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On this vote:
Mr. Ramstad for, with Mr. Shelton against.

Messrs. METCALF, DE LA GARZA,
EVERETT, and GOODLATTE changed
their vote from “‘yea’ to “‘nay.”

Ms. BROWN of Florida and Mr.
BUNN of Oregon changed their vote
from ““nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINNIS). The question is on the con-
ference report.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
on that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 289, nays
134, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 772]
YEAS—289

Allard Cremeans Heineman
Andrews Cubin Hilleary
Archer Cunningham Hilliard
Armey Danner Hobson
Bachus Davis Hoekstra
Baker (CA) de la Garza Hoke
Baker (LA) Deal Holden
Baldacci DelLay Horn
Ballenger Diaz-Balart Hostettler
Barcia Dickey Houghton
Barr Dicks Hoyer
Barrett (NE) Doggett Hunter
Bartlett Dooley Hutchinson
Barton Doolittle Hyde
Bass Dornan Inglis
Bateman Doyle Istook
Bentsen Dreier Jackson-Lee
Bereuter Duncan Jefferson
Bilbray Edwards Johnson, E. B.
Bilirakis Ehlers Johnson, Sam
Bishop Ehrlich Jones
Bliley Emerson Kasich
Blute English Kelly
Boehlert Ensign Kennedy (RI)
Boehner Everett Kim
Bonilla Ewing King
Bono Fawell Kingston
Borski Fazio Klink
Boucher Fields (TX) Klug
Brewster Flake Knollenberg
Browder Flanagan Kolbe
Brown (OH) Foley LaFalce
Brownback Forbes LaHood
Bryant (TN) Fowler Largent
Bryant (TX) Fox Latham
Bunn Franks (CT) LaTourette
Bunning Franks (NJ) Laughlin
Burr Frelinghuysen Lazio
Burton Frisa Lewis (CA)
Buyer Frost Lewis (KY)
Callahan Funderburk Lightfoot
Calvert Gallegly Lincoln
Camp Ganske Linder
Canady Gekas Lipinski
Cardin Geren Livingston
Castle Gilchrest LoBiondo
Chabot Gillmor Longley
Chambliss Gilman Lucas
Chapman Gonzalez Manton
Chenoweth Goodlatte Manzullo
Christensen Goodling Martinez
Chrysler Goss Martini
Clinger Graham Mascara
Clyburn Green McCollum
Coble Greenwood McCrery
Coburn Gunderson McDade
Coleman Hall (TX) McHugh
Collins (GA) Hamilton Mclnnis
Combest Hancock Mclintosh
Condit Hansen McKeon
Cooley Hastert McNulty
Cox Hastings (WA) Meyers
Cramer Hayes Mica
Crane Hayworth Miller (FL)
Crapo Hefley Molinari
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Mollohan Roberts Stump
Montgomery Roemer Talent
Moorhead Rogers Tanner
Moran Rohrabacher Tauzin
Morella Ros-Lehtinen Taylor (MS)
Murtha Rose Taylor (NC)
Myers Roukema Tejeda
Myrick Royce Thomas
Ney " Sanford Thompson
Norwood Sawyer Thornberry
Nussle Saxton T'ah':t
Oberstar Schaefer Torkildsen
Ortiz Schiff Towns
Orton Seastrand Traficant
Oxley Shadegg Upton
Packard Shaw Visclosky
Parker Shuster Vucanovich
Paxon Sisisky Walker
Payne (VA) Skeen Walsh
Pickett Skelton Wamp
Pombo Smith (MI) Watts (OK)
Pomeroy Smith (NJ) Weldon (FL)
Porter Smith (TX) Weller
Portman Solomon Wicker
Poshard Souder Wilson
Pryce Spence Wolf

illen Spratt
8E:nn Stearns Young (AK)

- Young (FL)
Radanovich Stenholm .
Regula Stockman z‘?"ﬁ
Richardson Studds Zimmer
NAYS—134
Abercrombie Hastings (FL) Payne (NJ)
Ackerman Hefner Pelosi
Baesler Herger Peterson (MN)
Barrett (WI) Hinchey Petri
Becerra Jacobs Rahall
Beilenson Johnson (CT) Rangel
Berman Johnson (SD) Reed
Bevill Johnston Rivers
Bonior Kanjorski Roth
Brown (CA) Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Brown (FL) Kennedy (MA) Rush
Clay Kennelly Sabo
Clayton Kildee Sanders
Clement Kleczka
Collins (IL) Lantos ggz:gggoelsgh
Collins (MI) Leach Schumer
Conyers Levin Scott
Costello Lewis (GA) Sensenbrenner
Coyne Lofgren Serrano
DeFazio Lowey Shays
DelLauro Luther 4
Dellums Maloney Skaggs
Deutsch Markey Slaughter
Dingell Matsui Smith (WA)
Dixon McCarthy Stark
Dunn McDermott Stokes
Durbin McHale Stupak
Engel McKinney Tate
Eshoo Meehan Thurman
Evans Meek Torres
Farr Menendez Torricelli
Fattah Metcalf Velazquez
Filner Mfume Vento
Foglietta Miller (CA) Ward
Ford Minge Waters
Frank (MA) Mink Watt (NC)
Furse Moakley Waxman
Gejdenson Nadler White
Gephardt Neal Whitfield
Gibbons Neumann Williams
Gordon Obey Wise
Gutierrez Olver Woolsey
Gutknecht Owens Wyden
Hall (OH) Pallone Wynn
Harman Pastor Yates
NOT VOTING—9
Fields (LA) Riggs Volkmer
Peterson (FL) Thornton Waldholtz
Ramstad Tucker Weldon (PA)
O 1645

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mrs. Waldholtz for, with Mr. Ramstad

against.

