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I want to have an opportunity to
offer amendments. I want to have an
opportunity to talk about this. We are
talking about people’s lives, and there
are some serious cuts in here that af-
fect some of the most vulnerable citi-
Zens.

I would start, coming from a cold
weather State, talking about the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram, many of whom are elderly, many
of whom are disabled—we are a cold
weather State —many of whom depend
upon this grant. This was eliminated
on the House side. We restored the
funding on the Senate side, and now
there have been additional cuts of over
$300 million in this program—$330 mil-
lion in cuts in energy assistance for
some of the most vulnerable citizens.

So I think we need to have an oppor-
tunity to offer amendments, an oppor-
tunity to debate and certainly an op-
portunity to even go through this bill.
I was not elected from Minnesota to
come here and just have things
rammed through. This is the first time
I have had a copy of this bill—the first
time. Significant changes have been
made. I am a legislator. We should
have an opportunity to evaluate this,
and we should have a debate on what is
in this.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under-
stand the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program is the same as in
the vetoed bill. There has not been any
change in that. I do not know where
the $400 million figure came from.

I want to include in the RECORD at
this point a statement of administra-
tion policy, this is the Clinton adminis-
tration policy, that supports H.R. 1944
as it passed the House:

H.R. 1944 provides an important balance
between deficit reduction and providing
funds to meet emergency needs. This legisla-
tion provides essential funding for FEMA
Disaster Relief, for the Federal response to
the bombing in Oklahoma City, for increased
anti-terrorism efforts, and for providing debt
relief to Jordan in order to contribute to fur-
ther progress toward a Middle East peace
settlement. H.R. 1944 reduces Federal spend-
ing by $9 billion.

I think the administration statement
is in accord with the thinking of most
individuals.

This matter did pass the House last
night. As I understand it, there has
been change in the Low Income Home
Energy Assistance Program since the
bill passed the Senate.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Actually it is
true. The bill the President vetoed is
the same. Many of us voted against
that. What we passed out of the Senate
restored the $1.3 billion for low-income
energy assistance. Now we have gone
back to over $300 million of cuts. That
is a very serious issue for people in my
State. I just received a copy of this.
Let us take some time and evaluate
what is in this rescissions bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have been
discussing H.R. 1944 with the Demo-
cratic leader, Senator DASCHLE. I un-
derstand now I have consent to turn to
the consideration of H.R. 1944.

Mr. DASCHLE. That is correct.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
DISASTER ASSISTANCE, FOR
ANTITERRORISM INITIATIVES,
FOR ASSISTANCE IN THE RECOV-
ERY FROM THE TRAGEDY THAT
OCCURRED AT OKLAHOMA CITY,
AND RESCISSIONS ACT, 1995

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that we turn to consid-
eration of H.R. 1944.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senate
will proceed to the consideration of
H.R. 1944, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1944) making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for additional dis-
aster assistance, for antiterrorism initia-
tives, for assistance in the recovery of the
tragedy that occurred in Oklahoma City, and
making rescissions for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1995, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I also un-
derstand we will not be able to get
unanimous consent that there be no
amendments to the bill, so I will not
make that request.

I am advised that the managers are
here. We would like to proceed as
quickly as possible. If there are amend-
ments we hope the amendments will be
offered with very little debate. Cer-
tainly people have a right to offer
amendments. We discourage amend-
ments.

I hope that those who want this bill
passed—which will save $9.2 billion and
is supported by President Clinton—will
join together in defeating any amend-
ments or tabling any amendments that
may be offered.

I know there are a number of absent
Senators on each side of the aisle. I
must say they were never told there
would be no votes today, so they left at
their own risk.

In any event, I think we are prepared
to proceed on the bill.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we are
prepared to proceed. While I know
there are absent Senators on both
sides, I think it is important we try to
finish the business on this particular
legislation.

The ranking member has done an
outstanding job of bringing the Senate
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to this point, and they deserve our sup-
port for the work they have done. We
hope in the mnot-too-distant future
today we can accomplish our task and
pass this legislation. I yield the floor.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
would like the attention of the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. President, before I engage in an
opening statement, I would like to
make one observation and describe a
very unique situation we are in.

In this rescissions package, we have,
in effect, made cuts at current 1995 ap-
propriations counts that represents
about $3 billion in outlays in the out-
years.

I want to make very clear to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota and others who
may be interested in this—knowing of
his concern for nonmilitary discre-
tionary programs that involve people,
children, poor people, needy low-in-
come energy assistance, other such
programs—if we cannot put this bill
through before we adjourn at this time,
let me indicate the time program and
consequences.

Anything that stalls this at this time
to move on this and act upon this, puts
the Senate into July 10 returning. On
that date, and the day following, the
Appropriations Committee will be,
then, in a process of making alloca-
tions under the 602(b) of the Budget
Act for 1996 accounts.

If we cannot make that $3 billion
outlay action now, that means we are
going to have to add that to the 1996 al-
locations in order to stay within the
budget resolution.

What any Senator would be doing
would be taking the responsibility of
cutting further, deeper, into those pro-
grams he or she may be interested in,
by holding up this action today, be-
cause we are not going to be able to
delay the 1996 action any longer.

The House has already passed four of
six out of their committee. If we can-
not absorb in the 1995 period that $3
billion outlay, we will be absorbing it
in the 1996. Any Senator would be
compounding the very thing they are
trying to defend. The Senator is cre-
ating a higher cut in 1996. We cannot
escape that.

Let me say, we also lost the battle of
cutting out the Seawolf or the B-2
bomber or something and taking that
money and putting it into programs of
nonmilitary. We lost that battle. We
are precluded in the appropriations in
our 602(b) allocations of transferring
money from defense discretionary to
nondefense discretionary.

Do not be misled with the idea that
somehow we will face the battle on the
Seawolf or the B-2, and we will reduce
those commitments in the defense ap-
propriation discretionary programs and
be able to use them for low-income en-
ergy assistance or other welfare or peo-
ple’s need programs. That battle we
have lost, much to my chagrin.

I want to just add a word of caution.
The very things that the Senator may
feel he would defend in the 1995 rescis-
sion, the Senator will compound it in
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1996 by the very action of this Senate
in the budget resolution and other de-
cisions we have made. I yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I fully sup-
port the statement made by the chair-
man of the committee. If I had my way
about it, I would change this con-
ference report in a few particulars, at
least. I am only one. We have been
down this road, now, twice. We spent
many hours, several days, on the first
conference report.

Mr. President, on May 25 of this year,
the Senate adopted the conference re-
port to H.R. 1158, the FEMA supple-
mental appropriation and rescission
bill by a vote of 61 to 38. At that time,
I spoke in support of the conference
agreement even though it did not con-
tain all of the provisions that were in-
cluded in the Senate bill. In particular,
a number of Members on this side of
the aisle felt that the conference agree-
ment did not include a sufficient num-
ber of the programs that were funded
under the Daschle-Dole joint leadership
amendment.

Nevertheless, I urged the President
to sign the conference report on H.R.
1158 because it was a result of long and
difficult negotiations with the other
body and because it contained many
important items, including an appro-
priation of $6.7 billion for Federal
Emergency Management Agency
[FEMA] disaster relief effort. These
funds were to be used to finance the re-
lief  costs associated  with the
Northridge earthquake, as well as to
address declared disasters resulting
from floods and storms throughout
some 40 States, including the most re-
cent, extraordinary rains and hail
which occurred in Louisiana and some
other States.

With regard to the administration’s
request for emergency supplemental
appropriations in the wake of the trag-
edy in Oklahoma City, H.R. 1158 pro-
vided approximately $250 million for
antiterrorism initiatives and Okla-
homa City recovery efforts. This in-
cluded substantial increases above the
President’s request for the FBI, the De-
partment of Justice, the Secret Serv-
ice, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms, and the Judiciary. In-
cluded in this amount is $67 million to
meet the special needs of the General
Services Administration created by the
April 19, 1995, terrorist bombing attack
at the Murrah Federal Building.

The conference report on H.R. 1158
also provided $275 million for debt re-
lief for Jordan—to which I object; I did
not support that debt relief—as pro-
posed by the administration. These
funds would allow the President to ful-
fill a promise to help Jordan in its his-
toric peace agreement with Israel.

The President chose to veto H.R. 1158
against my wishes. I do not think he
should have vetoed it. But he did so for
a number of reasons, which he set forth
in correspondence to the Congress ac-
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companying his veto message. Since
that veto, negotiations have been ongo-
ing between the House and Senate lead-
ership and the Appropriations Commit-
tees. And, as a result of those negotia-
tions, last night the House passed H.R.
1944, the bill which is presently before
the Senate. In addition to all of the
provisions contained in the conference
reports to H.R. 11568 that I previously
mentioned, H.R. 1944 also contains re-
ductions in a number of rescissions as
requested by the administration, as
well as an increased appropriation for
replacement of the Federal building in
Oklahoma City. The total of these add-
backs above the amounts contained in
H.R. 1158 is $772 million. In order to off-
set this additional spending, new or in-
creased rescissions are contained in
H.R. 1944 totaling $794 million, result-
ing in additional deficit reduction of
$22 million more than was contained in
the conference agreement accom-
panying H.R. 1158.

I support the passage of H.R. 1944 be-
cause it contains $6.55 billion in emer-
gency disaster assistance for funds for
victims of various disasters, including
the California earthquake and flooding
throughout the Nation, and, under the
Byrd amendment, the bill, if enacted,
would reduce the deficit by approxi-
mately $9 billion. I do not think we
ought to lose sight of that. And, more-
over, the 1995 rescissions which are
contained in the bill, if enacted, will
result in a decrease in outlays for fiscal
yvear 1996 of approximately $3.1 billion,
just as the distinguished Senator from
Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] stated a few
minutes ago.

This is so because the outlays which
would have occurred in 1996 from the
appropriations for which funds were re-
scinded will no longer be required. And
this will free up approximately $6 bil-
lion in budget authority and $3.1 bil-
lion in outlays for use in fiscal year
1996—this is very important, for non-
defense discretionary purposes—for
nondefense discretionary programs.

As Senator HATFIELD has said, the
walls are going back up. When the
walls of Jericho came down, they were
not rebuilt so soon, and the appropria-
tions walls are now up again. I am very
opposed to these walls, walling off de-
fense moneys from nondefense discre-
tionary funding, because nondefense
discretionary funding will continue to
take the brunt of the cuts, as it has for,
now, these several recent years.

I hope we will be able to pass this
bill, and pass it quickly. The distin-
guished chairman has pointed out,
when we get back we are going to be on
the appropriations bills. The House is
already passing them. These rescis-
sions will then enable the Appropria-
tions Committee to have more moneys
to allocate in budget authority and in
outlays for 1996. So I hope we will not
cut off our nose to spite our face.

I certainly can sympathize, however,
with Senators who may be displeased
with the product that we have before
the Senate. But we can make it worse
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in the long run. I think we have to ac-
cept a reality.

Mr. President, I congratulate the
chairman of the committee, Senator
HATFIELD, for the tireless efforts that
he has put forth that resulted in the
successful resolution of the differences
between the President, the House, and
the Senate on these difficult matters.

As I say, I know that all Senators are
not satisfied with the bill. I am not
satisfied with it. But it is better than
we could expect otherwise if it were to
be delayed or, indeed, rejected, which I
do not believe it will be.

On balance, I believe it is an impor-
tant appropriation and rescissions bill
that deserves the support of the Senate
for the reasons that I have set forth.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to my colleagues, I know the Sen-
ator from Oregon also wishes to speak.
I will be speaking from the floor with
some difficulty because of an asthma
condition, or allergy condition, and I
apologize for the coughing.

Mr. President, I find myself in a posi-
tion of being out on the floor with sev-
eral Senators whom I deeply admire
but with whom, at least for this mo-
ment, I am in profound disagreement.

I am extremely sympathetic to my
colleagues, who are as good Senators as
you could ever find, as accomplished
legislators as you could ever find. But
in all due respect, I did not vote for
this budget resolution. I understand
the pressures all too well. That is why
I did not vote for the budget resolu-
tion. And I certainly am not someone
who is in favor of putting walls back up
between the domestic and the Pen-
tagon spending.

