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pesticides on crops to the reimbursement of
banks for Government-guaranteed loans that
have defaulted.

Judge Merritt’s warning came in a sepa-
rate statement. The 840 Federal judges would
remain available for work, he said, but it is
unlikely that the courts would continue to
be staffed by clerical, probation and security
personnel.

‘‘The judges cannot run the court system
alone,’’ said Judge Merritt, who sits in Nash-
ville. ‘‘And if the judiciary shuts down, you
can’t arrest people for Federal crimes be-
cause you can’t bring them to court.’’

Republicans said the White House was to
blame for the problems. ‘‘President Clinton
shut down the Government,’’ said Michele
Davis, spokeswoman for Representative Dick
Armey of Texas, the House majority leader.
‘‘He vetoed three bills last week that would
have reopened’’ national parks, museums
and monuments, and restored the missing
services, she added.

The shutdown of the national parks forced
the cancellation today of the first of the an-
nual Bracebridge dinners at Yosemite Na-
tional Park in California. Bracebridge, an
Ahwahnee Hotel tradition since 1927,
recreates a Renaissance feast and includes
an eight-course meal.

About 1,650 guests, picked by lottery from
among 60,000 requests, were turned away
after park rangers closed the gates to Yo-
semite on Wednesday.

Although the Clinton Administration cited
various aspects of law enforcement among
its examples of lapsed activity, it did not
mention the threat Judge Merritt found to
the judiciary.

‘‘If this goes into the first week in Janu-
ary, we are going to have a serious problem,’’
the judge said in the interview. He spoke as
the chairman of the steering committee of
the Judicial Conference, the policy-making
body of Federal judges.

Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist has
long urged Congress to consider a separate
financing bill for the judiciary, but there has
been no response so far, the judge said. The
judiciary is now running on funds it gets
from fees, which are not allocated to any
specific year’s budget and which it is allowed
to spend on its own. But this money will
soon run out, Judge Merritt said.

The White House list included such highly
visible examples of service loss as 23,000 pass-
port applications not being accepted on the
average day, 383,000 daily visitors affected by
the closing of the national parks and 92,400
people in Washington denied admittance to
the Smithsonian museums, the National Zoo
and the National Gallery of Art.

Among other effects of the shutdown on
the list were these:

Suspension of activity involving sales of
timber from national forests.

No processing by the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration of 2,500 home purchase loans
and refinancing.

Suspension of civil enforcement actions by
the Environmental Protection Agency, ex-
cept for Superfund cases, that yield an aver-
age of $3 million a day in fines or injunctive
relief against polluters.

No processing of 20,000 applications a day
for student loans or Pell grants.

Blockage of more than $92 million a day in
foreign sales because of the closure of the
center that licenses exports of military
items and sensitive technology.

In a related development, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics said that publication of the
Producer Price Index and the Consumer
Price Index, scheduled for Jan. 11 and Jan.
12, respectively, would be delayed about a
week even if furloughed employees returned
to work by Tuesday. And employment fig-
ures for December scheduled to be made pub-

lic on Jan. 5, will be delayed if workers do
not return by Tuesday.

‘‘The absence of this information poten-
tially could create a degree of short-term pa-
ralysis in decision making with resulting
long-term adverse effects on the nation’s
economic well-being,’’’ said Commissioner
Katharine G. Abraham. ‘‘For example, com-
panies could delay investment or hiring deci-
sions, causing a decline in output and na-
tional income.’’
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THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, almost 4

years ago I commenced these daily re-
ports to the Senate to make a matter
of record the exact Federal debt as of
close of business the previous day.

In that report of February 27, 1992,
the Federal debt stood at
$3,825,891,293,066.80, as of close of busi-
ness the previous day. The point is, the
Federal debt has increased by
$1,162,604,087,046.50 since February 26,
1992.