Mr. EWING changed his vote from
“nay” to “‘yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report to ac-
company S. 395.

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

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, during rollcall votes numbers
765, 766, 767, and 768 taken on November
7, 1995, and relating to House Joint
Resolution 69, House Joint Resolution
110, House Joint Resolution 111, and
House Joint Resolution 112, 1 was un-
avoidably detained due to the
concellation of my scheduled air flight.

Had | been present, | would have
voted ‘‘aye’ on each of the said votes.

FURTHER CONTINUING  APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
1996

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by the di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Joint Resolution 257, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 257

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution the House shall with-
out intervention of any point of order con-
sider in the House the joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 115) making further continuing appro-
priations for the fiscal year 1996, and for
other purposes. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the joint resolu-
tion and any amendment thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
(1) one hour of debate on the joint resolu-
tion, which shall be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions; and (2) one motion to recommit, which
may include instructions only if offered by
the minority leader or his designee.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my good friend,
the gentleman from Woodland Hills,
CA, Mr. BEILENSON, pending which |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and to include extraneous ma-
terial.)
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, this rule
provides for consideration of House
Joint Resolution 115, a continuing res-
olution making appropriations for fis-
cal year 1996 through December 1, 1995.

This modified closed rule provides for
consideration of the joint resolution in
the House, any rule of the House to the
contrary notwithstanding, with 1 hour
of general debate divided equally be-
tween the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions. The motion to recommit
may include instructions only if of-
fered by the minority leader or his des-
ignee.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that we do
not need a poll or a focus group to
know what the American people want
from the Federal Government. As Gen-
eral Powell said just a few minutes
ago, the American people want a gov-
ernment that lives within its means.
Instead, just talk to people in any
shopping mall or grocery store. They
want the Government to balance the
books and to stop burdening their chil-
dren with debt.

Only the most out-of-touch Washing-
ton liberals do not agree that chronic
deficit spending must come to an end.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
should take heart in two facts. First,
despite what the defenders of big Gov-
ernment claim, it is possible to spend
$1.5 trillion in a manner that meets our
national priorities while reaching a
balanced budget in 7 years. It can be
done without reducing spending on im-
portant programs.

Second, this Congress is dedicated to
following through with its promises.
Mr. Speaker, we promised to balance
the budget. We promised to reform the
welfare system. We promised tax relief
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to families with children. We promised
to cut the capital gains tax rate to en-
courage job creation and increase
wages. We promised to save Medicare
for a generation of retirees.

Mr. Speaker, as you well know, this
Congress will keep those promises.
While we know what we have to do, the
process does take time. Restoring fis-
cal sanity to Government is the most
significant change in American politics
in decades. We are dedicated to looking
at every program to make improve-
ments and reduce wasteful spending.
We are listening to people throughout
the country to learn different ap-
proaches that we need to meet the
needs within the constraints of a bal-
anced budget. This all does take time.

Mr. Speaker, | would note that one
reason balancing the budget is taking
so much time is that the Government
bureaucracy is actively fighting the ef-
forts of their boss, the American peo-
ple, to balance the books.

The greatest example that | saw was
in yesterday’s Washington Times and
other press reports which have indi-
cated that the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs is sending
partisan, self-serving, big-government
propaganda to VA civil servants using
Department resources.

The most shocking example was that
the Secretary has been taking the
propaganda put together by the Presi-
dent’s political hacks and printing it
on VA employee’s pay stubs. Does any-
one wonder why the Department of
Veterans Affairs did not print on the
pay stubs that without the 7-year bal-
anced budget plan passed by Congress,
we will mortgage the future of Amer-
ican children with an additional $1.2
trillion in debt? This is a gross example
of the pervasive practice of Govern-
ment agencies lobbying to maintain
the debt-ridden budget process.
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The appropriations process is caught
up in this historic budget confronta-
tion. Two appropriations bills have
been signed by the President. The re-
mainder are at various stages in the
legislative process, including some
under a threat of veto. In September,
the Congress passed a responsible con-
tinuing resolution to keep the discre-
tionary operations of the Federal Gov-
ernment from shutting down at the
start of the fiscal year. It is again our
intention to keep things going as we
work all of the spending bills through
the full process.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
can rest assured that this continuing
resolution is fiscally responsible. Fund-
ing is at a lower level than the current
continuing resolution and below fiscal
year 1995 amounts. However, we are not
replacing the regular appropriations
process. It is still critical to pass those
bills and reorder the priorities of the
Federal Government away from out-
dated bureaucracies and in favor of
working families.

Mr. Speaker, as we work to make all
of the changes that need to be accom-
plished to make the Federal Govern-
ment serve people rather than the
other way around, we do not need un-
necessary Government shutdown to
complicate our task. Therefore, | urge
my colleagues to support this rule and
support the joint resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the sooner we get
through this, the sooner we can get
back to the critical work of balancing
the Federal budget, saving the Medi-
care system from bankruptcy, ending
welfare as we know it, and implement-
ing a growth-oriented tax cut that will
create more jobs and increase the take-
home pay of American workers.