There are two issues I want to raise
at the beginning of this discussion.
First of all, T did not object to the mo-
tion to proceed. I just simply said that,
as a Senator, I now know, as I look at
the report that has come back, that
there have been some changes. I voted
initially for this rescissions package. I
am all for—and I understand the posi-
tion of the President vis-a-vis assist-
ance to California and Oklahoma—I am
all for it.

But I am a legislator and this report
came less than 1 hour ago. I cannot
quite read—is it almost 11 now? This
report came here at 9:55. This is the
first time I had a chance to look at this
rescissions package, at 9:55. I do not
know about other Senators, but I do
not even know what is in here. I know
some of what is in here. I have not had
a chance to examine this. This pack-
age, H.R. 1944, is some 120 pages long
and we are just going to rush this
through? Initially there was a pro-
posal—some Senators were talking
about voice voting it.

I said, from the time I came here,
that on all appropriations matters, all
expenditures of money, we should

the
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never have voice votes. We should be
accountable.

I feel the same way also about these
cuts, about this rescissions package.
This has a very real impact on the lives
of people we represent. I want to talk
about that impact. But above and be-
yond that, I say to my colleagues, 9:55
is when this came here. I have not even
had a chance to examine this piece of
legislation, this rescissions package.

I know enough to know what has
been changed for the worse and I want
to talk about that. But I just refuse to
have this thing just sail through here,
essentially jammed through the Sen-
ate. I do not think that is a responsible
way to legislate. I feel strongly about
that.

What is the hurry? We ought to ex-
amine what is in H.R. 1944. For exam-
ple, I have here—this is one of the rea-
sons that I have such fondness for the
Senator from Oregon. I would say the
same thing about the Senator from
West Virginia. This was a letter dated
May 8.

DEAR PAUL: Thank you for your most re-
cent letter regarding the House of Represent-
atives rescission of $1.319 billion for the Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Program.

Which I voted for. Which you know I
voted for.

As you know, the Senate bill did not in-
clude this rescission. Please be assured that
the Commmittee intends to maintain this
position during the on-going House-Senate
conference.

I thank my colleague from Oregon
for his assistance——

Mr. HATFIELD. If the Senator will
yield, just to make certain the RECORD
is correct, this bill does not change
this program, so it is not for the worse.

Mr. WELLSTONE. What has hap-
pened——

Mr. HATFIELD. It is not for the
worse. It is the same level as the ve-
toed bill. I can give you a list of the
better parts of this bill, of the vetoed
bill, if the Senator would be interested
in that, too?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. HATFIELD. So I just want to
correct the RECORD. It is not for the
worse.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
vetoed bill is the bill I voted against. I
voted for a bill that we reported out of
the Senate because we had restored the
$1.3 billion funding. But now we have
cuts of about $330 million in funding
for the Low-Income Housing Energy
Assistance Program. That is now what
is in this bill which just came to us at
9:55. We have $20 million of cuts. That
is different from what I voted for out of
the Senate. I did not vote for the bill
that the President vetoed.

Mr. President, just to be clear about
what is at issue here, I think it is a
matter of priorities. I look at their re-
scissions package and I see a dispropor-
tionate number of cuts, in all due re-
spect, that affect low- and moderate-
income citizens in this Nation. I do not
think it was my colleagues’ choosing.
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But I just want to talk about some of
these priorities. I am talking about re-
storing $330 million of assistance for
low-income people.

I say to the Chair, we come from the
third coldest State. One B-2 bomber
costs over $1 billion. This is not even a
third of a B-2 bomber. Mr. President,
we have one of the finest fighting fleets
of F-15’s. Everybody will tell you that.
We now have a proposal to replace the
F-15 with the F-27 to the tune of $162
million, and an overall costs of $70 bil-
lion additional dollars. In the post-
cold-war period, the Soviet Union Em-
pire no longer existing, and the Pen-
tagon saying we do not need some of
these weapons. There are no rescissions
there at all.

Later on today, Mr. President, I am
going to talk about all the subsidies
that go to the oil companies since we
are talking about low-income energy
assistance.

But President, I met at the home of
Olita Larson in Richfield. She is a dis-
abled senior citizen and a LIHEAP re-
cipient. In addition to her, I met with
several veterans, and several mothers
with children. And what I learned from
them is that, at least in my State of
Minnesota, the Low-Income Housing
Energy Assistance Program is not an
income supplement. It is a survival
supplement: 111,000 households receive
LIHEAP assistance; 313,000 individuals;
28,000 seniors; 53 percent of those that
receive this assistance which is about
$300 a month or so. This is just to en-
able people to get by so that it is not
“heat or eat.” Fifty-three percent were
working at low-wage jobs; 32 percent
were senior citizens; 41 percent were
households with small children; about
50 percent earn less than $6,500 a year.

Excuse me, Mr. President, for not un-
derstanding some Kkind of definition of
reality here in the Nation’s Capital.
But for the life of me, I do not under-
stand how in the world we can be cut-
ting low-income energy assistance to
people, people who really need the as-
sistance, people who are the most vul-
nerable citizens in our country, but we
go forward spending $1 billion on B-2
bombers that the Pentagon tells us we
do not need. We have billions of dollars
of subsidies to o0il companies. We do
not choose to close those loopholes.

Mr. President, these are distorted
priorities. Just because Olita Larson
does not make big contributions, just
because she is not well-connected, just
because she is not a player does not
mean she should not be represented.

Mr. President, I met at the home. I
am not going to cave in right now. You
meet with people. You talk with peo-
ple. You make a commitment that you
are going to do everything you can to
support people. And that is where I
thought we were. That is why I origi-
nally voted for this rescissions pack-
age. Now what we get H.R. 1944 from
the House, which comes at 9:55, I find
out that we have over $300 million of
cuts.

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator
yield for a question?
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Certainly.
Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator.

Is the Senator aware that the B-2
bomber was Kkilled last night by the
Armed Services Committee? According
to this morning’s paper, the committee
voted not to fund any additional B-2
bombers, which I hail as a great
achievement. But I would also like to
add there is no way we can take the
savings of that B-2 bomber and trans-
fer it into nonmilitary discretionary
programs. We, on the Appropriations
Committee, have our hands tied on
that. I could not agree with the Sen-
ator more. I will not take a back seat
to the Senator nor to any other Sen-
ator in fighting for the Low-Income
Housing Energy Assistance Program,
and all these other programs that rep-
resent people’s needs.

But what I am saying to the Senator
is that this speech is a little late. It
should be repeated and repeated. But 1
am saying it is a little late as it relates
to the current issue we have before us.
The die is cast. What are we going to
salvage out of this circumstance? I say
to the Senator in all respect, that, if
this is not acted upon today, the Sen-
ator will have led the appropriators
and forced the appropriators into cut-
ting $1.3 billion out of the sub-
committee on Labor-HHS for 1996, over
and above what we would otherwise
have to do. If the Senator wants to
take on that responsibility, keep that
in mind. You are hurting the very peo-
ple you are trying to help. That is not
your making. It is not my making. It is
the decision of the total body of this
Senate, and we lost. We lost. But do
not compound that terrible, terrible
thing onto those very people by saying
to the appropriators you have to cut
another $1.3 billion. I say to the Sen-
ator with all due respect, that is re-
ality. That is the reality we face.

I find it a very, very unpleasant expe-
rience to have to cut any out of the
Labor-HHS subcommittee of appropria-
tions. The House cut $10 billion from,
$70 billion and $60 billion. We are going
to be forced into allocations to cut fur-
ther, if we do not get this passed today.
That is the reality. Like it or not, that
is the reality. That is the position the
Senator from Minnesota is pushing the
Appropriations Committee into. I do
not want any part of it. I am wanting
to ease the pain that we have already
created. I do not want to increase
them, and the Senator from Minnesota
will be escalating that burden on the
very poor of this Nation by $1.3 billion
more out of the Labor-HHS that we do
not get out of 1995.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
still have the floor. Let me just say
that, first of all, one more time, I did
not vote for the budget resolution. I
did not vote—later on today when we
get into the discussion—I did not vote
for the tax cut. The Byrd rule I think
protected us over the first year. I am
not at all sure ultimately, as I stretch
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this out and project where this heads.
This is the first time we have actually
seen the rubber meet the road and
some real decisions made that ulti-
mately this money in the outyears is
not eventually being used to finance
tax cuts for fat cats in this country,
frankly. But let me say to the Senator
from Oregon, and I would like to pro-
ceed here, that in terms of the choices,
about 60 percent of the administrative
travel funds are in the Pentagon. We
can make some further cuts there. We
can also do the same thing with FEMA.
We can make some cuts there. So I do
not think it is quite true that there are
no choices.

In addition, Mr. President, I just sim-
ply want to go back to what I have
been saying. I thought, though it was a
close call for me, that my colleagues
did an admirable job, a very admirable
job given the constraints they were
working under, so we passed this re-
scissions package. I had some questions
about it, but I voted for it.

Then the House goes to work and the
President vetoes the conference report,
and I support the President’s veto.
Then we get H.R. 1944 that comes here
at 9:55. T have not even had a chance to
examine this. I just refuse to be put in
the position that somehow what I am
doing right now is going to hurt low-in-
come people.

If I could just finish this, I will be
pleased to yield. I have over and over
again been talking about this. Now, I
do not know where other Democrats
are. I know that 150 Members of the
House voted against this package yes-
terday, last night. I could just simply
tell you that I think these are dis-
torted priorities. I think there are
other areas that could be cut that are
not being cut. I think we are asking
some of the most vulnerable citizens in
this country to pay a price by tight-
ening their belt when they cannot
tighten their belt.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to yield.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator. I say to the Senator from
Minnesota and the distinguished Sen-
ators from Oregon and West Virginia, I
cannot think of three people for whom
I have more respect in this body, but I
have to say I concur in and associate
myself with the remarks of the Senator
from Minnesota.

I want to say that in listening to the
debate and the argument about the
harm that we are doing, or might be
doing, by taking the floor in opposition
to this conference report, this resolu-
tion, I could not help but think about
the old poem—and I think the Senator
from West Virginia may remember this
one—a poem from many years ago
about: Lizzie Borden took an ax and
gave her mother 40 whacks, and when
she saw what she done, she gave her fa-
ther 41.

It seems to me that if you boil down
the argument that the distinguished
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Senator from Oregon has made about
what we are doing right now in this
procedural setting, it is suggesting
that the 40 whacks the children and
poor people have taken in this bill, in
this compromise, might be increased to
41 if we do not sit back, accede to the
decision of the conference committee,
be quiet, say nothing and let this roll
out of here on a moment’s notice with-
out examination or discussion.

I just do not think that is an appro-
priate response for conscientious legis-
lators who have real concerns about
this bill.

The Senator from Minnesota has
talked about the low-income heating
issue. I particularly am concerned
about education and what has hap-
pened with the education funding for
needy people, needy children, in this
bill.

I am not going to debate it, and I do
appreciate the efforts that were made
to restore education funding in this
compromise, but I have to submit to
you that the rescissions were not
called for in education in the first
place. Why would we, at this critical
time in our Nation’s history, do any-
thing but begin to weigh in 100 percent
to help support education, to give our
youngsters the ability to compete in
this world economy, to guarantee for
this next generation that they will be
able to compete in this world market?

I want to point out specifically that
in this compromise, the title II-C JPTA
funding for poor children who are in
disadvantaged circumstances was cut
$272 million, cut down to now—out of
$398 million, which it was in the pre-
vious budget, to $126 million. That is a
cut of $272 million for job training for
disadvantaged young people.

Well, you go out on the streets, at
least in the State that I come from and
young people are wondering what we
are doing to help them. They want to
be productive. They want to get the job
skills and the literacy skills and the
educational skills to be able to partici-
pate in our society, and this bill would
just cut them off altogether. And to
shut down activities that are working
to stop school dropouts in order to give
young people a hand up, to cut them by
$272 million is just, in my opinion, un-
conscionable.

