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the greatest experiment in individual 
liberty known to man, that being the 
United States of America. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the chairman for the 
kind words that he gave me.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT IN 
THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 4 MADE IN ORDER TO H. 
CON. RES. 95, CONCURRENT RES-
OLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2004 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that during consid-
eration of H. Con. Res. 95 pursuant to 
House Resolution 151, the amendment 
numbered 4 in House Report 108–44 may 
be considered as modified by the form 
that I have placed at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The Clerk 
will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Modification to amendment in the nature 

of a substitute No. 4 printed in part B of 
House Report 108–44 offered by Mr. Spratt:

Strike section 204 and insert the following:
SEC. 204. CONTINGENCY PROCEDURE FOR SUR-

FACE TRANSPORTATION. 
(a) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-

FRASTRUCTURE.—In the House, if the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
reports a bill or joint resolution, or if an 
amendment thereto is offered or a con-
ference report thereon is submitted, that 
provides new budget authority for the budget 
accounts or portions thereof in the highway 
and transit categories as defined in sections 
250(c)(4)(B) and (C) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 in 
excess of the following amounts: 

(1) for fiscal year 2004: $39,233,000,000, 
(2) for fiscal year 2005: $39,998,000,000, 
(3) for fiscal year 2006: $40,841,000,000, 
(4) for fiscal year 2007: $41,684,000,000, or 
(5) for fiscal year 2008: $42,605,000,000, 

the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et may adjust the appropriate budget aggre-
gates and increase the allocation of new 
budget authority to such committee for fis-
cal year 2004 and for the period of fiscal 
years 2004 through 2008 to the extent such ex-
cess is offset by a reduction in mandatory 
outlays from the Highway Trust Fund or an 
increase in receipts appropriated to such 
fund for the applicable fiscal year caused by 
such legislation or any previously enacted 
legislation. 

(b) ADJUSTMENT FOR OUTLAYS.—In the 
House, if a bill or joint resolution is re-
ported, or if an amendment thereto is offered 
or a conference report thereon is submitted, 
that changes obligation limitations such 
that the total limitations are in excess of 
$38,594,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, for pro-
grams, projects, and activities within the 
highway and transit categories as defined in 
sections 250(c)(4)(B) and (C) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 and if legislation has been enacted 
that satisfies the conditions set forth in sub-
section (a) for such fiscal year, the chairman 
of the Committee on the Budget may in-
crease the allocation of outlays for such fis-

cal year for the committee reporting such 
measure by the amount of outlays that cor-
responds to such excess obligation limita-
tions, but not to exceed the amount of such 
excess that was offset pursuant to subsection 
(a).

Mr. SPRATT (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the modification be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from South Carolina? 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not ob-
ject, I rise only to take a moment to 
thank my colleague and ranking mem-
ber from South Carolina for his work 
in trying to conform this important 
provision within both of our budgets. 
We may have some disagreement 
throughout the day here on a number 
of provisions, but procedurally we usu-
ally have an esprit de corps and una-
nimity. In this instance I will not ob-
ject. This is an appropriate thing for 
the gentleman to do. I made a similar 
manager’s amendment at Rules last 
night, and this allows us to conform 
the budget, so I will not object. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that Members have 
7 legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks with regard to the budg-
et we are about to consider. 

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

There was no objection.
f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2004 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 151 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution, H. 
Con. Res. 95. 

b 1340 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 95) establishing the 
congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2004 
and setting forth appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2003 and 
2005 through 2013, with Mr. GILLMOR in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the concurrent resolution is con-
sidered as having been read the first 
time. 

General debate shall not exceed 3 
hours, with 2 hours confined to the con-
gressional budget, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Committee on the 
Budget, and 1 hour on the subject of 
economic goals and policies, equally di-
vided and controlled by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
STARK). 

The gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
NUSSLE) and the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) each will con-
trol 1 hour of debate on the congres-
sional budget. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE). 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would like to begin by thanking our 
staff from the Committee on the Budg-
et. They have worked enormously hard 
to bring us to this point in time where 
we are able to come to the floor to talk 
about the budget. Usually we reserve 
this to the end of the debate, but I just 
want to thank them because we are at 
a very unique time in our history. It 
requires some difficult choices. It re-
quires us to analyze the situation very 
carefully. We have good people that 
work for us in both the majority and 
minority. I want to thank them for the 
work that they do. They have been 
asked to do a job, they do it, they do it 
well, and we find ourselves on the floor 
ready to debate the bill on time and 
ready to debate the budget within the 
procedure that we laid out at the be-
ginning of the year. 

Similarly, we ask young men and 
women overseas to do a job today. 
They are doing it in fine fashion. They 
represent us well. They represent our 
hopes and our dreams. They represent 
our freedom. They represent America. 
We are proud of our troops. We are 
proud of the job that they do, and we 
are proud that they do the job without 
blinking an eye, without any hesi-
tation. 

I believe they would ask the same of 
us here today, that while there are cer-
tainly trials and tribulations that con-
found us around the world today, that 
we do our work, that we are not dis-
tracted by a tyrant in Baghdad, and we 
are not distracted by terrorism around 
the world. It would be very easy to be 
distracted by that. It would be very 
easy to suggest, let’s maybe wait for 
another day. But I think what America 
demands is that we continue the work 
of freedom, we continue the work of de-
mocracy. That is what they are fight-
ing for, and that is what we need to do 
as well. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at war. I did 
not have to practice that part of the 
speech because we were at war even be-
fore last night. We are at war against 
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international terrorism. The President 
determined that soon after September 
11, 2001. That war continues. The fact 
that we opened up another front last 
night and that we will continue to pur-
sue that front should not deter us, and 
we need to plan for it within our budg-
ets. We need to take that into consider-
ation as we debate this budget here 
today. So we are debating a wartime 
budget at a time during very difficult 
economic challenges and at a time 
when we face deficits for this foresee-
able future.
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None of us, at least most of us, do not 
want deficits. In fact, I said in my very 
first opening statement at the com-
mittee this year that I do not like defi-
cits, I do not want deficits, and I will 
not pretend to this body, to my col-
leagues, to the President, to the Sen-
ate, or to my constituents at home 
that deficits do not matter. However, 
we are faced with that; and all of the 
yelling and screaming and all of the 
finger-pointing in the world and all of 
the things that might go on here today 
will not change that fact, and in fact 
no one today is bringing forth a budget 
that balances today or even this year 
or even next year. 

In fact, none of the budgets before us 
balance, and there is a reason. Because 
this did not just happen overnight. 
While there are some who will come 
here today and blame and finger-point 
and suggest that the surpluses dis-
appeared because of tax cuts, I would 
suggest that there are many reasons, 
many reasons why we face deficits here 
today. 

It is true that just 2 years ago we 
faced surpluses and we decided to do 
something about that. We made a very 
deliberate decision that when Wash-
ington has more resources than it 
needs to meet those challenges in 
peace time at that time, that it is ap-
propriate to say let us get the economy 
going again. Remember where we were, 
the economy was sluggish. President 
Bush came into office facing a reces-
sion. So we decided we were going to 
reduce taxes and certainly the tax re-
duction did reduce the surplus. That is 
represented by this blue amount. 

But spending and the economy took 
most of the surplus and spending on 
what? An emergency. September 11, 
2001, the emergency facing New York, 
the emergency facing the Pentagon, 
the emergency facing the airlines, the 
emergency facing homeland security. 
In an appropriate bipartisan response, 
every one of us came to the floor and 
said it is time to increase spending for 
those very appropriate purposes. And 
in addition to that in a bipartisan way, 
we came to the floor and said we need 
to cut taxes even further in order to 
stimulate the economy because the 
preattack recession got worse. So 
cheerfully, as a body, we decided it was 
time to spend a little bit more, stimu-
late the economy; and as a result, the 
tax cut took part of it, the spending 

took part of it, but the economic 
changes, the economy, the gut punch 
that each one of us faced whether it 
was home savings, whether it was in-
creased prices around the kitchen table 
we had to deal with, whether it was 
just balancing our own budget around 
our kitchen table with our family, each 
one of us was affected by what hap-
pened in September of 2001, and cer-
tainly it affected our budget. 

So we can finger-point, and we can 
talk about the past, and we can talk 
about Reagan and Clinton and Bush 
and, I do not know, maybe somebody 
even mentioned Roosevelt here today. 
The fact of the matter is that we are in 
deficit and we have to do something 
about it. But we do not start behind 
the eight ball. We build upon some 
huge amounts of spending. 

Let me show what we have been 
doing the last 10 years around here. 
Cheerfully, and again oftentimes in a 
bipartisan way, look at the spending, 
each year increasing. In 1993 when 
President Clinton took office, we had a 
$1.4 trillion budget. What are we pro-
posing today? $2.1 trillion, a 50 percent 
increase just since 1993, 4.5 percent 
each year. So when people go home and 
they start talking about how kids are 
going to be thrown out in the street 
and education is going to be cut and 
health care is going to be ruined, 
please remember that before we even 
talk about this year’s budget, we have 
been increasing spending steadily dur-
ing that period of time, and I will tell 
my colleagues when it really took off. 
When it really took off was when we 
got to balance in 1998. 

Let me show what I mean by that. If 
we take the spending that we control 
every year, called discretionary spend-
ing or the spending from the appropria-
tion bills, discretionary spending was 
holding its own, holding its own as we 
tried to get to balance since we became 
the majority, and then at 1998 all of a 
sudden look at it take off. In 1998 we 
had about $511 billion spent on discre-
tionary spending, and just this last 
year in the bill that we just finished a 
month ago, we were at $768 billion, or 
an average of 7.7 percent each year 
since we reached balance. So when peo-
ple talk about how, oh, boy, this cut is 
going to be tough or there might be 
ways that this could hurt folks or, boy, 
there is not a lot of waste, fraud abuse 
or excess, please remember that we 
build upon a huge base of spending in 
discretionary. 

Let us look at some of the individual 
programs. I have heard a lot of talk 
lately about how Medicare is being 
devastated by this budget, budgets that 
were proposed, budgets that we will 
vote on here today, and budgets that 
we will consider. Since 1995 when the 
Republicans took the majority of Con-
gress, we have increased spending for 
Medicare 56 percent. Was that appro-
priate? Yes. No one is suggesting it was 
not, but when people talk about how 
Medicare is being devastated, it is not 
because of the spending that Medicare 

is in trouble. It is because the way the 
program operates. I can tell you in 
Iowa people are very happy with Medi-
care; so to suggest that all we need to 
do is add more money into Medicare 
and everything will be fine does not 
recognize that Iowa does not get a fair 
shake from Medicare. Many other 
States, Wisconsin and others, do not 
get a fair shake from Medicare. So to 
suggest that all we need to do is pile 
more money on to Medicare, do not 
touch the program, just add more bene-
fits and everything will be fine is stick-
ing our heads in the sand. It will not 
work. But again we build upon some 
huge increases. 

I have heard Governors suggest that 
Medicaid is in trouble and how the Fed-
eral Government has not done its fair 
share with regard to Medicaid. Look at 
the Medicaid budget since we became 
the majority in 1995. It was $89 billion 
of our budget. Today it has increased 77 
percent since we became the majority. 
We have supported the health care for 
the poor and the disabled in this coun-
try to the point now where again we 
will continue in this budget to increase 
Medicaid. 

Let us look at education because of-
tentimes education is used in a par-
tisan way to suggest we do not care 
about children. Education spending 
under the Republican majority has 
doubled. It has doubled. Special edu-
cation has tripled as a result of the Re-
publican majority again as we move 
into this budget. This is what we build 
upon. There are accomplishments that 
we should be proud of. But when people 
whine and complain and suggest we are 
not spending enough, can we ask the 
question, what did we get for this? 
Which is why last year we said we need 
some accountability within our system 
and not just pour more money into it. 

I have a number of very important 
constituents in my district who are 
veterans who before last night did their 
part to defend America and give us the 
ability to stand here today in peace 
and freedom in this country and debate 
issues of importance. And what have 
we done for them? Again, we build 
upon some important accomplish-
ments. Spending has grown 40 percent 
since we reached balanced budget, an 
average of 6.9 percent each year. This 
budget will continue that trend with a 
7 percent increase for veterans 
healthcare spending. 

So let us look at what the budget is 
going to do. First of all, I want to put 
it into context. There is no question 
that we have three important issues as 
we come to the table today to discuss 
the budget, and some of these are even 
bipartisan, believe it or not. Number 
one is protecting America. There is not 
a person who is going to come to the 
floor today who does not feel that that 
is the most important thing that we 
do, and I compliment all of the budgets 
with regard to that issue. When it 
comes to homeland security, when it 
comes to national defense, certainly 
there will always be those who say we 
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can do more. In fact, there has even 
been a few who have suggested that 
there is a lot of waste within the Pen-
tagon, and I would concur with that. 
But at this time in our history where 
our men and women are in the battle-
fields of Kuwait and Iraq and Saudi 
Arabia, we need to make sure that we 
support them; and each one of the 
budgets that comes here today does 
just that. It also supports homeland se-
curity. 

The second most important issue 
that we have is making sure the econ-
omy gets growing again, making sure 
folks have a job. Because while we are 
going to talk a lot today about the 
Federal budget, we all know that the 
most important budget to each and 
every one of us is the one that I debate 
with my wife around my kitchen table 
and that my colleagues may debate 
with their families around their kitch-
en table and our constituents debate 
with their families around their kitch-
en table when they are trying to figure 
out how to pay the phone bill and the 
light bill and the college tuition and 
buy the clothes for their kids and the 
washer that breaks down or whatever 
it might be. That is the budget that 
matters; and if one does not have a job 
and if the economy is not growing in 
their household, it does not matter 
what we are debating. 

Get a fancy chart. It does not matter 
what the fancy chart says if one’s 
checkbook does not balance. So unless 
our budget puts as a top priority get-
ting the economy to grow and create 
jobs, we have failed, in my estimation, 
and that is why the most important 
second issue that we put forth today is 
getting the economy to grow. It used 
to be a slogan. I remember hearing it a 
few years back: ‘‘It’s the economy, stu-
pid.’’ Maybe that was not an appro-
priate way to say it, but the point of 
the matter was important. Make sure 
the economy is taken care of. 

The third issue, and it is an impor-
tant one as we look forward into the 
future because again I think there is 
bipartisan support for this as well, and 
that is fiscal responsibility. We have 
all given spellbinding speeches about 
how the government cannot spend 
more than it takes in. But do my col-
leagues know what? There are some 
times when that has to happen, and by 
and large we agree when those times 
are. When there is a war, I do not think 
anybody begrudges anybody to borrow 
some money to do that. We have got to 
take care of business, and we will spend 
anything it takes to make sure we win 
and our folks have the right equipment 
and the right training. The second time 
we do it is when our country is under 
attack. Homeland security, again, each 
and every one of us came down here 
and cast a vote in support of homeland 
security spending even though it 
caused deficits. And there is another 
time we would do it, and that is when 
we have a recession or an economic 
downturn, and both parties during 
their histories have had to make that 

challenge. So while we are faced with 
those challenges, we still want to keep 
our eye on that fiscal responsibility. 

So how do we do it in this budget? We 
ask a simple thing. We say out of the 
billions of dollars that we spend around 
here, do the Members think we could 
find a penny on the dollar? Most people 
back home in Iowa tell me I bet we 
could find a nickel on the dollar. In 
fact, we have heard amazing stories of 
people who are deceased getting checks 
from the Veterans Administration. We 
have even heard of Social Security re-
cipients who are overseas that we send 
a check to. We have heard about food 
stamps that have been stolen. We have 
heard about all sorts of crazy things in-
volving credit cards at the Pentagon 
where people have been using it for 
their own personal expenses. 

Tell me there is not a penny on the 
dollar. Tell me that the earned income 
tax credit has not been abused. Tell me 
that Medicare, according to the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, has not had 
overpayments and erroneous payments. 
Tell me that at the end of the year bu-
reaucrats do not run in to their boss 
and say, You know what? We have got 
extra money in our budget. We had bet-
ter use it or we are going to lose it. 
And what we do in this budget is we 
say each and every committee can find 
that, and is it not now the time to find 
it when every State and every family 
and every business is doing the exact 
same thing? The Federal Government 
cannot do that too? 

So fiscal responsibility is an impor-
tant part of it. But we are still going to 
hear people come to the floor today 
and talk about deep and devastating, 
‘‘excruciating’’ was a word I have heard 
recently, deep and excruciating cuts. 
Let me show the Members what our 
budget does. First of all, total budget, 
here is our budget. This is where we ac-
tually are, and look what happens 
under the budget. It goes up every sin-
gle year in total spending. So the total 
budget is not cut. 

Let us look at another area. Let us 
look at non-Social Security mandatory 
spending. What is that? That is Medi-
care and all the other, what we call, 
entitlements or automatic spending. 
Does that get cut? Every year it has 
been going up. Every year under the 
budget it continues to go up.
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All right. Well that is not cut. 
Let us look at Medicare maybe, see if 

Medicare is cut. Under our budget, 
every year it goes up. In our budget it 
continues. In fact, we say let us mod-
ernize it and put in, for the fourth year 
in a row, a Republican version of a pre-
scription drug package. We are the 
only body that has passed one, and we 
will do it again this year, to make sure 
we modernize the program and make 
sure that reimbursements and other 
modernizations for the Medicare pro-
gram help ensure its seriousness as a 
health care delivery program for years 
into the future. So Medicare is not cut. 