Mr. Speaker, | submit the following
for the RECORD.

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,! 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS

[As of November 7, 1995]

Rule type

103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules

Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2

Modified Closed 3

Closed 4

Total

46 44 52 68
49 47 18 24
9 9 6 8
104 100 76 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS

[As of November 7, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) 0 HR. 5 Unfunded Mandate Reform A: 350-71 (1/19/95).

H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) mC H. Con. Res. 17 .. Social Security A: 255-172 (1/25/95).

HJ. Res. 1 ... Balanced Budget Amdt

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 101 Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians A: voice vote (2/1/95).

H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 400 Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'l. Park and Preserve A: voice vote (2/1/95).

H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 440 Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif A: voice vote (2/1/95).

H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR. 2 Line Item Veto A: voice vote (2/2/95).

H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 665 Victim Restitution A: voice vote (2/7/95).

H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 666 Exclusionary Rule Reform A: voice vote (2/7/95).

H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO HR. 667 Violent Criminal Incarceration A: voice vote (2/9/95).

H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) 0 HR. 668 Criminal Alien Deportation A: voice vote (2/10/95).

H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO HR. 728 Law Enforcement Block Grants A: voice vote (2/13/95).

H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 National Security Revitalization PQ: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) mMC HR. 831 Health Insurance Deductibility PQ: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) 0 HR. 830 Paperwork Reduction Act A: voice vote (2/22/95).
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SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS—Continued

[As of November 7, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95 MC H.R. 889 Defense Supplemental A: 282-144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95 MO H.R. 450 Regulatory Transition Act A: 252-175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95 MO H.R. 1022 Risk 1t A: 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) 0 H.R. 926 Regulatory Reform and Relief Act A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) MO H.R. 925 Private Property Protection Act A: 271-151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95 MO H.R. 1058 Securities Litigation Reform
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95 MO H.R. 988 Attorney Accountability Act A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95 MO A: 257155 (3/7/95).
H. ReS. 108 (3/7/95) ..cooorvveeerrrrrrrererireereiirns Debate H.R. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95, MC PQ: 234-191 A: 247-181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) MO Making Emergency Supp. Approps A: 242-190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) MC Term Limits Const. Amdt A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ......covveervvrrrererircrriirns Debate Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) MC A: 217-211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95 0 H.R. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95 0 H.R. 660 Older Persons Housing Act A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95 MC H.R. 1215 Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 A: 228-204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95 MC H.R. 483 Medicare Select Expansion A: 253172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95 0 H.R. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95 0 H.R. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95 0 H.R. 961 Clean Water Amendments A: 414-4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 584 Fish Hatchery—lowa A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 614 Fish Hatchery—Minnesota A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 ............. Budget Resolution FY 1996 PQ: 252170 A: 255-168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act A: 233-176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) MC H.R. 1530 Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 PQ: 225-191 A: 233-183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) 0 H.R. 1817 MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 PQ: 223-180 A: 245-155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) MC H.R. 1854 Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) 0 H.R. 1868 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 221178 A: 217-175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 H.R. 1905 Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) C HJ. ReS. 79 oo Flag Constitutional Amendment PQ: 258-170 A: 271-152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) MC H.R. 1944 Emer. Supp. Approps PQ: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) 0 H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 235-193 D: 192-238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) 0 H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 PQ: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) 0 H.R. 1976 Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 242-185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 H.R. 2020 Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) C HJ. ReS. 96 .o Disapproval of MFN to China A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 H.R. 2002 Transportation Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 70 Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 2076 Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) 0 H.R. 2099 VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 A: 230-189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) MC S. 21 Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) 0 H.R. 2126 Defense Approps. FY 1996 A: 409-1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) MC H.R. 1555 Communications Act of 1995 A: 255-156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) 0 HR. 2127 Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 A: 323-104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) 0 H.R. 1594 Economically Targeted Investments A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) MO H.R. 1655 Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1162 Deficit Reduction Lockbox A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1670 Federal Acquisition Reform Act A: 414-0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) 0 HR. 1617 CAREERS Act A: 388-2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) 0 HR. 2274 Natl. Highway System PQ: 241-173 A: 375-39-1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) MC HR. 927 Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity A: 304-118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) 0 HR. 743 Team Act A: 344-66-1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 1170 3-Judge Court A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 1601 Internatl. Space Station A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) C H.J. Res. 108 ... Continuing Resolution FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) 0 H.R. 2405 Omnibus Science Auth A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) MC H.R. 2259 Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) MC H.R. 2425 Medicare Preservation Act PQ: 231-194 A: 227-192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) C H.R. 2492 Leg. Branch Approps PQ: 235-184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) MC H. Con. Res. 109 . Social Security Earnings Reform PQ: 228191 A: 235-185 (10/26/95).
H.R. 2491 Seven-Year Balanced Budget
H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) C H.R. 1833 Partial Birth Abortion Ban A: 237-190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) MO H.R. 2546 D.C. Approps. A: 241-181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) C HJ. Res. 115 ... Cont. Res. FY 1996

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC, October 12, 1995.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: From 1977 to 1987, it
was common practice to include entire ap-
propriations bills in full-year continuing res-
olutions. Listed below (by calendar and fis-
cal years) are those bills carried in continu-
ing resolutions for the full year:

Calendar year 1977 for fiscal year 1978—1
bill—Labor-HEW.

Calendar year 1978 for fiscal year 1979—1
bill—Energy and Water.