As of the close of business Tuesday,
January 2, the Federal debt stood at
exactly $4,988,495,380,113.30. On a per
capita basis, every man, woman, and
child in America owes $18,936.41 as his
or her share of the Federal debt.
f

THE 1995 BUDGET AND
APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, as 1996
begins, and the 2d session of the 104th
Congress convenes, we need to take a
close look at the record of this Con-
gress’ first year. In reviewing that
record, one stunning failure stands out
above all others. The majority in 1995
presided over perhaps the most bungled
budget and appropriations process ever
seen in Congress. The majority failed
to meet every budget deadline set by
law, and every deadline they set for
themselves.

Rather than react responsibly to
bring order to this process, Repub-
licans instead chose to shut down the
government twice. The most recent
shutdown, now in its 19th day, is by far
the longest in history. Both of these
shutdowns have been unnecessary,
wasteful of taxpayer funds, and have
inconvenienced thousands of Ameri-
cans who paid their taxes only to have
basic services denied them.

Let there be no mistake: Despite
some of the rhetoric we have heard, the
responsibility for the shutdown falls
squarely on the shoulders of Repub-
licans in the House of Representatives.
Nothing makes that clearer than the
action by the Senate on January 2 to
approve a continuing resolution that
would fund the Government until Jan-
uary 12. The other body could take up
and enact that legislation in a matter
of minutes. Yet because of objections
by self-proclaimed revolutionaries in
the other body, the shutdown contin-
ues. These extremists plan to hold the
Government and its workers hostage to
force the administration to accept a
budget that has already been rejected
by the President and the American
people.

A brief review of the botched budget
process this year explains how Con-
gress got into this mess. The Budget
Act requires the Senate Budget Com-
mittee to report a resolution by April
1. The majority missed that deadline.
The Budget Act requires Congress to
complete a budget resolution by April
15. Again, the majority missed that
legal deadline. By June 15, the Budget
Act requires Congress to complete ac-
tion on a final budget reconciliation
bill. Today, over 6 months later, we are
still discussing that legislation at the
White House. In fact, they did not even
complete work on the budget resolu-
tion until June 29.

The majority has missed every legal
deadline for the appropriations process,
as well. By June 10, the Budget Act re-
quires the House Appropriations Com-
mittee to report all 13 appropriations
bills. The majority failed to report
even one of them by that date. By June
30, the Budget Act requires the House
to complete action on all 13 appropria-
tions bills. They had completed only
two. By October 1, the beginning of the
fiscal year, all 13 appropriations bills
are supposed to be enacted. On October
1, 1995, Congress had sent only two of
them to the President.

Not only has Congress failed to meet
its legal responsibilities. It is now fail-
ing to meet its constitutional respon-
sibilities to properly fund the Govern-
ment. Last year was not the first time
the President differed with Congress on
appropriations bills. When Democrats
controlled Congress and Republicans
controlled the White House, Democrats
handled Presidential vetoes very dif-
ferently than the majority does today.
In 1990, President Bush vetoed the Dis-
trict of Columbia bill twice, and he
also vetoed the foreign operations and
Labor/Health and Human Services
bills. He again vetoed the District of
Columbia bills in 1992 and 1993, and the
Labor/HHS bill in 1992. In each of these
cases, Congress approved a continuing
resolution to avoid a shutdown while
Congress and the President worked out
differences over these bills.

There is no reason that Congress can-
not again this year approve stopgap
funding while Congress and the Presi-
dent negotiate differences over out-
standing appropriations bills that
should have been completed long ago.
In fact, the President has indicated
that, with relatively minor changes, he
would quickly sign the bills he has ve-
toed, and the Government could be put
back to work.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at the conclusion of my
statement, the veto messages of the
President regarding the VA/HUD, Com-
merce/State/Justice, and the Interior
appropriations bills be printed in the
RECORD.