Well, all right, let us look at total 
discretionary spending, which includes 
defense and homeland security. No, 
that is not cut. Every year it has gone 
up. In fact, look what happens here. 
Huge increases. It looks like it slows 
down here. 

Why does it slow down? Because this 
is where the budget asks for some re-
lief. It says this first year, outside of 
defense and homeland security and vet-
erans, we just want to look for a little 
bit of waste, just a little bit of waste. 

If there is a Member of Congress that 
goes home to tell their constituents 
that there is not any waste in Wash-
ington, I want you to ask them if they 
have read the volumes of General Ac-
counting Office reports that indicate 
billions of dollars of waste, or the in-
spector generals that work for the de-
partments that have identified billions 
of dollars of waste, or if they have 
talked to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice or held hearings on this in commit-
tees, because until they do that, do not 
tell people that there is not wasteful 
Washington spending. We know there 
is. For the first time in quite a while, 
we go after it. 

Are we looking to cut some spending 
there? Yes. But do not believe that we 
are going to throw people out on the 
street. You do not have to do that in 
order to find the waste within the pro-
gram. Everybody has heard about the 
$500 hammers and the toilet seats in 
the Pentagon and all those kinds of 
crazy programs that we hear about all 
the time. That is what we are asking 
people to go find, a penny on the dol-
lar. That is not that much to ask, when 
we are at the same time running the 
kinds of deficits we find ourselves in. 

So protecting America, that is first; 
getting the economy to grow, that is 
an important second thing to do; third, 
let us do it in a fiscally responsible 
way. I believe if we build on those 
three functions, without raising taxes, 
without huge spending increases, I 
think we can get this under control, 
support our troops in the Gulf right 
now and around the world defending 
our freedom, and do so in a way that is 
fiscally responsible, and gets us back 
to balance in a very reasonable time. 

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

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 7 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague calls 
this a wartime budget, but everyone 
should understand there is nothing in 
this budget to pay for the war in Iraq 
that is now underway. There is not 
even anything in this budget to pay for 
the war against global terrorism which 
is being waged in places like Afghani-
stan. 

The administration deliberately 
omitted any provision for those costs 
in this budget for various reasons. 
They claim that they could not esti-
mate accurately what those costs are 
likely to be, but we all know that there 
will be what we call in this House a 
supplemental appropriation coming, 
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and it will run into billions of dollars, 
maybe 50- to $100 billion for the war in 
Iraq itself, and after that the postwar 
occupation will cost, the CBO says, be-
tween $1.8 billion a month and $3.8 bil-
lion a month. 

We have a huge, huge cost item that 
is not included here. I say that because 
everyone should understand that there 
is no surplus left in this budget. My 
friends, proposing a tax cut now that is 
as large as the last tax cut we under-
took in 2001 will only drive the bottom 
line of the budget deeper and deeper by 
the proposals they have made here. 

Two years ago, we had the happy cir-
cumstance of a budget that was $5.6 
trillion in surplus, or so we were told 
by our forecasters at the Office of Man-
agement and Budget in the Bush ad-
ministration. Two years later, we open 
this budget season on a somber note, 
not just being at war, that is a grave 
situation, but that $5.6 trillion surplus, 
according to the Office of Management 
and Budget, is gone. 

First of all, they said we overstated 
the surplus by at least $3.2 billion. The 
real surplus was not $5.6. We are now 
told it is about $2.4 trillion over the 
time period 2002 through 2011. Of that 
$2.4 trillion, OMB tells us $2.5 trillion 
has already been committed, mostly to 
tax cuts undertaken in 2001, and, to 
some extent, to defense spending in-
creases and other spending increases. 
But, in any event, the surplus is gone. 

We are actually in deficit as we stand 
here, and everybody is on notice that 
every dollar of additional tax reduction 
that you decree in this budget resolu-
tion will go straight to the bottom 
line. It will go straight into the deficit 
and add to the deficit, dollar for dollar. 
Knowing this, there is no way around 
it. What our Republican colleagues pro-
pose is they propose another $1.35 tril-
lion in tax reductions, tax cuts, which 
will go straight to the bottom line and 
add to the deficit. 

Here is the situation: This is the first 
table in CBO’s analysis of a couple of 
weeks ago of the President’s budget, 
which was sent to us about a month 
ago. Strikingly, if you add from 2002, 
the first fiscal year that the Bush ad-
ministration was in office, through 
2013, which is the last year in our 10-
year budget time frame, the total 
amount of deficits that the Bush ad-
ministration’s fiscal policies will yield 
is $5.158 trillion. That is what they pro-
pose to add to this national debt under 
the Bush administration. 

Now, my Republican colleagues, and 
I will give them part credit, saw this 
number, and I think they could not 
stomach it themselves, $5.158 billion 
under the Bush administration’s fiscal 
policies. They undertook to provide 
some offsets. They did not give up the 
tax cut. No, they went with the full tax 
cut, or slightly less, but they under-
took to come up with some offsets. 

The first thing they proposed to do 
was to tell the Committee on Ways and 
Means, which has jurisdiction over 
Medicare, and the Committee on En-

ergy and Commerce, which has juris-
diction over Medicaid, cut $372 billion 
out of those two programs. 

They have now relented and backed 
off their own proposal. They reduced 
the instruction to the Committee on 
Ways and Means from $262 billion to 
about $62 billion, and they have re-
duced the instruction to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce from 
$110 billion to $107 billion. But both of 
those cuts could come out of the two 
health care entitlements that we have 
in this country that so many people, 
maybe from 50- to 60 million to 80- to 90 
million people, are dependent on. That 
is what they propose to do. 

This budget says a lot about prior-
ities. What happens with the rest of the 
budget in order to make room for this 
tax cut? 

In saying it is a wartime budget, 
they attempt to make room in the rest 
of the budget, at least partially, to off-
set this enormous tax cut of $1.350 tril-
lion. What does that mean? That 
means they cut with abandon, left and 
right. They cut our young, our chil-
dren, in terms of education; they cut 
our seniors in terms of Medicare and 
Medicaid; and they cut some of the 
most worthy citizens in our society, 
the sick and disabled veterans. They 
put an instruction in this budget, 
which I cannot believe, and neither can 
any veterans’ organization in America, 
to cut $15 billion out of veterans’ dis-
ability compensation and some $12 bil-
lion to $13 billion out of veterans’ 
health care facilities. They cut edu-
cation by $40 billion below what is nec-
essary just to keep it level with infla-
tion. They cut Medicaid, as I said. 

All of this is necessary to accommo-
date their tax cut. It is not necessary 
because of the budget circumstances 
we find ourselves in. This is self-in-
flicted pain. Yes, it will be painful if 
these cults are made, you had better 
believe it, but they are not necessary. 
You do not have to make them. 

To prove it we have come up with a 
budget resolution about a better bot-
tom line. We get to a surplus in the 
year 2010. It takes them until 2012 to 
get to a surplus. In the process of get-
ting there, we have a lower deficit 
every year than they do, we accumu-
late $851 billion over 10 years less in 
national debt than they do, and we ade-
quately provide for education. We do 
not eviscerate Medicare, we do not cut 
Medicaid, because it is already strained 
as it is, and we certainly do not cut our 
veterans in a time of war, or any time, 
for that matter, by $30 billion in just 
mindless cuts. 

So there is an alternate way. There is 
a better budget. It is a fiscally more re-
sponsible budget, and it meets the obli-
gations we have. Members of this 
House today have a stark choice, a 
clear choice, in terms of values, in 
terms of fiscal responsibility. The right 
vote is our budget resolution.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this resolution. The Federal 
budget reflects our priorities. It dem-
onstrates our values, our commitments 
to those less fortunate in our society, 
and our ideas for building a better 
America for our children and our 
grandchildren. 

The Republican budget resolution be-
fore us today makes a mockery of 
these ideals. It would not spur eco-
nomic growth, it would underfund the 
country’s critical challenges, and it 
would lead to chronic deficits for the 
foreseeable future. 

Mr. Chairman, I must say I find it in-
credulous that this resolution is before 
us today. Just last night hostilities 
began against Iraq. We are asking our 
men and women in uniform to make in-
credible sacrifices, including leaving 
their families behind, to serve their 
country. Sadly, we worry that some 
may make the ultimate sacrifice. But 
where is the sacrifice from those who 
benefit from these tax cuts? Many of 
them are the wealthiest in our society. 
This is shameful. 

The Republican resolution embraces 
the administration’s irresponsible tax 
cut package that will not encourage 
economic growth, and this country 
simply cannot afford it. These provi-
sions are ill-considered and so unfair to 
the vast majority of working American 
families. They should be rejected. 

Mr. Chairman, I say this as one who 
has often voted for tax cuts, including 
the last tax bill. I believed then and I 
believe now there were many excellent 
provisions in that measure, but we 
were also in a very different time. 

The huge surpluses have morphed 
into huge deficits, and we are now in a 
war on terrorism and in Iraq, both of 
which will have huge mounting costs. 
The cost of the war in Iraq is not even 
mentioned in this budget. And our do-
mestic challenges, prescription drugs, 
education, veterans’ health care, are 
still unmet. 

We should not proceed with more tax 
cuts while we face chronic deficits and 
critical unmet domestic and inter-
national challenges. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say some-
thing to my moderate Republican 
friends. Many of you have spoken con-
vincingly on this floor about the dan-
gers of unchecked deficit spending and 
the irresponsibility of passing these 
costs on to our children. We have 
worked together on countless issues, 
like funding for schools, protecting our 
environment and addressing rural 
health care issues. I know you are all 
deeply committed to meeting the needs 
of this country, and doing so in a fis-
cally responsible manner. 

I do not see how you can support this 
budget. The tax cuts called for in this 
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budget will bring endless deficits, rob-
bing us of our ability to meet our coun-
try’s needs now and for the foreseeable 
future. 

We can do better. We need to reject 
this Republican budget today. 

I believe that the Spratt substitute 
meets the priorities that our country 
values. The tax cuts are targeted to 
those which will jump-start our econ-
omy. Programs are funded, education 
and veterans’ health care and the envi-
ronment, that the people of this coun-
try need and demand, and this is done 
in a fiscally responsible manner. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all my col-
leagues to reject the Republican budget 
and to vote for and support the Spratt 
substitute. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, now that 
the military campaign to disarm Sad-
dam Hussein has begun, our thoughts 
and prayers go out to the young men 
and women in uniform as well as to 
their families. May they complete 
their mission quickly and decisively so 
they can return home soon and safe. 

Yet here we are today in this Cham-
ber to consider a fantasy budget. It is 
ludicrous for the House leadership to 
move forward with this budget debate 
by ignoring the issue of the day, Iraq, 
and the cost of that campaign, merely 
to lock in huge tax cuts and offer unre-
alistic spending cuts to health care, 
education and veterans’ services.
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We know the proposed Draconian 
cuts will not happen, but we also know 
that the President will send an emer-
gency supplemental spending request 
for Iraq shortly to us and demand that 
a check be sent back immediately, and 
it will be, because we all do support our 
troops during this time. 

But this is the classic recipe for ex-
ploding budget deficits as far as the eye 
can see; it’s the height of fiscal irre-
sponsibility occurring at exactly the 
wrong moment during our Nation’s his-
tory when 80 million of our Americans, 
the so-called baby boomers, are rapidly 
approaching retirement age, a demo-
graphic time bomb ready to explode. 
That is why the Republican budget pro-
posal, in effect, constitutes taxation 
without representation, because it will 
be our children and our grandchildren 
who will be asked to pay for this fiscal 
mess. I couldn’t think of doing any-
thing more unfair to them. 

As the father of two little boys, I did 
not come to this Congress to leave a 
legacy of debt for them or future gen-
erations to climb out of. Our Demo-
cratic alternative, however, antici-
pates this demographic time bomb by 
achieving balance by 2010, while offer-
ing an economic stimulus plan now, 
which is fair, quick, and responsible. It 
supports our troops, but it also sup-
ports our Nation’s veterans, our sen-
iors, and our children’s education pro-
grams. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the Democratic substitute. I would call 
on the leadership in the House to pull 
their budget resolution so that we can 
have an honest debate with honest fig-
ures, factoring in the cost of the Iraq 
operation. I encourage my colleagues 
to support the substitute.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Chairman, this 
budget resolution is a failed economic 
plan. 

Fourteen months ago, this body 
passed a tax cut worth $1 trillion, a lit-
tle over $1 trillion; and the net result 
has been 2.5 million Americans without 
work, 4 million Americans without 
health insurance, nearly $1 trillion 
worth of corporate assets have been 
foreclosed on, and 2 million more 
Americans have left the middle class 
for poverty. That is the net economic 
result and the economic effect felt by 
America’s families. 

In this budget resolution, Members of 
this body will be asked to vote for only 
5,000 new units for affordable housing 
here in America. Yet, 3 weeks from 
now, 4 weeks from now in the recon-
struction budget for Iraq, we will pro-
vide 20,000 units in Iraq. This budget 
calls for no new spending for health 
care for the uninsured who work full-
time in America, yet the Iraqi recon-
struction will call for $13 million, half 
the population of Iraq, to have basic 
health care, 100 percent maternity cov-
erage; yet we cut Medicare and Med-
icaid in this budget resolution. In the 
area of education, the Iraqi reconstruc-
tion calls for 25,000 new schools to be 
rebuilt, yet we zero out 40 programs 
here in America. 

I will support and work towards the 
reconstruction and funding for the re-
construction of Iraq because it is the 
right thing to do after this war when it 
is over, and we will win it successfully. 
But I want that same commitment, 
that same emphasis for here at home. 
Iraq matters; Illinois matters and the 
people there. 

We need an economic plan that in-
vests in America, our education, our 
health care, and puts our fiscal house 
back in order. That is what the pro-
posal from my good colleague, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT), has, is an economic plan that 
is balanced. It seizes the future by in-
vesting in the right areas of health 
care, education, and the environment, 
puts our fiscal house back in order so 
we can meet the needs of our retire-
ment and our plans for the future. 

What we are about to do today is the 
wrong choice for America’s future. We 
will be asked in the next 3 weeks to do 
right by what we need to do in Iraq. 
Let us be balanced in our approach. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY). 

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. I would like to thank 

the gentleman for all of his hard work 
and his leadership during these very 
trying times. 

Mr. Chairman, when we as a House 
pass a budget, we are outlining our pri-
orities as a House and a Nation. Sadly, 
this irresponsible budget fails to accu-
rately reflect the priorities of my con-
stituents or of this Nation. 

This is an irresponsible budget that 
passes on our problems and our deficits 
to our children and our grandchildren 
while, at the same time, failing to in-
vest in our children and grandchildren 
by underfunding education. 

Last Congress we were all speaking 
about the importance of children and 
education. We said, we do not want to 
leave a child behind, and yet that is ex-
actly what this budget does. We cannot 
shortchange this priority; we must in-
vest in our children. 

This budget also shortchanges our 
veterans. Our veterans have made 
great personal sacrifices, and we have a 
responsibility to serve our retired mili-
tary personnel, just as they served our 
country. At a time when we have sent 
our men and women into harm’s way, 
what better way to honor their service 
and to show them how valued they are 
than by treating their predecessors 
with respect and dignity. Not one sol-
dier who puts his or her life on the line 
should have to worry about whether he 
or she will get health care when he or 
she returns from battle. 

Finally, this is a budget that fails to 
adequately protect our homeland secu-
rity. Our first responders, our police, 
our fire, our emergency personnel 
should be our priority; but they are not 
a priority in this budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to stand up 
for our children, to stand up for our 
veterans, and to stand up for the safety 
of our communities. Show us what 
your priorities are. Support the Spratt 
amendment and oppose the underlying 
bill.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN). 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, today 
we have before us one of the most irre-
sponsible budgets I have seen. Repub-
licans have made their priorities crys-
tal clear. Their number one priority in 
this budget is making room for a $1.35 
trillion tax cut that will benefit the 
very wealthiest of Americans. They are 
doing this at the expense of programs 
that constitute the very safety net of 
this country and on the backs of hard-
working Americans. 

This careless Republican budget will 
have dire ramifications for many. Re-
publicans cut most education programs 
by 8.3 percent. They reduced the max-
imum Pell grant award. They do not 
provide enough money for a meaningful 
prescription drug benefit. They cut 
funding for the National Institutes of 
Health by over $3 billion, and would re-
duce Medicaid spending by $163 billion. 
This is irresponsible. 

To make matters worse, at this very 
moment, this country is at war. We 
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have nearly a quarter million 
servicemembers deployed near Iraq. 
Despite this, Republicans have pro-
posed $14.6 billion in cuts to veterans 
programs. We must stop neglecting the 
health care needs of our veterans. We 
promised to eliminate the VA case 
backlog that is currently at a point 
near crisis. We must deliver the quality 
health care that was promised to those 
who have served to protect American 
lives and interests around the world. 

For far too long, the Federal Govern-
ment has turned its back on our Na-
tion’s veterans and the promises made 
to them. The cuts proposed in the Re-
publican budget for essential veterans 
programs are unconscionable. The 
Democratic alternative addresses the 
rising demand for veterans health care 
by providing more funding than the 
President’s budget and the House Re-
publican budget in each of the next 10 
years, a total of $4.3 billion above the 
President’s budget and $16.2 billion 
more than the House Republican budg-
et. 