Calendar year 1979 for fiscal year 1980—3
bills—Foreign Operations; Labor-HHS; and
Legislative.

Calendar year 1980 for fiscal year 1981—4
bills—Labor-HHS; Legislative; Commerce-
Justice; and Treasury-Postal.

Calendar year 1981 for fiscal year 1982—4
bills—Commerce-Justice; Labor-HHS; Legis-
lative; and Treasury-Postal.

Calendar year 1982 for fiscal year 1983—6
bills—Commerce-Justice; Energy and Water;
Foreign Operations; Labor-HHS; Legislative;
and Treasury-Postal.

Calendar year 1983 for fiscal year 1984—3
bills—Agriculture; Foreign Operations; and
Treasury-Postal.

Calendar year 1984 for fiscal year 1985—8
bills—Agriculture; Defense; District of Co-
lumbia; Foreign Operations; Interior, Mili-
tary Construction; Transportation; and
Treasury-Postal.

Calendar year 1985 for fiscal year 1986—7
bills—Agriculture; Defense; District of Co-
lumbia; Foreign Operations; Interior; Trans-
portation; and Treasury-Postal.

Calendar year 1986 for fiscal year 1987—all
13 bills.

Calendar year 1987 for fiscal year 1988—all
13 bills.

Since 1988, bills have not been carried for a
full year in a continuing resolution except
for the Foreign Operations bill in fiscal year
1992. In addition to the above, in calendar
year 1950, 10 bills were included in the “Gen-
eral Appropriations Act, 1951. The only gen-
eral bill not included was the District of Co-
lumbia bill.

Sincerely,
BoB LIVINGSTON, Chairman.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my colleague from California

[Mr. DREeIER] for vyielding the cus-
tomary half-hour debate time to me.

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

Mr. Speaker, we strongly oppose this
closed rule and the resolution it seeks
to make in order. Let me begin by re-
minding my colleagues that we are de-
bating this rule today for one reason
and one reason only, and that is that
Congress has not done its job.

Even though we are already 1 month
into the new fiscal year, only 5 of the
13 appropriations bills have been passed
by this Congress and sent to the Presi-
dent. Two have been signed into law.
Two more await the President’s signa-
ture, but the other nine bills are still
being worked on in the Senate or in
conference, and most have been de-
layed by the nongermane, extraneous,
irrelevant legislative provisions that
the majority has allowed to be included
in appropriations bills despite the fact
that they had to waive our rules to do
so, and that now are causing intracta-
ble disagreements between Republican
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Members of the other House and Re-
publican Members of this House.

Mr. Speaker, what we ought to be
doing today is voting on a continuing
appropriations measure that is a clean,
straightforward extension of funding
for the Government until the remain-
ing 11 regular appropriations bills are
passed and signed into law.

Unfortunately, we will not have that
opportunity if this rule is adopted.
When the distinguished gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON],
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, appeared before the Commit-
tee on Rules last night, he said, quite
correctly, that passage of a continuing
resolution is necessary in order to ex-
pedite the business of the House. But
the gentleman came to us burdened by
his leadership with the so-called Istook
provision that prohibits any recipient
of a Federal grant from spending any
Federal funds on political advocacy,
and that limits the amount of private
funds that Federal grantees may use
for political advocacy.

The Istook proposal may or may not
be something that this Congress should
pass; a great many of us believe it is
not. But that is not the point. The
point is that this language, which is
strongly opposed by many in both
Houses of Congress, has no business
being included in this continuing ap-
propriations resolution. It should be
voted on separately, in the normal
course of legislative business, like any
other legislative proposal.

Its inclusion here by the Republican
leadership, in order to pacify some of
its newly elected, is an unworthy and
mischievous act, and one that is cal-
culated to prevent either passage of
this bill by the Senate or its signing
into law by the President.

Mr. Speaker, | say to my Republican
friends that this action of theirs does
not make much political sense either.
The public does not understand this
kind of game playing. We Democrats
learned that the hard way and my Re-
publican colleagues would be well-ad-
vised to take note and learn from our
mistakes.

All the public sees, and will see, is a
Republican-controlled Congress that is
incapable of doing Congress most basic
work: Passing appropriations bills. My
colleagues are failing in their respon-
sibility of governing, because they are
bowing to ideological pressures within
their own caucus that are going to
make it very, very difficult, if not im-
possible, for them to govern effec-
tively.

We know the other body will not ac-
cept the Istook language. They made it
clear that they will not agree to this
language on a separate appropriations
bill. Indeed, many of our colleagues in
the majority in this body oppose the
Istook amendment. They will oppose
this rule because it does not allow a
separate vote to strip the language out
of this measure. They state, quite cor-
rectly, that Congress has no business
restricting the ability of businesses,
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private universities, and charitable or-
ganizations to participate in national
and community affairs.

Mr. Speaker, some of our colleagues
may hope that, by including the Istook
language in this critical funding bill,
they will force the President to accept
this proposal or else shut down the
Government services and programs
that Americans depend on. But we be-
lieve this bill will not even get to the
President’s desk and that all we are
doing is unduly extending a process
that can, and should, be expedited.

We also should not be including the
provision affecting the Medicare part B
premium increases in this bill. That is
a matter that is being addressed in the
budget reconciliation bill, and that is
where this provision making perma-
nent changes in the law belongs.

