from tak-
ing advantage of our tax system? We
want to end the multinational corpora-
tion swindle, and we want to close
other loopholes. We can balance the
budget without cutting Medicare, Med-
icaid, and without inflicting undue
pain on numerous Americans.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY].

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
there are, of course, many important
issues we could debate with regard to
this budget, including whether we will
continue to saddle our children with
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debt, and whether an increase in the
amount of money in a program, both
totally and per beneficiary, is still
going to be called a cut in Washington,
DC.

Another important issue is the size of
government, and how much govern-
ment, both in taxing and spending,
takes out of the economy. This is not
just abstract political theory, but it is
very practical about what really works
to improve the lives of regular folks. It
affects every person in this country.

We can see now the administration
sees an economic slowdown coming and
is ready to point the finger of blame at
somebody else. As Stephen Moore
pointed out in his book ‘‘government:
America’s Number One Growth Indus-
try,” the problem is very clear. He
said:

The reason that America finds itself on an
economic downward spiral is that today,
Washington, DC is taxing, spending, borrow-
ing, mandating, decreeing, and regulating
America to death. The private sector—busi-
nesses, entrepreneurs, investors, workers,
and families—is slowly suffocating under the
weight of a relentlessly expanding govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the resolution re-
ported out by the Committee on the
Budget and the Neumann budget are
the first things in a very long time in
this House that begin to deal with each
of those things that Moore identifies.
It deals with the taxing, spending, bor-
rowing, mandating, decreeing, the reg-
ulating that is consuming so much of
our national wealth.

If we look at the numbers, govern-
ment at all levels consumes more than
ever before. One study found about 42
percent of our national income is spent
by government these days. Other facts
about government are equally aston-
ishing. Government at all levels spends
about $24,000 for every household in
America. With the $2.5 trillion that
local, State, and Federal governments
spend this year, you could buy all the
farmland in the United States, plus all
the assets of the Fortune 100 compa-
nies. There are more people working
for the Government than are working
for all the manufacturing industries
combined.

The danger, | think, Mr. Chairman, is
that we are on the verge of becoming
what Margaret Thatcher called a
nanny State, where the government
takes too much from us to do too much
for us. Even President Kennedy in 1962,
in his address before the Economics
Club of New York, said “The growth of
the American economy in the 20th cen-
tury demonstrates for all to see the
power of freedom and the efficiency of
free institutions.” Yet those are the
very things that have been under as-
sault year after year as a result of the
policies of this Government.

I think that for the first time in a
long time, we are beginning to take
power and responsibility away from
Government, and give more power and
more responsibility back to individ-
uals. That is what is absolutely essen-
tial, in my view. We must also reduce
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the size of Government. The President
is fond of pointing out how he is mak-
ing drastic reductions in Federal em-
ployment, but if we look at the num-
bers and take out one department, the
Department of Defense, we will find
out that even President Clinton’s tar-
get is some 40 percent more than the
Federal work force at the time of
President Kennedy.

Mr. Chairman, | think it is abso-
lutely necessary that we stop adding
debt to our children. It is also nec-
essary that while we are straightening
out the national budget, we straighten
out the family budget as well.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, the
Republican budget says two things to
the American public: Don’t get sick
and don’t get old.

The Republican budget would cut
Medicare by $280 billion over 7 years.
To those who say this does not rep-
resent a real cut, | suggest they argue
those semantics with senior citizens
who will have to pay $1,000 more in
extra Medicare premiums, deductibles,
and copayments under the budget. | ad-
vise them to make that argument when
seniors can not find a doctor to treat
them because Medicare pays providers
less and less. | will ask them to explain
to my constituents why a Medicare cut
three times bigger than any reduction
ever enacted in the history of program
does not represent real pain for senior
citizens.

Let us not hide the facts. The Medi-
care cuts in the budget could decimate
the only universal, portable health cov-
erage we have in this country. When
you combine these cuts with steep re-
ductions in Medicaid’s coverage for
nursing homes, the budget offers sen-
iors a bitter pill to swallow.

Some have said that these cuts are
needed to save Medicare. America
knows better. The same budget that
cuts Medicare by $280 would also enact
$345 billion in tax breaks for the
wealthy. This is not a fair trade for our
Nation’s seniors.

Mr. Chairman, | have taken the
tough votes to keep Medicare solvent
and strong. In 1993, | voted to extend
the solvency of Medicare by 3 years,
and last year | voted in committee to
extend the trust funds an additional 8
years. Both times not even one of my
friends from the other side of the aisle
joined with me in protecting Medicare.

I remain committed to ensuring the
solvency of Medicare, but let’s do this
the right way. Senior citizens should
not be forced to accept Medicare cuts
to enact tax breaks for the wealthy.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD].

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, | was
going to discuss the short-term out-
look for the U.S. economy. Unfortu-
nately, time will not permit much de-
tail, but | would also like to address
Laura D’Andrea Tyson’s recent state-
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ment that budget cuts pose significant
downside risks to our economy.

I think this shows an antiquated no-
tion that the more Government spends,
the better off our economy. This does
not seem consistent with what we have
seen over the last 30 years. It also does
not recognize what Government fun-
damentally does: Government redis-
tributes wealth, it does not create it.

There are three real threats in the
near term to our economy. First would
be the possibility that Congress does
not act seriously on the budget deficit
that is facing us; second, that Japan
resolves the run-up of its currency to
our detriment; and third, that a trade
war ensues between America and
Japan. Let us explore all three for just
a few moments.

First, our Nation’s budget deficit is
the biggest threat to our economy. |
think that for several reasons. First, if
we were to look on relative terms, the
ratio of public debt to gross domestic
product that our Nation is facing right
now is the highest that our Nation has
ever faced. Second, a child born in
America today will end up paying
$187,000 in interest costs over the
course of their lifetime, simply as their
share of past Federal spending.

Third, it is simple math. The stand-
ard of living is directly driven by pro-
ductivity, which is driven by invest-
ment, which is driven by savings. The
larger the Government share of the
economy, the smaller the personal sav-
ings will be, and there will be less
money for investment.

The second near-term threat would
be the international value of our cur-
rency. | think there are two grave dan-
gers on this front. One is that almost
anything that Japan does in the near
term to correct its over-valued cur-
rency will hurt our economy.

At 75 yen to the dollar, Japan’s gross
domestic product [GDP] equals Ameri-
ca’s GDP. That clearly does not make
sense. It is unsustainable, and will
change. The only question is when.

Second, the risk of losing reserve
currency status. If the Asian central
banks were to use gold as a reserve
asset instead of the dollar, or simply to
decrease their dollar holdings, I think
it would have very damaging con-
sequences for the American economy.

Finally, | think the third risk facing
us is the possibility of a trade war with
Japan. | think we ultimately would be
the ones most affected by this, because
any escalation of global tariffs would
especially hurt the largest trader in
the world, which is the United States.

Specifically, | do not think that
Japan is the problem. The problem fac-
ing our economy is a tax system that
rewards consumption over savings and
investment.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. MINGE].

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, | think
all of us in this Chamber and across the
country agree that the American defi-
cit has reached critical and, of course,
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historic proportions, and that the No. 1
task before this body is to determine
the course of action that is necessary
to bring us out of the deficit and ad-
dress the debt that still lingers, and to
do so forthrightly.

One of the tragedies we have faced in
this country is that we have even
masked the true size of the debt and
deficit. We have used the Social Secu-
rity cash flow surplus for that purpose.
We need to have a budget that actually
discloses the true size of the deficit,
which would currently be approxi-
mately another $70 billion. Then we
need to decide what course of action
will indeed bring us out of this tragic
situation.