It is clear that the Republican budget 
in no way honors our commitment to 
the health of our veterans. Today’s 
men and women in the service, today’s 
men and women in uniform, today’s 
men and women in Iraq are tomorrow’s 
veterans. Will the promises we made 
today be empty tomorrow? 

When the government makes prom-
ises to ensure the health of our vet-
erans, it ought to keep them. For that 
reason, we should vote ‘‘no’’ for this 
Republican budget resolution and 
‘‘yes’’ for the Democratic alternative. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this budget resolution, 
the most irresponsible budget in our 
Nation’s history. 

The budget is antijobs, antigrowth, 
antifamilies. It adds almost $3 trillion 
to the public debt. It undermines our 
Nation’s savings, investment, growth, 
jobs, and retirement security, and will 
do serious long-term damage to our 
economy, compromising our ability to 
address the most serious challenges 
that face us. 

And it does this all in the name of 
$1.4 trillion in tax cuts for the wealthi-
est Americans and corporations, two-
thirds of which would flow to people 
who have an income above $350,000. 
These tax cuts are paid for on the 
backs of disabled veterans, nutrition 
programs, children participating in the 
school lunch program, college loan as-
sistance, $670 billion in cuts vital to 
services that people in this country are 
interested in. 

This administration also seriously 
endangers the public health by starv-
ing agencies that are responsible for 
protecting our environment, funding 
that is needed in order to enforce our 
environmental laws. It cuts Superfund 
cleanup, water quality, clean air, water 
funding, cuts of $3.1 billion in all. 

This administration continues to un-
dermine the credibility of our environ-

mental statutes by failing to enforce 
vital environmental requirements. 
Penalties for violations of environ-
mental laws have decreased precipi-
tously since the Bush administration 
took office, with the amount of the av-
erage penalty dropping by more than 
half. 

Mr. Chairman, asthma is currently 
the most common chronic disease in 
children. The EPA conservatively esti-
mates that 15,000 premature deaths 
occur each year due to the exposure to 
air pollution. The National Resources 
Defense Council puts the number at 
60,000. That tells us that environmental 
protection matters, that this budget 
and these cuts have real consequences 
for every American family and child. 
By putting a $1.4 trillion tax cut ahead 
of the public health, this budget will 
have catastrophic effects on pollution 
enforcement efforts. It does not reflect 
our values as a Nation and our prior-
ities as a people. I urge my colleagues 
to oppose it.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, as I 
said, we built our budget upon three 
principles, the first of which is pro-
tecting America. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY) to discuss that issue. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman and commend him 
for the amazing job he is doing in a dif-
ficult situation. 

Mr. Chairman, today, of course, our 
thoughts and our prayers and our ad-
miration are with those young men and 
women who are in the Middle East, 
risking their lives to help make us and 
the rest of the world more secure. We 
have absolutely the finest military in 
the world, and I have no doubt that 
they will make the most of the tools 
that we help provide them to do their 
job. 

Part of our job today is to begin to 
work to support them for the fiscal 
year 2004. Now, that is not an easy 
thing to do, because obviously, there is 
a lot going on in the world. We con-
tinue to fight the war on terrorism on 
several different fronts; and of course, 
we have the military activity in Iraq 
today. 

So for us to predict ahead exactly 
what the military situation is going to 
be or what the homeland security situ-
ation is going to be in 2004 is not an 
easy thing to do. But what this budget 
does is to fully support, completely 
support the request of the President for 
defense and homeland security. 

Now, it may be that extra funding is 
required for homeland security or de-
fense when we get there. We have heard 
folks on the other side talk a lot about 
supplementals for 2003, but what we are 
focused on now is what is the appro-
priate amount in this budget to help 
keep America secure for 2004, given 
what we know now.
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This budget supports the President. 
It is important to say that no amount 

of money can guarantee absolute safe-
ty. I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, that 
there is sometimes a tendency for us in 
Congress to spread money around lib-
erally. 

However, part of our responsibility, 
particularly with homeland security, is 
to make sure that money can be used 
well and effectively and really makes 
us safer; not just replacing one dollar 
with another dollar, but really makes 
us safer. So that is what this budget 
tries to do. It tries to advance three 
important goals with national secu-
rity: to win the war on terrorism, to 
protect America’s homeland, and to 
help prepare for future challenges. 

First, of course, the war on terrorism 
is on the forefront of our minds with 
the operations in Iraq and the con-
tinuing efforts to deal with terrorists 
all around the world. This budget 
makes a clear commitment supporting 
the President to make sure that we 
provide our Nation with the best-
trained, best-equipped, most effective 
military force anywhere in the world. 

It allocates $380 billion for the De-
partment of Defense. That is an in-
crease of $15 billion over this year. It 
includes a substantial pay raise for our 
military. It includes substantial in-
creases for operation and maintenance. 
It includes substantial increases for 
the weapons systems we buy. As a mat-
ter of fact, it is the highest procure-
ment budget ever in the history of the 
country. It includes nearly $10 billion 
to help us develop and deploy defenses 
against ballistic missiles. 

We have already seen in the Iraq con-
flict missiles of various ranges, and the 
threat that that can pose. Of course, 
there are other places in the world 
where that is important. 

As pointed out, this budget does not 
include the direct operational costs of 
military engagement in Iraq because 
this is the 2004 budget. We will prob-
ably have a supplemental to deal with 
the 2003 costs here, but this is giving us 
the baseline for 2004. 

A second goal is to help protect 
America’s homeland. There is more 
than $40 billion here to help do that. It 
includes things like programs to buy 
vaccines for smallpox and anthrax and 
other sorts of biological warfare. 

It includes $1.7 billion to help im-
prove our border safety, which is abso-
lutely critical to homeland security. It 
continues to put money into the Trans-
portation Security Administration for 
air travel and other things, to make 
sure that our air travel and other 
transportation systems are safe. 

It includes $3.5 billion in first re-
sponder training and equipment. There 
are other programs not included in the 
$3.5 billion, for example, in the Depart-
ment of Justice, in the Centers for Dis-
ease Control, that also help local folks 
be ready to make our country safer. 
Again, this budget supports the Presi-
dent’s request to try to use money 
smartly to make sure that we are real-
ly safer. 

Thirdly, it helps to prepare for future 
challenges. With all that is going on in 
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the world, we have to remember that 
there are other challenges ahead. We 
cannot see them clearly, but we know 
we have to do the research and develop-
ment and training and testing and 
joint exercises for the military that 
help us prepare for that future day. So 
there is $61.8 billion for military re-
search and development. 

Overall, Mr. Chairman, for today and 
tomorrow, this budget helps make 
America safer.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we, too, fully fund 
homeland security. By the best of our 
reckoning, we are providing at least $24 
billion over and above the increase 
that the President is providing. It is al-
located among lots of different func-
tions: community and regional devel-
opment, the Justice Department. We 
have identified and also specified in a 
sense of the Congress that we have $24 
billion there. 

In addition, we have put into our 
budget resolution the stimulus pro-
posal that we made on January 6 of 
this year. If it were adopted, there 
would be $10 billion for the States to 
undertake homeland security projects 
in places like seaports, which were 
woefully underprovided for. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, I would 
point out to everyone that in doing our 
budget, we have left a contingency re-
serve of $54 billion. It could be used for 
lots of things; but it could be used, 
among other things, for homeland de-
fense and for national defense gen-
erally, if and when a supplemental 
comes. 

I want to make it clear there is very, 
very little difference between us when 
it comes to national security, not at a 
time like this. We are fully providing 
for homeland security, and then some, 
in particular.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from 
South Carolina for yielding time to 
me. 

I am acutely aware, Mr. Chairman, 
that we are debating a budget at a time 
when the attention of this country is 
diverted thousands of miles abroad. It 
is a reality that much of what we say 
here today will be drowned out by the 
drumbeat of attention around the war. 

However, it is my opinion that what 
we do and say today will not perma-
nently go unnoticed. There will be a 
time when the attention of our con-
stituents comes back home to the 
shores of the United States of America. 
When that time comes, I would submit 
to my friends on the other side of the 
aisle, they will not understand what it 
is that this budget seeks to do. 

They will not understand that this 
budget asks us to cut a quarter billion 
dollars from Medicare at a time when 
the health of our seniors requires that 
Medicare be strengthened and not 
weakened. They will not understand 

cutting $100 billion from Medicaid at a 
time when our States are crying out 
for relief. They will not understand a 
budget that breaks a promissory note 
to our children by cutting funding for 
No Child Left Behind. They will not 
understand a budget that breaks faith 
with our veterans in a time of war by 
cutting $15 billion for veterans pro-
grams. They will not understand a 
budget that cuts the thread of the safe-
ty net at a time when millions of 
Americans are struggling through eco-
nomic anxiety. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, in a climate 
when so many of our people would have 
us do more to relieve their struggle, 
this budget would have us do less. 
There are undoubtedly some who think 
a wartime budget is incapable of being 
generous to the American people, but I 
would say in response that the forceful-
ness of our international will must be 
matched by the force of our commit-
ment to the needs of our own people. 

Our constituents will not reward this 
body if the reconstruction of another 
country is allowed to crowd out the 
pressing need to reconstruct this coun-
try and to make it whole. 

There are reasoned arguments, Mr. 
Chairman, on behalf of all the Demo-
cratic alternatives today, but I would 
submit in conclusion that there is no 
argument that reflects this country’s 
values that can fully be made on behalf 
of the Republican majority budget 
today. It is wrong, stunningly wrong, 
in its lack of ambition for the Amer-
ican people. It is wrong in its lack of 
compassion for those who are strug-
gling in our society. It is wrong at war-
time, just as it is in peacetime. 

This budget leaves far too many 
Americans behind. It leaves far too 
many Americans, it leaves far too 
many States, who are struggling to 
fend for themselves. I would say this, 
Mr. Chairman: no country can be truly 
strong when too many of its people are 
weak. That is the obligation of this 
Congress today. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, in Washington some-
times people define cuts not as less 
money than the year before, but as de-
creases in anticipated increases. The 
gentleman who just spoke has issued 
yet a new one, that is, if we used to 
have a draft of a budget that possibly 
found some savings, now we can come 
and claim that as a cut. We are not 
cutting Medicare; we are increasing it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) 
to continue the discussion on national 
defense. 

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the chairman for his hard work 
on this budget. 

I rise in support of the Republican 
budget passed by the Committee on the 
Budget because this budget has the 
right priorities. Every dollar spent by 
the Federal Government during these 
challenging economic times should be 
very carefully evaluated. When times 

are tight, we must prioritize, rooting 
out waste and abuse of government 
spending. 

This budget holds the total spending 
increase to 3.1 percent. This is a mod-
est increase that leads back to balance 
in 9 years. While I believe we could 
root out even more waste in Federal 
spending to maintain greater fiscal dis-
cipline, this budget takes a responsible 
step to keep us from passing even more 
debt to our children and to our grand-
children. 

Especially at this time in our Na-
tion’s history, we are all too aware 
that a strong defense is necessary for 
the survival of our freedom. Key to our 
defense are the brave men and women 
who serve in our Armed Forces. We 
must retain our most experienced per-
sonnel and compensate them accord-
ingly. This budget provides $98.6 billion 
for pay and benefits. It will allow for 
pay raises ranging from 2 percent to 6.5 
percent, targeted by rank and years of 
experience. 

As we are becoming aware of new 
threats to the safety here at home, we 
must ensure that new defenses are de-
veloped. This budget meets the Presi-
dent’s request for $9.1 billion for the 
Missile Defense Agency to begin the 
development of defenses against long-
range ballistic missile threats. This 
would provide a near-term defense 
against North Korean missiles. 

Why is this critical? North Korea has 
already threatened our inspectors from 
the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy and resumed missile testing. The 
CIA has reported that the Koreans are 
working on a missile that could hit the 
west coast of the United States, and 
they are widely suspected of beginning 
the process of taking the spent fuel 
rods from the reactor to extract pluto-
nium. 

It is clear that the need for missile 
defense is no longer in the realm of hy-
pothetical. Developments like these 
missiles make a missile defense system 
critical to ensuring and securing our 
future. The Republican budget puts us 
on path to develop a missile defense 
system for next year. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
fiscally sound policy and support this 
particular bill. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the chairman for his 
hard work on this budget this year. I 
know it was a difficult time to have to 
face the budget restraints at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the budget on veterans affairs for 
fiscal year 2004. As a member of both 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
and the Committee on the Budget, I am 
pleased to lend my support to a budget 
resolution that fulfills America’s 
promise to her veterans. There are cur-
rently 26 million veterans living in this 
country. This budget clearly reflects 
our solid commitment to them. 
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This resolution on the budget accepts 

the President’s increase in funding pro-
viding an increase of $1.6 billion or 6.1 
percent over last year. This represents 
the largest annual increase ever pro-
posed by a President. 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
operates the largest direct health care 
delivery system in the country. Man-
aging the large increase in the de-
mands for veterans’ health care serv-
ices has consistently been the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs greatest chal-
lenge. This budget meets the challenge 
as it accepts the President’s request of 
$25.2 billion, an increase of $1.3 billion, 
or an increase of 5.6 percent in funding 
for veterans health care benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, we should not let the 
other side of the aisle lead us to believe 
that we are leaving our veterans out. 
The number one commitment for my 
service in Congress is to look after the 
veterans and their families. 

To achieve primary care access 
standards that compliment the quality 
standards of veterans health care, this 
budget allows for a sharper focus in the 
veterans health care system. Waiting 
times for an appointment at a VA med-
ical clinic are as long as 1 year in some 
areas. Secretary Principi has pledged 
that this backlog for medical care will 
be eliminated by 2004. 

Mr. Chairman, let us give the Sec-
retary an opportunity to bring ac-
countability to this organization.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my 
friend, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. BROWN), that this resolution 
on the floor calls for $15 billion in cost 
reduction of the veterans health care 
system. It also calls for a $15 billion de-
crease in mandatory programs, which 
means veterans’ disability compensa-
tion. 

We can argue over what is an in-
crease or decrease, but every veterans 
organization in this town thinks that 
they are being hit and hit hard by this 
budget resolution. There is no doubt 
about it; it is still about a $28 billion or 
$29 billion hit after the minor modi-
fication the gentleman made to make 
this resolution presentable.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the very distinguished 
ranking Democrat on the Committee 
on the Budget for his tireless work in 
putting together a responsible budget. 

We did not have a lot to work with, 
Mr. Chairman, because the other side 
has already taken nearly $2 trillion off 
the table in the tax cuts they have al-
ready enacted. That is why we could 
not come up with a budget that was re-
sponsible last year. We have come up 
with a budget this year that is the best 
that America can do under the cir-
cumstances. 

Let me compare the two budgets. In 
the first place, in our budget, the 
Democrats achieve a balanced budget 

by 2010, 2 years earlier than the Repub-
lican budget. More importantly, Re-
publicans incur $821 billion more of 
public debt than the Democratic budg-
et. Which is the party of fiscal respon-
sibility? 

The Democratic budget has a fair, a 
fast-acting, and a fiscally responsible 
stimulus. None of these criteria is true 
for the Republican so-called economic 
growth package. In fact, less than 5 
percent of the Republican economic 
growth package even occurs this year, 
when we are in a recession, when we 
need the stimulus. It does not happen. 
Yet our budget costs one-sixth as much 
as the Republican so-called economic 
growth package. We have $136 billion 
going straight into the economy this 
year, as opposed to only $42 billion 
from the Republican budget.
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This is what people want to know. 
What is the budget going to do for me 
and my family? How is it going to help 
me get a job and be able to contribute 
back to this economy? 

The Bipartisan Joint Economic Com-
mittee says that, in fact, the Demo-
cratic economic stimulus package, at 
one-sixth the cost, would generate 
1,122,000 more jobs; the Republican 
budget half as much. For one-sixth the 
cost we generate twice as many jobs. 

Many people have talked about the 
Medicare prescription drug issue. I 
think as people look at the Republican 
plan, they are going to see this is not 
an acceptable plan. We have a plan 
that, in fact, will provide prescription 
drug benefits to people who truly need 
them at a cost they can afford. 

The last major area where we have a 
vastly different budget policy is in 
what we call nondefense domestic dis-
cretionary spending. That is the Amer-
ican people would take the big hit 
under the Republican budget. The 
President’s budget already cut over 
$100 billion from the current services 
level over the next decade. This budget 
comes in and doubles that, $265 billion 
coming from the current services level 
right now. What does that mean? Let 
us go beyond the numbers. Let us look 
at the faces, the faces of the people 
that deserve and need help, veterans, 
poor mothers and kids on Medicaid, 
students’ loans, retirees’ pension cuts. 
This is what we are going to hear about 
in the debate. This is what is impor-
tant. Pass the Democrat’s budget pro-
posal.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. GARRETT), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this 
budget. The Committee on the Budget 
has passed a resolution that strikes the 
balance between the needs and the de-
sires of this House and of the people of 
this country to provide for a better 
quality of life for all of us. 

Since September 11, we have realized 
the threat of terrorism, a threat that is 

so great and so different than any be-
fore us. It knows no boundaries with 
regard to where it will strike and what 
time, and it certainly places no value 
on human life, and today, for that rea-
son, we must step forward and address 
that threat. 