Mr. Speaker, we ought not be playing
these political games while holding the
entire Government hostage. If the ma-
jority is seriously interested in pre-
venting a costly shutdown of the Gov-
ernment, and doing that in the most
expeditious manner possible, it will re-
consider its decision to bring this legis-
lation to the floor under this closed
rule.

What we should be doing today, as |
said earlier, is voting on a clean,
unencumbered continuing resolution. If
one were before us,it would pass easily.
Democrats would vote for it, as would
a great many Republicans.

It would give our colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY], and their colleagues on
the Committee on Appropriations, time
to resolve, with the President and with
the Senate, most if not all of the re-
maining differences they have on the
remaining appropriations bills.

Mr. Speaker, in the recent past, when
Democrats were in charge around here,
we usually did the right thing on these
appropriations matters, at least. We
did not attach partisan items to con-
tinuing resolutions. The House, as a
matter of fact, passed 8 continuing res-
olutions in the last two Congresses, all
of which were clean. Most did not even
need a rule. They were considered
under unanimous consent requests.

That is what we should be doing
today if the majority really wants to
get down to tending to the Nation’s
business. The country is obviously
waiting for leadership, and for us to
end these types of political games.

Mr. Speaker, | urge Members to turn
down this rule and to turn, instead, to
carrying out in a serious and respon-
sible manner our duty to govern this
great Nation.

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

O 1700

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to my
good friend, the gentleman from Glens
Falls, NY [Mr. SoLomoN], the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Rules.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Claremont, CA, for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
rule. The existing continuing resolu-
tion runs out at midnight next Mon-
day, November 13. The President has
actually signed only 2 of the 13 general
appropriation bills. That is the mili-
tary construction and the agriculture
bill, I believe. Congress has completed
action on three additional bills, energy
and water, the legislative branch, and
the transportation bill. The remaining
eight are in earlier stages of the legis-
lative process, thanks to perhaps a
lack of rules over in the Senate. There-
fore it is absolutely clear that the addi-
tional time will be needed to complete
the remaining bills.

This rule provides for consideration
of the continuing resolution which will
provide that additional time. This joint
resolution extends funding for those
Government agencies which are not
covered by an enacted appropriation
bill until midnight on Friday, Decem-
ber 1. That is shortly after we get back
from the Thanksgiving break.

In addition to providing time, this
continuing resolution includes several
other very important issues. Of special
significance is the Simpson-Istook-
Mclntosh provision which is designed
to restrict a particularly outrageous
waste of taxpayers’ dollars.

Mr. Speaker, there are a large num-
ber of organizations which apply for
Federal Government grants and receive
taxpayer dollars. Then those same or-
ganizations turn around and they spend
large sums of money lobbying the Fed-
eral Government to support their par-
ticular interest and, even worse, to
lobby for more money. More, more,
more, and more, that is all we ever
hear around here. That is how we got
into this fiscal mess we are in today.

In some cases, those interests are not
bad things. But it seems to me that
each organization should have to make
a decision. Either it is going to take
Government grants to perform func-
tions that the Government needs or it
is going to be a lobbying organization,
in which case it should be funded with
private money and not taxpayer dol-
lars.

Mr. Speaker, nobody’s freedom of
speech is being denied. Any citizen can
express himself or herself. However, if
an organization is going to pay money
for lobbying, then it should not at the
same time be deriving a large portion
of its funds from the Federal tax-
payers’ dollars, some of which may be
vehemently opposed to that particular
agenda. Why should the taxpayers have
to pay for somebody’s point of view
that they do not support?

Mr. Speaker, this rule before us
today provides a fair procedure for con-
sideration of the continuing resolution.
To those who would argue that other
amendments should be made in order
on this bill, I would note that in the
last Congress, controlled by the other
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party, there were two rules on continu-
ing resolutions and they were both
closed rules.

In the previous Congress, also con-
trolled by the other party, there was
one rule on a continuing resolution and
that was a closed rule as well. It is cer-
tainly true that we have in this Con-
gress had more open rules than in pre-
vious Congresses, way more, almost
double, but it seems to me that this
one situation where a motion to recom-
mit with instructions in sufficient to
protect the rights of the minority.

For all those reasons, Mr. Speaker, |
would ask my colleagues to support
this rule and then come out here and
vote for this continuing resolution.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
must say, every day | think | cannot
hear anything more ridiculous but here
we are. | am hearing things more ridic-
ulous. Let me tell my colleagues what
is happening. Imagine when you were
in school showing up when your home-
work was 39 days late and asking for
extra bennies. When the homework was
due, only 2 out of 13 bills were done.
Thirty-nine days later, you only have 5
of the 13 done, and | guess it is 4, | am
corrected. We did not quite get to 5. So
4 out of 13 have been finished. It is only
about 12 percent of the budget. And so
the Gingrich Republicans have the
chutzpah to say, just to continue Gov-
ernment going, we would like a few
things put in here as like a bonus for
not having done their homework.

No. 1, they would like the people who
are on Medicare to pay about $11 more
a month on their Medicare part B pre-
miums. So Medicare part B goes up $11
a month because we did not get our
homework done. That is nice. Then
they would like to continue on the
Istook gag-arama event, which says we
have got to gag everyone in America.
Heaven forbid people should be able to
come here and petition their Govern-
ment like the Constitution says. These
people that wrote the Constitution
must have gotten it wrong. We cannot
let people in here.