I do not know how we can justify
that on the grounds that, well, if we do
not do it now, we will not have a
chance again until after July. And if
we do it in July, the money will not be
freed up for appropriations and spend-
ing and then they will have to give
them 41 whacks in September.

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator
from Minnesota permit the Senator
from Illinois to yield for just a mo-
ment?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
with the understanding I have the
floor, I will be pleased to have the Sen-
ator yield for a question.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Always, SO
long as it is yielding for a question.

Mr. HATFIELD. I say to the Senator,
I was giving those speeches 25 years
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ago on this floor, and it was valid then,
and it has been proven to be more valid
today, as the Senator gives the same
remarks about our priorities—our lack
of priorities—our failure to put the
focus where the needs are by our over-
whelming lust and willingness to vote
for greater capacity to destroy life
than to sustain and improve life, name-
ly the military versus the nonmilitary
spending.

But in all due kindness and respect, 1
ask the Senator, what is the option? I
ask the Senator to put herself in my
shoes and tell me what she would do as
of this moment in this timeframe with
1996 upon us and having to make that
decision, and every day we lose the
money, the baseline in the rescis-
sions—right or wrong rescissions—
every day we lose that money. We
come back here July 11, and it is all
over. We will have not had this action.

Now, in that timeframe, what is the
Senator’s option or alternative that
she would take?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I say to the
Senator from Oregon, again for whom I
have a tremendous amount of respect,
and I know he has been on the right
side of history for these 25 years trying
to make this case, but it is a case that
we have to make, it seems to me. And
in response specifically to the Sen-
ator’s question, I do not have an an-
swer. We just got the bill 1¥2 hours ago.
We have not had a chance really to
even go through to see where the shifts
and the changes might be. We are not
on the committee.

And please understand, I say to the
Senator from Oregon and the Senator
from West Virginia, no one is unmind-
ful of the hard work that the Senators
have done and the dedication and the
long hours trying to hammer out a
compromise. But compromise by defi-
nition means that some priorities get
lost in the shuffle.

I just submit—and the Senator from
Minnesota submits—that the days in
which we can continue to allow the
children of this Nation and poor people
who need heating assistance to get lost
in the shuffle are over. We cannot af-
ford to continue down this path.

Our Nation’s greatness depends on
our capacity to allow individuals to
contribute to this society and to func-
tion within it. No economy on this
planet in this time is going to be
healthier or be able to succeed more
than the social fabric of what that na-
tion will allow. To the extent that we
allow Senator WELLSTONE’s con-
stituent to have to choose between
turning on a gas burner in her house
and eating dinner, we weaken our en-
tire national fabric. To the extent we
allow these teenagers to drop out of
school and to stand on street corners,
not only do we increase the crime rate,
not only do we diminish the quality of
life in our communities, but we have
done serious injury to our national fab-
ric as well.

And so the only response I would
have for the Senator, since we have
only had 2 hours, maybe 1% hours, to
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look at this, is to say to the Senator
from Oregon we do not have all the an-
swers.

I was going to talk about another set
of cuts—the majority leader just en-
tered, and I know he knows of my in-
terest in this particular issue—edu-
cation infrastructure. We have schools
crumbling around this country. There
have been articles in every magazine,
every newspaper, about the state and
quality of our schools that our young-
sters——

Mr. HATFIELD. Did I hear the an-
swer to my question is the Senator
does not have an answer?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I say, in an-
swer to the Senator’s question, I have
not had time to give the Senator an an-
swer because we just got the bill 124
hours ago. I will be delighted, and I
take the challenge——

Mr. HATFIELD. I say to the Senator,
that is not the question. I got the bill,
too, the same time the Senator did.
That is not the question I asked. I
asked, what in this timeframe would
the Senator instruct me to do? I am
happy to hear any new idea that gives
me an option, and I am just asking the
Senator, other than protesting this
particular time and this particular ac-
tion, which I agree with the Senator,
but tell me, as chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, what the Senator
would do today.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if I
could just——

Mr. HATFIELD. Let her have a
chance to answer.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. What I
would do today is I would put together
legislation that does not take those 40
whacks out of children and poor people.

Mr. HATFIELD. Well, I say to the
Senator, that is a fine statement, if I
could——

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Let me give
specific dollar numbers. We want to re-
store $272 million.

Mr. HATFIELD. That is not an op-
tion today. This body already passed
the budget resolution. You may not
have voted, I say to the Senator, for
the budget resolution, but the body
did. I have to function under the body,
not under how I voted, but under the
body’s decision. So what is the op-
tion——

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I can——

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Again——

Mr. HATFIELD. This must be a pro-
test statement, which is perfectly le-
gitimate, and I join in addressing the
protests both Senators are making to-
ward the priorities in this budget, but
that is not our option today.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. May I re-
spond?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Then I would like
to get the floor back.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator from Minnesota. I had not in-
tended for this to become a colloquy
with the Senator from Oregon. I can
tell he is upset because time is upon us.
He put in a lot of work. I certainly ap-
preciate that and understand that and
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understand his frustration with having
the Senator from Minnesota and my-
self standing here and saying, ‘“Well,
this is not quite good enough.”

But let me tell you, in response to
the Senator from Oregon, we start off
with a situation in which we are now
being told, because of the procedure,
that this is a fait accompli; that there
is nothing we can do about this; that it
has been served up to us a couple of
hours ago based on a decision that hap-
pened 2 weeks ago, based on some deci-
sions that were made a month ago; and
that this train has gone too far down
line for us to do anything about it.

I say to the Senator from Oregon
that at a minimum, if I am going to be
Polly Pure Heart run over by a train, I
do not have to do it quietly. I can at
least stand on this floor and make the
point that it is wrong to cut job train-
ing for disadvantaged young people by
$272 million, and it is inappropriate at
this point in time, given the status of
our Nation’s schools, to cut $35 million
out of education infrastructure. And it
is wrong, in any event, to cut heating
assistance for poor people in cold cli-
mates in communities all over this Na-
tion.

If T am going to be run over by this
train, I say to the Senator from Oregon
and the Senator from West Virginia
and to anybody else who is listening, at
least I can yell out about what is about
to happen to me. I go back to my 40
whacks. It may be that I am asking, 1
am begging to get 41 whacks next
month by making this point. But it
seems to me that the worst thing we
can do in this situation is to stand by
and say nothing. And if we stand by
and say nothing as these cuts occur, if
we stand by and say nothing to cuts in
low-income heating and cuts in dis-
advantaged youth job training—dis-
advantaged youth job training pro-
grams, how can anybody, red pencil
notwithstanding, sit back and say,
‘“No, we want fewer job training oppor-
tunities for already disadvantaged
teenagers’? This is just not logical to
me.

The Senator may be absolutely right.
If we have a vote on the motion by the
Senator from Minnesota or myself,
whatever, we may lose, but it seems to
me——

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator
yield?
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I cannot

yield. I yield back the time to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to yield, if I can have 1 minute, and
then I will yield for a question.

Mr. HATFIELD. I will be happy——

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask my col-
league from Oregon to yield for a ques-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, just to kind of sort this
out for a moment, I am in complete
agreement with not only what my col-
league from Illinois had to say but
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with the eloquence with which she said
it. Absolutely, we did not know what
was going to be in this bill, I say to my
colleagues, until late last night—10
o’clock. We just received this at 9:55
this morning.

Second of all, I do not view this as a
protest. My distinguished colleague
from Oregon talks about it is a protest.
I am prepared to debate. I will have
amendments, and I am prepared to de-
bate those amendments, and I am pre-
pared to have a vote on those amend-
ments.

This is not something like all of a
sudden I have become interested in. My
colleagues all know of my strong com-
mitment to LIHEAP. They all know
that I think it is unconscionable that
we are making these cuts. I feel very
strongly about the Summer Jobs
Training Program.

Mr. President, when we first finished
up on the Senate rescissions bill late at
night, with some assistance from the
majority leader, we restored funding
for a counseling program for senior
citizens to make sure that they do not
get ripped off in some of the supple-
mental coverage that they get to their
Medicare. Now we are going to have all
these cuts in Medicare and Medicaid—
and this is great, I suppose, for some of
the insurance companies for there not
to be this consumer protection—but we
are now going to go back to cutting, I
think it was, $6 million—only $5 mil-
lion.

What is the purpose of cutting a
counseling program for senior citizens
to provide them with basic consumer
protection? That is in, as it turns out,
H.R. 1944, passed late at night, just
sent over here today.

So, Mr. President, I want to be crys-
tal clear, this is not like something we
just started saying.

I read the other day in the paper
about a general having a plane sent
across the country to pick him and his
cat up, at a cost of over $100,000 a year.
Is that the kind of travel we are fund-
ing? 1 say to you, we have it within
this budget, we have it within our
power, within this bill to actually take
more out of that administrative and
travel budget from the Pentagon. We
can do that. I have talked about
FEMA. There are plenty of alter-
natives.

But, Mr. President, first, let us just
get back to the process. It is pretty
hard for us to sort of lay out all the al-
ternatives until we, first of all, know
what is in this bill; and second, do not
tell me that upon some time for delib-
eration and some time for discussion
and some time for debate on amend-
ments, we cannot come up with alter-
natives. Of course, we can come up
with alternatives. This is not in con-
crete. Who said this is the day, that
this is it, there cannot be any changes,
we cannot make any changes at all, es-
pecially if we feel very strongly that
there are some real distorted prior-
ities?

I can only speak for myself, but I
really do not understand the priorities
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which say we go headlong with in-
creases in the Pentagon budget, we
have massive tax cuts, $245 billion,
most of them going to wealthy people,
and we are going to cut low-income en-
ergy assistance in the State of Min-
nesota.

I say to my colleague, I may lose on
this amendment, but I will not be si-
lent about this, and if I lose, I will go
down fighting, not on the basis of just
some principle or some protest, but be-
cause I am a legislator and I know
there are alternatives and I know as we
have a discussion of this, we will get to
those alternatives.

But I just, again, have to say—I so
appreciate what my colleague from Il-
linois said—here we are talking about
children. We all love children. We all
want to have photo opportunities with
children, and we cut job training pro-
grams for young people, and we cut
low-income—LIHEAP is not coming
anywhere close to meeting the needs of
those people that are eligible. And now
we are going to have additional cuts in
the Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program?

I come from a cold weather State.
Sometimes it is 20 below zero, some-
times it is 40 below zero, sometimes, as
the Presiding Officer knows, it can be
70 below zero wind chill. But for many
of the most vulnerable citizens in Min-
nesota, this can be terrifying—this can
be terrifying.

Mr. President, I think that I went
over these figures today, and I can give
some figures for other States as well,
but in Minnesota, 37 percent of the
households are working poor; 15 per-
cent have a disabled household mem-
ber; 26 percent of the households have
an elderly household member; 33 per-
cent of the households have a child of
5 or younger, and I can go on and on.

When I met with Olita Larson in
Richfield, and others, I made a com-
mitment to them to fight hard for this
program. I have been doing that all
along. I do not come to this just now.

So what we have here is a rescissions
package that just came over. Some of
the initial good work that we did in the
Senate has been undone with cuts
where there were not supposed to be
cuts.

Mr. President, I have to raise ques-
tions about the whole priority of this.
I would be pleased, eventually, to get
to amendments and to have discussion.
I have the average fiscal net allotment
and average heating and cooling bene-
fits for households assisted by State
and region for fiscal 1993. I am prepared
to go through these figures and talk
about what this means in human
terms.

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will yield,
nobody in the Senate believes more
than I believe in the freedom of speech
in the Senate, and in the right to de-
bate, and the right to stand on one’s
feet and speak as long as one has
breath. I have fought that battle many
times. I respect the fact that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota is
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protesting at this point and is speaking
with great feeling. He speaks from the
heart. He is doing his very best to rep-
resent his constituents. He is dis-
pleased with what he sees happening in
connection with appropriations. I re-
spect the right of the distinguished
Senator from Illinois to do the same.
And I am perfectly willing to sit here
and listen to the Senators.