After the vicious attack of Sep-
tember 11, we realized that we had to 
take immediate action to close the 
gaps in our homeland defense. We had 
to unify our efforts from the national 
to the State, county and local efforts, 
and this budget resolution takes a long 
step in getting that job done. 

What this resolution does do is fully 
funds the President’s request to defend 
our Nation against further terrorist at-
tack. What this resolution does do is 
provide $41 billion in total homeland 
security funding. 

As part of that effort, what the reso-
lution does is provide in the budget $3.5 
billion in funding. That is a $3 billion 
increase to ensure that every first re-
sponder is trained and has the equip-
ment necessary to get the job done. 
More specifically, in the resolution it 
provides $500 million in grants to first 
responders so that they will have the 
equipment necessary should they have 
to respond to a terroristic threat, and 
the bill would also provide $500 million 
for State and local law enforcement 
with regard to terrorism prevention 
initiatives as well. 

Moving closer to home, in New Jer-
sey, we have just 10 miles from Bergen 
County a nuclear power plant. This res-
olution provides us with $619 million in 
an effort to protect our nuclear power 
plants across the Nation because we 
know there are nuclear power plants, if 
they were ever struck, would have a 
devastating impact on all citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just in closing 
say that we must move ahead on this 
resolution. Support this resolution. 
Protect the quality of life and home-
land security for all Americans.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the House 
budget resolution for fiscal year 2004. Last 
week, in the early morning hours, I along with 
my fellow colleagues on the House Budget 
Committee passed a resolution that strikes a 
balance among America’s competing de-
mands, weigh desires against needs and sets 
a plan to fund programs that improve the qual-
ity of life for all Americans. 

Since September 11, our country has real-
ized the threat of a new wave of terrorism. A 
threat so great that it knows no boundary to 
whom or where it strikes and places no value 
on human life. And today, we are still at risk 
to this new and changing threat. This is a war, 
the likes of which no nation has ever faced 
before. 

To protect our communities and neighbor-
hoods, we must continue to take the nec-
essary steps to develop a national, State, and 
local strategy for homeland security. Mr. 
Chairman, the fiscal year 2004 budget that is 
before us is committed to making our home-
land safe. 

Homeland security is an important priority 
and our budget fully funds President Bush’s 
request to defend our Nation against further 
terrorist attacks. By providing $41 billion in 
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total homeland security spending, this budget 
provides the newly created Department of 
Homeland Security and related agencies with 
all the resources necessary to protect our 
homeland from terrorist attacks. 

As part of our continued commitment to 
America’s First Responders, our budget pro-
poses $3.5 billion—a $3 billion increase over 
fiscal year 2003, to ensure every first re-
sponder is properly trained and equipped. Mr. 
Chairman, this budget provides a significant 
increase for the nearly 3 million State and 
local First Responders who regularly put their 
lives on the line day after day to protect the 
lives of others and make our country safer. 

More specifically, we have provided $500 
million in grants to firefighters for health and 
safety equipment and vehicles as they prepare 
to respond to possible future terrorist inci-
dents. And we have also included an addi-
tional $500 million for State and local law en-
forcement terrorism prevention initiatives. Fi-
nally, there is $181 million for the Citizen 
Corps initiative to engage individuals in help-
ing communities prevent, prepare for and re-
spond to disasters of all kinds, including ter-
rorist attacks. 

Our nuclear power plants if struck would 
also prove devastating to all citizens. This 
budget provides $619 million in an effort to 
protect our nuclear power plants across the 
country, including Indian Point Nuclear Plant 
less than 10 miles from Bergen County, NJ. 

Mr. Chairman, our budget also provides the 
Coast Guard with $5.7 billion—an increase of 
$503 million to ensure that they have the ade-
quate resources necessary to better protect 
our ports, cargo, and coastal areas. Mr. Chair-
man, when it comes to securing our home-
land, the Coast Guard serves a vital and sig-
nificant mission. In this post-September 11 
world, where only 2 percent of the cargo that 
enters our ports is actually screened, we have 
created a budget that fully supports our Coast 
Guard as a component of the National Strat-
egy for Homeland Security. 

Specifically, this budget provides $65 million 
to deploy six new Maritime Safety and Secu-
rity Teams to respond to terrorist threats or in-
cidents in domestic ports and waterways and 
$20 million to hire additional personnel for 
search and rescue and shore based command 
centers. 

Mr. Chairman, for all of the cargo that en-
ters the Ports of Newark and Elizabeth, in 
New Jersey, the third largest in the United 
States and the premier port on the eastern 
seaboard, I strongly urge my fellow colleagues 
in the House to support this budget. 

As we continue to be engaged in the new-
est and most difficult war of the 21st century, 
it has become a day to day responsibility that 
we are ready on a permanent basis to protect 
our country. And we owe it to every national, 
State, and local homeland security employee, 
as well as ourselves and our families that we 
give them the support they need to protect 
America. 

After the vicious attacks of September 11, 
2001, we realize we had to take immediate 
action to close the gaps in our defenses on 
land, sea and in the air. We had to unify our 
homeland security efforts under one roof and 
under one chain of command. To meet the 
ever changing threat, we had to be able to im-
mediately deploy the men and women of the 
homeland security department wherever and 
whenever they were needed. 

Mr. Chairman, this budget does just that. 
There is no doubt in my mind that by working 
together, demonstrating courage and a strong 
moral character we will prevail in this war 
against terror.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON), and I ask unan-
imous consent that he be permitted to 
yield blocks of time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. I thank the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) for 
the time, and for his good work on this 
budget. It is a matter of economic se-
curity. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the easi-
est way that we can ensure economic 
security to this Nation is to pass a 
budget that actually balances. The 
other side will argue that theirs does, 
but we know that it does not, not un-
less we use the Social Security Trust 
Fund to pay down the debt, and that is 
not really balancing. It is breaking a 
promise to the American people and 
raiding a priority to pay for a select 
tax expenditure. 

In this time of sacrifice, we are de-
bating the passage of a budget that in-
creases the debt and takes money away 
from programs that help our most de-
serving, our seniors and our veterans. 

This budget cuts almost $107 billion 
from the Medicaid program and $62 bil-
lion from the Medicare program, and in 
this time of war, this budget cuts our 
veterans programs by $30 billion. 

I received a letter today from one of 
my constituents, Florence Newton 
from Humboldt County, California, a 
retired marine, who sent me an article 
that talks about the 7-month wait for 
veterans to get an appointment with 
the VA, and she asks is there not some-
thing we can do about this? She de-
scribes the situation with one word, 
unconscionable, and she is right. It is 
unconscionable that we are slashing 
these critical programs, and it is even 
more unconscionable that we are doing 
so to finance a $1.6 trillion tax expendi-
ture. 

Today, the Blue Dogs will introduce 
an alternative that does balance the 
budget and does so without raiding So-
cial Security. It adopts the spending 
level in the President’s budget pro-
posal, reserves money for the Medicare 
prescription drug program, provides 
immediate and targeted tax relief to 
all taxpayers, particularly those mid-
dle-class families, and it has $1.35 tril-
lion less debt than the Republican 
budget, reducing the amount of money 
we spend on paying interest on the 
debt, which currently costs us $1 bil-
lion a day, reducing it by $250 billion. 

It acknowledges the fact that we are 
a Nation at war. It pays for the war, 
and it provides funding, $24 billion for 
our veterans programs. This means 

funding for discretionary veterans pro-
grams like the VA Health Care Pro-
gram, the service-connected disabil-
ities and burial benefits, all of which 
are cut drastically by the Republican 
proposal that is on the floor today. 

The Blue Dog budget responds to the 
concerns of constituents like Florence 
Newton, who are finding our financial 
affairs and the resulting shortage in 
services to be unconscionable. I am 
proud to stand behind the Blue Dog al-
ternative which provides this Nation 
with the economic certainty it needs in 
these uncertain times and into the fu-
ture. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
SCOTT), a distinguished new Member of 
the House that spent 20 years on the 
appropriations committee in Georgia 
balancing their budget. 

(Mr. SCOTT of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly appreciate those kind 
words that the gentleman had to say. 

It is very important for us to under-
stand exactly where we are right now, 
and let me start by setting the stage of 
my remarks by sharing with my col-
leagues the words of William Shake-
speare, who said in Julius Caesar, when 
Julius Caeser was being stabbed, he 
said, ‘‘O, Brutus, yours is the meanest 
cut of all.’’ That is what these veterans 
are saying today. 

To my friends from the Republican 
Party and their alternative in their 
budget, it is the meanest cut of all, to 
cut our veterans at this time, at this 
day, at this hour when we are watching 
television and we see over in the Mid-
dle East where our men and women in 
uniform are putting their lives on the 
line, and what are we doing here? What 
is the Republican answer to that, to 
our military veterans? To cut them by 
$15 billion. Indeed, the meanest cut of 
all. 

My colleagues talk about conserv-
ative compassionism. I am here to tell 
my colleagues, this is not conservative 
compassionism. This is downright con-
servative meanness. It is mean to cut 
our military and our veterans, by any 
amount. They need help. 

Fifteen billion dollars is going to 
eliminate 200,000 of our veterans off the 
rolls. It is going to fold and close up 
400,000 hospital beds. That is meanness. 
We need to turn it around and follow 
our Blue Dog coalition budget, which is 
very responsible. We are not cutting 
the budget for Veterans Affairs by $15 
billion. No. We are adding to that by 
$24 billion. That is what the American 
people want, and at no time is it better 
to send the right message. 

I conclude my remarks by simply 
saying, what better time is there to 
stand and give our veterans respect 
than at this important moment in our 
history?

Mr. Chairman, the Nussle budget focuses 
on fiscally irresponsible tax cuts, while failing 
to address priorities and commitments to 
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working families, the elderly, and veteran. 
What concerns me is that future generations 
will pay for the deficits created by this budget, 
while our veteran’s will pay now. 

On Monday the American Legion, the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, and the Disabled 
American Veterans called on Congress to 
scrap proposed budget cuts in disability com-
pensation, pensions, and healthcare to offset 
the costs of tax breaks and huge spending in-
creases on defense and homeland security. 

The Nussle budget cuts approximately 
$15.1 billion from veterans programs, of which 
$844 is cut from veterans health care pro-
grams. This could eliminate enrollment for 
168,000 veterans, necessitate 400,000 fewer 
hospital bed days of care, or reduce the num-
ber of nurses by 8,700. 

Further, according to the VA’s own national 
data, over 200,000 veterans are waiting 6 
months or more just to get in the VA Medical 
System and it can take over 18 for certain 
types of specialty treatments. 

Our Nation cannot commit men and women 
to fight overseas while reducing the health 
care and benefits that our veterans have 
earned risking their lives serving their country. 

It is unbelievable that the Nussle budget 
cuts funding for veterans’ programs to offset 
the costs of tax cuts for the wealthy. 

The Blue Dog budget, which I support, con-
tains $24 billion more funding for veterans pro-
grams than the Nussle budget. It contains $9 
billion more for discretionary veterans pro-
grams such as VA health care, and does not 
require the Veterans Affairs Committee to re-
duce spending on veterans benefits and other 
mandatory veterans programs by $15 billion 
as the Nussle budget would do. 

I support the President and his efforts to 
oust Saddam Hussein from power. I want to 
give him as much support as possible to help 
pay for this conflict. This budget resolution 
contains no funding for a military conflict with 
Iraq or the post-conflict occupation and recon-
struction costs that will follow. 

The costs of the war with Iraq will largely be 
borne by the United States taxpayer and pru-
dent fiscal policy requires that these costs 
must be included within the budget resolution.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCHROCK), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. SCHROCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
NUSSLE) for the magnificent job he has 
done in putting this budget resolution 
together. 

Mr. Chairman, the House Republican 
budget recognizes that the single most 
important defense investment we can 
make is in our military personnel, the 
men and women of our Armed Forces. 
That is why our budget includes initia-
tives to allow the Department of De-
fense to continue to recruit, train and 
retain the highest-quality personnel in 
the world. 

Our budget assumes $98.6 billion for 
paying benefits. The increase funds a 
range of military pay increases from 2 
percent to 6.5 percent targeted by rank 
and years of service. This initiative is 
intended to retain DOD’s most experi-
enced personnel. For our Green Berets 
and other elite units who play a crit-
ical role in the war against terrorism, 

our budget provides $4.5 billion, which 
is a 47 percent increase. 

Our budget also provides for full 
funding of health care benefits for Ac-
tive Duty members, retirees and their 
dependents. 

Our budget provides for an array of 
quality-of-life initiatives for our mili-
tary personnel, including improving 
military housing. For many years mili-
tary housing has been one of the trou-
ble spots in the defense budget with in-
adequate housing and substantial out-
of-pocket costs to our service per-
sonnel, but our budget continues the 
efforts that the administration has 
made over the past 2 years to improve 
conditions by providing for $1.2 billion 
to build and renovate 44 barracks with 
13,000 living spaces. 

There is $167 million to construct and 
modernize seven medical treatment 
centers and $87 million for two new ele-
mentary schools for dependents, as 
well as for school renovations. 

Our budget also reduces out-of-pock-
et housing costs from 7.5 percent to 3.5 
percent for personnel living in private 
housing, and last, these costs are 
scheduled to drop to zero in fiscal year 
2005. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BOYD), an es-
teemed Blue Dog colleague and former 
first lieutenant with the 101st Airborne 
in Vietnam. 

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank my friend and colleague from 
California for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Republican budget and in 
support of the Blue Dog alternative. I 
would like to discuss three major prob-
lems with the Republican budget that 
we have before us. 

First of all, I want to talk about 
Medicaid. I think most of my col-
leagues have seen this chart. These are 
reconciliation instructions included in 
the Republican budget which would re-
quire the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce to cut $107 billion, $107 bil-
lion over the next decade out of Med-
icaid. 

I have talked to some of my hospital 
folks and began to ask questions about 
where these cuts may come from, and 
they believe that the major portion of 
those cuts will have to come out of an 
account we call the disproportionate 
share for hospitals, that is, DSH pay-
ments, which are payments made to 
our hospitals who are providing the 
major portion of indigent care. 

There are 86 hospitals in Florida 
which receive DSH payments for a 
total of $221 million. Many of those are 
rural hospitals, 27 of them. All 27 of 
those rural hospitals in Florida, for the 
most part, are in financial trouble, and 
I believe and the hospitals believe that 
that account will have to be cut by 
some 80 percent to meet these rec-
onciliation instructions. 

If that is not bad enough, let us look 
at the farm bill that this Congress just 
enacted last year. We are telling farm-

ers now and consumers, forget what we 
did last year, let the farm bill debate 
begin again. This budget requires the 
House Committee on Agriculture to 
cut about $18.6 billion out of programs 
that were enacted last year in the farm 
bill. What will be cut? Nutrition pro-
grams that provide food for those less 
fortunate, or will we cut it out of the 
record low margins that the farmers 
are getting in the marketplace now?
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Mr. Chairman, we are trying hard in 

this country to keep a viable agricul-
tural industry so we can produce our 
own food and fiber and not put our-
selves in the situation that we are in 
with oil. That is what will happen if we 
abandon this farm bill. 

Third, what we are doing to veterans 
is not acceptable. Many of my Repub-
lican colleagues have said we are just 
slowing down the growth. That is ma-
larkey. That would be true if the num-
ber of people being treated in the vet-
erans hospitals was not going to ex-
plode in the next decade, but we know 
it is. Today, within 24 hours of the time 
our troops have invaded Iraq, we are 
standing on the floor with a budget 
that cuts billions of dollars out of cur-
rent veterans programs. It is uncon-
scionable. I ask Members to reject the 
Republican budget and support the 
Blue Dog budget, which is responsible 
on the spending side and gets us into 
balance by 2009. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to scratch my 
head and wonder out loud how, when 
we increase the veterans budget in our 
budget 6.1 percent, the other side of the 
aisle can call that a cut, yet that is 
what Member after Member comes to 
the floor and says. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN), a member of the Committee 
on the Budget, to discuss the second 
important plank of our budget, and 
that is economic growth and job cre-
ation. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY) and I have spoken about the 
fact that this budget protects our 
country, our national defense, and our 
homeland security. And nothing is 
more important this afternoon, as this 
is a very critical time in the Persian 
Gulf. Our troops are committed, and we 
are committed to them. 

However, this budget meets another 
challenge, and that is the challenge of 
strengthening the American economy 
and creating new jobs. Promoting 
growth in this economy and getting 
people back to work is a top priority of 
ours, and it is reflected in this budget. 
That is why it provides for policies 
that create an economic environment 
for boosting both long-term and short-
term growth. In particular, the budget 
leaves room for President Bush’s jobs 
and economic growth plan to strength-
en the economy by providing an imme-
diate stimulus to help struggling 
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American workers and by laying the 
groundwork to promote long-term, sus-
tainable growth in our Nation’s econ-
omy. 

A Member on the other side of the 
aisle called this growth package irre-
sponsible. We do not think it is irre-
sponsible to bolster household finances 
or encourage consumer spending. We do 
not think it is irresponsible to promote 
investment because it leads to job cre-
ation, and we do not think it is irre-
sponsible to help the unemployed get 
back to work. That is what this budget 
does. 

Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago we passed 
tax relief that not only put money 
back in people’s pockets, but it slowed 
an advancing recession that President 
Bush inherited. The 2001 tax relief plan 
made that recession the mildest in his-
tory, and it created 1.5 million new 
jobs. Without the leadership this Con-
gress showed on a bipartisan basis and 
this President showed, the recession 
and the job loss would have been far 
worse when America came under at-
tack on September 11, 2001. 

Now in this budget we provide for the 
President’s economic growth package 
which will create new jobs and sustain 
growth. The plan accelerates the reduc-
tions in personal income tax rates, the 
marriage penalty relief in the 2001 tax 
cuts. It accelerates the child tax cred-
its from 2001. It increases small busi-
ness expensing, and it eliminates the 
unfair double taxation of dividend in-
come. 

Experts generally agree that this 
proposal will boost stock prices dra-
matically. Some say 7 percent, some 
say 20 percent. The fact is, we are 
going to add significantly to the value 
of our stock market, which helps all of 
us as Americans, including half of all 
American families now invested in the 
market. It helps the economy in gen-
eral. 

Economists also say it is going to 
lower unemployment rates for the next 
several years. In fact, the average of 
private forecasters’ estimates show the 
President’s plan will result in more 
than 1 million new jobs by the end of 
next year. It goes without saying that 
America is still dealing with the after-
math of the September 11 terrorist at-
tacks and with the continued uncer-
tainty on the international front, in-
cluding in Iraq today. Our economy is 
not performing as it should, and too 
many Americans are out of work. 

This budget resolution is responsive 
because it helps get the economy going 
again; and when that happens, reve-
nues grow. It happened in the 1960s 
under the leadership of President John 
Kennedy, and it happened in the 1980s 
with President Reagan’s tax relief plan 
because it was pro-growth. 

Here is a chart which indicates the 
Reagan-era revenues. Look at this, 
from 1982 until 1989, the dramatic in-
crease in revenues. Again 1960s, 1980s. 
That is what we are trying to replicate 
now. 

Mr. Chairman, with the growth pack-
age, we are also going to be able to be 

sure we can afford these tax cuts. I 
have heard Members say we cannot af-
ford them; it is good to have growth 
tax packages, but we cannot afford it. 
This is an interesting chart. This is a 
static analysis, meaning it shows abso-
lutely no impact of the tax relief, 
which has countered everything we 
have seen in history. 

When we provide that incentive for 
job creation, it increases revenue. It 
helps the budget, but this assumes 
none of that happens. Just to have the 
tax relief in place, this is the dif-
ference. The red on the chart shows 
what the budget would be like with the 
tax relief taken out altogether. No tax 
relief at all. The green shows the im-
pact of all this pro-growth tax policy, 
again on a static analysis. As Members 
can see, it is a very small difference. 
The tax relief is not crowding out addi-
tional spending, it is growing the econ-
omy so we can get people back to work 
and grow our revenues. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to en-
courage Members on the other side of 
the aisle to listen to one of their 
former colleagues, currently a Gov-
ernor in the State of New Mexico. Bill 
Richardson, who was also a member of 
the Clinton cabinet, has a plan for his 
State that restrains spending; and, yes, 
it reduces tax. Why? Because he knows 
it is going to help his State’s economy 
and in the end help in terms of reve-
nues. He has said and he offers this as 
free advice to his fellow Democrats. He 
said, ‘‘We Democrats need to stop talk-
ing about class warfare and distribu-
tion of wealth. We need to start talk-
ing about economic growth, and reduc-
ing taxes puts us on the road to eco-
nomic growth.’’ I think he is right. I 
always liked Bill Richardson, and now 
I know why. Well put. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a responsible 
budget because it protects our country 
and because it grows the economy, gets 
the economy back on track and creates 
jobs.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

The national chairman of the Dis-
abled American Veterans wrote the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) 
and he said, ‘‘Has Congress no shame? 
Is there no honor left in the hallowed 
halls of our government that you 
choose to dishonor the sacrifices of our 
Nation’s heroes and rob our programs, 
health care and disability compensa-
tion, to pay for tax cuts for the 
wealthy?’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BISHOP), who represents a number of 
veterans at Fort Benning, Georgia. 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the 
Blue Dog budget, a fair and balanced 
alternative to the harsh and misguided 
priorities of the Republican budget. 
The Blue Dog budget is fiscally respon-
sible, combining spending restraint and 
budget enforcement to balance the 
budget and set us on a path to growth. 

The Blue Dog budget is balanced, pro-
tects Social Security, contains less 
debt than the Republican budget, and 
includes a reserve fund for the war in 
Iraq. 

Make no mistake about it, the Blue 
Dog budget gives Americans more than 
the Republican budget, and it does so 
responsibly. It gives $10.4 billion more 
for discretionary programs in fiscal 
year 2004; $130 billion more for non-
Medicare health care programs, pri-
marily Medicaid; $30 billion more for 
education and training programs; more 
agriculture spending for commodity 
programs, conservation, crop insurance 
and nutrition programs; and $24 billion 
more for veterans programs than the 
Republican budget. All this with rea-
sonable and fair tax cuts that cost only 
half as much as the Republican budget. 
For example, it speeds up the child tax 
credit, eliminates the marriage pen-
alty, exempts $6 million per couple 
from the death tax, delays cuts for the 
two highest tax brackets. 

The Blue Dog budget helps Ameri-
cans with substantially less debt than 
the Republican budget without the 
deep cuts in important programs that 
help Americans and strengthen our po-
sition in these uncertain economic 
times. I urge Members to support the 
Blue Dog budget. It is a better budget. 
Reject the Republican budget. It is not 
good for America, and it is especially 
not good for America today in these 
uncertain economic times. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, just to respond to the 
points on the veterans’ issues. First of 
all, we increase discretionary spending 
6.1 percent on veterans, we increase the 
mandatory spending 7 percent, and 
they call that a cut. They ask us to 
honor veterans. In fact, in this country 
we honor veterans so much that we 
paid 5,500 of them benefits after they 
were dead. That is how much we honor 
veterans. That is why we need to look 
at every program for waste and abuse.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. BARRETT). 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, as part of this budget, 
the President’s job and economic 
growth plan is designed to strengthen 
the economy and allow Americans to 
keep more of their own money to 
spend, save, and invest. And I know my 
constituents in my district know how 
to spend their money better than we do 
in Washington. 

The President’s plan also calls for 
speeding up the tax relief passed in 2001 
so families get the benefits of those tax 
cuts today, ending the unfair double 
taxation on dividends, giving small 
businesses incentives to grow, and pro-
viding help for unemployed Americans. 

Let me read some statistics on the 
President’s growth plan that has been 
dynamically scored. In this budget, the 
economy would enjoy an annual aver-
age of 837,000 new jobs from 2004 to 2013, 
with 997,000 and 1.03 million jobs in 2004 
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and 2005 respectively; an annual aver-
age of $69 billion in additional GDP 
from 2004 through 2013, with an in-
crease of $84 billion in GDP in 2004 
alone; an average of $120 billion in ad-
ditional disposable income from 2004 
through 2013. And also in 2004 through 
2013, if we talk about the dividend plan 
alone, we are talking about 69 percent 
in job growth, a 72 percent increase in 
GDP growth, $50 billion, and a 64 per-
cent increase in additional disposable 
income. 

Mr. Chairman, this budget is the 
right budget for the country and this 
stimulus package is the right package 
for growth and economic prosperity. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN), a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
plaud the Committee on Rules for mak-
ing in order the Blue Dog budget alter-
native, and I urge Members on the 
other side of the aisle to take this op-
portunity to support a responsible 
budget. By allowing the Blue Dogs to 
offer our budget substitute, the Repub-
lican leadership has finally acknowl-
edged that the House needs to have an 
honest debate on a sensible alternative 
to the majority’s unrealistic and irre-
sponsible budget resolution. 

The Republican budget operates 
under the fiction that our country can 
afford a tax cut of $1.35 trillion as the 
United States embarks upon a nec-
essary mission to liberate Iraq. The at-
tempt to proceed with new tax cuts 
during a time of war is without prece-
dent in American history, and for good 
reason. 

The Republican budget resolution 
does not take into account our coun-
try’s current economic and military 
situation. It is stubbornly stuck in the 
past. In their delusional attempt to 
provide new tax cuts while fighting a 
war and simultaneously attempting to 
balance the budget, the majority will 
succeed only in a failed attempt to bal-
ance the budget on the backs of our 
Nation’s senior citizens, our veterans, 
our students, our farmers, our eco-
nomically disadvantaged. How in the 
world the majority can propose spend-
ing cuts in veterans health care during 
a time of war is beyond me, and the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars and the Par-
alyzed Veterans of America share my 
amazement.

b 1515 

Our good friend indicated that they 
were doing everything for veterans. It 
is very funny that the veterans organi-
zations do not agree with it and do not 
adopt that posture. The Blue Dog sub-
stitute will balance the Federal budget 
in 10 years without relying on the So-
cial Security surplus and without sac-
rificing our Nation’s veterans and our 
seniors. At the same time, the Blue 
Dogs provide both immediate and long-
term tax relief to American taxpayers. 
This relief consists largely of an accel-

eration of cuts already scheduled. Fur-
ther, the Blue Dogs are committed to 
sticking with the President’s overall 
funding levels for defense and non-
defense discretionary spending. 

I urge my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to join the Blue Dogs 
in our effort to support the President 
and support his total funding levels. I 
urge every Member of the House to 
support the reasonable, responsible 
Blue Dog budget alternative. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BONNER), a member of the 
committee. 

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

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the budget resolu-
tion. Let me commend the gentleman 
from Iowa for his hard work in devel-
oping this budget. The product of his 
effort is bold and innovative, and it de-
serves our support. Economic growth is 
the cornerstone of our Republican 
budget. Too many Americans, too 
many of my constituents in south Ala-
bama, are struggling to make ends 
meet. This budget works to grow our 
economy and to get unemployed Amer-
icans back to work. 

We assume the President’s jobs and 
economic growth package because it 
provides an immediate boost to our 
struggling American workers, and it 
lays the groundwork for the long-term, 
sustainable growth of our Nation’s 
economy. 

The President’s tax cuts were always 
intended to promote long-term, sus-
tainable growth. Our budget calls for 
accelerating these tax cuts, because 
taxpayers and the economy deserve 
this extra support now. These tax cuts 
would allow workers to keep more of 
their hard-earned money to spend as 
they see fit. With more disposable in-
come, it will be these workers who will 
propel our economy back to a state of 
sustained health and growth. 

I am particularly glad to note that 
the 2001 tax cuts would be made perma-
nent, allowing us to avoid a de facto 
tax increase in the year 2010. 

Mr. Chairman, there are plenty of 
reasons to support this budget. I think 
one of the most compelling reasons, 
however, is that it provides the right 
medicine at the right time to create 
jobs and get our economy growing 
again. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. HAR-
MAN), ranking member of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence.

Ms. HARMAN. I thank the gentleman 
from California for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I am 
guessing that most Americans are 
watching events unfold in Iraq on their 
television sets. These are the events 
they should be watching, not this de-
bate on a budget that does not even in-
clude expenses for the war and the re-

construction effort in Iraq. If I had my 
way, we would be talking about that 
war all day today, or if we were debat-
ing a budget, we would be debating a 
wartime budget that called on us to 
make real sacrifices. That is not what 
we are doing. We are debating a set of 
resolutions, the best of which by far is 
the Blue Dog resolution, and I rise to 
support it. 

I represent smart constituents. They 
know that money does not grow on 
trees. They do not want a tax cut, and 
they are not asking for it. They do not 
want trillion-dollar budget deficits, 
and they certainly are not asking for 
them. Indeed, in contrast to the yawn 
of a response the administration gave 
to projected deficits, my constituents 
understand the serious fiscal con-
sequences of hemorrhaging red ink. 

Rather than punt this issue to future 
generations as the Committee on the 
Budget proposes, families in my dis-
trict, like families everywhere, expect 
Democrats and Republicans to sit down 
together and make tough choices on 
what our government can afford now 
and what we must defer. 

That is where the Blue Dogs come in. 
Frankly, the Blue Dogs are one of the 
few groups around this place that have 
the integrity and expertise to present a 
credible budget alternative. The Blue 
Dog budget makes reasonable and fis-
cally prudent assumptions about 
spending and tax policy and achieves a 
budget surplus by 2009. It is fair and 
fiscally responsible, and I am very 
proud to support it. 

The Blue Dogs have long been leaders 
in the fight for a balanced and fiscally 
responsible budget. They have made 
the hard decisions expected of policy-
makers, and we have the welts to show 
for it. I urge my colleagues to support 
the Blue Dog budget proposal which 
will be offered later in this debate.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. MCCOTTER), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Chairman, we 
cannot quantify the cost of our free-
dom; however, in passing a budget we 
must calculate the cost of our home-
land security and our household secu-
rity. To fulfil this duty, we are best 
guided by the verities of our history. A 
war runs a deficit, and, with deter-
mination, we retain our freedom and 
inevitably regain our prosperity. Truly 
our Nation’s homeland security and 
household security are best served by 
budgetary balance born out of fiscal 
discipline. But sadly there come mo-
ments when time connives and fate 
conspires to preclude us from budg-
etary balance, and we must sacrifice in 
the present to strengthen our future. 

Mr. Chairman, our Nation has been 
at war since September 11, a war on 
terror of which Operation Iraqi Free-
dom is the most recent theater. It has 
been, is and will continue to be a strug-
gle of momentous sacrifice, yet we will 
prevail, and we will prosper. 

This budget, which restores us to bal-
ance in 9 years, will speed our path to 
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peace and prosperity. For after each 
year of this budget, our deficit dimin-
ishes, our homeland security increases, 
and our household security increases. 
Yes, this is a difficult budget for these 
difficult times because it is a war budg-
et in a time of war. Mr. Chairman, to 
preserve and promote our Nation’s se-
curity, opportunity and prosperity, I 
urge its passage. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

I just want to reiterate my support 
for the Blue Dog budget, a budget that 
is balanced, it reduces the debt, and 
provides a reasonable level of services 
to our veterans and our seniors. Unlike 
the majority budget, it does it without 
robbing from Social Security, Medicare 
and the veterans programs. I urge ev-
erybody on both sides of the aisle to 
vote for the Blue Dog budget. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL).

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, today in North-
ampton, Massachusetts, they are hav-
ing problems funding a homeless shel-
ter for veterans. As we watched the 
morning headline and the evening 
newscast, we are struck by the brave 
commitment of our men and women on 
the borders of Iraq and perhaps, as I 
speak, within the borders of Iraq as 
they prepare for an all-out invasion of 
Iraq. At a moment like this when we 
are watching this commitment, it is 
important to think of the significant 
and personal sacrifices these brave men 
and women are making. But at the 
same time that we are creating hun-
dreds of thousands of new veterans 
through their distinguished service, 
the Congress today debates a Repub-
lican budget that mandates cuts in vet-
erans programs. 

I talk to these folks at the North-
ampton VA, I meet with them regu-
larly, and they point out there simply 
is less money every year in the VA for 
honoring the commitment we made to 
our soldiers. 

I know that the Republicans today 
through another manager’s amend-
ment, only because when they went 
back to their membership, the mem-
bership said to them, ‘‘what are you 
thinking of,’’ that they have added in 
this amendment a few more dollars in 
an attempt to ameliorate some of their 
cuts. But the compelling truth is that 
this nominal increase will quickly be 
overcome by more than 2 percent in an-
nual cuts in the years following. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, their spending on veterans’ 
health care and benefits is not enough 
to maintain purchasing power, which 
simply means real cuts in veterans pro-
grams. 

As the National Commander of the 
Disabled American Veterans said of 
this budget being proposed by the ma-
jority Republican Party in this Con-

gress, ‘‘This budget dishonors the serv-
ice of millions of service-connected dis-
abled veterans, including combat-dis-
abled veterans, and seriously erodes 
the Nation’s commitment to care for 
its defenders.’’

Stand strong today for the Demo-
cratic proposal. Honor the commit-
ment we made to our veterans and vote 
down this Republican budget proposal.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, March 20, 2003. 

AMERICAN LEGION DECLARES SPRATT BUDGET 
‘‘BETTER APPROACH’’

DEAR COLLEAGUE: The Republican budget 
that will be considered on the floor today 
cuts discretionary funding for veterans 
health care below the level needed to main-
tain purchasing power at the 2003 level by a 
total of $14.2 billion over ten years. Their 
budget also directs the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee to cut $14.6 billion from manda-
tory benefit payments to veterans, including 
compensation for service-connected disabil-
ities, burial benefits, and veterans education 
benefits. 

Unlike the Republican budget, the Demo-
cratic alternative rejects any cuts to vet-
erans’ benefits over the next ten years. And 
it addresses the rising demand for veterans 
health care by funding veterans’ health pro-
grams, including medical research and con-
struction, at $2 billion above the level need-
ed to maintain purchasing power at the 2003 
level over the next ten years. For 2004, the 
Democratic budget provides $633 million 
more for veterans programs than the Repub-
lican plan, and it provides $30.3 billion more 
for veterans than the House Republican 
budget over ten years. The American Legion 
calls the Democratic alternative ‘‘a much 
better approach toward reaching a balanced 
budget’’. 