As these messages make clear, agree-
ment is within reach if extremist riders
are removed and limited funding for
high-priority programs is restored. The
only reason that this has not been done
already is that certain leaders in the
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other body seek to impose their radical
agenda on America by holding these
bills hostage. The Founding Fathers, in
writing the Constitution, expected
more responsible behavior from leaders
in Congress, and did not anticipate
that Congress would renege on its basic
obligation to maintain the functioning
of Government because one faction ex-
pected to gain partisan advantage.

Mr. President, I would ask my col-
leagues to review these veto messages,
and begin working to bridge the dif-
ferences by negotiating in good faith,
and stop using coercive tactics to ex-
tract advantage. I hope very much that
the House will act today on the clean
continuing resolution approved by the
Senate yesterday. Ending the irrespon-
sible shutdown would be a good dem-
onstration of leadership, and would
clearly add a positive note to the bipar-
tisan negotiations over balancing the
budget that are now taking place.

There being no objection, the mes-
sages were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith without my ap-
proval H.R. 2099, the ‘‘Departments of Veter-
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1996.’’

H.R. 2099 would threaten public health and
the environment, end programs that are
helping communities help themselves, close
the door on college for thousands of young
people, and leave veterans seeking medical
care with fewer treatment options.

The bill includes no funds for the highly
successful National Service program. If such
funding were eliminated, the bill would cost
nearly 50,000 young Americans the oppor-
tunity to help their community, through
AmeriCorps, to address vital local needs such
as health care, crime prevention, and edu-
cation while earning a monetary award to
help them pursue additional education or
training. I will not sign any version of this
appropriations bill that does not restore
funds for this vital program.

This bill includes a 22 percent cut in re-
quested funding for the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA), including a 25 percent
cut in enforcement that would cripple EPA
efforts to enforce laws against polluters.
Particularly objectionable are the bill’s 25
percent cut in Superfund, which would con-
tinue to expose hundreds of thousands of
citizens to dangerous chemicals and cuts,
which would hamper efforts to train workers
in hazardous waste cleanup.

In addition to severe funding cuts for EPA,
the bill also includes legislative riders that
were tacked onto the bill without any hear-
ings or adequate public input, including one
that would prevent EPA from exercising its
authority under the Clean Water Act to pre-
vent wetlands losses.

I am concerned about the bill’s $762 million
reduction to my request for funds that would
go directly to States and needy cities for
clean water and drinking water needs, such
as assistance to clean up Boston Harbor. I
also object to cuts the Congress has made in
environmental technology, the climate
change action plan, and other environmental
programs.

The bill would reduce funding for the
Council for Environmental Quality by more
than half. Such a reduction would severely
hamper the Council’s ability to provide me
with advice on environmental policy and
carry out its responsibilities under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act.

The bill provides no new funding for the
Community Development Financial Institu-
tions program, an important initiative for
bringing credit and growth to communities
long left behind.

While the bill provides spending authority
for several important initiatives of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), including Community Development
Block Grants, homeless assistance and the
sale of HUD-owned properties, it lacks fund-
ing for others. For example, the bill provides
no funds to support economic development
initiatives; it has insufficient funds for in-
cremental rental vouchers; and it cuts near-
ly in half my request for tearing down the
most severely distressed housing projects.
Also, the bill contains harmful riders that
would transfer HUD’s Fair Housing activities
to the Justice Department and eliminate
Federal preferences in the section 8, tenant-
based program.

The bill provides less than I requested for
the medical care of this Nation’s veterans. It
includes significant restrictions on funding
for the Secretary of Veterans Affairs that
appear designed to impede him from carry-
ing out his duties as an advocate for veter-
ans. Further, the bill does not provide nec-
essary funding for VA hospital construction.

For these reasons and others my Adminis-
tration has converyed to the Congress in ear-
lier communications, I cannot accept this
bill. This bill does not reflect the values that
Americans hold dear. I urge the Congress to
send me an appropriations bill for these im-
portant priorities that truly serves the
American people.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 18, 1995.

To the House of Representatives:
I am returning herewith without my ap-

proval H.R. 1977, the ‘‘Department of the In-
terior and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1996.’’