I think that it may be idealistic,
Pollyannaistic, to think we can get to-
gether and do this on a bipartisan
basis, but we ought to. The American
people are not looking for partisan an-
swers. The American people are not
asking what is the Democrat plan,
what is the Republican plan, what is
the President’s plan. They are asking
“What is a plan that will work for us?
What is a plan that will allow us to
continue to grow our economy, to in-
vest in our children, to invest in edu-
cation, and eliminate this millstone
around the necks of our economy and
those of us as individuals?”’

I submit that a plan of this type has
been submitted by the Democratic coa-
lition.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK], is recog-
nized for 2% minutes.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. | yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi, and perhaps | could
engage my distinguished ranking sen-
ior vice chairman in this colloquy for
the minute or two remaining on our
side.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, let me begin by saying that
I am very much in agreement with the
fact that we have to balance the budget
and balance it soon. | really resent,
however, speaker after speaker coming
to the podium telling people what a
terrible Nation we have. This Nation
saved the world from Hitler. This Na-
tions saved the world from the imperial
Japanese. This Nation saved the world
from communism. This Nation saved
the world, and all of it has a cost.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON], in his statements, said we
would be much better off if we pri-
vatize everything. I am not in total
disagreement that we ought to pri-
vatize some things. However, is it not
realistic that the biggest expense to
this Nation is the combined Medicare-
Medicaid? The next biggest expense is
national defense. The third largest ex-
pense is interest on the national debt.

I would ask the gentleman from New
Jersey, which of those things would he
privatize, because we have just gobbled
up almost 70 percent of the budget.
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Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. | yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey to respond.

Mr. SAXTON. First of all, Mr. Chair-
man, it was the gentleman’s assump-
tion, or maybe he heard me say we
would privatize everything. | do not re-
call saying that. 1 do not think I did.
Obviously, | would not privatize na-
tional defense, nor does our budget pre-
tend to do so. We do not privatize Med-
icare or Medicaid. As a matter of fact,
it continues to grow under our pro-
gram, as a very important part of our
budget and our program. In fact, it
grows from an average benefit of $4,600
per recipient to $6,300 per recipient.
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Mr. STARK. The gentleman is close
to being correct as he usually is.

Mr. SAXTON. We really do not pro-
pose to do the things that the gen-
tleman has suggested.

Mr. STARK. Reclaiming my time,
the gentleman is close to being accu-
rate as he usually is on economic mat-
ters, but when it comes to discussing
the privatization of Medicare, he is
wrong.

The secret document wants to offer
vouchers which will make it difficult
for your parents and mine and the av-
erage elderly to purchase health care.
it is a step toward privatization, per-
haps dressed in some kind of economic
clothes that neither of us understand if
that is the case.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Mississippi for bringing out that pri-
vatization is not the end all and be all
to economic growth.

I would like to ask the distinguished
gentleman from New York if the budg-
et that is generally described as the
Black Caucus budget is not a product
of the same group that year after year
has brought us a budget that has tried
to be sensible about defense, has held
back tax cuts to the very rich while
concerning itself with children, with
education, with investment and re-
search for health care, with the things
that have made this country great, in-
deed, the things that create wealth in
this country only through Government.

If you could tell me where Lockheed
or Martin Marietta gets any money to
create wealth except through Uncle
Sam, | think | miss my guess.

| ask the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Owens], is your budget balanced
in the long run and if so how long?

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, our budget is bal-
anced—

The CHAIRMAN. AIll time for the
gentleman from California [Mr. STARK]
has expired. The gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] has 2 minutes left.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the final 2 minutes of our time to the
gentleman from lowa [Mr. GANSKE],
the doctor, who would like to discuss
the subject that the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR] brought up,
Medicare and the Republican proposal
to make it grow.
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(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, there will
be much talk about the Republican
budget cutting Medicare and how Re-
publicans do not care about Medicare
recipients.

Well, I am a Republican and a physi-
cian and | care deeply about providing
quality care for the elderly and about
balancing the budget.

The Medicare trust fund will be
broke in the year 2002. Here is the
trustees’ report. Let me read from page
13. ““The Medicare program is clearly
unsustainable in its present form.”

Page 14. The trustees say, ‘“‘We
strongly recommend that the crisis
presented by the financial condition of
the Medicare Trust Funds be urgently
addressed.”

What is the option the Democrats are
proposing? Should we let the system go
bankrupt in 2002? If we do that, we will
have to increase the Medicare tax from
2.9 to 9 percent. If we don’t control
over 10 percent annual increases in
Medicare growth, it does not take a
neurosurgeon to figure out that in 30
years we will be spending the entire
Federal budget on health care.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Health and Environment of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, | look forward to
working with my Democratic and Re-
publican colleagues. It will take some
short-term solutions and some long-
term fundamental changes, but we
need to look at this. But the facts of
this report and the compounding of in-
terest on our national debt mean that
if we diet now, we will be healthier to-
morrow. If we continue the status quo,
we will have a heart attack tomorrow.
Let me quote President Clinton.

President Clinton has said:

Today, Medicaid and Medicare are going up
at three times the rate of inflation. We pro-
pose to let it go up at two times the rate of
inflation. That is not a Medicare or Medicaid
cut. So, you know, only in Washington do
people believe that no one can get by on
twice the rate of inflation. So when you hear
all this business about cuts, let me caution
you that that is not what is going on. We are
going to have increases in Medicare and
Medicaid.

Mr. Chairman, | care about my Medi-
care patients, and | want to make sure
they have Medicare.

The CHAIRMAN. All time yielded to
the Joint Economic Committee has ex-
pired.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
sicH] has 120 minutes of debate time re-
maining. The gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO] has 119 minutes 40
seconds remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsiIcH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 7 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we want to kind of
give Members a little background on
how we put this together. As | pointed
out earlier in the debate, we are going
to go from $9.4 trillion spent over the
last 7 years to $11.9 trillion. As you can
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tell, that is an increase in spending
over the last 7 years, and if, in fact, we
had stayed a course to the $13 trillion,
folks, we would be very, very pessimis-
tic about the long-term economic
health of this country.

One of the things that we tried to do
is to slow the growth of entitlement
programs. Many people watching on
TV, and trying to figure out what is
this all about, keep hearing about cuts
in all these entitlements.

What you have to understand is in
Washington if something does not go
up as fast as somebody thinks it ought
to go up, it is a cut.

I want to tell you an interesting, il-
lustrative story about an interview I
had with a reporter. The reporter said,
“Well, Mr. KAsICH, how do you define a
cut and how do you define an in-
crease?”’

I said, “Well, let me put it to you in
these terms, and you ought to take
some notes on this. If, in fact, |1 get
more money this year than | got last
year, that is an increase, and if | get
less money this year than | got last
year, we are going to call that a cut,
and if | get the same amount of money
this year as | got last year, let’s call
that a freeze.”

Now, | said, that is the way it works
back in Westerville. A cut means less,
an increase means more, and a freeze is
a freeze.

In entitlement spending, we are
going to go from $4.5 to $6.4 trillion.
Folks, you can see the blocks. It is an
increase.

Medicare is going to go from about
$890 billion to $1.6 trillion. That is an
increase.

What we have attempted to do in this
budget is to slow the increase in many
of these entitlement programs. In
other words, when you take all the en-
titlement programs of the Federal Gov-
ernment over the next 7 years, we will
have to design entitlement programs
that will serve the public by spending
almost $6.5 trillion.

When | go home and ask people, ““Do
you think we can design the entitle-
ment programs to spend $6.5 trillion?”
they say, “Well, yeah, but why are you
spending $6.5 trillion? Why are you
spending so much?”’

Down here in Washington if you say
you are spending $6.5 trillion, they say
you are cutting somebody.

People tell me on buses, on airplanes,
in the gymnasium, “JOHN, why can’t
we get the language right? Why can’t
we describe this appropriately?”’