The four groups—Disabled American Vet-
erans, AMVETS, Paralyzed Veterans of 
America, and the Veterans of Foreign Wars—
that assess the needs of veterans and the 
funding they believe is required to meet 
those needs, known as The Independent 
Budget, have reviewed the Republican plan 
and the Democratic alternative and have 
concluded that the Democratic alternative 
‘‘represents a solid step forward in meeting 
the very real needs of veterans’’. 

I have attached these letters and ask that 
you give them your attention before you 
vote on the Budget Resolution today. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. SPRATT, Jr. 

Ranking Member.

MARCH 19, 2003. 
THE INDEPENDENT BUDGET 

A BUDGET FOR VETERANS BY VETERANS 

Hon. JOHN M. SPRATT, Jr., 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Budget, 

House of Representatives, Cannon House 
Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SPRATT: On behalf 
of the co-authors of the Independent Budget, 
AMVETS, Disabled American Veterans, Par-
alyzed Veterans of America, and the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, we are writing to 
offer our appreciation for introducing the 
Democratic Alternative to the Budget Com-
mittee’s Budget Resolution, H. Con. Res. 95. 
Although this Alternative Budget Resolution 
does not provide all the resources for vet-
erans’ health care that we feel are necessary, 
it does recommend $1.1 billion in additional 
discretionary spending in FY 2004, and $17 
billion more over the course of 10 years. In 
addition, and perhaps most importantly, the 
Alternative Budget Resolution does not in-

clude the draconian cuts to Department of 
Veterans Affairs (VA) mandatory programs 
that are contained in H. Con. Res. 95. 

To require deep cuts in VA mandatory pro-
grams, $463 million in FY 2004 and $15 billion 
over ten years, that are called for in H. Con. 
Res. 95 is unconscionable. We do not consider 
payments to wartime-disabled veterans, pen-
sions to the poorest disabled veterans, burial 
benefits and G.I. Bill benefits for soldiers re-
turning from Afghanistan to be ‘‘fraud, 
waste and abuse.’’ These would be the very 
programs directly affected by the Budget 
Resolution approved by the Committee. In 
addition, we note that H. Con. Res. 95 pro-
vides fewer discretionary dollars in FY 2004 
than was recommended by the Administra-
tion. We are all on record as recommending 
close to $2 billion in additional funding, 
above the $1.3 billion recommended by the 
Administration, for VA health care, and we 
find it difficult to see how H. Con. Res. 95 
can even match the President’s inadequate 
request. 

Again, we applaud your efforts to negate 
the cuts in VA mandatory programs and pro-
vide $1.1 billion in discretionary spending 
above H. Con. Res. 95 in FY 2004, and $17 bil-
lion more over the course of 10 years. Al-
though not meeting The Independent Budget 
recommendation for VA health care, the 
Democratic Alternative Budget Resolution 
represents a solid step forward in meeting 
the very real needs of veterans, and those 
who will soon be veterans. 

Sincerely, 
RICK JONES, 

National Legislative 
Director, AMVETS. 

JOSEPH A. VIOLANTE, 
National Legislative 

Director, Disabled 
American Veterans. 

RICHARD B. FULLER, 
National Legislative 

Director, Paralyzed 
Veterans of America. 

DENNIS CULLINAN, 
National Legislative 

Director, Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the 
United States. 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, DC, March 19, 2003. 

Hon. JAMES A. NUSSLE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of 

Representatives, Cannon House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The American Legion 
is deeply troubled by the impact H. Con. Res. 
95, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget 
for Fiscal Year 2004, would have on veterans, 
especially severely service-connected dis-
abled veterans, and their families. Forced 
budgetary reductions in mandatory and dis-
cretionary funding is not in the best interest 
of disabled veterans, recently separated vet-
erans, and active-duty service members enti-
tled to certain VA benefits that are funded 
by mandatory appropriations. Therefore, The 
American Legion must oppose H. Con. Res. 
95 passed by the Committee. 

Representative Spratt, the Committee’s 
Ranking Democratic Member, shared with 
The American Legion and other veterans’ 
service organization the Democratic Alter-
native. After careful review, The American 
Legion agrees the alternative is a much bet-
ter approach toward reaching a balanced 
budget. 

The American Legion is also aware that 
the Blue Dog Coalition and the Congres-
sional Black Caucus may also offer alter-
natives as well. Although The American Le-
gion has not seen these proposals, it is clear 
there is much work to be done before final 
passage of the Budget Resolution for FY 2004, 
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especially one that treats earned benefits of 
American veterans fairly. 

Veterans did not cause the budgetary 
shortfalls and should not be financially pe-
nalized in the name of fiscal responsibility. 
Much has been said that all Americans must 
be willing to make sacrifices to eliminate 
the budget deficit—severely service-con-
nected disabled veterans have already made 
significant, personal sacrifices for their 
earned entitlements. 

Sincerely, 
STEVE ROBERTSON, 

Director, 
National Legislative Commission. 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 20, 2003] 
CHANGES AT VA VEX ADVOCATES FOR 

HOMELESS 
(By Edward Walsh)

John F. Downing doesn’t understand why 
he was turned down for federal funds. 

Eighteen months ago, he took over a suc-
cessful program that every night provides 
shelter and counseling to as many as 120 
homeless veterans in western Massachusetts. 
When United Veterans of America, where he 
is the executive director, applied last year 
for renewal of a federal grant that subsidizes 
the cost of half of the 120 beds at the facility, 
he thought it would sail through. It didn’t, 
leaving Downing angry and perplexed. 

‘‘The whole thing is preposterous to us,’’ 
he said. 

Peter H. Dougherty understands why 
Downing is miffed. As director of homeless 
programs at the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, Dougherty is positioned at the other 
end of the bureaucratic process that decides 
such matters. But while Dougherty has sym-
pathy for the complaints from Massachu-
setts, from where he sits in Washington, the 
VA’s program for homeless veterans is doing 
just fine. 

‘‘I don’t blame them, but in the meantime 
thousands more homeless vets are getting 
service,’’ Dougherty said. Recent research 
suggests that veterans account for about 23 
percent, or 460,000 of the 2 million adults who 
experience homelessness over the course of a 
year. 

These competing perspectives—one from 
the nation’s capital, the other from North-
ampton, Mass.—are the result of policy deci-
sions that had nothing to do with the 60 beds 
that Downing is fighting to preserve. The 
private facility on the grounds of a VA med-
ical center in Northampton was not so much 
rejected for renewed federal funding as it fell 
victim to vastly increased competition for a 
limited amount of money that the VA made 
available for the homeless veterans program. 

The key step that threatens the federal 
subsidy to half of the beds at the facility was 
the VA’s decision to merge two programs for 
homeless veterans into one. Two years ago, 
the VA received 67 requests for the operating 
subsidies, known as the ‘‘per diem only pro-
gram,’’ and approved 53 of the applications. 
The grants provided $19 per bed per night to 
help run homeless shelters. 

But in the most recent round of awards of 
operating subsidies, announced in December, 
252 private agencies, including United Vet-
erans of America, sought help from the VA, 
but again only 53 were approved. More than 
one third of the applicants had previously 
operated with help from the other VA home-
less program that was merged with the per 
diem only program. There was also a sharp 
increase in interest in the program, with 125 
new agencies for the first time seeking a VA 
operating subsidy. 

More than half of the homeless shelters 
that applied for renewal of existing VA sub-
sidies were turned down in the latest round. 
This has led to suspicions among some that 

the administration gave preference to shel-
ters run by ‘‘faith-based’’ organizations, fur-
thering President Bush’s goal of boosting the 
role of such organizations. The VA added to 
this impression by boasting, in its announce-
ment of the new awards, that more than 40 
percent of the recipients were faith-based or-
ganizations. 

But Dougherty and other VA officials deny 
that faith-based organizations were given 
any advantage. 

‘‘What we’re doing is what the administra-
tion asked for, and that is to have a level 
playing field,’’ Dougherty said. When per 
diem only subsidies were awarded in 2000, 
faith-based organizations accounted for 35 
percent of the recipients, he said. 

But the ‘‘level playing field’’ meant that 
homeless programs already operating with 
VA subsidies also did not receive any special 
consideration, although Dougherty said the 
panels of VA officials who made the selec-
tions would be aware if an application was 
for a renewal and would probably factor that 
into their decisions. 

VA officials defend the decision to merge 
the two homeless programs. Under the sec-
ond program, known as Health Care for 
Homeless Veterans, VA medical facilities 
contracted with local residential facilities to 
take in homeless veterans. But officials said 
that program was more expensive, costing an 
average of $39 per day per veteran, than the 
per diem only subsidies and essentially 
served the same population. 

‘‘We looked to see if there were any dis-
tinctions between veterans in both pro-
grams,’’ said Gay Koerber, VA’s associate 
chief consultant for health care for homeless 
veterans. ‘‘There was no difference in their 
health problems, substance abuse problems; 
they were about the same age. Based on that, 
it seemed much more cost-effective to shift 
resources into the per diem program.’’

Koerber and Dougherty also note that, 
under a variety of VA programs, the number 
of beds available continues to grow and that 
the operating subsidy is scheduled to in-
crease from $19 to $26.95 a day. The other 60 
beds at the Northampton facility, for exam-
ple, continue to be supported under a VA 
program designed to enlarge the number of 
beds available nationwide. 

Downing and others have complained that 
not a single application from Massachusetts 
was approved by the VA in the latest round, 
but, according to Koerber, the agency is 
helping to operate 247 beds for homeless vet-
erans in the state (not counting the 60 that 
will lose the subsidy at the end of this 
month), the fourth-highest total among the 
50 states. 

All of this is scant comfort to Downing, 
who views the program from Northampton, 
not Washington. 

‘‘I have a commitment to veterans and to 
this facility to keep as many people safe and 
sober as we can,’’ he said. ‘‘Our issue has 
been we don’t want to put anybody back on 
the streets.’’

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART), a member of 
the committee. 

(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to 
commend the gentleman from Iowa on 
this great budget resolution that ad-
heres to the principles that this Cham-
ber has been speaking about forever, 
fiscal discipline, tax relief, and job cre-
ation. This budget resolution includes 
President Bush’s job growth plan, 

which provides immediate help for 
Americans who are facing very dif-
ficult economic times right now, and 
also lays the groundwork for strong 
and sustained economic growth in the 
future. This plan will boost job growth 
by 2.1 million jobs over the next 3 
years. In my home State alone, Flor-
ida, it will create 54,000 jobs in 2004, 
and almost 250,000 jobs will be created 
over the next 4 years. Small businesses, 
sometimes an entity that is forgotten 
so much in these conversations, will re-
ceive tax cuts averaging over $2,000 
under this budget, this plan. 

The long-term tax incentives will not 
only help job growth, but it will also 
create, as I said before, long-term fi-
nancial security for all Americans in 
our wonderful country. 

I keep hearing about this Blue Dog 
budget, but this Blue Dog Democratic 
alternative increases taxes, increases 
taxes on Americans that are struggling 
right now to pay their rent, to pay 
their mortgage, to keep their jobs. It 
increases taxes to hire more bureau-
crats. They may call it a Blue Dog 
plan, but when you take off the dress-
ing, it is just a dog. Increasing taxes in 
America in this day and age will do 
nothing to help the economy. It will 
slow down economic growth. 

That is why this plan, the Republican 
plan, makes so much sense. It is the 
right plan for the right time. It is one 
that will increase jobs, not decrease; 
that will lower taxes on working Amer-
icans, lower taxes on small businesses, 
not increase taxes to hire more bureau-
crats here in Washington. 

It is time to bring common sense. 
This budget does so. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, a few years ago, we 
were asked to pass the budget, the Re-
publican budget. We passed it. This is 
the economic growth over the last few 
years. We got the lowest economic 
growth that we have gotten in 50 years. 
We also have a budget that creates new 
debt. 

This is the surplus and deficit over 
the past few years. You will notice it 
under Reagan and Bush; the Clinton 
budget, which was passed without any 
Republican help; President Bush came 
in, and we are back down into deficit. 

This is called a wartime budget. Un-
fortunately, there is no wartime money 
in the budget. 

How bad do deficits have to get? 
This is a chart that shows where the 

interest on the national debt has gone. 
Interest on the national debt, if the Re-
publicans had not messed up the budg-
et, would have gone to zero by the end 
of this budget deficit. The red line is 
the interest on the national debt under 
the Republican plan. To put it in per-
spective, the blue line is the entire 
nondefense discretionary budget. In-
stead of going to zero, we are going to 
be spending more on interest on the na-
tional debt than we are spending on ev-
erything in government.

VerDate Jan 31 2003 01:41 Mar 21, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20MR7.016 H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2159March 20, 2003
b 1530 

Because of the deficits we are cutting 
education. The 12 percent increase over 
the past few years, this budget is a cut 
in education. We are talking about cuts 
not only in the veterans benefits that 
we had but also cuts in education, cuts 
in safe and drug-free schools, after-
school programs, education for home-
less children, vocational education, 
28,000 Head Start students not being 
educated under the Head Start pro-
gram. 

At a time when States are increasing 
their tuitions, we are cutting Pell 
grants. We are cutting student loans 
and school lunches. We are also not 
funding No Child Left Behind. The 
President went all over the country 
talking about No Child Left Behind and 
the amount of money that was author-
ized to be spent. Unfortunately, we are 
not even spending on No Child Left Be-
hind what we spent last year. 

Look at the difference in what we are 
spending. In order to take pay cuts for 
the wealthy, we have run up a huge 
debt, cut veterans benefits, cut edu-
cation. That is the wrong priority. We 
should fund veterans and education 
first and then consider tax cuts second. 
We have got the wrong priorities. Edu-
cation is the right priority. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, could I 
inquire how much time is remaining on 
both sides. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Iowa 
has 111⁄4 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina has 111⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, that 
sounds pretty close. It is about as bal-
anced as any of the budgets. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
VITTER). 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, today as 
we embark on a new chapter in the war 
against terror, I want to return to a 
crucial theme for this budget, which is 
homeland security. That goes to the 
heart of national security, and it also 
goes to the heart of economic security 
since by far the biggest setback we 
could have to our economy, for another 
setback, which would be another major 
terrorist attack. 

This budget includes a substantial in-
crease for the protection of our Na-
tion’s infrastructure, $829 million, for 
instance, a more than 300 percent in-
crease for the Department of Homeland 
Security’s Information Analysis and 
Infrastructure Protection which will 
provide new capabilities in the war 
against terror by mapping intelligence 
and threat information about the Na-
tion’s potential vulnerabilities. That 
includes $500 million to assess the Na-
tion’s critical infrastructure and to en-
sure that our highest-priority 
vulnerabilities are properly addressed. 
This is important everywhere, includ-
ing my home State of Louisiana. We 
have a vast amount of critical infra-
structure there, including some of the 
most active ports in the world and a 

large portion of the strategic petro-
leum reserve, infrastructure that 
transports a huge percentage of the Na-
tion’s oil and gas needs and so much 
more. Terrorist attacks to any of these 
facilities would be devastating to my 
State and, indeed, the entire Nation. 

So in this time of war, in this time of 
threat, providing for our military and 
protecting our homeland first and fore-
most are top priorities. This budget 
does both of those. It protects our 
economy also as a result, and I urge 
my fellow Members to support this 
strong budget. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Unfortunately, this Republican budg-
et is likely to force the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure to 
slash the pensions of 34,000 Coast Guard 
retirees and 645,000 railroad retirees 
and their dependents and cut the relief 
provided to families of the victims of 
September 11. 

Who in this House believes that we 
should cut the September 11 Victims’ 
Compensation Fund to finance tax cuts 
for the rich? As a Nation at war, who 
believes that the men and women of 
the Coast Guard protecting our shores, 
ensuring the safe passage of U.S. Navy 
ships in the Persian Gulf should be 
worrying that Congress might cut their 
retirement? 

This budget shows a callous disregard 
for the families of the victims of Sep-
tember 11, the men and women of the 
Coast Guard, railroad retirees, as well 
as the infrastructure needs of this 
country. 

The budget resolution directs the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure to cut $3.7 billion for man-
datory programs over the 10 years and 
to find savings from waste, fraud, and 
abuse and produce greater efficiency. 
Those platitudes may make for good 
rhetoric, but the policies will have dev-
astating effect on the retirees and on 
the families of the victims of Sep-
tember 11. The Congressional Budget 
Office says 90 percent of the programs 
of the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure’s mandatory ac-
counts include the September 11 Vic-
tims’ Compensation Fund, Coast Guard 
retirement pay, railroad retirement 
pensions, and unemployment com-
pensation for railroad workers. Is that 
where we are supposed to find waste, 
fraud, and abuse? 

The Victims’ Compensation Fund 
makes payments to the victims who 
were injured and the families of those 
who were killed in the September 11 at-
tacks. Mr. Chairman, no one in this 
Chamber can possibly ever forget the 
tragedy of September 11, and I hope the 
families are beginning to put their 
lives back together again. How in good 
conscience can we retreat from the sol-
emn commitment made on this floor to 
help them rebuild their lives? 

I commit to them that I will oppose 
this Republican budget plan that will 
cut their funding. Similarly, the 36,000 
Coast Guard officers and their enlisted 
personnel and the 34,000 Coast Guard 
retirees, we pledge to them on our side 
that we will oppose this budget resolu-
tion and its cuts in Coast Guard retire-
ment pay. 