This bill is unacceptable because it would
unduly restrict our ability to protect Ameri-
ca’s natural resources and cultural heritage,
promote the technology we need for long-
term energy conservation and economic
growth, and provide adequate health, edu-
cational, and other services to Native Ameri-
cans.

First, the bill makes wrong-headed choices
with regard to the management and preser-
vation of some of our most precious assets.
In the Tongass National Forest in Alaska, it
would allow harmful clear-cutting, require
the sale of timber at unsustainable levels,
and dictate the use of an outdated forest
plan for the next 2 fiscal years.

In the Columbia River basin in the Pacific
Northwest, the bill would impede implemen-
tation of our comprehensive plan for manag-
ing public lands—the Columbia River Basin
Ecosystem Management Project. It would do
this by prohibiting publication of a final En-
vironmental Impact Statement or Record of
Decision and requiring the exclusion of infor-
mation on fisheries and watersheds. The re-
sult: a potential return to legal gridlock on
timber harvesting, grazing, mining, and
other economically important activities.

And in the California desert, the bill un-
dermines our designation of the Mojave Na-
tional Preserve by cutting funding for the
Preserve and shifting responsibility for its
management from the National Park Service
to the Bureau of Land Management. The Mo-
jave is our newest national park and part of
the 1994 California Desert Protection Act—
the largest addition to our park system in
the lower 48 States. It deserves our support.

Moreover, the bill would impose a mis-
guided moratorium on future listings and
critical habitat designations under the En-
dangered Species Act. And in the case of one

endangered species, the marbled murrelet, it
would eliminate the normal flexibility for
both the Departments of the Interior and Ag-
riculture to use new scientific information
in managing our forests.

Second, the bill slashes funding for the De-
partment of Energy’s energy conservation
programs. This is short-sighted and unwise.
Investment in the technology of energy con-
servation is important for our Nation’s long-
term economic strength and environmental
health. We should be doing all we can to
maintain and sharpen our competitive edge,
not back off.

Third, this bill fails to honor our historic
obligations toward Native Americans. It pro-
vides inadequate funding for the Indian
Health Service and our Indian Education
programs. And the cuts targeted at key pro-
grams in the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ are
crippling—including programs that support
child welfare; adult vocational training; law
enforcement and detention services; commu-
nity fire protection; and general assistance
to low-income Indian individuals and fami-
lies.

Moreover, the bill would unfairly single
out certain self-governance tribes in Wash-
ington State for punitive treatment. Specifi-
cally, it would penalize these tribes finan-
cially for using legal remedies in disputes
with non-tribal owners of land within res-
ervations.

Finally, the bill represents a dramatic de-
parture from our commitment to support for
the arts and the humanities. It cuts funding
of the National Endowments for the Arts and
Humanities so deeply as to jeopardize their
capacity to keep providing the cultural, edu-
cational, and artistic programs that enrich
America’s communitties large and small.

For these reasons and others my Adminis-
tration has conveyed to the Congress in ear-
lier communications, I cannot accept this
bill. It does not reflect my priorities or the
values of the American people. I urge the
Congress to send me a bill that truly serves
the interests of our Nation and our citizens.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 18, 1995.

To the House of Representatives:
I am returning herewith without my ap-

proval H.R. 2076, the ‘‘Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1996.’’

This bill does not meet the priorities and
needs of our Nation and people. It would un-
dermine our ability to fight the war on
crime; decimate technology programs that
are critical to building a strong U.S. econ-
omy; and weaken our leadership in the world
by drastically cutting funding for inter-
national organizations, peacekeeping, and
other international affairs activities.

First, the bill represents an unacceptable
retreat in our fight against crime and drugs.
It eliminates my COPS initiative (Commu-
nity Oriented Policing Services) to put
100,000 more police officers on the street. Al-
ready, this initiative has put thousands of
police on the street, working hand-in-hand
with their communities to fight crime. The
block grant that H.R. 2076 would offer in-
stead would not guarantee a single new po-
lice officer. That’s not what the American
people want, and I won’t accept it. As I have
said, I will not sign any version of this bill
that does not fund the COPS initiative as a
free-standing, discretionary grant program,
as authorized.