Mr. Chairman, what we are doing in
these entitlement programs, except for
agriculture, is that we are going to
spend more, far more than what we
spent over the last 7 years, but we have
to do it because we have people in need
and we are trying to redesign the pro-
grams.

In the case of Medicare, which we
will discuss later, we are saving it. If
we grow Medicare at the rate that it is
currently going, it goes bankrupt. Med-
icare will go bankrupt. So what we are
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attempting to do is to study the experi-
ence in the private sector. Many com-
panies were going bankrupt. They
could not control their health care
costs.

What we have done is, we have said
that we are going to slow the growth in
Medicare because if we do not, it will
go bankrupt in 7 years. In fact, we will
be able to go, under our plan, from
$4,800 per recipient to $6,400 per percipi-
ent over the next 7 years. They call
this a cut. $4,800 to $6,400, they say you
are cutting spending.

The big chart shows that we are
going to go from $924 billion to almost
$1.6 trillion. They want to grow it to
$1.8 trillion, which will bankrupt the
system, and by us going from $924 bil-
lion to $1.5 trillion, they call that a
cut.

If you are out in America and you are
scratching your head about these num-
bers, you have a right to, because we
are not cutting entitlements. We are
growing entitlements at a somewhat
slower rate.

In the area of discretionary spending,
those are the nonentitlement pro-
grams. By the way, if we can control
those entitlements, we will not be rob-
bing from children’s futures in this
country.

Let me tell you about some of our
programs here on the discretionary
side: One hundred and sixty-three sepa-
rate job training programs; 23 separate
programs to prevent child abuse; 8 sep-
arate programs dealing with child care;
7 separate child nutrition programs; 42
separate programs to give health pro-
fessionals education; 300 separate eco-
nomic development agencies; 71 depart-
ments and agencies duplicating the
function of Commerce. That is why we
eliminate the Commerce Department.
Nine agencies promoting trade.

All this excess, all this duplication
and bureaucracy and excess, and guess
what? You have to pay for it. It is not
right that you are paying for those pro-
grams.

What we do is, we consolidate, we
eliminate, we send some back to the
States, we privatize others. What we do
is, we slow the total growth in spend-
ing in this country to an increase of
about $2 trillion.

Mr. Chairman, the simple fact of the
matter is that by consolidating all
those programs, by slowing the growth
of entitlement programs, it is a modest
program, ladies and gentlemen, we will
save America. Just that simple.

If we do not do it, if we continue to
grow at the current rate and let all the
bureaucracy continue and let the enti-
tlements shoot out through the roof,
we are taking from the children, deny-
ing them a future.

I think we can live with this. You
want to know something? So do the
American people. That is why Members
of Congress are getting such support
for the plan that we present, and at
this point we are going to give a little
more detail to lay this out for you.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN].

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | ap-
preciate the opportunity to address the
House on the impact of this budget in
the health area, particularly when it
comes to Medicaid and Medicare.

Mr. Chairman, | want to point out to
the previous speaker and others who
these Medicare recipients are. They are
not rich people. Over three-fourths of
them have incomes less than $25,000.
They are people who are dependent on
their Social Security checks. Thirty
percent of older Americans rely on So-
cial Security for some 80 percent of
their incomes. A majority of older
Americans rely on Social Security for
at least half of their income.

If this Republican budget is adopted,
the typical Medicare beneficiary is
going to see almost 50 percent of their
Social Security cost-of-living increases
eaten up by increased Medicare cost
sharing and premiums by the year 2002.
Two million Americans who are on the
Medicare Program would lose their
whole cost of living increase under So-
cial Security simply to pay their addi-
tional Medicare costs as a result of this
budget.

Are my Republican colleagues going
to say to their constituents, that is not
really a cut in their Social Security
check? Are they going to argue then
that even though the cost of living has
gone up and their Social Security
check has not, that they are not worse
off?

There is something else about the
Medicare beneficiaries that our Repub-
lican colleagues seem to forget. They
are people who need a lot of health
care. That is particularly true the
older they get. When they get old and
when they get sick, insurance compa-
nies do not seem to want them.

The fastest growing group of Medi-
care beneficiaries are people over 85
years of age, the disabled, and people
with end stage renal disease. No won-
der Medicare expenditures are growing.
It costs money to be sick.

They also seem to forget that people
on Medicare pay a lot for their health
care right now. The average elderly
household pays 12 percent of its income
for health care right now, and that is
over 3 times as much as younger fami-
lies pay. They pay Medicare premiums
and deductibles, Medigap premiums.
They pay for prescription drugs which
are not covered under Medicare, and
they spend about $2,750 out of pocket
right now. Yet this budget will require
them to pay more.
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A Medicare beneficiary will have to
pay nearly $1,000 dollars more out of
pocket for their Medicare services in
2002 and over the life of this budget.
Medicare beneficiaries are going to
help balance the budget by coughing up
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some $3,500 in extra dollars to pay for
their Medicare services.

This budget is very bad news for
these people. | urge its rejection.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Michigan [Ms. LYNN RIv-
ERS], a distinguished member of our
committee.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, through-
out the course of the discussion today
we have seen many attempts to explain
away the concerns that are being
raised about the cuts in Medicare and
programs for children and students. We
have seen a variety of facts and figures
produced to explain why these issues
really should not count. And we have
been accused of using demagogery to
make our point.

We have also heard over and over
again about only in Washington can
this happen or that happen and what
the American people will support.

| decided that it was important not
to speak as someone from Washington,
but to let the American people speak
themselves. This is a portion of the
mail | have received on one of the cuts
currently in the proposal which would
eliminate home heating subsidies for
older people and low-income people.
This is what some folks in my district
had to say about that.

One woman said,

| feel sorry for all older people. Its too bad
that we have to live so long.

Another person writes that they will
not be able to pay for their necessities.

For God’s sake, please don’t stop this. | am
disabled senior citizen of 73. 1 only make $462
in Social Security and $16 a month in SSI.
Seems like people on Capitol Hill really
don’t care about us poor people. They are
trying to put us into homelessness or make
us commit suicide.

A woman writes,

The money | receive for my home heating
credit helps me buy my pills for my heart
and then | won’t skip them. | can take my
pills every day.

Another person writes,

I have to cut back even further on my $546
monthly income. I’'m 91 and use more heat
than others. | just had a severe heart attack.

Another woman writes,

People like myself, senior citizens, will
suffer greatly. The winters in Michigan are
very hard on disabled, old and the sick.

She is 97.

One senior writes,

Being seniors you have to stay warm with
less heat. As you get older, it gets colder.

Another person writes,

We will have another drop in our living
standard and the bottom is coming up fast.
Please do not eliminate these services.

Another person writes,

I will be facing another severe hardship on
top of the present one. Can you imagine my
wife and | getting $695 a month and paying
$335 to our HAP alone. Buying our medicine
and as little food as possible to survive and
we cannot afford any luxuries whatsoever
and are unable to pay our utility and other
necessary bills. We did work hard all our
lives and helped pay into the system. So
please help us help ourselves. Just help us to
survive the rest of our lives.
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Last, someone writes,

We come very short on our money during
the winter. Our only source of income is my
husband’s Social Security disability. | think
the Republicans have gone too far to help
the rich.

Mr. Chairman, | would have to agree.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me, and | thank the gentleman from
Minnesota who has provided such lead-
ership on our side on this.

This is about promises made and
promises broken, and | think that we
really have to look at the very core of
what we are talking about. It must be
confusing to people, because people are
trying to make out like we are not for
balancing the budget. Yes, we are. We
worried about the deficit. We started
this whole deficit reduction last year
all by ourselves.

But the question is how do you bal-
ance the budget, and who do you cut in
getting to balance that budget.