Coast Guard cutters, as we debate 
this budget resolution, are on combat 
patrol with the U.S. Navy, securing the 
shipping lanes and the safe passage of 
Navy ships in the Persian Gulf and the 
Mediterranean. At home the Coast 
Guard continues to protect our shores 
and our ports. Just this week the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security initiated 
Operation Liberty Shield, increased se-
curity at our ports, protect infrastruc-
ture, key assets. The Coast Guard 
under Operation Liberty Shield is in-
creasing its patrols of waterways, es-
corts of ferries and cruise ships, sea 
marshals on board vessels of high in-
terest. We get more out of our invest-
ment in the Coast Guard than virtually 
any other agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Why should we make them 
worry about this Republican effort to 
cut retirement pay?

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to 
H. Con. Res. 95, the FY2004 Budget Resolu-
tion. Regrettably, this Republican Budget is 
likely to force the Transportation Committee to 
slash the pensions of 34,000 Coast Guard re-
tirees and 645,000 railroad retirees and their 
dependents, and cut the relief provided to 
families of the victims of September 11th. Who 
in this House believes that we should cut the 
September 11th Victims’ Compensation Fund 
to finance more tax cuts for the rich? With the 
Nation now at war, who in this House believes 
that the men and women of the Coast Guard, 
who are protecting our shores and ensuring 
the safe passage of U.S. Navy ships in the 
Persian Gulf, should be worrying that this 
Congress may cut their retirement? This 
Budget displays a callous disregard for the 
families of the victims of September 11th, the 
men and women of the Coast Guard, railroad 
retirees, as well as the infrastructure needs of 
this country. 

Section 201 of the Republican Budget Res-
olution directs the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure to cut $3.7 billion from 
its mandatory programs over the next 10 
years. We are told to find these savings from 
‘‘waste, fraud, and abuse’’ and to produce 
greater efficiency in our programs. While these 
platitudes of ‘‘waste, fraud, and abuse’’ make 
for good rhetoric, these policies will have a 
devastating effect on these retirees and the 
families of the victims of the September 11th 
attack. 

The Congressional Budget Office says that 
90 percent of the Transportation Committee’s 
funding of mandatory programs includes these 
three: 

The September 11th Victims’ Compensation 
Fund, 

Coast Guard retirement pay; and 
Railroad retirement pensions and unemploy-

ment compensation for railroad workers. 
And this is where we’re expected to find 

‘‘waste, fraud, and abuse’’? 
The September 11th Victims’ Compensation 

Fund makes payments to the victims who 
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were injured and the families of those who 
were killed in the September 11th terrorist at-
tacks. Mr. Chairman, no one in this chamber 
will forget the tragedy of September 11th. I 
can only hope that families of the victims of 
September 11th have begun to put their lives 
back together. How can we, in good con-
science, retreat from our solemn commitment 
to help them rebuild their lives? I commit to 
them now that I will oppose this Republican 
plan that could cut funding from the families of 
the victims of September 11th. 

Similarly, I commit to the men and women 
of the Coast Guard, both the 36,000 Coast 
Guard officers and enlisted personnel and the 
34,000 Coast Guard retirees, that I will strong-
ly oppose this Republican Budget Resolution 
and its likely cuts in Coast Guard retired pay. 

As we debate this Budget Resolution, Coast 
Guard cutters are on combat patrol with the 
U.S. Navy to help secure shipping lands and 
the safe passage of Navy ships in the Persian 
Gulf and the Mediterranean. At home the 
Coast Guard continues to protect our shores 
and ports. On Monday, March 17, the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security initiated Oper-
ation LIBERTY SHIELD to increase security at 
our Nation’s borders and protect our critical in-
frastructure and key assets. Under Operation 
LIBERTY SHIELD, the Coast Guard is in-
creasing patrols of major U.S. ports and wa-
terways, increasing its escorts of ferries and 
cruise ships, providing armed Sea Marshals 
onboard every high interest vessel arriving at 
or departing from U.S. ports, and enforcing se-
curity zones in and around critical infrastruc-
ture sites in key ports and petroleum facilities 
close to large coastal communities. In addition 
to its military and homeland security missions, 
the Coast Guard continues its search-and-res-
cue mission—responding to nearly 37,000 
calls and saving 3,654 lives in 2002—and 
many other missions. The Coast Guard has 
long been stretched thin, but has always been 
ready—‘‘Semper Paratus’’—to answer the call. 
I have always maintained that the public gets 
more out of its investment in the Coast Guard 
than virtually any other government service. 
The enlisted men and women and officers of 
the Coast Guard should not have to worry 
about this Republican effort to cut their retire-
ment pay. 

The Republican Budget Resolution also is 
likely to result in significant cuts to railroad 
workers’ retirement and unemployment com-
pensation programs. Railroad workers, unlike 
other workers, are not covered by the Social 
Security system. They have their own retire-
ment program. Last Congress, the bipartisan 
leadership of the Transportation Committee, 
with the strong support of rail unions, rail-
roads, and rail retirees and their dependents, 
introduced H.R. 1140, a bill to revise the rail-
road retirement program to restore rail worker 
benefits and decrease railroad payroll taxes. 
The House overwhelmingly passed this legis-
lation, by a vote of 383–33, and it became 
law. Today, the Republican Budget Resolution 
forces the Transportation Committee to con-
sider changing this Act to cut railroad worker 
retirement benefits and unemployment com-
pensation. I commit to the 248,000 rail work-
ers and the 645,000 rail retirees and their de-
pendents that I will fight any attempt to roll 
back the benefits so recently restored to you. 

Beyond these devastating cuts required by 
the reconciliation instructions, this Budget 
Resolution does little to meet our infrastructure 

investment needs. For the reauthorization of 
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury (TEA 21), the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee urged the Budget Com-
mittee to provide $50 billion in budget author-
ity for highway, highway safety, and transit 
programs. In its letter to the Budget Com-
mittee, 74 of the 75 Members of the Transpor-
tation Committee stated that we must provide 
this level of funding in FY2004 to maintain our 
surface transportation systems and have any 
hope of improving the overall condition of the 
Nation’s highway and transit systems. 

Regrettably, this Budget Resolution provides 
$39 billion for these programs—little more 
than the status quo for TEA 21 reauthoriza-
tion. Through the vigorous efforts of the bipar-
tisan leadership of this Committee, the Reso-
lution also provides a reserve fund that would 
allow for additional allocations if this or other 
legislation includes increases in Highway Trust 
Fund receipts. Although this does provide the 
Transportation Committee with the opportunity 
to address this issue at a later date, this Res-
olution does nothing to address our enormous 
highway and transit infrastructure needs in the 
fiscal year ahead. 

Moreover, the Republican Resolution cuts 
the amount of highway and transit funding that 
actually may be obligated in FY2004 below 
the CBO baseline. Specifically, the Republican 
Budget Resolution assumes a cut in the transit 
program of $98 million in FY2004 and $2.5 bil-
lion over the next six years. This cut is directly 
contrary to TEA 21’s goal of modal balance. 
Under TEA 21 we significantly increased tran-
sit funding by guaranteeing $36 billion for tran-
sit. As a result of this increased investment, 
transit ridership has added 1.6 billion riders—
more than 900,000 new riders each day—over 
the last five years. This transit renaissance 
could be threatened by these cuts in transit 
funding. 

At a time when our Nation’s infrastructure 
faces huge unmet safety and security needs, 
congestion is crippling our cities, and our 
economy has lost 2.5 million jobs in the past 
two years, the Republican Budget Resolution 
cuts these vital programs that could address 
infrastructure security needs and congestion 
problems and create family-wage jobs to grow 
our economy. Instead, it provides more than 
$1 trillion of new tax cuts. 

This Budget Resolution reflects more than 
misplaced priorities. It is an assault on working 
men and women from the Coast Guard to the 
Maintenance of Way railroad employees. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose the Repub-
lican Budget Resolution and urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HENSARLING), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of this budget resolution. With 
America at war and with families hav-
ing to make tough decisions around 
their kitchen tables, should we not in 
Congress at least be expected to make 
smart decisions to promote economic 
growth and to take a stand against 
waste and fraud? 

Many across the aisle oppose this 
budget and attack the tax relief. But, 

Mr. Chairman, less than 5 percent of 
this budget is about tax relief; 95 per-
cent of this budget is about spending, 3 
percent more, more, than last year. 
Unfortunately, much of it continues to 
be waste and fraud. The Department of 
Housing and Urban Development made 
$2.6 billion in section 8 overpayments, 7 
percent of their entire budget just lost. 
That is enough money to pay the down-
payment for 300,000 people to get into 
their first homes. 

The Medicare program paid out $13.3 
billion in 1 year to people who did not 
even qualify. That is enough money 
this year to pay one third of the cost of 
a prescription drug benefit for our sen-
iors. 

The list goes on. Social Security pays 
benefits to dead people. Twenty-three 
percent of the people having their stu-
dent loans discharged due to disability 
actually hold jobs. The National Park 
Service spent $800,000 on an outhouse, 
and it does not even work. In the real 
world when people lose this much 
money, they are fired or they go to 
jail. In Washington it is just an excuse 
to ask for even more money next year. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a thousand 
ways we can save money in Washington 
without cutting any needed services 
and without raising taxes on our hard-
working families and our men and 
women in uniform. People should quit 
trying to fool the American people into 
thinking otherwise. If we fail to en-
dorse this budget and just promote 
even more government spending with-
out reform, we are simply sanctioning 
fraud. What an insult to the American 
people. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. PRICE). 

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise today in opposition to 
the Republican budget and in support 
of the alternative budget being offered 
by my colleague from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. Chairman, the 10-year $5.6 tril-
lion unified budget surplus projected 
less than 2 years ago is gone, com-
pletely gone, thanks in large part to 
the Bush tax cuts mainly benefiting 
upper-bracket taxpayers. Now the Re-
publicans offer a budget with over a $2 
trillion deficit for the same 10-year pe-
riod, $4.4 trillion if we exclude the So-
cial Security trust fund. That is a fis-
cal reversal of almost $8 trillion. 

Unfortunately, in the face of the 
worst fiscal reversal in this Nation’s 
history, the Republicans’ response is to 
propose more of the same failed poli-
cies. Finding themselves in a hole, 
their message seems to be: just keep 
digging. 

The Republicans’ budget proposes 
$1.3 trillion in new tax cuts, every 
penny of it funded by increased govern-
ment debt. The result, Mr. Chairman, 
is that the Republican budget would 
provide the worst of both worlds. We 
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would go over the cliff fiscally, while 
at the same time radically reducing 
money available for education, the en-
vironment, transportation, healthcare, 
and law enforcement. 

At a time when our veterans are 
waiting 6 months for an appointment 
at VA hospitals, the Republican budget 
would cut compensation for service-
connected disabilities and education 
benefits by $15 billion and veterans 
healthcare funding by another $14 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. 

As the National Commander of the 
Disabled American Veterans said in a 
letter to Speaker HASTERT, ‘‘Has Con-
gress no shame? Is there no honor left 
in the hallowed halls of our govern-
ment that you choose to dishonor the 
sacrifices of our Nation’s heroes and 
rob our programs, healthcare and dis-
ability compensation, to pay for tax 
cuts for the wealthy?’’

The Republican budget not only fails 
to fund No Child Left Behind, the bi-
partisan education program enacted a 
year ago; it actually would require cuts 
in school lunch programs and in stu-
dent loans. The Republicans mandate 
billions in cuts from appropriated 
health programs, but do not say where 
the ax would fall. From major disease 
research at the National Institutes of 
Health? From community health cen-
ters. There would be $2.5 billion in cuts 
required next year alone. From where? 

The Republican budget does not even 
keep up with inflation in funding for 
homeland security. And what new 
money is proposed is largely offset by 
cuts in law enforcement programs on 
which our police and other first re-
sponders have depended in years past. 
The Democratic alternative provides 
$10 billion for the States immediately 
for homeland security, as provided in 
our economic stimulus plan. The Re-
publican budget does not contain one 
dime of this funding. 

Mr. Chairman, the Democratic budg-
et has its priorities straight. A fast-
acting and effective economic stim-
ulus, a serious prescription drug plan, 
protection of veterans benefits, pru-
dent investments in education and 
homeland security, and all of this with 
$821 billion less in deficits and debt 
than the Republican proposal. The 
Democratic alternative is realistic and 
responsible, fair and fiscally sound, and 
I urge colleagues to support it.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

I have been looking through my 
budget, and I cannot find one of the 
facts that the gentleman just stated. 
Not one of the cuts he just stated is in 
my budget document. I have looked 
through there. I cannot find them. I do 
not know where the gentleman is com-
ing up with these numbers. 

I will say this, though: the person I 
would like to introduce next to speak 
basically wrote title II, which is our 
reconciliation construction regarding 
waste, fraud, and abuse, asking the 
committees to go out and look for 
those instances of waste, fraud, and 

abuse, ways that we can find defi-
ciencies within this budget, and that is 
the very distinguished gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. GINNY BROWN-
WAITE). 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE). 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE), the chairman, for work-
ing so hard on this budget. I have had 
lengthy discussions with him about my 
concerns for protecting Medicare and 
veterans. The spending cuts that were 
in the original budget that we passed 
out of the Committee on the Budget 
concerned me deeply. He listened and I 
am very pleased with the results. 

Most Americans agree that Medicare 
must be reformed. The 38-year-old pro-
gram benefit package is outdated and 
actually insufficient for most seniors’ 
needs. The current program lacks 
much-needed prescription drug cov-
erage, leaving many seniors to choose 
between food and drugs. I know. I rep-
resent many of those seniors. The Re-
publican budget begins the process of 
reforming the outdated Medicare sys-
tem. It includes a historic proposal to 
provide $400 billion over 10 years to up-
date the Medicare benefits package and 
also provide a prescription drug ben-
efit. Additionally, I have worked with 
the committee and the Republican 
leadership to ensure that Medicare is 
untouched by across-the-board cuts. 
The constituents of the fifth congres-
sional district have also expressed a 
great concern that the veterans 
healthcare system is broken.
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I have constituents in my district 
who are being forced to wait up to 16 
months for an appointment to see a 
physician, and in some of the counties 
it is up to 18 months. Last year, in fis-
cal year 2003, there was a 12 percent in-
crease in the VA medical care funding, 
yet the waiting times have not sub-
stantially improved. The system must 
be fixed. 

Additionally, this budget provides for 
an increase in veterans’ discretionary 
spending of 6.1 percent over fiscal year 
2003, as well as a 7.5 percent increase in 
mandatory outlays. We are working to 
ensure that these resources are ade-
quately and geographically spread so 
that we meet the needs of seniors. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of increasing the spending on veterans’ 
health care and protecting those who 
have always been willing to protect us. 
The budget works for seniors, and I 
urge support. 

Cutting 1 cent on the dollar for other 
agencies in fraud, waste and abuse is 
very, very achievable. Let us not say 
that we cannot find the savings. We de-
serve, for the sake of the taxpayers, to 
at least try.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute, before yielding to the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. FORD), 

to respond to our distinguished chair-
man, who wants to know where all 
these cuts we are alleging come from. 

They come from the budget docu-
ments. His budget calls on the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for 
example, to reduce spending by 
$107,359,000,000. The only thing they can 
take that out of is the Medicaid pro-
gram. 

He calls on the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, which has jurisdic-
tion over the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Plan and the Civil 
Service Retirement Plan, to effect cuts 
in those programs of $38,319,000,000 to 
achieve savings. 

They are there. If you look at func-
tion 550 in this budget, which is the 
health function, if you look at the level 
of funding, it is $2.4 billion below what 
is necessary to maintain purchasing 
power. We say ‘‘current services.’’ That 
has got to come out of some of the or-
ganizations like NIH who get their 
funding from this particular function 
of the budget. It is there. No question 
about it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
FORD). 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, out of re-
spect to the chairman, I know he wants 
2 minutes to close, I will just take a 
minute. I will be very brief. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons I 
think that sometimes we find ourselves 
as a body not taken as seriously as we 
would like to be taken is because of ex-
ercises like this. We have heard over 
and over again from colleagues on one 
side of the aisle and colleagues on this 
side. 

The Nation is focused on the war we 
are faced with right now. There is obvi-
ously going to be an enormous cost as-
sociated with that war. 

Second, most people across the coun-
try are focused on local and State gov-
ernment challenges. Many State gov-
ernments are facing enormous budget 
shortfalls, it has been estimated some 
$70 billion in current year shortfalls 
across the country. That number has 
grown by 50 percent, Mr. Chairman, in 
just the last 3 months. 

If we are serious about helping States 
and serious about helping people get 
back up on their feet, serious about 
helping this economy move in the right 
direction, let us be honest. We are not 
paying for the war, and my friends on 
the other side of the aisle pretend that 
they cannot even contemplate a model 
that can give us scenarios for how 
much this war will cost. That is dis-
ingenuous, it is wrong, and it is unfair 
to the American people. 

Two, you do very little for your hos-
pitals, your schools. People mention 
Medicare and Medicaid. For those 
watching at home, that means those 
hospitals in your States will not get 
the amounts of money that they need 
to ensure that people are covered and 
that people are treated. 

For those teachers and those of you 
who have kids in public schools, that 
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means that bill we bragged about, the 
No Child Left Behind Act, we will not 
have the money to fund it. All of the 
promises about homeland security, it 
takes money to pay for these things. 