But if the Senator will allow me, let
me point out that I, too, voted against
the conference agreement yesterday in
the budget bill. I have spoken out
against the tax cuts. I oppose the tax
cut that our own President is advo-
cating. I oppose the tax cut that the
Republicans are advocating. I am
against any tax cut at this particular
time. We are just digging the hole
deeper when we have a tax cut and we
say we want to get out of that hole
that represents the budget deficit. So I
am against the tax cut. I voted against
the conference report yesterday. Sev-
eral Democrats voted against it be-
cause of the tax cuts that are likely to
result from that agreement.

But, Mr. President, I say to the two
Senators that this agreement before us
is better than the one that the Presi-
dent vetoed. I do not agree with every-
thing that is in this package—not by
any means. But the President himself
says he will sign this bill. He vetoed
the first one. He says the changes that
have been made will bring about his
signature. So if he is not satisfied with
it, he is at least going to sign it.

Now, Mr. President, I merely urge
the distinguished Senators, if they feel
compelled to offer an amendment, that
they offer it, and let the Senate vote
on it today. I hope they will not offer
an amendment, but I recognize their
right to do so, and I will protect their
rights to do so as far as I can. I just
suggest that they offer the amend-
ments and have their go at it. But it
takes a majority to carry an amend-
ment. I do not believe they are going to
get that majority. Nevertheless, they
have the right to offer amendments. I
have been in the position several times
in my long service here of offering
amendments and seeing them de-
feated—amendments about which I felt
as strongly as any Senator could feel.
But when I felt I had done my best, I
got up off the carpet, dusted myself off,
and went on to the next battle.

I recognize the Senator’s right to
speak and his right to offer an amend-
ment. I urge the Senators not to force
us into a delay that puts us over the
holiday, because I can assure the Sen-
ator that if that happens, we are going
to be much the worse off. We will have
less money and budget authority. We
will have less outlays, and we are going
to regret that if we do it.

So I hope we will offer any amend-
ment that we feel compelled to offer,
speak on it, and let us vote on it. Let
us not delay this matter so that it is
still before the Senate when we return,
because we will have lost and lost
badly. Let me say this with the great-
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est of respect. The Senator has not
seen anything yet. This is just a drop
in the bucket to the cuts that are com-
ing. I am on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and——

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. BYRD. I do not have the floor.

I am on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and I got rolled a couple of
times in the committee yesterday. The
Republican side in that committee is
voting in lockstep. They are unani-
mous, and there is no way that 10 mem-
bers on our side of the Armed Services
Committee can outvote 11 members on
the other side. So we might as well get
used to it. We will not get used to it
without protesting, and I will be pro-
testing some, too. But I merely make
my plea on the basis of at least getting
on with this matter today, disposing of
it, and getting up off the carpet and
dusting ourselves off and getting ready
for the next battle, which we will prob-
ably lose again. There may be some we
will win. I appreciate the Senator’s al-
lowing me to make these remarks and
for his yielding. I respect his right to
speak, and I respect his right to offer
an amendment, and I respect the way
he feels. I hope he will finish his
speech, but if he has an amendment,
offer it and let us vote.

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator
yield for a minute?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes, I yield.

Excuse me, I yield for a question or
comment, but I will retain the right to
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator was aware of the
specifics that have been extrapolated,
that increased in this particular new
rescissions package: Adult job training,
by $40 million; school to work, another
$20 million; Goals 2000, by another $60
million; safe and drug free schools, $220
million; drug courts, $5 million; com-
munity schools, $10 million; TRIO, $11
million; child care block grant, $8 mil-
lion; housing for people with AIDS, $15
million; national and community serv-
ice, $105 million; safe drinking water,
$225 million; community development
financial institutions, $14 million; com-
munity development grants $39 mil-
lion, for a total of an add-back of $772
million over the first rescissions pack-
age.

That is after weeks of working with
the White House, after working with
our colleagues in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Sure, the glass is half full
or half empty, depending on what you
look at.

Again, there has not been a word said
about the Senator from Minnesota or
the Senator from Illinois that I would
not endorse 100 percent. My views pre-
cisely. But let me also say to the Sen-
ator that he has talked about low-in-
come energy assistance. No one has
gone cold for a lack of money in that
account. We do not predict the weather
ahead. What we do in the appropria-
tions is we set forth $1.3 billion in 1995
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appropriations for low-income energy
assistance for this coming winter. We
cannot predict that winter. Anytime in
the past on the record where we have
had less money than required to keep
people warm, we have appropriated a
supplemental.

So the fear that the Senator is ex-
pressing on the basis of the figure here
is not a justified fear. We appropriate
supplementals.

Now, let me say also to the Senator
that in dealing with the White House,
they had a higher figure for low-income
energy assistance rescission than we
had that they were willing to have re-
scinded. Was it because they were in-
terested in people of low income? Not
at all. They understood the funding
mechanism. They knew that we would
always put that appropriation out
there in a supplemental form to keep
those people warm.

Therefore, that money was not yet
obtained because we had no knowledge
of the requirement of the amount of
that money.

I can say to the Senator, I partici-
pated in that time after time, leading
the battle, in some instances, of put-
ting that money in the supplemental to
keep people warm. We cannot predict
what that winter weather is.

The Senator said a while ago he
might lose on this. No, the Senator will
not lose. The people of Minnesota will
lose, the people of Illinois will lose, and
anybody else who blocks this action at
this time.

Again, the fundamental bottom line
that the Senator cannot escape—I can-
not, the Senator cannot—is requiring
the Appropriations Committee to gut
$1.3 billion more in the 602(b)’s for 1996
if we do not pass this and get this acted
upon today.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am happy to
yield to the Senator.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Actually,
there are a couple of comments, and
when we get into a colloquy like this,
it is sometimes difficult to know what
to respond to first.

I have to point out to the Senator
from Oregon, and even the Senator
from West Virginia, it is very difficult
to debate someone who has been on the
right side of these issues for so long
and who cares about them, as I know
that the Senator from Oregon and the
Senator from West Virginia do.

However, I will point out that back
home, we have an expression, “If you
are being chopped to death with an ax,
you don’t let them do it to you in the
closet, you go out on the street cor-
ner.”

Quite frankly, with regard to these
cuts, I think it is not only appropriate,
but I think it is essential that Senator
WELLSTONE, the Senator from Min-
nesota, myself, and any other Senator
who cares about these issues, come out
and talk about what we are doing here.

The Senator read off the numbers in
terms of what we put back. I think it is
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important, also, to remember—and I
wish I could remember the numbers
but I do not have my glasses with me
right now—to talk about what was cut
to begin with.

The fact is, these are meat ax cuts.
They start off as meat ax cuts, and
they are a little less—mno question—
they are a little less bad than they
were previously.

But that still does not mean that we
should not take to this floor and talk
about why it is important to restore
the $272 million that was cut out of the
JTPA Program, or the dollars that
were cut out of heating, or the dollars
that were cut out of the education in-
frastructure program to help start try-
ing to fix some of the falling down, bro-
ken down schools across this country.
We have to be able to talk about these
issues. It is not symbolic.

Frankly, I say to the Senator from
Oregon, I find it more distressing—no
one is trying to be uncooperative—I
find it more than a little distressing
that the Senator from Minnesota and I
will be told, “If you go out here and
talk about issues you care about, then
you are in danger we will do it even
worse.”’

I started off talking about Lizzie Bor-
den. The more this debate goes on, that
is exactly where we are, Senator
WELLSTONE. The threat is, if we do not
go quietly down this primrose path, we
will get 41 whacks after July.

I just do not think that is what the
people of Illinois sent me here to do—
the people of Illinois or the people from
Minnesota, or anywhere, if they knew
what we were doing to people concerns,
human concerns.

Is there a way to predict and to make
the offsets, the question was asked of
me earlier? I could not respond, be-
cause we just got this bill a couple of
hours ago.

The fact is that we have given
FEMA, our emergency management or-
ganization—and they do a great job, by
the way—we have given them more
money than they say they need. We
could fix schools and we could provide
for job training for disadvantaged
youth, education infrastructure, and
heating assistance out of the FEMA
money alone.

What are we looking at here—they
say they need $1.3 billion and they got
$3.2 billion. There you go. If you want
to start, talk to FEMA and see how
much more they can give up. There is
a place to offset.

Certainly, to take any cuts from dis-
advantaged young people when we are
dealing with teen criminal activity,
teen sexual activity, the explosion of
illegitimacy, right down the list,
things we talk about on the floor, and
then turn around and cut job training
for teenagers, I do not understand.

Education infrastructure—kids going
to schools with broken sewer pipes.
How are they supposed to learn? Is that
not critical to the future of this coun-
try? Why are we taking anything from
there—not to mention heating.
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The Senator from Minnesota has
been more than gracious and indulgent.
I say to my colleagues and the Senator
from Oregon—and I understand the
Senator has a job to do, and this is say-
ing we just have to go on down this
track because everybody wants to go
on vacation. That really is what this
debate kind of is about. Senator BYRD,
I worked every single day of last week,
and I look forward to it.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator does not
have a thing on this Senator when it
comes to work.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I know that
is true. I understand everybody here
wants to go home, and it is hard to be
the one person standing up saying,
“Well, let’s not quite go home yet; we
should talk about what we are doing.”

Mr. BYRD. I am in no hurry to go
home, but I want to make this point, if
the Senator will yield.

Mr. President, I ask that the Senator
be permitted to yield to me without
losing the right to the floor.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I say to
the Senator, this is the bottom line: If
we pass this bill and it becomes law,
the Appropriations Committee will
have $6 billion more in budget author-
ity and $3 billion more in outlay for
the 1996 appropriations bill, which will
help the very programs, I am sure, that
the Senators and I feel so strongly
about.

If we do not pass this, the Appropria-
tions Committee is going to have $6
billion less in budget authority when
we start marking up those bills after
we come back—$6 billion less in budget
authority and $3 billion less in outlay.
I hope the Senators will please keep
that in mind. That is the bottom line.

We may not be happy with this. The
President has said that he will sign it.
He feels that he has gained over what
was the bill that was vetoed some time
ago. And he has. The Senator from Or-
egon just read the list of decreased re-
scissions.

I plead with Senators that it means
heavier losses in your programs and
my programs, when we mark up the
1996 appropriations bill, if this bill dies.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. This bill
would terminate the education infra-
structure program. Zero dollars in this
rescission bill—zero dollars.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, wait until
the Senator sees the bills that are
going to come to this floor if this bill
dies. Wait until the Senator sees the
cuts that are going to be made if this
bill dies.

The cuts that are going to be made in
the 1996—the Senators will come back
and read what I said in the RECORD, if
the Senators insist on killing this. The
Senators will read it. The Senators will
see that this is just a drop in the buck-
et.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr.
just—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A re-
minder that the Senator can yield for

President,
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questions only during the course of
this debate.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
just one more time, to summarize. We
received this bill at 9:55. That is not
even 2 hours ago. I did not know every-
thing in here.

I am perfectly willing, as I said be-
fore, I did not object to the motion to
proceed. There have been a lot of ques-
tions that have been put to me. I am
more than willing to go forward with
amendments and debate. I need a little
time to look through this bill.

But, Mr. President, when my col-
leagues talk to me about this being
just the beginning, I am well aware of
that. I did not vote for these budget
cuts. I did not vote for these ceilings. 1
did not vote to increase money for
military contracts.

Again, the other day in the paper, the
story in the paper about a general hav-
ing a plane sent across the country to
pick up him and his cat at a cost of
$100,000—that is out of the travel and
administrative account.

I did not vote for that, Mr. President.
These are distorted priorities. And my
colleague from Illinois kept saying—
and I understand the Senator from Or-
egon and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia have done their best within these
boundaries that have been set by the
votes that are here right now. I know
that.