I want to ask you to show me one
American family where they come to
the table to put together their budget
and they decide that they are going to
cut the kids and they are going to cut
the elderly and they are going to cut
the infirm so they can give more
money from the family budget to those
who are doing really well already. As |
said, that is socialism for the rich.
That is the dysfunctional family. That
is not American values, and yet, that is
what we are doing in this budget that
is in front of us.

| brought Stephanie Clark along. She
is from Denver. Stephanie Clark is very
excited. Because of student loans she is
finally graduating this year from CU
Denver and she had hoped to be able to
go on to Americorps. Guess what?
Americorps is going away, and student
loans are going to be severely im-
pacted.

This is our future. These are the peo-
ple who want to learn how to fish; they
do not want to be given a fish, but they
need help to get there.

As we look at this budget and we see
that we cannot get a commitment on
cutting back a lot of the benefits that
business had, even the $25 billion that
they have in the budget to take it out
of the tax pennies for the rich, guess
what, the committee is saying they
will not do it.

As we look at all of the other things
that are in there that are not being
touched, because there are big, power-
ful people protecting those pet rocks,
the people we are going after are the
Stephanie Clarks of Denver, we are
going after the elderly on Medicare
who thought they had a Contract With
America already. And we are going
after the most vulnerable.

| keep coming back to the same old
thing. You do not attack your most
vulnerable. Either we are a community
or a bunch of isolated individuals,
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which | hope we are not, or we are a
community of a country that reaches
out and tries to help each other
through some sort of shared ethic.
That is what it is about.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Of course | yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. | thank the gentle-
woman for her statement which talks
about Medicare. But there is Medicare
and Medicaid and our poorest of the
poor are on the Medicaid Program. In
fact most of the people on Medicaid are
children, but most of the money goes
to the elderly in nursing homes. That
program is going to be devastated, it is
going to be devastated, it is going to be
blockgranted and cut in the amount
that will go to the States.

But | just recall hearing from Edna
Ferris, who talked to us at a con-
ference on Monday. She talked about
how they struggled with her husband
who had Alzheimer’s, she tried to keep
him home as long as she could. When
she could not manage it anymore, she
looked to the Medicaid Program to
help pay for the nursing home costs,
which can be $35,000 a year, and more,
and she did not have that money. So
she went on Medicaid and the Medicaid
Program kept her from being impover-
ished, allowed her to keep some of
their money so she could live at home.
If she had no Medicaid to protect her,
all of her resources would have gone to
that nursing-home care, and maybe her
husband would not have been able to
get in the nursing home because they
are not going to take somebody for
free.

So these programs help the most vul-
nerable in our population, and we
should not forget that.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman is
absolutely correct. | just did a talk
radio show where | talked to a woman
who had adopted three medically de-
pendent children and desperately need-
ed Medicaid to help her, and | pointed
out that was cheaper than institu-
tionalization.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAz10], a distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on the Budget.

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

We have been looking at pictures
here, and | just want to show this pic-
ture here. This is Ari Cowan. His father
is one of our budget staff people. Ari is
a 3-year-old. This to me is what this is
all about. This is the young generation
we are talking about saving America
for and being sure that they have a bal-
anced budget.

And just before we resumed this part
of the debate | was back in the back
talking to the pages, and | think of the
young people like Abby Moon from
Ohio and Vanessa Ruggles, Nick Ryan,
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Tammy Brewer, Nancy Brim from my
own hometown, this is the young gen-
eration that we are talking about. This
is what we are talking about saving
America for. Let us not forget that.

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Con-
necticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

The distinguished gentleman from
California talked about Medicare. We
want to save Medicare. We do not want
it to go bankrupt. It starts to go bank-
rupt next year, and in 7 years it is
bankrupt, and the Congressional Budg-
et Office said in the next 3 years after
we spend more on Medicare than they
do, because their fund runs out, Medi-
care Part A. This is the Democratic
plan to solve and resolve the Medicare
trust fund problem. It is a blank sheet.
That is their plan.

And the gentlewoman from Colorado
talks about she wants to balance the
budget. She voted against the balanced
budget amendment. My only question
is if she wants to balance the budget,
when, and how.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. The gen-
tleman is correct, that my colleagues
on the other side, whom | respect and
in many cases admire, have had plenty
of opportunities to move toward a bal-
anced budget. They had an opportunity
to vote for a balanced budget amend-
ment and voted against it because they
said there were not enough specifics.
Then they were given the specifics and
they said these were the wrong specif-
ics. Then | began to be lectured as a
dad who has two small children, two
preschool children, Molly and Kelsey. |
do not have a picture of my children
here. Maybe | should have brought one,
but you know this blank easel next to
me should be for all of the children we
are trying to save here today.

These are two of the most important
days that | think | will have in my
service in Congress, and | believe deep-
ly in what | am doing here. | believe
deeply because | want to be able to go
back and tuck my kids in bed at night
and say to them they are going to have
a better future, we are not going to
pass the buck, we are not going to
punt, we are not going to get involved
in political demagoguery. We are going
to do the right thing. Republicans
know it and Democrats know it. The
debt is out of control. It erodes the
ability for the next generation to have
hope. It erodes their ability to have a
sense of opportunity. We are doing
something about it right now.

I really invite my colleagues on the
other side who are bent on name-call-
ing and lecturing about compassion to
reevaluate their sense of compassion.
What compassion is there when we are
spending today billions of dollars that
the next generation has got to pay
back. What compassion is it when we
cannot provide an opportunity for the
next generation, when they cannot go
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to school and they cannot find a job
after they go to school because they
are so burdened with debt that there
are no jobs left.

So, | really beseech my colleagues on
the other side, who | respect, do not
lecture us about compassion, because |
think it is misplaced.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today as a proud mem-
ber of the House Budget Committee, but more
importantly, | rise as the proud father of two
young daughters, Molly and Kelsey. More than
anything else in the world, | want to ensure
that my two daughters have the opportunities
that past generations of Americans have en-
joyed and that they are not burdened by the
shortsightedness of this body.

For reasons that my children, who are 2 and
3 years old, are still too young to realize, our
actions today will have a profound effect on
their future. America has always been known
as the land of hope and opportunity. This is
what | ask for my children and therefore ask
my colleagues to think toward the future when
they casts their votes on the budgets before
the House.

As members of this body we have a moral
imperative to pass this resolution and balance
the budget. Without it our children will face un-
certain futures in which they will face unimagi-
nable obstacles. The late Senator J. William
Fullbright once said, “A nation’s budget is full
of moral implications; it tells what a society
cares about and what it does not care about;
it tells what its values are.” With this vote, we
send a strong moral message that the status
quo is unacceptable, a $4.8 trillion debt is un-
acceptable, annual deficits close to $200 bil-
lion are unacceptable, and it is unacceptable
for Congress to continue running from these
problems without consideration for America’s
future. This budget represents hope, oppor-
tunity, and a positive vision for the future.

The budget we reported from the Budget
Committee last week represents an historic
change in the direction our country is headed.
It moves us from the path of increasing debt
and inefficient, big centralized government to-
ward a government that is smaller, more de-
centralized and efficient and a country that will
be more productive, with a higher rate of net
savings and a higher standard of living. It is a
budget that outlines a positive future for our
country, a future filled with hope and oppor-
tunity. We cannot continue on our current
spending binge.

The public debt now totals almost $4.8 tril-
lion—about $19,000 for every man, woman
and child in the United States. A large part of
our taxes go to the interest payments on this
debt, $235 billion—$643 million per day—this
year alone. Interest payments on the Federal
debt are behind only Social Security and Na-
tional Defense as the third largest single ex-
penditure in this budget. By 1997, Americans
could be paying more for the debt than for de-
fense.