If this Istook amendment goes
through, it is going to be very serious.
Let us talk about just Colorado. One
little group, Project Safeguard, |
worked very hard with them to find
out what was going on in domestic vio-
lence issues and how well Government
was out and enforcing different orders
for battered women. They are not
going to be able to come and talk any-
more because they are going to be
gagged.

Everybody is going to be gagged. |
guess that will give us more time to sit
around here and vote on things like
who is going to be on the board of di-
rectors of the Smithsonian and avoid
real homework.

This is unbelievable. Here we are, 39
days after we were supposed to have
this done, we are nowhere close to
done. Government is hanging by its fin-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

gernails and they want all these special
things that they cannot get in the
front doorway through the back door.

Please wake up. Please vote no
against this rule. Bring up a clean con-
tinuing. | think we deserve a much bet-
ter Government than that, and | think
our young people deserve a much bet-
ter example than that. Try and get
your Kkids to do your homework, if you
do not, Congress.

This is outrageous.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa City, OK [Mr. ISTOOK], a member
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the rule and of the underly-
ing legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that we
have within this legislation what is
now being referred to as the Simpson-
Istook amendment. Trying to correct
the difficulty that we have with some
$39 to $40 billion each year in tax-
payers’ money that is being used for
taxpayer-subsidized grants to groups
that unfortunately too often use that
to help them come to Congress and ask
for more money lobbying at the ex-
pense of the public.

I am sorry that the gentlewoman
from Colorado has fallen prey to mis-
representations that many people have
made. For example, someone who has
the audacity to call this a gag rule be-
cause you see, they do not want to
have to use their own money without
Federal subsidies. They want the free-
dom to dip into the taxpayer’s pocket
and extract money from the taxpayer
to promote their activity, to promote
their political agenda, to help them
with lobbying political advocacy.

| say, Mr. Speaker, that is something
that they should expect to do without
expecting a subsidy from the taxpayer.

We have, for example, one group, the
National Council of Senior Citizens.
Mr. Speaker, they get $73 million each
year from Uncle Sam, from the tax-
payers of the United States. That is 96
percent of their budget. Yet it is this
very same group that is currently brag-
ging to its members saying, we are en-
gaging in a multimillion-dollar TV
campaign trying to affect what is going
on in Congress, saying that we are get-
ting hundreds of thousands of people to
contact Congress and contact the
White House and promote the political
agenda of the National Council of Sen-
ior Citizens.

Mr. Speaker, this is a group that gets
96 percent of its budget from the tax-
payers. And yet they are a major lob-
bying group in Washington, DC. This
legislation does not prohibit anybody
from petitioning the Government for
redress of grievances or from carrying
on a political agenda. But it says, if
they expect to receive taxpayer sub-
sidies, which they have chosen to ask
for, which they have chosen to accept,
then they should limit the scope of
their political activity.

We have applied an existing Internal
Revenue Service formula that has been
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used for nonprofits called the 501(h)
rule that gives them a $1 million cap. |
ask, Mr. Speaker, what group that is
dependent upon the taxpayers thinks
that they need to spend more than $1
million a year in lobbying?

In addition, Mr. Speaker, for groups
that are heavily dependent upon the
taxpayers that receive more than a
third of their budget from the tax-
payers, we have a lower cap.

| realize there are groups which are
dependent upon taxpayers’ money that
have been trying to whip into a frenzy
charities across America. But, Mr.
Speaker, we have an exemption in this
bill that exempts 96 percent of the
charities in this country from any lim-
itation. That is the provision which
states that only if they expend more
than $25,000 in political advocacy do
they come within any of these percent-
age limitations whatsoever. Niney-six
percent of the 501(c)(3)’s in the United
States, according to their submissions
to the IRS, do not spend that much. It
is a smaller number that has been abu-
sive, and we are trying to target that
abuse.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that no one will
believe the ridiculous lies and accusa-
tions that have surrounded this issue
because so many groups are so des-
perate to retain their hold on the tax-
payers’ wallet. I, therefore, urge Mem-
bers to support the rule and, of course,
to support the underlying resolution.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. President, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GiBBONS], the distin-
guished ranking member on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, we are
here tonight to transact business be-
cause the Republican Gingrich party
has proven that it just cannot run this
place. We are doing tonight what
should have been done in July and Au-
gust. One appropriation bill has be-
come law. There are 12 floating around
out there someplace that will, | hope,
eventually become law. Maybe they
will not. But we are doing more than
just patching up that hole. We are out
to, the GOP is out to get the old people
again. The GOP is out to get the old
people again.

The GOP is increasing their Medicare
payments by $151 that they have got to
pay every year or, for a small couple of
Medicare beneficiaries, by over $300 per
year in this resolution tonight. And all
that really does is just reduce the So-
cial Security benefit by that much
money, because this money is auto-
matically deducted before the Social
Security payments go out from the So-
cial Security beneficiaries. And to
think that there are 8 million women,
widows or single, that live on Social
Security that get less than $8000 a
year. But they are going to charge
those 8 million women $151 a year more
to get the same or less Medicare bene-
fits than they get today.

The good old party is at it again, the
get the old people party is at it again.
I cannot believe that they have talked
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all this time about trying to gag the
Girl Scouts over there and have not
even mentioned all of the 40 million
people who are on Medicare who are
getting stuck at least $151 a year in ad-
ditional payments that they have got
to make.