But, in all due respect, we do not, in
that budget resolution, decide we are
going to take on any of the loopholes,
deductions, subsidies—for example for
oil companies. But we are going to cut
the Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program for seniors, people with
disabilities, and children. And, in addi-
tion, summer jobs training programs.
And, in addition, infrastructure—some
small investment in infrastructure in
schools. What kind of message do we
send to children about whether we have
any hope for them or what kind of
value do we attach to them when the
ceilings—the buildings are decrepit and
the plumbing does not work and all the
rest. We cannot even begin to make
any kind—we are going to cut expendi-
tures in that area?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to yield in just a moment.

Mr. President, I worked hard. I had
support from colleagues for a coun-
seling program for elderly people, to
make sure they do not get ripped off on
supplemental coverage from Medicare.
That, now, gets cut again. My col-
league from Oregon talked about the
good things that have been done. Fine,
I agree and I am glad.

But he did not talk about some of the
areas that have now been cut as op-
posed to the original rescissions bill. I
only found out about what has been cut
because I have had a little bit of time,
just a little bit of time to go through
this. What is the hurry? What is the
hurry? I am pleased to go through this
and I am pleased, today, to introduce
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amendments. I am pleased to have de-
bate on those amendments and up or
down votes. But I will tell you, I will
have an amendment to restore that
funding for the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield on
that point?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will.

Mr. DOLE. When are you going to
have the amendment? That is what I
would like to find out.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, I will be ready to go with that
amendment—A, I have been responding
to questions and comments from other
Senators. I would like a little bit of
time to look through this to get all my
amendments together. But I will have
amendments and we will have debate.

Mr. President, I say to the majority
leader in all due respect, this bill came
here at 9:50. It was passed last night at
10 o’clock, in the House.

I am not going to let this be jammed
down my throat and I am not going to
let it be jammed down the throats of a
lot of very vulnerable people in my
State. I will examine this. I am more
than willing to have amendments—I
said this to the majority leader—and
we will have debate on those amend-
ments and I am pleased to vote up or
down. Absolutely.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further for a parliamen-
tary inquiry?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
call for the regular order return the
regulatory reform bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOLE. I just say to the Senator
from Minnesota, I am not going to be
here all day while he is doing whatever
he is doing. He has every right to do
that, but I have listened very carefully
to the two managers of the appropria-
tions bill and I think they are trying to
be helpful here, saying they are going
to have less money if this is delayed.

The President wants this bill, so I
ought to be happy if he does not get it,
I assume. That would be the conven-
tional wisdom around this town. He
says he wants it. He has written a let-
ter. He sent up a statement. He has
added $700 and some million he said he
wanted to add for the very programs
that have been addressed by the two
Senators.

But it is a little late in the day for
game playing. If the Senator is going
to offer amendments, offer amend-
ments. If not, as soon as I get the floor,
this bill is finished. It is finished. And
it will not be brought up again until
there is consent to bring it up without
amendment and you explain to the peo-
ple in Oklahoma City and you explain
to the people in California and you ex-
plain to the people in Minnesota how
you lost money on low-income home
energy assistance because you would
not let this bill pass.
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You have every right to object. You
are doing a good job of it. That is your
right.

But I do not intend to tie up the en-
tire Senate here the rest of the after-
noon while somebody out here is mak-
ing whatever argument they want to
make.

We will bring the bill back as soon as
the administration convinces the Sen-
ators from Illinois and Minnesota that
this is a good bill.

If the Democratic President cannot
convince the Democrats, certainly we
cannot convince the Democrats.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to the majority leader in response
to his characterization of the Senator
from Minnesota doing whatever he is
doing, what I am doing is being a re-
sponsible legislator. This bill came to
this Chamber less than 2 hours ago. I
would like to have the opportunity to
examine this bill. I have already spo-
ken about areas where I am prepared to
introduce amendments and to have de-
bate.

There are no games here. I do not
think it is a game to speak in behalf of
low-income people in my State who are
really worried that there will not be
low-income energy assistance available
for them. I do not think it is a game to
raise questions about what happened to
the counseling program for senior citi-
zens to make sure they are not ripped
off on supplemental coverage to Medi-
care.

I just realized, going through this,
that now has been cut again.

I do not think it is a game—Mr.
President, I do not think it is a game
to talk about what is going to happen
to displaced workers. What is the sig-
nificance of those cuts?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to yield in a moment.

Mr. President, we have now zeroed
out a program for homeless vets. It was
not much of an appropriation, but it
was important. I do not think it is a
game to go through this piece of legis-
lation and to highlight that and raise
questions about it.

I do not think any of this is a game.
But what I find so interesting about
this rescissions package is that so
many of the cuts seem to be based upon
the path of least political resistance.
We did not go after any of the wasteful
military contracts. In our budget reso-
lution we did not go after any of the
subsidies for oil companies. And, in ad-
dition, we have $245 billion of tax cuts
mainly going to the wealthy people.
And I have no assurance, by the way,
over the years, as I project this, that
most of this money will not be used to
finance tax cuts for fat cats in our
country, taken away from the people
who are the most vulnerable. This is no
game.

the
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I would say to the majority leader
and to my colleagues—and I will be
pleased to yield for a question—that I
think it is a matter of priorities and it
is a matter of what we stand for. It is
a matter of what we stand for.

Before we just get a little bit too
generous with the suffering of other
people, do we not have an opportunity
to look at what is in this? Do we not
have a opportunity to talk about some
alternatives?

Just speaking for myself, just let me
make it crystal clear—crystal clear—I
can take a short period of time and I
can look through this and I will have
amendments and I am ready for debate
on amendments.

I say to the majority leader, if I had
wanted to stop this I would have ob-
jected to the motion to proceed. We
have had a discussion about what is in
here, about where the cuts have been,
about other priorities. I am just speak-
ing as a Democratic Senator from Min-
nesota. I know what low-income home
energy assistance means to people in
my State and I know these cuts are
cruel. I did not vote for this budget res-
olution. I am going to be an advocate
for those people. And I do not care if
they do not have any money to con-
tribute to campaigns. I do not care if
they do not have any lobbyists here. I
do not care if they are not the heavy
hitters, or are not the players, or are
not well connected. I do not care if
they are without a voice. They deserve
representation. This Senator thinks
the cut we had in the Senate bill before
is cruel. I will have an amendment to
restore that cut, and we will have a de-
bate on it. There were many Senators
who supported it the last time. And I
hope to have support from Senators
again.

I am pleased to yield for a question.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The Senator
from Minnesota was talking about the
suggestion was made that somehow
this was—

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield the floor to
the Senator.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you
very much. I thank the Senator from
Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you
very much, Mr. President.

I say to the majority leader that no
one is trying to be obstreperous.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I call to
the Senator’s attention that under the
rules a Senator cannot yield the floor
to another Senator.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I seek rec-
ognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. In the opinion of the
Chair the Senator from Minnesota
yielded the floor, and the Chair recog-
nized the Senator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you
very much, Mr. President.

Mr. President, to the Senator from
West Virginia, the suggestion was
made that somehow or another we were
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just kind of fooling around here, and it
seems to me that it really flies in the
face of what is involved, and why this
is so deadly serious. And to the Sen-
ator from Kansas, I consider the cuts
in the JTPA title II program for dis-
advantaged youth very serious busi-
ness. We are talking about $272 million
less for a program that serves economi-
cally disadvantaged 16- to 21-year-olds.
These are the kids that we have a
chance to save. We have a chance to
get them educated, to give them a way
out, to give them jobs.

Specifically, you are talking about
kids who are—well, I will just read it.
Who is involved with this program?
They are youngsters who are basic
skills deficient, school dropouts, preg-
nant or parenting kids, disabled Kkids,
homeless and runaway youth. I mean if
we are going to take $272 million out of
their hide and not look for other ways,
assuming that we have to deal with the
issue of deficit reduction, the Senator
from Kansas knows I support it. I sup-
ported a balanced budget amendment
against the wishes at the time at least
of my President in large part because 1
know we have to get on a glidepath to
fiscal stability.

So deficit reduction is very impor-
tant to me. But one of the reasons we
are out here this morning is that, if we
get off on the wrong foot in deficit re-
duction, we will be crippled thereafter
in trying to achieve it in a way that
does not destroy the fabric of this Na-
tion. That is why these issues are so vi-
tally important. If we start off assum-
ing that it is OK to let the Federal
Government pay for generals and their
cats to fly around, but we do not sup-
port funding for job training opportuni-
ties for 16- to 21-year-old disadvantaged
young people, what kind of way is that
to balance the budget?

Here we are cutting, zeroing out ef-
forts to provide money to help build up
some of our nation’s deteriorating
schools. You cannot do much worse
than zero. You cannot do much worse
than termination. We start talking
about a balanced budget. I sit on the
Finance Committee. How in the world
can you talk about tax cuts when you
have bills to pay off? The American
people know this is just fiscal foolish-
ness. Yet, we can provide for tax cuts
and then turn around and say, ‘‘Yes.
But we still have to take a little whack
out of the hide of poor people who get
low-income energy assistance.” This is
not logical.

I have not been around to talk about
25 years worth of battles for social jus-
tice like the Senator from Oregon can.
I know I do not have the parliamentary
legislative skills of the Senator from
West Virginia. But I do know this.
That as a legislator elected from the
State of Illinois the people in my State
would not want to see me just lay down
on this railroad track and get run over
without saying anything.

While we recognize that all of our
colleagues want to go home, everybody
wants this vacation, and we do not
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want to be obstreperous, we are not
trying to be mean to anybody. At the
same time what do you tell these teen-
agers when you go home, these run-
aways? We cannot provide them with
job training.

When we go home, what do we tell
our senior citizens? ‘It is summertime
now. Don’t worry about it. It is going
to be OK. Guess what? If you freeze to
death, we will appropriate some more
money.”” I do not think so. I do not
think that is an appropriate response.

I think we have an obligation to
stand on this floor and do exactly what
we are doing to try to make sure that
at least the American people know
what is happening to them. So at least
this does not just kind of hide and slip
through and end up being an ax job in
the closet. So at least we make the
point out here that this is no way to
start off balancing a budget.

Yes. We have to balance the budget.
Absolutely we have to do deficit reduc-
tion. I served on the President’s Com-
mission on Entitlements and Tax Re-
form. We did not come away with any
recommendations. But it was a terrific
experience. It told us what kind of
trouble we would be in if we did not
achieve a balance and a deficit reduc-
tion. So I am as committed on that
issue as anybody here.

But I say to my colleagues that we
should not start off by taking away
money that was appropriated last year.
And, by the way, I do not know if that
has come out in the debate, I say to
Senator WELLSTONE. We are talking
about rescinding money that was al-
ready appropriated last year. This is
not even go-forward money. This is not
even what we are going to do now, that
we have kind of a consensus around
here on the balanced budget. This is
what happened last year. The bill be-
fore us says, ‘“You have appropriated
this money but we are going to take it
back.” In some of these areas, the
numbers were below what they had
been previously anyway.

So we are going to take it out of the
hide of the young people who need job
training, pregnant teenagers, disabled
teenagers, homeless teenagers, and
runaway youth. We are going to take it
from them.

We are not enforcing a sensible set of
priorities with this. And I do not think
it is inappropriate for us to stay a lit-
tle while to talk about what we can do.
Maybe this document can be made bet-
ter. Maybe it can be made better.
Maybe there is some room. I do not
know. I mean we are not on that com-
mittee. I am on the Finance Com-
mittee. I know Senator WELLSTONE is
not on committees that wrote this leg-
islation. I understand that. You cannot
consult with everybody. But certainly
Senator WELLSTONE, the Senator from
Minnesota, used the expression, the
“path of political expediency.”

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield? Actually, I said, the ‘“‘path of
least political resistance.”
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Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is cor-
rect. ‘“‘Path of least political resist-
ance.” That is better than the ‘“‘path of
political expediency.”’” That is correct.

I appreciate that correction from the
Senator from Minnesota. That was the
expression that he used, and I think it
is very well taken—least political re-
sistance. I just think that even in situ-
ations like this, in which the people
who sat around in the wee hours and
hammered this out—and again, we ap-
preciate the effort and we know there
is an attempt here at compromise, but
at the same time I think it would be
inappropriate for us not to discuss
these issues.