The bill also eliminates my ‘‘drug courts’’
initiative. And it unwisely abandons crime
prevention efforts such as the Ounce of Pre-
vention Council and the Community Rela-
tions Service. I am also disappointed that
the funding levels in the bill fall short of my
request for the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, and OCDETF (Organized Crime Drug
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Enforcement Task Force). This is no time to
let down our guard in the fight against
drugs.

Second, the bill constitutes a short-sighted
assault on the Commerce Department’s tech-
nology programs that work effectively with
business to expand our economy, help Ameri-
cans compete in the global marketplace, and
create high quality jobs. As we approach a
new, technology-driven century, it makes no
sense to eliminate an industry-driven, highly
competitive, cost-shared initiative like our
Advanced Technology Program (ATP), which
fosters technology development, promotes
industrial alliances, and creates jobs. Nor
does it make sense to sharply cut funding for
measures that will help assure our long-term
growth and competitiveness—such as our Na-
tional Information Infrastructure grants
program, which helps connect schools, hos-
pitals, and libraries to the information su-
perhighway; the GLOBE program, which pro-
motes the study of science and the environ-
ment in our schools; the Manufacturing Ex-
tension Partnership, which helps small man-
ufacturers meet the hi-tech demands of the
new marketplace; Defense Conversion; or the
Technology Administration. And I oppose
the bill’s harmful cuts for the Census Bureau
and for economic and statistical analysis.

Third, I am deeply concerned that this bill
would undermine our global leadership and
impair our ability to protect and defend im-
portant U.S. interests around the world—
both by making unwise cuts in funding for
international organizations and peacekeep-
ing activities, and by cutting programs of
the State Department, the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, and the United States
Information Agency. These cuts would im-
pair our ability to support important activi-
ties such as the nonproliferation of weapons,
the promotion of human rights, and the con-
trol of infectious disease like the Ebola
virus.

Moreover, sections of the bill include inap-
propriate restrictive language, including lan-
guage limiting the conduct of U.S. diplo-
matic relations with Vietnam, that I believe
infringe on Presidential prerogatives. And I
cannot accept the provision that would cut
off all funding for these agencies on April 1,
1996, unless the State Department Authoriza-
tion Act and related legislation had been
signed into law.

Fourth, the bill includes three additional
provisions that I cannot accept.

It cripples the capacity of the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation (LSC) to fulfill its historic
mission of serving people in need—slashing
its overall funding, sharply limiting the ad-
ministrative funds LSC needs to conduct its
business, and imposing excessive restrictions
on LSC’s operations. LSC should be allowed
to carry on its work in an appropriate man-
ner, both in its basic programs and in special
initiatives like the migrant legal services
program.

Section 103 of the bill would prohibit the
use of funds for performing abortions, except
in cases involving rape or danger to the life
of the mother. The Justice Department has
advised that there is a substantial risk that
this provision would be held unconstitu-
tional as applied to female prison inmates.

The bill also includes an ill-considered leg-
islative rider that would impose a morato-
rium on future listings under the Endan-
gered Species Act by the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration and other
agencies. That rider not only would make
bad policy, it also has no place in this bill.

Finally, I would urge the Congress to con-
tinue the Associate Attorney General’s of-
fice.

For these reasons and others my Adminis-
tration has conveyed to the Congress in ear-
lier communications, I cannot accept this

bill. H.R. 2076 does not reflect my priorities
or the values of the American people. I urge
the Congress to send me an appropriations
bill that truly serves this Nation and its peo-
ple.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 19, 1995.

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.