It is time to put an end to this stuff.
I hope that the voters will go to the
polls, Mr. Speaker, and throw you out
of that chair. You cannot run this
place. You have got no heart, and you
have got no program that makes any
human sense.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to my friend, the gentleman
from Bakersfield, CA [Mr. THOMAS],
one of our GOP leaders, the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Health.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend from California for yielding
time to me.

I had not planned to talk during the
rule debate. | will talk on the continu-
ing resolution. But | do have to say
that the continued outbursts from the
gentleman from Florida have to be an-
swered. What he did not mention, of
course, in this continuing resolution
was the fact that we discovered that
Medicare does not pay for orally in-
gested drugs for certain types of breast
cancer. If you inject it, it can be paid
for. If it is taken orally, it does not.
Why should we wait for a provision
that fits it in a more general structure
to move a decision and tell Medicare to
provide those oral drugs for certain
types of breast cancer? First, it will
save lives. Second, it actually saves
$157 million over 7 years. | will confess,
that is on this CR. We thought it made
sense.
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In addition to that, for men who suf-
fer from prostate cancer, and in fact it
is incurable, there is a procedure, a
medical procedure, which significantly
eases the pain and prolongs life. It is a
combination of injectable hormone
drugs and orally taken hormone drugs.
Medicare similarly will not pay for the
orally taken drugs. Why? Because it is
an old-fashioned system that needs to
be updated.

Again we could wait for the updated
procedure and have some people need-
lessly die. What we have done is in-
cluded it on this CR so that we will tell
the doctor that, if the program is a
combination of injectable and orally
taken hormone drugs to assist in eas-
ing the pain and prolonging someone’s
life who is suffering from prostate can-
cer, let us not wait around, let us move
it on the first available product. That
is in this CR.

In addition to that, we have said that
it makes no sense whatsoever to blind-
ly let law go forward, reduce the pre-
miums to seniors, and then increase
them later when we have to pay the
piper. The argument that somehow Re-
publicans are heartless because we
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have a program to save Medicare and
part of the solution is asking seniors to
stay with the current premium pay-
ment on part B; the seniors’ groups
themselves have said it is not an issue.
As a matter of fact, in September in
front of the subcommittee in many,
many of the hearings, more than a
dozen and a half that we had, the Presi-
dent of the AARP, Mr. Eugene Lerman,
said:

The House leadership proposal indicates
that Medicare’s part B premium would be set
at 13.5 percent of the program costs. That’s
the current rate. Maintain the current rate.
And the new affluence test premium would
be imposed on higher income beneficiaries,
meaning those people who can pay who are
wealthy. This is a volunteer program, ought
not to continue to be subsidized by young
people who are paying taxes into the general
fund, that if these people are wealthy enough
to pay for this voluntary premium, they
ought to pay for it.

He goes on to say—

The outline goes on to say there would be
no change in Medicare copayments and
deductibles. We held the line. Just keep
them at the current premium. That would be
the fair-share responsibility of seniors in
solving the bankruptcy question under Medi-
care.

What they said was, “AARP is
pleased that the proposal would limit
these direct increases in beneficiary
out-of-pocket costs.”

Now what the Democrats want to do
is be irresponsible, and demagog the
issue, and get people to believe that
they can in their old-fashioned way tell
seniors they can pay less and they can
keep the program. The program Iis
going bankrupt. We have got to change
the way we do business. The way they
did business has bankrupted the pro-
gram. We have to change the way we
do business. It makes no sense whatso-
ever to sit blindly by waiting for the
right vehicle to lock in the current
rate that the seniors themselves have
said is an acceptable rate. Instead it
will blindly go down, and no one be-
lieves that we can reduce the premium
to seniors and save the program.

What we have said is it is a fair-share
responsibility structure, no
copayments, no increase in the
deductibles, but hold the line. Even the
seniors say this is reasonable, but the
Democrats, looking for arguments,
looking for issues, say this is unfair.
What is unfair is the irresponsible way
Democrats continue to pander to sen-
iors thinking that somehow will put
them back in the driver’s seat. Do my
colleagues not understand they
wrecked the car when they were in the
driver’s seat?

Mr. Speaker, what we have got is a
solution to the program, and the sen-
iors are agreeing it is a fair-share re-
sponsibility.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. STARK].

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman who preceded me in the well
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began to sell the preposterous issue
that they voted to protect seniors or
they will in this bill. It is wrong. That
gentleman that was in the well and all
Democrats, save one, voted to cut out
an increase in prostate cancer screen-
ing to the level required by the Na-
tional Cancer—because they want the
extra $3 billion to give to the doctors
in a late-night payoff that Speaker
GINGRICH was making to the AMA.
They vote against giving women an-
nual mammograms, as required, be-
cause they did not have the money, and
they come here and tell us that in this
CR they are going to help the seniors.
Nonsense.

Pay the piper? They are paying off
the rich Republicans in tax cuts. That
is why they need to increase $300 a year
in the part B premium to the average
senior in this country, and it will hap-
pen on January 1, 1996. None of that in-
crease goes to save the Medicare trust
fund. It all goes to pay tax cuts for the
rich. None of the part B premium in-
crease goes into the trust fund.

Let us get it straight. This is a
sneaky way to increase the part B pre-
mium on the seniors. It Kicks up their
premium to $104.30 a month. It is more
than even in the House-passed Repub-
lican reconciliation bill. They did not
have enough money at the last minute.