Do we have amendments? Well, one
nice thing about the Senate is that it
is a traditional legislative body. I lis-
ten very closely to ROBERT BYRD when
he starts talking about this institu-
tion. I love it, too, because it allows
you to be a legislator; it allows you to
be a lawmaker; so much so that you
can write an amendment down on a
piece of paper. I would like to get it
typed up. I know we do not have a
whole lot of time. I know we are in a
hurry. I have an amendment here. It is
handwritten. I just would like to have
it typed. It would restore the money
for job training of disadvantaged young
people, restore the money for school
construction; $35 million is a drop in
the bucket. It was cut from $100 mil-
lion.

The original appropriation was $100
million, reduced to $35 million, in this
bill reduced to nothing, taking back
money that was appropriated.

This is not logical, it seems to me,
nor is it fair, nor is it sensible, nor is
it forward-looking, nor is it appro-
priate, nor does it comport with our
obligations to the American people.
Job training started out at $398 mil-
lion, reduced by $272 million. In this
bill, it is $126 million. So that is a pret-
ty good whack on job training for dis-
advantaged young people.

I do not have the numbers. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota may have the
numbers on what the whack was on
last year’s appropriation for heating
assistance, but the point is this is not
something that I think we should just
roll over and not say anything about
and say, well, you know, it is the time,
it is just open season on disadvantaged
youth and schools and school kids and
poor people who need heating assist-
ance and just roll over and let this hap-
pen. I just think it is inappropriate.

I say to my colleagues again, this
legislative body permits for this kind
of dialog, and it would be inappropriate
for us as legislators not to raise the
issue, not to raise the question whether
or not we can fix this a little bit.

Maybe the amendments will go down.
I do not know how many —I just do not
know. Maybe my colleagues will go
lockstep on that side of the aisle. I say
to the Senator from Kansas, the major-
ity leader, maybe his guys will go in
lockstep because of a political agenda.
Maybe the letter from the President
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means the folks on this side of the aisle
will go in lockstep, and we will lose.
But I want everybody to know that I
am prepared to talk about job training
for disadvantaged youth today, tomor-
row, the next day, the day after that,
the day after that, to talk about why
we need to try to make certain that
these kinds of efforts do not get the ax.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Only for a
question, and I retain the right to the
floor.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator retains her
right to the floor. She can just yield
for a question.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes. I thank
the Senator. For a question. I will
yield for a question, yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who is
the Senator from Illinois yielding to?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The first
question I think was asked by the Sen-
ator from Oregon and then the Senator
from West Virginia. I will yield for a
question from both of them.

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator.

I was wanting to ask the question,
did the Senator support the Daschle-
Dole compromise in the rescissions
package that originally passed the Sen-
ate?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The Senator
from Oregon has some very good staff
members. Yes, I did, I supported it, but
the education infrastructure was not
restored in that compromise.

Mr. HATFIELD. The cut for youth
job training centers was $272 million.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. HATFIELD. The Senator sup-
ported it, and in this package it is $272
million, the precise same figure that
the Senator supported in the Daschle-
Dole compromise.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is true.
That is correct. And I make the point
that procedurally that was an interim
step to where we are today. It was my
hope always that we would be able to
work toward closure and resolution in
a way that made sense.

That vote was not the ultimate vote.
This vote is the ultimate vote with re-
gard to fiscal year 1995 rescissions. And
so I make the point to my col-
league——

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The Senator
is correct. The Senator from West Vir-
ginia had a question, also.

Mr. BYRD. My question was based on
the statement that I understood the
Senator to say earlier that her amend-
ment was not typed up; it was just in
handwriting. My question was, is she
aware that an amendment does not
have to be typed, that it can be sent to
the desk in one’s own handwriting?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes. I say to
the Senator from West Virginia, yes, I
am.

Mr. BYRD. And she may——

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Again, I
think that is a wonderful thing about
this institution.
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Mr. BYRD. Is she also aware that she
may orally state the amendment?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I was not
aware of that. I say to the historian of
the Senate, I was not aware that an
oral amendment was appropriate.

Mr. BYRD. And if she sends it to the
desk or orally states it, she loses the
floor?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator. I was not aware of that either.
I appreciate the counsel from the Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The major-
ity leader.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. For a ques-
tion by the majority leader.

Mr. DOLE. I make an inquiry. Does
the Senator intend to offer it or not? I
wish to find out—if we are just going to
have a filibuster here with two Sen-
ators, that is fine—so we can make
other plans. If we are going to offer
amendments, we hope Senators offer
the amendments so we can have a vote.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator. I say to the Senator from
Kansas, the majority leader, I have an
amendment to offer. I have not yet of-
fered it. I am looking at offering it. I
would like to get it typed up. I would
like to have a chance to talk about the
offsets and the numbers and where the
money is going to come from. I under-
stand the Senator from Minnesota has
an amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. If the Senator will
yield, I have several amendments in ex-
actly the areas that I was speaking
about that I intend to offer and have
debate upon, absolutely, and hope to
win on them. I said that from the very
beginning.

Mr. DOLE. If the Senator will yield,
why not offer the amendment? We have
been here almost 2 hours on this meas-
ure and nothing has happened except
for a lot of discussion. And if the Sen-
ators are going to offer amendments,
let us offer amendments. If Senators do
not mind disaccommodating colleagues
on that side, I am not going anywhere
this weekend, so I will be here all
weekend. It is up to Senators. If the
President does not have any influence
with either one of his colleagues on
that side, that is his problem. But we
would like to complete the bill because
the President would like to have it
done. And I wish to make the best ef-
fort I can on behalf of the President,
but if I am thwarted by members of his
own party, I am not going to spend a
lot of time trying to help the Presi-
dent. Maybe he ought to pick up the
phone and make a couple of phone
calls.

But in any event, if we offer the
amendments, as the Senator from West
Virginia said, we can have a vote. It
will be an amendment vote. And then
we will see where we are. I do not know
how many Members are left. Many
Members had to leave early to make
plane reservations. We are still enough
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here to do business. We are prepared to
do business. Let us do business.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if I
could respond——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois has the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for just a moment?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. For a ques-
tion, yes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The question is in
response to the majority leader.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. For a ques-
tion.

Mr. DOLE. For a question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. First of all, let me
be clear one more time. I am drafting
amendments and am pleased to have
the debate. But I would say to the ma-
jority leader, it is not a question——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois may yield for a ques-
tion.

Does the Senator from Illinois yield,
for a question, to the Senator from
Minnesota?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
from Illinois yield for a question?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. To the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. I just did.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Let me restate it.
Will the Senator from Illinois agree
with me that when you get a bill at 9:50
in the morning and you have not had
any opportunity to even examine what
is in that bill, that the way to rep-
resent the people back in your State
and the way to be a conscientious leg-
islator is to, first of all, have a chance
to look at it and then to be drafting
amendments? I have several amend-
ments, I would say to the Senator, al-
ready that I am working on. But I want
also to look at this bill to see what is
in it, and I may have some others.

Would the Senator agree with me
that that is a conscientious approach;
it is a mistake having something come
over here and go through without hav-
ing a chance to look at it and have dis-
cussion and have amendments?

Would not the Senator also agree
with me that during a large part of the
discussion this morning we have been
responding to questions from other col-
leagues? It is not as if we have just
been speaking by ourselves, only to
ourselves. And we have been trying to
highlight the priorities in this legisla-
tion. Would the Senator agree with
me? Or some of the distorted priorities
and talking about why not some alter-
natives? Would the Senator agree that
that has been what is going on here?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I would not
only agree, but I would underscore the
remarks of the Senator from Min-
nesota. And I do not have in front of
me, since we just came to the floor—
again we just got this bill. I did not
have a chance to put together the nor-
mal amounts of information. But the
fact is I do not understand—we are now
in the position of being accused of try-
ing to stall something. There is this
hurry, hurry, we have just got to pass
this and it has to be today. We have to
have this rush of what we are going to
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rescind from last year’s legislation.
This process has taken a long time. It
has gone step by step by step. We had
the vote that the Senator from Oregon
referred to, which I consider to be an
interim step in the process, and we just
got this bill this morning, quite frank-
ly.

Were it not for just some pretty fast
action to even find out that the JTPA
youth training program was being cut
by $272 million and education infra-
structure was being terminated and
low-income heating assistance was
being slashed—there may even be more
provisions in there of which we are not
aware. We have not had a chance—I
have been on my feet since 10:30, al-
most 2 hours. I have been standing
right here. And I understand that it is
part of the process that you have to
stand right here, you cannot move, you
cannot go to the telephone, you cannot
stop and read things, and you cannot
go through and do the kind of research
that is required.

But just to ask us to rush to judg-
ment on something as significant as a
rollback of money that was appro-
priated last year, and particularly
when that rollback rolls over disadvan-
taged youth and it rolls over people
who want to see our schools repaired
and it rolls over poor people who may
freeze to death next winter, we are
going to roll back and roll over simul-
taneously, and we have to sit here and
say, ‘“‘Oh, well, we have to go along
with the program. It is not appropriate
for us to get up and yell and argue;
well, on the one hand, we have been
told we may make it worse for those
people next year. You have seen these
cuts. Well, it is just going to get
worse.”’

Lizzie Borden took an ax and gave
her father 40 whacks. Next year it will
be 41, maybe even 42. Well, I am sorry.
My attitude about this is—I am not
trying to be obstreperous. I think the
Senator from Kansas and everybody in
this body knows I come out of a legis-
lative tradition. I understand com-
promise. I understand working with
people. I try to work with everybody.
But I will tell you, there is a point at
which you have to say you stand for
something, and among the things we
stand for is seeing to the disadvantaged
youth, teenagers, 16-to 21-year-olds
who are disabled, homeless, school
dropouts, runaways, that they do not
take a $272 million whack.

I mean, come on. Education infra-
structure. I may have to bring out the
pictures, I do not know. I was not look-
ing to have to be on my feet this long
time, but I have the pictures sitting in
the back. You have seen them. Most of
the Members of this body, I hope, have
seen them if they were listening at all.
We have schools falling apart. Kids are
having to study next to broken sewer
pipes, not to mention broken windows,
floorboards cracking through. I can go
through—and bring out the pictures
—the safety and health hazards, not
decoration, not cosmetic, but basic
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kinds of stuff, and it gets terminated,
all $35 million.

It started off at $100 million and went
down to $35 million. The Senator from
Oregon asked why I voted for the pre-
vious compromise. Well, being a legis-
lator, I am compromising. “We’re
going to go, yes, it’s OK, we’ll cut from
$100 million to $35 million because, boy,
we have to have shared sacrifice in this
time of deficit reduction. So, yeah, I'll
give up some of the millions of dollars,
given the fact we haven’t invested in
our schools, given the fact they are
falling apart. But I am prepared to
make some investment in the process,
to go along with the program.”

So we went from $100 million to $35
million, and then I look up and it is
zero in this bill. I do not think that is
sensible. I do not think the spirit of
compromise goes to the point where
you just strangle yourself, or the spirit
of compromise says you necessarily
have to just go quietly into the closet
and let somebody cut you to death
with a meat ax. I just do not think that
is what the spirit of compromise
means.

I think there are offsets. We were
talking about where is the money
going to come from? Well, we looked at
it just very briefly. Here is money—we
give FEMA more money than they
think they need. OK, it is important to
have some money for emergencies sit-
ting there, but could you not do that
by supplemental appropriations? We
could not find a few dollars to put back
some of the money for disadvantaged
youth, for education infrastructure?