Without the spending changes in this budg-
et, the national debt is projected to reach al-
most $7.5 trillion by the year 2005, with inter-
est payments of $412 billion. Unless we con-
trol spending now, servicing the national debt
will crowd out all other priorities in the Federal
budget.

Last fall the American people made a
choice and gave Republicans a majority in
Congress. They did so because they did not
want the status quo, they wanted responsible,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

positive change. Most of all, they wanted Con-
gress to quit ducking the tough issues and to
take action. This budget fulfills our promise to
provide that positive, responsible change.

Unfortunately, when the President submitted
his budget this year, he punted, ducking all
the tough choices.

My friends on the other side of the aisle
who opposed the constitutional amendment to
balance the budget said they agreed with the
goal, but they did not want to change the Con-
stitution to force balanced budget. Faced with
a budget that will be balanced, these same
Democrats say they do not like it. It is now
clear that Democrats who opposed the bal-
anced budget amendment really opposed bal-
anced budgets period.

Out budget tackles the tough issues head
on. Our budget problems will not go away. In
fact, each year we avoid making tough
choices, they get even more difficult.

While the committee’s budget is tough, it
also is fair. Overall, Federal spending will con-
tinue to increase, but the rate of growth will
slow to allow revenues to catch up. Every part
of the country is affected. No group or pro-
gram is unaffected. It affects our urban areas,
as well as our rural areas.

The critics will say the public will not accept
it. Those critics are wrong. The American peo-
ple are prepared for change as long as they
know it was fairly and thoughtfully arrived at
by their elected representatives. They are will-
ing to put up with these changes because they
know in the long run the changes are nec-
essary to ensure the American dream—that
each generation will do better than their par-
ents, that America will remain the land of hope
and opportunity.

This budget plan will make this country
stronger for our generation, and for genera-
tions to come. A balanced budget will produce
lower interest rates, higher productivity, im-
proved purchasing power, reduced inflation,
and accelerated long-term growth. With this
proposal, we are setting the stage for a higher
standard of living for all of our children and
our children’s children.

Total government taxes per household,
measured in 1990 dollars, were $18,500 in
1994, nearly three times their level in 1950.
Federal taxes as a share of median income
have risen from 5 percent in 1950 to 15 per-
cent in 1970 to 24.5 percent in 1995. If taxes
today were at the same level as they were in
1970, the average family would keep $4,000 a
year more of their take-home pay.

Americans are paying for the debt in other
ways. Government borrowing competes with
the private sector in the credit markets, forcing
interest rates higher. Interest rates would be 2
percentage points lower if the budget were
balanced. That means a 30-year mortgage on
a $150,000 home costs $74,000 more today
over the life of the loan than it would if the
budget were balanced. Auto and consumer
loans also would be more affordable.

Balancing the budget and the accompanying
2 percent interest rate reduction would create
4.25 million more jobs over the next 10 years,
and increase per capita income by 16.1 per-
cent. The Congressional Budget Office says a
balanced budget would redirect resources
from consumption to investment, increasing
the Nation’s capital stock and national wealth.

Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan
testified to the Budget Committee in March
that the economic benefits of a balanced
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budget would be startling. “I think that produc-
tivity would accelerate,” Greenspan said, “the
inflation rate would be subdued . . . the gen-
eral state of financial markets would be far
more solid, and the underlying outlook would
be generally improved for long-term economic
growth. Real incomes . . . would significantly
improve, long-term interest rates would fall
significantly, and they [most Americans] would
look forward to their children doing better than
they.”

The committee’s budget is a gateway to a
future filled with hope and opportunity. It pre-
sents a new vision of government. It begins to
move authority out of Washington and will
help empower every individual American. It
gives the relief for America’s families. It pro-
tects Social Security. It saves Medicare from
bankruptcy, spends 80 billion more—almost 4
percent more while increasing per beneficiary
Medicare spending from the current $4,700 to
$6,400 per year.

By adopting the committee’s budget today,
we will have kept our word to the American
people and met the challenge they placed be-
fore us. When | put my daughters to bed to-
morrow night | will know that we have done
the morally right thing and helped pave the
way for prosperity for them and for all future
generations.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes and 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. LoweY].

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | just
hung up the phone on Minnie Wilensky
from Queens County. She cannot even
watch this debate because she cannot
afford cable. You can talk about big
numbers and little numbers and how
we have to raise it and cut it. All she
knows is that her copayments are
going to go up and her premiums are
going to go up and she will not get a
cost-of-living increase in Social Secu-
rity. And Minnie Wilensky, who is
making constant choices about wheth-
er she buys the chicken or whether she
cannot buy the chicken, because she
lives on $11,000 a year, | just want to
tell you the story because it is not a
number in your statistics. Minnie lives
in Queens County and she knows it is
going to cost her more and she is going
to pay more for the choice of doctor

and more premiums and more
deductibles, and that is what she
knows.

Day after day we have heard how the
Republicans have kept their promises
to the American people. One after an-
other the Republicans told us that
promises made are promises kept. Well,
Mr. Chairman, today we learn that Re-
publican promises made are Republican
promises broken, a promise broken to a
person like Minnie Wilensky from
Queens County. Now, Speaker GINGRICH
and the Republican majority promised
that they would not cut her Social Se-
curity benefits, but they are going to
cut her COLA. They promised not to
cut her Medicare, but they are going to
raise her fees that she is going to have
to pay. What is the truth? What does
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the new budget say? The Republican
budget does cut $24 billion from Social
Security. Seniors who have worked
hard their whole lives will lose hun-
dreds of dollars in Social Security ben-
efits. Social Security is a contract. The
Republican majority has been saying
that for years. They said they would
not touch it. Well, they have, they
have broken that contract into pieces.
They are proposing the largest Medi-
care cut in history, close to $300 bil-
lion.

The bill will cost individual seniors
over $1,000 more a year for Medicare
benefits by the year 2002. How will this
affect real people like Minnie
Wilensky? She has a heart condition.
She has glaucoma. She and so many
other seniors in my district cannot af-
ford what they are already paying in
prescription copayments and
deductibles. How are they possibly
going to afford these increases?

As | mentioned, she lives on $11,600 a
year. She was telling me, “‘I am grate-
ful for what | have got, but | have to
make choices. If | have to buy more
medicine, | cannot buy the chicken. If
I have to buy more in a grocery store,
I have to constantly make those
choices.”
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How can she possibly afford these in-
creases? And she is also worried about
her generation; she is worried about
her grandchildren, not only her own
generation. She worries that her grand-
children will not be able to afford to go
to college. She told me that with the
average increase of $5,000 which is pro-
posed in this budget, they are not
going to be able to go to college.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican budget
breaks faith with the millions of Amer-
ican seniors, like Minnie Wilensky,
who depend on Medicare and Social Se-
curity. This is how the Republicans
kept their promise, cutting Medicare,
cutting Social Security, cutting edu-
cation.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.
PARKER].

(Mr. PARKER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

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

Mr. PARKER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, 1 just

wanted to say to the gentlewoman
from New York, where did Minnie get
this information about there is not
going to be as much Medicare, their
money is going to be cut, she is going
to have to pay more? Where on Earth?
Did you tell her this personally?

The other thing | would like to say,
since you did not yield me any time, I
will not yield you any now, but the
other thing | wanted to say is simply
this: You are complaining about a cut
in Social Security that does not exist,
and yet in 1993, you voted for the Clin-
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ton tax bill that actually did, in fact,
cut Social Security by $26 billion. You
cannot have it the both ways.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, it will
come as no surprise to anybody in this
body that I rise to express my unbend-
ing and total support for the Kasich
budget resolution reported by the
House Committee on the Budget.