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

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

f

MEDICAID

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, we all
hope that agreement can be reached
very shortly on the budget. I would
like to take a few minutes of the Sen-
ate’s time this afternoon to talk about
one particular part of that budget con-
troversy and that is Medicaid. I would
like to caution the negotiators, cau-
tion all of us on both sides of the aisle,
that as we debate and negotiate on
Medicaid, we really need to stay fo-
cused on the fact that this is not just
a question of money. The argument is
not over just money. It is not just a
question of finding a dollar amount
that we can all agree on, a dollar
amount that we can compromise.
There are also very important policy
issues that we simply must deal with.
The policy issues are, in a very real
sense, even more important than the
dollars that are involved.

If we merely reduce the Federal con-
tribution to the States to furnish Med-
icaid but at the same time do nothing
to structurally fix Medicaid, then I be-
lieve we will have failed, and that fail-
ure will have devastating con-
sequences. Instead, I believe we must
seize this opportunity to fix Medicaid
by removing the wasteful, inefficient,
and administratively burdensome parts
of the current program. If we do that,
then we will improve Medicaid but,
more important, we will improve poor
people’s health care.

So this debate is not just about
money. It is not just about federalism.
It is not just about State sovereignty.
It is about the poor and how best to
serve them, how best to develop con-
structive and viable alternatives that
will meet their health care needs. Be-
cause the reality is, if given the flexi-
bility, if given the freedom, the States
can devise programs that cost less and
at the same time provide better health
care for the poor.

I would like this afternoon, there-
fore, to review for just a few moments
where we are currently on Medicaid,
where our proposal and the President’s
proposal would take us. Today, under
the status quo, under what has become
an open-ended entitlement program,
the Federal Government can give
States an unlimited amount of money

to look after the health of their poor so
long as States do two things. First,
States have to provide the poor within
their boundaries with a Federally-pre-
scribed set of services. That is, States
are told what health care to give their
poor and how to give it to them, how to
deliver the services. Second, States
have to contribute to the costs of Med-
icaid from their budgets based on a
Federal formula.

The fact that unlimited funds have
been made available to this program
has also meant that there has been no
incentive to remove the inefficiencies
that exist, nor to come up with new or
better ways to serve the health care
needs of the poor. This has resulted, in
turn, in ever-increasing expenditures
on Medicaid by both the Federal Gov-
ernment and by the States. Between
1988 and 1994, 6 years, State spending
on Medicaid has increased by 160 per-
cent. During the same years, Federal
spending on Medicaid has increased 170
percent. Or, to look at it another way,
in 1987 States spent on the average 10
percent of their own budgets on Medic-
aid. Last year, they spent almost 20
percent.

In a conversation I had this morning
with my Governor, the Governor of the
State of Ohio, George Voinovich, he
told me that in just a few years, unless
changes are made, Ohio will be spend-
ing 40 percent of its total budget for
the cost of Medicaid.

Federal Medicaid spending has grown
from 2.7 percent of total Federal out-
lays to 5.6 percent during this same pe-
riod of time. So, today, we have a Med-
icaid Program that is growing too fast
and does not provide the best health
care for the buck. So we have set out
to change this, to cut Federal spending
growth—not Federal spending, but to
cut the rate of growth, and to cut it in
half; and, at the same time, to improve
the delivery of health care services to
the poor. We proposed a reduction in
the current Federal contribution to
Medicaid. But, under our plan, we also
gave States more flexibility than ever
before in determining how health care
services should be provided to poor peo-
ple.

These two changes, fewer dollars
from Washington, slower rate of
growth, but more flexibility for the
States, those two have to go hand-in-
hand. You cannot have one without the
other, because States cannot deliver
health care with fewer dollars if they
must do so under the current bureauc-
racy-laden, expensive system. On the
other hand, if we let States be creative,
they can spend less and at the same
time provide better services.

Allowing States the flexibility to re-
form and redefine Medicaid means that
our proposal is not just a proposal
about money. While it is a proposal
that sometimes tells the States what
services to provide, for the most part it
leaves the States to find innovative
ways to provide these services. It
leaves it up to the States. States are
given this flexibility because we be-
lieve the States can devise better and
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