So I ask the Senator from Min-
nesota—I want to applaud his leader-
ship, because last night we had a con-
versation here on the floor because we
did not know what was going to be in
this bill, and the Senator from Min-
nesota said, ‘“Well, I am waiting to see
what is going to be in it, because I hear
some pretty bad things about it, and if
it turns out it is as bad as I hear, I am
just going to have to take to the floor
and object.” I applaud him for that.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for just a moment?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yield, yes,
for a question.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator may yield for a question but not
for debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may yield for a question.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yield for a
question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Last night, is it
not the case I said to the Senator that
I did not know what was going to be in
the bill, but what I wanted to have was
at least an opportunity to look at it? Is
it not true I said I did not want this to
be steamrolled, and I also wanted to
have an opportunity to have discussion
and offer amendments to restore some
of the cuts which I think are cruel to
some of the most vulnerable citizens?
Is that not the gist of our discussion,
which is what I intend to do?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is the
gist of the Senator’s statement to me.
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I applaud him for his leadership and
foresight.

I guess I am a little optimistic. I had
hoped that the compromise would
mean we would not take any whacks
out of kids and poor people and the vul-
nerable population. I had hoped we had
moved in the direction of saying,
“Well, we pushed it this far, we are
going to leave education funding like it
is, we are going to leave job training
like it is, we are not going to fool
around and take any more out of the
people who need heating assistance,
money to help heat their homes in
communities like the Senator’s and
like mine.”

The Senator from Minnesota was
talking with the Chair earlier about
how the wind chill gets to be 70 below
in Minnesota. I do not know the last
time the Senator from Minnesota vis-
ited Chicago and Lake Michigan in the
dead of winter, January. It gets so cold
people say its the hawk coming off the
lake, and what looks on the thermom-
eter to be 10 below feels more like 50
below. There are a lot of senior citi-
zens, a lot of senior citizens who live
on fixed incomes who do not have the
ability to heat their homes in the win-
ter, to withstand that. Will the Sen-
ator from Minnesota advise the Sen-
ator from Illinois, what is the cut on
home heating assistance?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair reminds the Senator from Illi-
nois that she can only yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I will yield
for a question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. It is the Senator’s
understanding based upon the answer
that I am about to give to the Senator
that it is about $320 million, or so, of
cuts. And does the Senator understand
that what happened was that on the
Senate side, when we voted for this re-
scissions package, I voted for it? We
had restored the full funding, though
the House had eliminated the whole
program. I have strong support, letters
that I have here when we get to the de-
bate on the amendment from the dis-
tinguished chair of the Appropriations
Committee that we would hold firm in
our position. But now we have over $300
million of additional cuts that just
came to us late last night.

Would the Senator agree with me
that in terms of priorities, what is the
hurry? Would the Senator agree with
me in terms of the focus we keep get-
ting this pressure about hurry, hurry,
hurry? Why are we in such a hurry to
cut low-income energy assistance for
elderly people, people with disabilities,
people with children? What is the
hurry to do that? Would the Senator be
able to answer that question for me?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Well, there
is an answer, I say to the Senator from
Minnesota. There is an answer, and the
answer is: Vacation, I think.

I think the answer is that folks want
to go home. The answer is, the deal is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cut, the deck is stacked, this game has
moved on down, talk about games. This
train is on the track and, unfortu-
nately, people who are concerned about
$272 million cuts in job training for dis-
advantaged young people and who are
concerned about $319 million cuts in
heating assistance for poor people, and
are concerned about termination of the
program altogether to fix the schools—
well, our bodies are just here on the
track. Guess what? Our bodies being on
the track is considered to be an annoy-
ance. That is the phenomenal thing
about it.

We are talking about substantive
issues, and the response is that we are
getting in the way, we are an annoy-
ance. It is annoying to talk about
homeless teenagers who will not get
job assistance. It is annoying to talk
about senior citizens found frozen to
death. You know and I know, as well,
that you get these stories every winter.
It is annoying to talk about young peo-
ple sitting up in classrooms, expected
to learn. Goals 2000 calls on all Ameri-
cans to reach certain educational lev-
els by the year 2000. How can you ex-
pect a child to learn when he is sitting
there trying to study English next to a
broken sewer pipe? How can you expect
him to get on the information super-
highway when there is only one plug in
the classroom and it does not work?
But that is an annoyance to talk about
that, and it is an annoyance to get in
the way of the program. Heaven forbid
that we stand on the train track while
this train is coming down and raise
these issues.

I tell you, in response to the Senator
from Minnesota, I do not know what
the hurry is. I do not know why we
could not have time to—I understand
the procedures. If you want to talk
about these issues and the train is on
the track, you have to actually stand
on your feet in the Senate Chamber
and talk about it and, no, you do not
get a chance to sit down and read the
bill. It is called a done deal. Do not pay
attention to the details. But, you
know, I would like very much to pay
attention to the details. I would love to
read that bill.

You know the old expression, ‘‘The
devil is in the details.” Quite frankly,
I am glad I found them on two of them.
I caught them trying to take $272 mil-
lion out of job training for young peo-
ple. I caught them trying to take
money out of LIHEAP. There are prob-
ably more, I do not know. I look for-
ward to a chance to do it.

But, as the Senator from West Vir-
ginia advises, our amendments—I say
“ours” because I know the Senator
from Minnesota, who actually has prec-
edence in that regard since he was here
before I was, has some amendments.
And I have two—at least two. That is
based on what I have seen so far.

I have not had a chance to read the
whole thing. I am sorry, I say to the
majority leader; we are not trying to
be obstreperous. We are not. I do not
mean to annoy. I do not. I really care
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passionately about these issues and
what happens to these kids, and what
happens to these old people. I do not
know what else to do, unless the nego-
tiators are willing to take the amend-
ments or fix the compromise. There is
money in there to do it with.

Like I said, this bill would give
FEMA almost $1.9 billion more than
they say they need. I hope they will
not need it. If anything, the money
that FEMA needs is for disasters. We
had a terrible thing happen in Illinois.
We had flash floods down in southern
Illinois, following the floods of 1992.
FEMA is doing a great job and nobody
wants to impair them. But to give
them more money than they say they
need does not make a lot of sense to
me, either. We can pay for these pro-
grams out of that.

Again, not being on the committee, I
do not mean to be a Monday morning
quarterback. I know the committee
members worked hard and they meant
well. But you cannot start off this bal-
anced budget march by stepping on the
feet of disadvantaged kids and senior
citizens who need heating, and school
systems that need windows repaired.
You cannot start off down this road.

If we start taking back money from
last year in this regard and then we go
to reconciliation and the appropria-
tions process this year and make it
worse, by the time we achieve a bal-
anced budget, we will have blown our
country’s fabric out of the water. I do
not know about you—again, I guess be-
cause I am still on my feet and I have
to stay on my feet—I do not know
about you, but sometimes I watch—I
have a teenage son. My son, Matthew,
is 17 now. His generation watches a lot
of these futuristic movies. So I get a
chance to see some of this stuff.

I am appalled by the vision of the fu-
ture that they have. Societies with
people living in rusted-out cars and
alleys, and the very rich with the cor-
porations running the countries, with
the very rich up here and the very
poor, everybody else, digging in gar-
bage cans. That is the vision they have.
And then here we are today saying that
teenagers and runaways and dropouts
and homeless youth 16 to 21, take that
$272 million—the only thing that gives
them any job training hope.

Are we buying into that vision? I
hope not. We talk about making it an
opportunity society. How are you going
to make it an opportunity society if
you do not say our kids are our pri-
ority, jobs are our priority? We want to
give people the ability to be produc-
tive. How do you do that? I guess there
are some here. I think one of the se-
crets in all this budget stuff —some of
my colleagues use the term ‘‘defense
spending.” It is not really defense
spending; it is military spending. Lord
knows that everybody wants to be pa-
triotic, and we all want to stand by a
strong military, because it is still a
dangerous world out there. We want to
give them what they need to work
with.
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So one side of the budget goes to
those activities—whether there is a
firewall, real or not, there. One side of
the budget goes to those activities, and
the other side has to feed on itself. So
we are pitting senior citizens against
kids. That is no approach. That is no
approach.

Our social fabric depends on our abil-
ity to provide jobs. We should be able
to provide job training for our young
people. The Senator from Oregon said,
“You voted for the first compromise.”
Well, yes, everybody will probably have
to give up a little something this time,
because we have these huge deficits
and we have to get past them. We have
to get on a sound fiscal footing. Yes,
we are all going to have to tighten our
belts a little.

But that means shared sacrifice. It
does not mean tax cuts—tax cuts—tax
cuts on the one hand and cuts in in-
vestment in people on the other. This
is not logical. This is not logical.

You say we have to do this to com-
port with the budget resolution. Well,
okay, but the budget resolution is what
has the tax cuts in it; and, parentheti-
cally, tax hikes on people who make
less than $28,000.

How can we maintain the fabric of
this Nation if we are going to exacer-
bate income disparities like that, if we
are going to eat away at people’s hope
like that, if we are going to buy into
the future of the movies that Matt’s
friends look at? How can we do that?

Again, that is why I am on the floor,
and I will yield to the Senator from
Minnesota for a question at this time.
But that is why we are on the floor
here. No, it is not fun to be seen as a
“sticky wicket”’ person in the way,
standing on the train track, about to
get run over. It is not fun. But I do not
have a problem doing it.

I yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota for a question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Two questions:
First of all—

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Illinois
has lost the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield for a ques-
tion?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I have done
that. I yielded for a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator must stay on her feet.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. During the
question, while he is responding to my
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. If
the Senator does sit again, the Chair
will assume that she has relinquished
the floor.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Chair for that courtesy.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I have two ques-
tions.

First of all, I assume the Senator re-
alizes how pleased I am that the Sen-
ator is out here speaking with me.
These are very important issues, as the
Senator realizes, and it is very impor-
tant to be out here speaking on these
concerns.
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Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. To the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, I not only realize
how important it is, but I have just
been told I cannot even sit down, so it
is going to get tougher by the minute.
I understand that.

I think that the sacrifice of standing
on my feet, however many hours this is
going to take, pales in comparison to
the sacrifice of that constituent the
Senator read about and talked about
this morning who may not be able to
pay for heating in the winter in Min-
nesota, which is almost a fate too hor-
rible to contemplate. Being on my feet
pales in comparison to those teenage
runaways, disabled teenagers, school
dropouts, homeless teenagers, 16- to 21-
year-olds.

Standing on my feet helps to save
and give them some hope, and to pre-
serve some portion of rationality in
this debate about whether they are a
priority or not. I am prepared to do
that.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the
yield for another question?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yield for
another question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The Senator was
talking about tax cuts. Is the Senator
aware that this rescissions package,
beyond the first round of about $5 bil-
lion in cuts, the real issue is what hap-
pens in the years to follow in the out-
lays?

Does the Senator understand that if
we extend this to the future, that actu-
ally some of this money that is cut
could very well be used—in other
words, some of the money that is cut—
for nutrition, for fuel assistance pro-
grams, for elderly people, or for that
meat for children, for the job training
program, for education, for counseling
assistance to older people to make sure
they do not get ripped off by supple-
mental insurance policies to Medicare?
Does the Senator realize that actually
some of that money, as we look down
the pike, some of these cuts, this
money could be used to actually fi-
nance the tax cuts which go
disproportionally to people on the top?

In other words, what could be going
on here if this is the first round, where
the rubber meets the road, we have pri-
ority programs extremely important to
the most vulnerable citizens. Does the
Senator realize this money could be
used to finance tax cuts for fat cats in
the country, the most affluent people?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, not only am I aware of it, I say to
the Senator from Minnesota, I serve on
the Senate Finance Committee, and I
am very much concerned about, again,
the direction. I think that is probably
the most significant thing about where
we are with this bill.

This bill relates to last year’s money,
really—the appropriations happened
last year. I am just afraid if we go for-
ward and say that it is okay to cut
JTPA, education infrastructure, and
LIHEAP, assistance for seniors, if we
start off that way, it is just going to
get worse.

Senator
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Mr. DOLE. Does the Senator intend
to offer an amendment or talk the rest
of the afternoon?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. We
amendments.

Mr. DOLE. When does the Senator in-
tend to offer the amendments?
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN.

about a timeframe?

Mr. DOLE. We have been on this 2%
hours. The Senator could have read the
dictionary in 2% hours.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I have not
been able to sit down.