There is not a person in this body
who does not have at the very core of
their being the best interests of this
Nation at heart. There is not a Member
of this body on either side of the aisle
who does not want this Nation to grow
and to prosper and to achieve what it
has always achieved, and that is being
a world leader and standing for what is
right.

The real question that we have is not
whether we want what is best for this
country, but how we can best achieve
those goals. For a long time we have
spent our time talking about programs
and how much each of us cares about
people. Politically, we all attack each
other blindly.

For instance, in the past, it was not
true when some Republicans attacked
Democrats saying they were not patri-
otic for their stand on one issue or the
other. It is equally untrue when Demo-
crats point to Republicans and say
they do not care. They do care. | think
we all care.

But how do we get to that point
where fiscal responsibility brings this
Nation back into the mainstream? It
would have been unheard of even a year
ago for anyone to say that we would be
moving toward a balanced budget by
the year 2002.

I am in my fourth term and | had
thought it would never happen. | had
reached the point of believing it just
could not happen. | think the key has
been to have a date certain because it
forces the issue. We are now in a situa-
tion where we must move to a date cer-
tain—2002—and the debate has shifted
from not whether the budget should be
in balance but how and what priorities
should be established to get the budget
in balance. That is a major shift in the
thought processes that occur on Cap-
itol Hill.

I want to express my appreciation to
JoOHN KAsiIcH, chairman of the House
Budget Committee, and all of the Re-
publican members who invited me to
work with them in developing this
budget. There was a tremendous
amount of give-and-take. And | believe
we have developed a product that
makes sense and puts us on that road.
Granted, we have the Senate which has
a different version. We have different
versions here in the House. But I firm-
ly believe that the path we are taking
as members of the Budget Committee
in passing out this piece of legislation
is the correct path.

Now there are those that say, ‘“Well,
the cuts are so horrendous—draconian
in nature.” Please understand that the
amount of money the Federal Govern-
ment spends will continue to rise. Each
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year it will continue to increase. The
Federal Government will spend more
money next year than it will this year.
It will spend more in 2002 than it has
ever spent before. What we are trying
to do is slow down the rate of growth.

I know that a lot of discussion has
taken place on programs such as Medi-
care. But the system is going broke.
Something must be done to change the
direction of Medicare or it will not be
there. And it is important for the
American people to understand that
everyone must participate.

One of the major arguments that I
had on the committee with other mem-
bers, those on the Republican side, is
that they wanted to exempt Social Se-
curity. I have a problem with that. |
believe that senior citizens care about
this country as much as we do, and |
believe that they be given the oppor-
tunity to participate—that everyone
should be treated the same. But, the
Republicans won that argument. Social
Security is untouched in this budget.

I am not suggesting elimination or
the cutting of Social Security. What |
want them to do is to participate in an
equal way in which everyone is treated
the same. That is fairness. | believe
that instead of us trying to scare peo-
ple and put them in a position of being
afraid that the money they have come
to depend on will be cut out, that they
need to look at this process from the
standpoint of purchasing power and the
economic stability of our Nation.

When Alan Greenspan came to our
committee, he made the statement
that not since World War | has our
economy ever experienced the pluses of
a balanced budget, that we have never
experienced what the positive aspects
can be for this Nation if we are at a
balanced budget. We need to look to
the future. We need to look and see ex-
actly what the pluses are going to be
for everybody. And it is just like my
friend PETE GEREN has said, it is like
finding the cure for cancer—but nobody
wants to talk about the cure. All they
want to do is talk about the chemo-
therapy you have to go through in
order to get to wholeness.

Well, there is pain in this budget. No
one with any common sense in this
country has ever felt or ever said that
we can resolve our financial situation
and get back into a surplus without
pain. We did not get into it overnight,
and we are not going to get out of it
overnight. And we all have to accept
some responsibility for that. This is
the first step on that road.

Many people have said they have a
problem as far as the tax decrease. But
2 years ago, we had a tax increase that
I voted against. | did not feel that we
should go in that direction. | felt that
we should cut spending first. | believe
that we need to roll it back. The bill 2
years ago was a tax increase of $246 bil-
lion over 5 years. The tax cut that we
have in this package is $281 billion over
7 years. | believe this tax cut will re-
lieve some of the pain during readjust-
ment. But more than that | believe
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that this budget puts in place a system
where we are on the glide slope to a
balanced budget, and that we can make
a difference.

In the words of the ultimate Repub-
lican Abraham Lincoln, ‘““There are few
things wholly evil or wholly good. Al-
most everything, especially of Govern-
ment policy, is an inseparable
compound of the two, so that our best
judgment of the preponderance be-
tween them is continually demanded.”’

Alan Greenspan said that all the talk
about the next generation not having a
better standard of living than the pre-
vious generation will be gone if we are
on a line to a balanced budget. If suc-
cessful, we will unleash the power of
our economy, the most powerful now,
the most powerful that has ever been
in the history of the world. An econ-
omy that can do phenomenal astound-
ing things. We have to release the re-
strictions placed on us by the deficit
and the debt. If you look at fairness,
everyone participates. It is a fair budg-
et. It is a hard budget. But it has to be
hard in order to make it work.

For a long time, there have been
many of us who have been pushing for
us to get out fiscal house in order. The
amazing thing about it is that if we
had done this 10 years ago, it would
have been so much easier. We could
have made the necessary changes—we
did not do it. Many people blame Ron-
ald Reagan and the early 1980’s. That
is, to some degree, true. There were
problems back then—things were not
handled right by either the Repub-
licans or Democrats. But | think we
need to go back further than that, back
to the mid 1960’s when we put entitle-
ment programs on automatic pilot and
Congress abdicated its responsibility.

Compound interest is a fascinating
thing when we put all these entitle-
ment programs on automatic pilot, we
abdicated our responsibility. What hap-
pened was we just sat back and our
debt reached a trillion dollars by the
time we reached the 1980°’s. And when
you start dealing with figures like
that, you see growth that is devastat-
ing. Now we are approaching $5 trillion
in debt.

We cannot sustain the debt that we
have and the growth in deficit that we
have. It cannot be sustained. And from
a generational standpoint, when you
look at our kids and our grandchildren,
in order to maintain the programs that
are in place, if the status quo exists,
they are going to be paying from 75 to
84 percent of their salaries to the Fed-
eral Government just to maintain the
programs that are there.

It has not worked. The status quo is
destroying us. And just like when
many Republicans believed we must
throw more and more money at De-
fense, that wasn’t the answer. We wast-
ed a lot of money. The same is true of
throwing more and more money at so-
cial programs, where a lot of them
don’t do any good. It is not working.
We must change.
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All of us care. All of us want to do
what’s right. All of us love this Nation.
But | believe the real choice is whether
we really want a balanced budget. Do
we really want it? Are we willing to
pay the price to get to that point? You
will vote for any bill that you want.
But, in the final analysis, the bill that
has been reported out of the Budget
Committee, is going to be the bill that
is going to make it or not.

I believe it is going to make it this
week. And if you really believe in a
balanced budget, if you really believe
that we must change the course of this
Nation, if you really believe that we
need fiscal responsibility to come back
in and be an integral part of our deci-
sionmaking, if you really believe we
need to take the first step to let the
American people know we are serious
about this problem, then you must
vote for this.

I know all the political arguments. |
know a lot of people are going to be
calling. | know that a lot of people are
going to be upset. In fact, | think ev-
eryone is going to be upset before it is
all over with. But it is about time. It is
about time that everyone in this coun-
try got upset. It is about time that
they realize we need to do something.
It is about time they decided that they
need to participate. The time has
come. And | am very happy to be able
to vote for this budget.

I am glad that | have been permitted
to be here on this historic week, to par-
ticipate in this process where we can
actually make a difference—a true dif-
ference for this country where | can
look at my children and say | had a
part in changing the direction of this
country. And | did not worry about the
political ramifications and | did not
worry about my political future—I did
what | felt was necessary.