Mr. Speaker, they cannot add
straight, they cannot get to 20 with
their shoes and socks on, they cannot
run the Government, and they do not
understand Medicare, so when they
fail, they stick it to the seniors once
again, and they stick it to the poorest
of the seniors unfairly. They cut out
their cancer screening so they could
pay off the doctors big time. They in-
crease the amount that poor seniors
will have to pay so they can give tax
cuts to the rich. It has got to stop. We
cannot let them get away with this in
the dead of night, trying to sneak these
increases through on a continuing reso-
lution.

Vote down the rule. Make them run
this place the right way. make them
tell the seniors how they are gouging
them up front, how they are cutting
back on their cancer screening, and
how they are raising this money for
tax cuts for the rich, and let us see if
they dare vote up front to raise the
part B premium for tax cuts for the
rich. They do not have the nerve to
vote for that.

Vote down the rule.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss], my friend from Sanibel who
is chairman of the Subcommittee on
Legislative and Budget Process.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
friend from greater San Dimas for
yielding me this time. Mr. Speaker, as
the Chairman of the Rules Subcommit-
tee on the Legislation and Budget
Process, | understand the concerns
raised about coming to the floor with a
second continuing resolution.



November 8, 1995

I know many people are confused
about these procedures—perhaps even
some of our Members. Our subcommit-
tee is currently engaged in an examina-
tion of the entire budget process. There
have been several helpful proposals on
ways to improve and clarify the proc-
ess, including the Barton-Stenholm-
Cox package introduced today that
would provide for an automatic mecha-
nism to keep the Government running
in these situations. But here and now,
the fact is that we are facing two prob-
lems: first, spending for most agencies
has not been given final approval. A
stop-gap measure, a continuing resolu-
tion is needed to prevent a partial Gov-
ernment shutdown. Second, the Treas-
ury is rapidly approaching the debt
ceiling—a type of credit limit estab-
lished by law. Unless this limit is ex-
tended, the Federal Government’s abil-
ity to make payments on everything
from Treasury bill interest to Social
Security benefits will be limited.

The House is scheduled to address the
debt limit tomorrow. It is our promise
that in 7 short years we will no longer
have to worry about increasing the
Government’s borrowing authority, be-
cause our budget will be balanced and
the cash coming in will be equal to
what is paid out.

But the important point to remember
today is that unlike past years, Con-
gress is considering a continuing reso-
lution that is consistent with a bal-
anced budget, not an ever-growing
multibillion-dollar deficit.

But Mr. Speaker, this continuing res-
olution is certainly not a new phe-
nomenon—indeed since the 1974 Budget
Act became law we have seen many
continuing resolutions. The last time
Congress passed a reconciliation bill,
in 1993, a total of four continuing reso-
lutions were needed before the appro-
priations process was completed. In
other years, entire appropriations
measures have been funded simply
through continuing resolutions. I com-
mend Chairman Livingston and the Ap-
propriations Committee members for
the tremendous work that they have
done in passing all 13 appropriations
bills in the House, and in crafting this
particular continuing resolution to
meet the legitimate needs of the Fed-
eral Government, while taking steps to
ensure that spending in this resolution
stays well within the parameters to
meet our balanced budget target in
2002.

Mr. Speaker, Congress faces a simple
choice: pass this limited extension of
the continuing resolution, or allow a
partial and unnecessary shutdown of
the Federal Government. The clear and
responsible path is to approve this
measure and get on with our pressing
business. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port this rule. It fairly and timely
brings this vital bill to the floor.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. VISCLOSKY].
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(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr.. Speaker, | rise
in strong opposition to this rule. We
are now 39 days into the new fiscal
year, yet only 2 of 13 spending bills
have been signed into law. Today, in-
stead of moving the process along, we
will again dawdle over unrelated issues
such as the Istook amendment that has
nothing to do with the budget and is
unconstitutional and un-American. Be-
cause they can never get this legisla-
tion enacted because of its own demer-
its, the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTooK] and his supporters are willing
to shut this Government down in order
to shut the American people up.

But | do not want to be unfair. The
Istook language says it is OK to speak
if we follow generally accepted ac-
counting principles, subject ourselves
to a Federal audit, assume the pre-
sumption of guilt, and hold ourselves
out to harassing lawsuits by individ-
uals acting as private attorney gen-
erals. Then it is OK to speak.

I urge my colleagues strongly to vote
against this rule. It represents every-
thing bad in a closed and autocratic
system.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN].

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to oppose both the Medicare pre-
mium increase and the Istook provi-
sion that were attached to the continu-
ing resolution late last night. It is as-
tounding that the Republicans believe
they can double senior citizens’ Medi-
care premiums in a must-pass bill. The
Medicare increase has not even been
signed into law, but the Republicans
claim they need to force the President
to approve it in order to get computers
updated. This is outrageous. Are we
going to force our seniors to pay for
the tax break for the wealthy under
the guise of updating computers?

Seniors know what is going on, but
the Republicans are afraid of well-in-
formed citizens. As if the Medicare pro-
vision was not bad enough, the con-
tinuing resolution also contains the so-
called “‘revised” Istook amendment.
Istook will sever a vital link between
the people and their Government. Sen-
iors and their advocates will have no
opportunity to speak out on those mat-
ters that directly impact their lives.
This is a clearly unconstitutional at-
tempt to gag the voices of citizens who
want to exercise the most basic Amer-
ican guarantee; the right to petition
their Government. For our seniors and
to preserve our basic rights as Ameri-
cans, vote against the resolution.
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Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1> minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. 