Mr. DOLE. Please do.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yield for a
question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Perhaps the Sen-
ator from Illinois could respond to my
concerns. I have amendments. I have
said that all along.

The question is whether there could
be an agreement. Maybe we could work
this out where we could have some as-
surance that I do not introduce the
amendment, and right away the major-
ity leader tables it. I would want there
to be time for debate.

Will the Senator from Illinois agree
that we are interested in that assur-
ance? Otherwise, what could happen,
we could introduce amendments and
immediately they could be tabled. I
wonder whether the Senator from Illi-
nois would agree to move on to amend-
ments; that it is critically important
that there is agreement we have time
to debate the amendments. Otherwise,
we will introduce the amendments and
the majority leader will rise to the
floor and move to table, and we will
not have any discussion at all.

Does the Senator agree that is crit-
ical?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I think so.
That would be very important. The
whole idea is to get a vote on these
amendments and to get some discus-
sion on these amendments. I am pre-
pared to put the amendments down if
we can get that kind of an under-
standing with the majority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I cannot
yield to the majority leader, but I
could yield for a question.

Mr. DOLE. You could yield the floor.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. No, I cannot.

I say to the majority leader, I would
love to yield the floor. I would love to
introduce my amendments. I would
love to move this process forward. I am
not looking forward to just standing
here and talking—I would.

But I think the problem is, because I
am kind of stuck in this spot, I have
not been able to have a discussion
about any time arrangement or wheth-
er or not we will be able to have discus-
sion and a vote on the amendments, in-
cluding Senator WELLSTONE’S.

So I am searching for a way, within
the context of the Senate rules, that I
can reach some Kkind of understanding
regarding the procedure without losing
my rights to the floor.

have

Talking
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Senator WELLSTONE, and I think ap-
propriately—is right. I think at this
point, the majority leader, as always,
has an interest in moving forward on
this. I cannot imagine he would keep
us from having a real vote and debate
on this amendment. So I will yield to
the Senator from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would say, the Senator from Illi-
nois cannot yield to the Senator from
Kansas. She can yield for a question or
she can yield the floor.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate majority leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thought
we had been debating the amendments
the last 2 hours. I have listened to de-
bate on the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program and counseling
program and the job training program
now for 2 hours. I do not know how
much debate we need. I think every-
body understands precisely what the
issues are.

I am prepared to offer the amend-
ment myself. I will offer the amend-
ment. I will offer it all in one amend-
ment, move to table the amendment,
and there will be a vote on the amend-
ment, if that satisfies the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from Illi-
nois. We want to bring this to a conclu-
sion.

Again, let me repeat, I have a couple
of options. I understand the President
may be trying to reach you on the tele-
phone. That is an option I had not
thought of—because I can reach you
right on the floor.

This has become the President’s bill.
He is concerned about the people who
suffered in Oklahoma City. He is con-
cerned about the people who suffered in
earthquakes in California—as he
should be. I think there are 39 States
affected by disasters that are going to
be affected by this bill, and we are still
going to save $9.2 billion. It is a $16 bil-
lion bill; we spend about $6.8—but we
still save about $9.2 billion.

I have one option, just to call for the
regular order, which brings back the
Comprehensive Regulatory Reform Act
of 1995. The other option is just go out
of here, adjourn, recess. I will not bring
this bill up again until there is an
agreement it will be brought up with-
out any amendments and we will have
a vote on it.

But if the two Senators want to frus-
trate their own President, I do not
know why I should complain. Maybe I
ought to be happy about it.

But I am concerned. This whole thing
should have been settled about 30 days
ago. We have been waiting 30 days, the
White House has been negotiating with
the House and the Senate—it has not
been in secret. Everybody has known
it. It has been brought up in our cau-
cus. I am certain the Democrats dis-
cussed it in their caucus.
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It is no surprise when something
comes to the floor and it is something
Senators had not read. If people voted
on only things they read around here it
might be a lot better because we would
not have so many votes. But I suggest
we have reached a point where we are
either going to pass this bill or we are
going to pull it down. That is going to
be up to the Senators from Illinois and
Minnesota. They have every right to do
what they are doing. I do not quarrel—
I do quarrel with the course they are
following, because I think it is going to
mean we are probably not going to pass
this bill. It is not going to go to the
President.

I do not want there to be any illusion
we are going to jump on this bill as
soon as we come back and give them
all the time they want for debate. It is
not going to happen. We are going to be
on regulatory reform and we are going
to stay on regulatory reform, and after
that we will be on something else. And
the longer we wait, the less money we
save in this bill. Maybe that is the
strategy of the two Senators. If you
can wait until the end of the fiscal
year, we do not save any money. But
neither do you help the victims in
Oklahoma City or the victims in Cali-
fornia or the victims in some 37 or 38
other States who have been hit by dis-
asters. Nor do you, as pointed out by
the Senator from West Virginia and
the Senator from Oregon, the two ex-
perts here on appropriations—in effect,
you are going to be hurting the people
in your own States, in Illinois, Min-
nesota, Kansas, Montana, Washington,
New Hampshire, wherever, by frus-
trating and by delaying this bill.

I do not know how many Senators
are left in town. I think that is prob-
ably another strategy the two Senators
have used. I hope there are 51. But if
the two Senators will permit me to, I
can offer an amendment, one amend-
ment that would cover everything they
have raised; have one vote. We would
have low-income home energy assist-
ance, the counseling program, and job
training—have one vote on that. I
would offer the amendment, then I
would move to table my own amend-
ment. But you would have a vote. You
would have made your case. You would
have fought for principle. And you may
succeed. I am not certain.

But my view is—I think the Demo-
cratic leader shares this view—we need
to move very quickly. We have had 2%
hours. We have had a lot of debate.
There has been a lot of debate. I think
all these amendments have been de-
bated. I do not know why we need addi-
tional debate.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COCHRAN). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. BURNS. Objection.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have
got to take a trip to examine

Mr. BURNS. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WARNER. Flood damage in Vir-
ginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A
quorum call is in progress.

The clerk will continue the call of
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a number
of us, including the two leaders, have
been trying to figure out some way to
accommodate those who have concerns
about this bill. But I do not think it is
going to happen.

So I am going to propound a unani-
mous-consent request, the two Sen-
ators can object to that, and then I will
ask for the regular order and put us
back on another bill.

Let me just say, I am not going to
bring up the rescissions bill again until
there is an agreement we will pass it
without any votes. We are trying to ac-
commodate the President of the United
States. We are trying to accommodate
the House, which passed this bill late
last night. More important, we are try-
ing to accommodate people in OKla-
homa City who suffered a tremendous
tragedy, and a lot of this money would
g0 to help in that area. We are trying
to accommodate the people in Cali-
fornia who suffered earthquakes. We
are trying to accommodate people in 39
other States who have had disaster
problems.

Here we are on the floor talking
about adding $5.5 billion, or x dollars,
which can be done in later appropria-
tions bills or supplementals. This de-
bate does not make any sense to me,
and I have been around here a long
time.

Obviously, two Senators on a Friday
before a recess can frustrate anything,
and they have discovered that, and I
commend them for it, because now
they know every time there is a recess,
on a Friday, they can say ‘“Oh, I can’t
let this pass, I feel strongly about
this.”

We all feel strongly about this, but
ask somebody in Oklahoma City and
ask somebody in California or ask the
President of the United States if we
should pass this bill, and he would say
yes.

We have dawdled around here for 3
hours. All these things have been de-
bated. It is obvious that the Senator
from Illinois and the Senator from
Minnesota do not want anything to
happen. They can object. But do not
come around and say you want to bring
the bill up after the recess. It is not
going to happen.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order for me to offer
an amendment to the pending bill for
Senators WELLSTONE and MOSELEY-
BRAUN, the text of which restores the
LIHEAP funding, adds back $5.5 billion
for insurance counseling, $35 billion for
education, and restores $272 million for
Job Training Partnership, and that
there be 10 minutes for debate divided
between Senators WELLSTONE and
MOSELEY-BRAUN, at the conclusion of
which time the Senate will proceed to
vote; that the bill then be advanced to
third reading, and passed, the motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table, all
without intervening action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the
right to object. First of all, let me, one
more time, make it crystal clear, Mr.
President, that I have an objection to
the characterization of discovering on
Friday that you can stall. I have been
working on the Low-income Housing
Energy Assistance Program for a long,
long time, as each of my colleagues
knows. This is a critically important
issue to some of the most vulnerable
citizens in my State of Minnesota, a
cold weather State.

Second of all, Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I want to make
it very clear that when it comes to as-
sistance for California and Oklahoma
City, in no way, shape, or form do I in-
tend to be held hostage to that, Mr.
President. We are all for that.

Mr. DOLE. I call for the regular
order, Mr. President.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President——

Mr. DOLE. Regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DOLE. I call for the regular
order.

I object, Mr.

————

COMPREHENSIVE REGULATORY
REFORM ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the underlying pend-
ing business.

A Dbill (S. 343) to reform the regulatory
process, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. DOLE. I advise Members that
there will be no more votes today. We
are back on regulatory reform.

I have been given the authority by a
majority of members of the Judiciary
Committee and the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee to withdraw the com-
mittee reported amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments are withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 1487
(Purpose: To provide a substitute)

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send a
substitute amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], for
himself, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HEF-
LIN, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. ROTH, Mr. MURKOWSKI,
Mr. BOND, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. COVERDELL,
Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BROWN, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. KyL, Mr. BREAUX, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. GRAMS, and
Mr. LOTT, proposes an amendment numbered
148"7.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this will be
the text which will be amended on

Monday, July 10. There will be two

amendments. There will be votes,

starting at 5 o’clock on Monday.
———

THE RESCISSIONS BILL

Mr. DOLE. Let me again state this,
so there will not be any misunder-
standing by the Senators from Illinois
and Minnesota.

The next time we bring up the rescis-
sions bill it will be by a unanimous-
consent agreement, without any
amendments, and with very little de-
bate. They can continue to frustrate
this Senate on a Friday afternoon all
year long. That is fine with me, be-
cause I have to be here anyway.

I think they are doing a disservice to
hundreds of thousands of people across
America to make a political point.
They have that right. Everybody
makes political points on the Senate
floor. And to say they are not making
a political point, I think, would be a
stretch.

Where was all the debate when the
conference report was passed? Where
has been all the concern in the last few
days? These Senators know, as well,
that this has been undergoing intense
scrutiny with the White House, the
Democratic and Republican leadership,
and they finally got together. The
President says pass it. I read his state-
ments a couple of times, the statement
of the administration.

Two Senators can frustrate anything.
It is too late to file cloture; it is Friday
afternoon, which they knew. But that
is their right. I do not want to take
any rights away from anybody. The
day may come when they are trying to
pass something on a Friday and some-
body will jump up and say they cannot
do this. That is the way it goes from
time to time.

So I am disappointed. I apologize
that we could not pass this bill. I
apologize to the many people who will
be suffering in the interim because of
the efforts by our colleagues. But I
cannot change that. They have every
right to do what they have done. They
objected to the immediate consider-
ation.
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Apparently, they did not really want
to vote on the amendments in the first
place. They had a chance to have a
vote on all the amendments. We could
have had a vote, but after 3 hours of
wasted time, they did not want to vote
and they objected. They have that
right.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. DOLE. I object.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. DOLE. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have a question that I would
like to propound, unless the——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator cannot conduct debate.

Mr. DOLE. You cannot do that.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I cannot ask
a question because you will not allow
the quorum call to be called off.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The only
question in order is to ask that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I understand
that. The majority leader objected to
that, so I cannot get to my question of
the majority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator cannot proceed.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I was just
checking. Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will continue to call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, is there any way to inquire——

Mr. DOLE. Regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The only
thing in order is for the Senator to ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Is there any
way to find out when the majority
leader will not object to the quorum
call order being rescinded?

Mr. DOLE. Regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is violating the rules of debate.
She cannot speak unless the quorum
call is rescinded.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I under-
stand, but I was trying to propound a
question to the Chair. I ask that the
quorum call—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator cannot proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will continue to call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr.
dent, now?

Presi-
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