That is what | want each of you to
do. I want you to search your heart and
do what you feel is right. If you dis-
agree, then disagree; you have every
right to disagree. But if you are like
me and you feel that the time is come
to change the course of this Nation, |
ask you to join me and proudly vote for
this budget.

Earlier 1 quoted President Lincoln,
let me close with these words from
John F. Kennedy:

. Democracy means much more than
popular government and majority rule, much
more than a system of political techniques
to flatter or deceive powerful blocs of voters.

. . The true democracy, living and growing
and inspiring, puts its faith in the people—
faith that the people will not simply elect
men who will represent their views ably and
faithfully, but also elect men who will exer-
cise their conscientious judgment—faith
that the people will not condemn those
whose devotion to principle leads them to
unpopular courses, but will reward courage,
respect honor and ultimately recognize
right.

I ask each of you to please join with
me. Let us pass the committee budg-
et—it is the right thing to do.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 20
seconds to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | just
think it is important for me to respond
to the gentleman from Ohio who asked
me how Minnie Wilensky from Queens
County knew about the increase in the
deductible, the increase and the
copayment, and | think it is very im-
portant that we be honest in this de-
bate. | say to the gentleman, page 5,
page 18 of your budget, Mr. KASICH,
talks about—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
LoweY] has expired.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WATERS].

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, the
senior citizens in my district are in
fundamental opposition to the Repub-
lican budget, and | rise to support
them.

All is not well in America today. The
wages of working people are stagnant.
Corporations downsize or flee our
shores altogether in search of cheap
labor. Fewer workers have pensions to
look forward to in old age and employ-
ers seek to squeeze employee health
benefits.

Tragically, this budget does not ad-
dress those fundamental problems. In-
stead, it would cut taxes for the rich,
and—amazingly—it would pay for those
tax cuts by cutting Medicare.

This Republican budget is an assault
on the Medicare Program. We have a
compact with our senior citizens. Be-
tween Social Security and Medicare,
this country has reduced elderly pov-
erty, tended to the sick, and assisted in
long-term care for our mothers, our fa-
thers, and our grandparents. With this
budget, Mr. Chairman, all this could
come to an end.

To our shock, this Republican budget
would destroy years of trust between
the Federal Government and seniors.
The $283 billion in Medicare cuts would
have several different consequences.
Many costs that are currently paid by
the Medicare Program would probably
be shifted to Medicare beneficiaries in
the form of higher premiums, deduc-
tions, and coinsurance payments, such
as the proposed 20 percent home health
coinsurance.

Let me share the story of my friend
and constituent, Mrs. Pat Eastman.
Mrs. Eastman is a World War Il vet-
eran. She is 82 years old and lives
alone. Mrs. Eastman has numerous
medical problems. While she is a vet-
eran, she does not qualify for medical
service through the VA because she is
not 50 percent service-connected dis-
abled. Mrs. Eastman has to pay some-
one to transport her back and forth to
the VA for outpatient care. She has to
pay a copayment for her medications.
Recently, Mrs. Eastman was hospital-
ized for severe infections from Ecoli
bacteria.
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Since her discharge from the hos-
pital, Mrs. Eastman has had to rely on
the services of a visiting home nurse
who comes to her home three times a
week. Without these home health serv-
ices, paid for by Medicare, Mrs. East-
man would have had to remain in the
hospital or be transferred to a skilled
nursing facility.

Mrs. Eastman has a long history of
service to the Los Angeles community
as well. She was a vote registrar. She
sat on street corners and helped reg-
ister people to vote. She continues to
be a member of our California senior
legislature. Pat Eastman has devoted
her life to making her community and
her country better.

It is estimated that approximately 3.8 million
Medicare beneficiaries will use home health
services, in 1996. Under current law, these
services are covered by Medicare. If Repub-
licans have their way, Mrs. Eastman and the
other Medicare beneficiaries will have to pay
an additional $900 out-of-pocket for home
health services; this amount will rise to $1,200
in 2002. This 20-percent coinsurance will not
save money or reduce Medicare costs. It will
simply drive many Medicare beneficiaries into
nursing homes because they will not be able
to afford the home health services that would
enable them to remain at home.

At age 82, after all the hoopla surrounding
the 50th anniversary of V-E Day, this heroic
World War |l veteran should not be aban-
doned.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
these budgets are going to cut seniors,
workers, farmers, pensions, economic
development, community development,
roads, bridges, highways, wastewater
treatment plants, sewer projects, all in
America. These budgets will still pro-
vide billions and billions of dollars for
the defense of Japan, Germany, Eu-
rope, even money for Russia. There is
not one penny, one penny in cuts, for
either Israel or Egypt, not one penny.
We have a budget in America, my col-
leagues, that will not touch Israel, will
not touch Egypt, takes care of Japan
and Germany, but no one in America is
free from the ax.

I will have no part of it. | am going
to vote ‘“no” on every one of these
budgets because to me they are not an
American budget, and, by God, where is
the Democrat Party?

Mr. Chairman, | say to my col-
leagues, ‘““I don’t blame the Repub-
licans. | commend you for some dis-
cipline. But what you’re disciplining is
the American people. We shouldn’t be
closing bases in America. Close the
bases overseas. We got troops falling
out of chairs over there without arm
rests. Bring them home. Let them cash
their check in America.”

I am not voting for any of this. None
of this is worth my vote, and | think
the Democrat Party better start work-
ing out a budget before we are a minor-
ity party for a damn long time.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, let me
start out by saying that my perspec-
tive on this is a little bit different than
a lot of the other Members here.

Earlier today, when | was back in my
office working on this, | had a chance
to watch some of the debate, and |
heard some of the Members on the
other side of the aisle come back and
say, ‘“Well, you voted to raise taxes
that amount in your district time and
time again.” As one of the new Mem-
bers here, obviously | was not here dur-
ing the last bill, but let me go back to
1981, when | was a college student and
we started down this road by spending
too much money, not cutting spending,
and cutting taxes primarily for the
wealthy, and not being willing to pay
for it. Yes, we ran up a $4 trillion debt,
and that is not fair to the American
people, but this budget is not fair ei-
ther. We should balance the budget but
not do it this way.

This is not fair. Just like 1981, Mr.
Chairman, we are going to cut taxes for
the wealthy, but now we are going to
pay for it by cutting Medicare and
Medicaid, and in particular cutting
Medicare which people have paid for.
We are going to change the rules on
them. Many seniors are going to see
themselves paying higher deductibles,
higher premiums, higher co-payments.
Over 2% million Texans will pay more
than $4,000 over the next few years for
the same benefit. If that is not a cut, it
certainly is a bad deal.

Seniors will definitely lose their
choice under the Republican plan, the
choice to choose their doctor. | do not
think that is what they want. The Re-
publican budget will also cut the Med-
icaid program by 184 billion over 7
years. This is a 30-percent cut that will
not just hurt the poor, but it will hurt
the children.

We heard a lot of talk about the chil-
dren. My friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAzi0], talked about his
two children. 1, too, have two young
children who are preschoolers. Last
Christmas my youngest daughter got
sick. | rushed her to Texas Children’s
Hospital at 11 o’clock at night to see a
doctor in an emergency room which is
full of children from all walks of life in
the Houston area. Texas Children’s
Hospital, which is the premier chil-
dren’s institution in the Southwest,
funds 48 percent of their budget for
Medicaid funds to pay for dispropor-
tionate care for neonatal costs, and
this budget would cut it and would cut
it across the board.

So we talk about the children and
what we are doing to protect them, but
we are going to cut the children under
this budget, and we are going to cut it
and use the money to pay for tax cuts
for the wealthiest, and that is simply
imprudent, and it is wrong.

This budget will not just cut seniors,
but it will also cut the research that
we do at our hospitals. How can we
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have a better health care system if we
are willing to stop the research we do?
How can we say we are going to provide
better health care for Americans when
we do not want to provide the dollars
so we have residents so we can create
more doctors? We have talked about
the need for more primary care doc-
tors, but we are not going to get them
under this budget because we are going
to cut the funding for it. That makes
no sense whatsoever.

Let us balance the budget, yes. But
let us do it fairly. This budget is not
fair. It does not address the problems
fairly. There is a tax cut for the
wealthy which we cannot afford, and it
makes the middle class pay for it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD].

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise to denounce the Republican
plan to pay for tax cuts for the wealthy
by destroying Medicaid: our country’s
ultimate health care safety net.

To fund their $340 billion tax cut for
the wealthiest Americans, Republicans
intend to slash the Medicaid benefits of
32 million Americans, 65 percent of
whom are children and the elderly.

Tragically, their proposals ignore the
human costs.

Republicans say they are increasing
the Medicaid budget by 4 percent. What
they do not say is that this meager in-
crease is insufficient to offset the rapid
growth of the elderly, the young, and
the alarming rise of health care costs.

Under their proposal, the youngest
Americans will suffer grievously.

During 1988 to 1991, poor children re-
ceiving medicaid coverage increased
from 54.3 to 63.6 percent. This trend is
projected to continue upward into the
21st century.

At present, Medicaid offsets the loss
of private health coverage during eco-
nomic downturns, giving millions of
children coverage when parents are
laid off.

The Republicans budget proposal,
however, makes no allowances for cov-
erage during economic decline. There-
fore, when parents lose their jobs chil-
dren will suffer without health cov-
erage.

Without sufficient Medicaid funding,
more than 3.7 million senior citizens
currently receiving health services
from Medicaid will also suffer.

In my district families like Forest
and Ruth Haver are concerned about
their health care future.

The Havers, in their eighties, living
on a fixed income, are worried that the
cuts will make them unable to afford
the health problems which have left
Ruth homebound.

Steve, their only child and a local
fire captain, is willing to do all he can
financially.

He also worries whether that will be
enough if his parents’ benefits are cut.

The Medicaid safety net is vital to
the health of older women, for it is
women who bear the brunt of Repub-
lican cuts. Consider that: Women are 75
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percent of all nursing home residents
aged 65 and older and are more likely
than men to have chronic disabling
conditions; and, that women 75 or older
have an average annual income of only
$9,170—one-third the annual cost of
most nursing homes.

To cap Medicaid spending at 4 per-
cent, Republicans will leave millions of
children, low-income elderly, and par-
ticularly women, without critical
health services.

We must not sacrifice our Nation’s
children, seniors, and families to bene-
fit the wealthy. | urge the defeat of the
Republican budget resolution.

O 1730

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair’s math
was in error. At the present time the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]
has 95 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KasicH] has 93.5
minutes remaining.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEeEK], a
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | am new to the Committee on
the Budget. | commend the integrity
and demonstrated brilliance of our
chairman, Mr. KasicH. | commend the
coolness and calmness under duress of
my ranking member, Mr. SaBo. | do
not care, | am calling this entire thing
the Kasich manifesto. He is behind all
of this. He is a brilliant man, but he
has not been to some of the places |
have been, Mr. Chairman. He has not
had those experiences.

I have heard today about misplaced
compassion. There is no such thing as
misplaced compassion. He met a couple
in the hall that thanked him for trying
to balance the budget. But he has not
heard from the old lady in North
Miami who said to me not “Thank you,
CARRIE MEEK,” but “Why? Why is it
that the budget has to be balanced on
our backs?” | said, “Well, | voted
against the balanced budget amend-
ment because | felt it would be bal-
anced on your backs.”

Then as | talked to a young student
who came here in a wheelchair to say
to me “‘I need help,” and he asked me
also, why? | ask Mr. KAsICH, why? Why
do we have to balance the budget on
the backs of these people?

I hear all the numbers. | hear all the
rebuttals. | see all the charts. But it is
one thing that they do not answer:
Why is the budget being cut the way it
is?

Yes, we will work toward a balanced
budget. But does it have to be done on
the backs of poor people for the benefit
of the rich? | want to say to each one
of you, you cannot block grant your re-
sponsibility. You can block grant a lot
of other things, but you cannot block
grant your responsibility. You cannot
block grant a method of providing
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quality care for the poor and the elder-
ly population.

You have poor folks back home. You
also have elderly people back home
who cannot pay for the care they are
going to need in the nursing homes.
These are your mothers, these are your
fathers, these are your disabled chil-
dren. So you cannot balance that
through a block grant program.

I feel that this is a concern which
Congress has to keep. You cannot abdi-
cate that responsibility. You cannot
pass it off to the States. This is your
responsibility, to take care of the peo-
ple who are being taken care of
through Medicaid. There is no other
way.

I want you to say no to this budget,
because what this budget does is it for-
gets about certain beneficiaries, lab-
oratory services and x ray services, im-
munization, prenatal and nursing home
care. You are thinking you can block
grant Medicaid. You cannot do it. You
want to save $5 billion over the next 7
years or so. Over $180 billion in cuts
have to be absorbed by the States. |
wan to say to you, Mr. Chairman, and
the admirable Mr. KASICH, it cannot be
done.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
MYRICK] a former mayor and a member
of the Committee on the Budget.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Chairman, we
hear a lot about what is wrong with
this budget, and 1 would like to talk a
little bit about what is right with this
budget.

Mr. Chairman, we feel that we have a
moral responsibility to leave this world
better than when we found it, and part
of this is taking on that responsibility
for our children’s future and looking at
what we are going to leave them. In
putting together this budget, it was
not just quickly put together. There is
much thought that has gone into this.
It has gone by line by line and program
by program, agency by agency, and
said is it necessary? Is there a better
way to do it? Is it worth spending our
children’s future?

I came here because of 6 grand-
children. In addition, | look after a 92-
year-old elderly lady who has no family
who is in a nursing home. So | am very
familiar with what people are going
through. We are handling that in our
own family right now.

But we are doing a lot of things that
are necessary in my district, and peo-
ple are telling me it is necessary, we
want you to do it. And | want to talk
a little bit about some of the things
the changes that need to be done.

We are cutting foreign aid by $29 bil-
lion and eliminating a lot of wasteful
programs. We are keeping our promise
not to touch Social Security. There are
not going to be any changes in Social
Security coming up. We are block
granting job training, because there
are 163 different job training programs
right now. It is very confusing. They do
not all work. So we are finding how all
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this can work together and saying let
us take the duplication out and really
make it reach the people who need the
job training.

We are eliminating some depart-
ments, Education, Commerce, and En-
ergy, because there is a lot of wasteful
bureaucratic structure there. There are
over 71 duplicative programs in com-
merce throughout Government. That is
ridiculous. It is a waste of money.

We also are terminating and
privatizing 284 programs, 13 agencies,
and 69 commissions. Sure, there are
good changes, but it is a better way to
spend our tax dollars. Privatizing is
the way to go. We are privatizing Gen-
eral Services, Public Broadcasting,
other things that can carry their
weight only the open market, and look-
ing for a better way to deliver the serv-
ices.

We are stopping a lot of the Federal
subsidies to business and industries,
things they do not need Government
help on. They do it themselves.

So the bottom line is, we are looking
at this responsibly. We care about what
is going to happen. We care about
where our children and our grand-
children are going to end up. And we
want to make Government work bet-
ter, and let the people at home make
their decisions and let them keep the
money in their own pocket. They can
spend it better than the Federal Gov-
ernment can.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL].

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

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, the
Committee on the Budget