The difference between our budget 
and theirs is simple: We set a different 
set of priorities than they have set. 

I hope my friends on the other side of 
the aisle at the end of day can at least 
be honest and say to those of us on this 
side and to the American people that 
your priorities are vastly and radically 
different than ours. We believe States 
should be helped, we believe that the 
war should be paid for, and we believe 
we should balance the budget. Your 
priorities are different, and you owe it 
to the American people to tell them 
the truth. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, let us just go to the 
bottom line and look at the differences 
between the two proposals that will be 
the chief proposals before the House 
when we vote tonight on the budget 
resolutions, the Democratic proposal 
and the Republican proposal. 

As anyone who can see this chart can 
easily see, under our budget in every 
year from 2004, next year, through 2013, 
the Democratic budget has a lower def-
icit than the Republican budget, and 
by a significant margin. 

What is more, every year our bottom 
line gets better and better and better, 
until in the year 2010 we are in unified 
balance. All accounts included, we have 
no more deficit by the year 2010. And 
we do not get there with improbable, 
unlikely spending cuts of the kind you 
have heard mentioned on the floor 
today. We get there with good, solid ec-
onomics and with complete fairness to 
things that are important to us. It is a 
huge difference. 

But this tells it all: Over that 10-year 
period of time, the cumulative dif-
ference between us and them, between 
Republicans and Democrats, between 
our resolution and their resolution, is 
$913 billion less public debt. So as we 
move from a deficit to a surplus, we ac-
cumulate $913 billion less debt than do 
the Republicans in their resolution. 
That is an enormous difference, par-
ticularly for anybody who says that 
deficits matter. 

We insist that deficits do matter. 
This administration has taken a dif-
ferent attitude. The Director of Man-
agement and Budget says we should 
not start hyperventilating over all 
these deficits. We think they matter. 
We think in the long run they affect 
the growth of our economy, they affect 
jobs and things that matter to people, 
they affect the interest we have to pay 
on our national debt. 

This is the difference between us and 
them. By 2010, we are in balance. It 
takes them until 2012 to get there. 
Along the way we accumulate $913 bil-
lion less debt. But what is most impor-
tant is ours is feasible and credible and 

probable; theirs is infeasible, unlikely, 
and, to my way of thinking, unbeliev-
able. 

The Republican budget presents us 
with two choices: We will either have 
devastating cuts, in which event they 
may get to balance in 2012, or those 
cuts will not be achieved, in which 
event the deficit itself will have done 
devastating damage. 

That is the choice before us, and that 
is why the Democratic balanced budget 
resolution is far and away the better 
choice for everybody in this House.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to my friend, 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS), the very distinguished vice 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, to close the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Con-
necticut is recognized for 51⁄2 minutes.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think if we were 
honest with each other, we would say 
we do not like any of our budgets, be-
cause we would like them to be bal-
anced today, but that, regretfully, is 
not possible. But in comparing the 
budgets, I prefer the budget that we are 
presenting. 

I prefer it because in our budget we 
are protecting America, we are increas-
ing our defense budget, we are increas-
ing our homeland security budget. In 
our budget, most importantly, and you 
do not see it to the extent you need to 
in our colleagues’ budgets, we are 
strengthening the economy and cre-
ating new jobs. In our budget, we are 
providing fiscal responsibility. 

One of the things I found most curi-
ous in the debate in the committee last 
week was that when we added up all 
the dollars that were spent in amend-
ments offered by our Democratic col-
leagues, they amounted to over $1 tril-
lion. Now, they would say to you what 
they did is they eliminated our tax 
cuts, and, in some cases, increased 
taxes to pay for their $1 trillion of new 
spending over the next 10 years. 

When we came to Washington, a 
number of us said we wanted to get our 
country’s financial house in order and 
balance the Federal budget and not 
grow this government. But what we see 
in the other budget is a growing of the 
government. 

Mr. Chairman, what is disappointing 
to me is that when we have seen their 
amendments, both last week and this 
week, we have not seen any effort to 
reduce spending but increase it. And 
when we see what we do, what we are 
having to defend, I am embarrassed 
that it seems so difficult to defend. We 
have to defend a 1 percent cut in dis-
cretionary spending over this year’s 
budget for just 1 year. Then we allow 
the budget to go up in the second year, 
we allow it to go up in the third year, 
we allow it to go up in the fourth year. 
The logic, though, is if you can make 
cuts in 1 year, they have benefit in 
terms of reducing spending for 10 years. 
I am proud of that. 

But when our colleagues talk about 
the savings we are making, they add up 
all 10 years and then imply that it hap-
pens all in 1 year, or they say we are 
going to cut 1 percent every year, and 
we are not allowing the budgets to 
grow. 

We want to slow the growth in the 
budgets next year, and then we are 
going to allow them to grow in the sec-
ond year, allow them to grow in the 
third year, allow them to grow in the 
fourth year, allow them to grow in the 
fifth year, allow them to grow in the 
sixth year, allow them to grow in the 
seventh year, allow them to grow in 
the eighth year, allow them to grow in 
the ninth year, and allow them to grow 
in the tenth year. 

But we are having to defend a 1-cent-
per-dollar cut next year in some pro-
grams, but we are not cutting defense, 
homeland security, Medicare or Social 
Security, and we have also agreed that 
veterans’ spending is going to go up. 

So, for me, I am having a difficult 
time, because I would have liked our 
budget to have reduced spending more. 
But this is what we can agree to. 

Now, when we talk about the 1 per-
cent reduction, what we are looking at 
is waste, fraud, abuse and mismanage-
ment. You mean to tell me there is not 
1 cent on a dollar of waste, fraud, abuse 
and mismanagement in our govern-
ment? You could not look at anyone 
with a straight face and tell them that. 

I happen to have served on the Com-
mittee on Government Reform, for 16 
years. I love that committee. We look 
at waste, fraud and abuse, and we at-
tempt and are successful in many ways 
in getting reform. But it is taking too 
long. We need the authorizers to do a 
better job of looking at waste, fraud 
and abuse now, and we need the appro-
priators to do so as well. 

Mr. Chairman, on my desk are hun-
dreds of GAO reports. These are just 
for a few months. Financial Manage-
ment Service:, Significant Weaknesses 
In Computer Control Continue. You 
could save millions of dollars there. 

Weak Controls Result In Improper 
and Wasteful Purchases at FAA. You 
can save money there. 

Medicaid Financial Management: 
Better Oversight Of State Claims For 
Federal Reimbursement Needed. 

I love this one. Medicare Home 
Health Care. Payments To Home 
Health Agencies Are Considerably 
Higher Than Costs. 

U.S. Postal Service: Deteriorating 
Financial Outlook Increases Need For 
Transformation. We have got to do 
those things. 

Now, DOD has to be looked at as 
well, and that is one way we can help 
pay for all the needs that we have in 
DOD. Overpayments Continue, And 
Management And Accounting Issues 
Remain. Defense Inventory: Control 
Weaknesses Leave Restricted And Haz-
ardous Excess Property Vulnerable To 
Improper Use, Loss And Theft. 

These are just a few of the hundreds 
on my desk. This is just GAO. What 
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about the Inspector General’s reports? 
We could fill up this whole table. This 
is literally the tip of the iceberg. 

So, I am proud of our budget, because 
it is better than the budget we are see-
ing, but, Lord knows, it could be even 
better. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote 
out our budget resolution. Let us get 
our country’s financial house in order, 
and let us have the needed tax cuts 
that will generate the economic activ-
ity that will grow this economy. We 
want to protect America, strengthen 
the economy, and have fiscal responsi-
bility. Our budget does that.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) each will control 30 
minutes on the subject of economic 
goals and policies. 

Is the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN) a designee of the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)? 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I am, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) 
will control the time of the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON). 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).
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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON). 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman for 
yielding the time, and I thank the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, the vice chairman, and the 
Members from both sides for the work 
that they are doing. 

Let us face it. Every one of us can 
come here and every one of us would do 
it differently, but I would like to ad-
dress something that has been talked 
about quite a bit and lend some per-
spective. 

There was a movie known as the 
American President, and in it Michael 
Douglas played the American Presi-
dent, and in it there is a great line. Mi-
chael Douglas was being attacked for a 
very difficult decision he had made as 
President of the United States. He 
called a press conference, he stood be-
fore the media, and he says, ‘‘America 
has serious problems, and we need seri-
ous people to solve them.’’

So for one second I would like to be 
a serious person and talk about the 
fundamental foundation of the begin-
ning of what we must do; that is, the 
reconciliation language regarding 
waste, fraud, and abuse. 

We have to in America prioritize our 
spending and slow the growth in that 
spending, or we are going to spend our-
selves into a position that we cannot 
afford, either our citizens or ourselves. 
And it is an appropriate first step, as 
this budget recognizes, to go through 
these agencies and look for the reduc-
tion in the rate of growth, it is a reduc-
tion in the rate of growth, and find 

that funding wherever possible where 
there has been waste, where there has 
been fraud, or where there has been 
abuse. 

And we in this Congress already have 
set one precedent. There is a program 
that is off limits, so to speak, in this 
budget called Medicaid, but when we 
established the Medicaid program and 
experienced waste and fraud and abuse 
in that program, particularly fraud, 
this Congress, years ago, established 
that we would offset from the Federal 
65 percent match, the amount of money 
that was found to have been fraudu-
lently spent by the State that admin-
isters the program. From the time that 
was implemented, the rate of fraud 
went down, which ensured that the 
money going into Medicaid was going 
where it should be, and that is to ben-
efit those most in need. 

We need to establish the same mech-
anism in every department of the Fed-
eral Government. If there is an ac-
countability for the allowance of 
waste, for the allowance of fraud, or for 
abuse, with no consequence in the fu-
ture, then it will continue. I commend 
the committee, and I commend the 
chairman.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, last 
night, President Bush started the war 
against Iraq, a war that offends the 
vast majority of moral and religious 
groups in the world. Most major reli-
gious organizations, the Vatican, Mus-
lim, Buddhists, Jewish, Protestant reli-
gious groups, oppose his war on moral 
grounds. Over 80 percent of the nations 
in the world oppose the war on ethical 
and moral grounds. 

But now that Bush has created this 
disaster to cover up his failed diplo-
matic, social, and economic agenda, it 
is up to Congress to find ways to sup-
port our troops overseas, and support 
them we must. For President Bush 
talks the talk of support for our troops 
while he and Republican leaders fail to 
walk the walk. In reality, they trash 
the future lives here at home for our 
brave servicemen and women today. 

How do George Bush and his Repub-
lican henchmen mistreat our troops? 
Well, let me counts the ways. They are 
all outlined in the Republican budget 
before us today. Even though Bush may 
lie from time to time, the figures in his 
budget reveal his true intentions, and 
here they are. 

First, there is no money for our 
troops to fight this war of his, no 
money, period. So much for Republican 
support for our troops. 

Second, troops. Watch out if you 
come home as a veteran, because Bush 
and his Republican allies are cutting 
$15 billion from veterans’ benefits, a 
fine thank you for your service. When 
you return from war, no health care at 
the VA hospital? Do not turn to Med-
icaid or Medicare for help. Bush and his 

Republican allies are cutting more 
than $160 billion from these vital 
health care programs as well. These 
cuts mean over 5 million children will 
lose their health coverage benefits. 
Benefits will be reduced by 30 percent 
for the children lucky enough to re-
main in Medicaid, which, by the way, 
may have to drop its prescription drug 
coverage altogether. 

Now, Republicans talk about a Medi-
care drug benefit, but they do not 
budget funds to provide it, and a mil-
lion elderly nursing home residents 
could be put out on the streets. So 
much for the parents of our military. 

Now, for our soldiers, sailors, airmen, 
and marines, got kids? Do not look for 
help from Bush. His budget takes child 
care away from 30,000 children, kicks 
570,000 kids out of after-school pro-
grams, eliminates Head Start for 28,000 
children, and prevents a half a million 
poor children from getting free and re-
duced-price school meals. Even if your 
kids are lucky enough to get to school, 
they will be left shortchanged by 
Bush’s $9.5 billion cut to education 
that was needed to assure his often-
touted plan to leave no child behind. 
Clearly, that campaign is history. 

Need help with housing when you get 
back? Too bad. The President cuts 
housing subsidies for 75,000 families. 

Having trouble finding a job in the 
Bush recession? Sorry. Republicans do 
nothing in this budget to extend unem-
ployment benefits for those who cannot 
find jobs. At least his daddy and Ron-
nie Reagan extended unemployment 
benefits for over 33 weeks. 

Say your war takes a long time and 
you want to retire when you come 
home. Forget about Social Security 
and Medicare. Bush took the money to 
fund those programs and gave it away 
as $1.5 trillion in tax cuts to the very 
richest Americans, 80 percent of those 
cuts going to people with incomes over 
100 grand a year. The only servicemen 
and women I know who are making 
that much are working two night jobs. 

So there you have it. The President 
starts a war to eliminate terror, know-
ing that it will only increase terrorist 
attacks at home. He tries to disarm a 
nation with no proven weapons of mass 
destruction, and he ignores a far worse 
threat of North Korea’s nuclear weap-
ons. He orders the assassination of an 
inhumane dictator to cover up the fact 
that he cannot find bin Laden, and 
then tells us in Congress to support the 
troops while he dishonors their very fu-
ture by giving America’s resources 
away to a small, rich cadre of Repub-
lican officeholders and campaign con-
tributors. 

Mr. Chairman, you do not praise a 
person for driving home drunk and 
avoiding an accident. You do not praise 
an A grade awarded to a child who 
cheats to get it. And thus, we should 
not support the war program of a 
President which defies every moral and 
ethical standard set by religious and 
government leaders around the world. 

If you truly want to support and 
honor our servicemen and women, vote 
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against this antiveteran, antichild, 
anti-Christian, ‘‘Bush-league’’ Repub-
lican budget.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DUNCAN). The Chair would remind all 
Members that although remarks in de-
bate may level criticism against the 
policies of the President, still, remarks 
in debate must avoid personality and, 
therefore, may not include personal ac-
cusations such as lying.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 15 seconds. 

This is the period of debate where the 
Joint Economic Committee takes over 
to discuss the Humphrey-Hawkins pe-
riod of debate, which is supposed to be 
about monetary policy. I see from my 
colleague, the last speaker, we are 
going to move beyond monetary policy, 
I guess. So in that spirit, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. TERRY). 

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

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his introduction. 

Now, one of the realities that we 
must recognize as we debate our budget 
are the realities of today’s economy 
and those facing our municipalities, 
our cities, and our States, and our fam-
ilies today. The reality is that when we 
have this economic slowdown, all of 
those entities that I just mentioned 
have made tough decisions to cut their 
budgets. I hear about families doing it 
all the time. The city of Omaha has 
done it, the State of Nebraska has done 
it. But yet when we are in the Federal 
Government, because we do not have a 
balanced budget amendment, heck, we 
just sit there and say, spend, spend 
more, give away all the money at a 
time of economic slowdown, at a time 
when we have to protect American citi-
zens. 

So I am proud to stand in support of 
a budget that recognizes those realities 
today that face American families, 
that face our municipalities, that face 
our States, and make the same tough 
decisions that they have. I am proud 
that this budget, the Republican budg-
et, controls spending. Yes, I would like 
to see it control spending even more. 
There is a lot of areas of this budget 
that I, frankly, do not think we are re-
straining the spending. In fact, I be-
lieve that the budget for veterans, ac-
tually we are increasing veterans 
spending under this proposed Repub-
lican budget. 

But what we are asking for in this 
budget, we are asking agencies to save 
taxpayers’ money, just as Americans 
are sitting down at their tables trying 
to find ways to save money in their 
family budgets. And our economic 
growth is contingent upon responsible 
spending in all sectors of our economy: 
business, personal spending, and gov-
ernment. 

Now, this budget protects the fiscal 
soundness of our government and in-

corporates cost-cutting provisions that 
will pay dividends well into the future. 
Through responsible tax cuts, we are 
returning the power back to the people. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. WATT). 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

I was listening to my colleagues say 
that this was the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, and we are supposed to talk 
about monetary policy, and I want to 
return us to monetary policy, because I 
am kind of reflecting back to when I 
first ran for Congress in 1992. That was 
the year that deficits were approxi-
mately $130 billion, $140 billion. All of 
my Republican opponents, colleagues, 
economists, everybody at that time 
was telling me that there was some-
thing sinister about budget deficits, 
and I could not quite understand what 
their preoccupation was. But I did real-
ize over a period of time that it was 
projected that the budget deficit for 
1993 and 1994 was going to keep going 
up, and at that time, the maximum 
budget deficit that anybody was pro-
jecting was $260 billion. It was sacrile-
gious for anybody to think that we 
ought to be projecting a $260 billion 
budget deficit. 

So it is kind of amazing to me now 
that I could see a Republican budget 
for the year 2004 project a $319 billion 
deficit. 

I was talking to a reporter before I 
came over here and he said, well, are 
you all talking about war today? I said, 
no, we are debating the budget. He 
said, oh, you are talking about money 
for the war? And I said, no, there is not 
a dime of money for the war that we 
are fighting in the budgets that any-
body has proposed today, except for the 
defense spending, which would be there 
even if we were not fighting a war. 

Well, over time I came to understand 
that when you have those kinds of 
budget deficits every year accumu-
lating, they keep adding into the na-
tional debt, and when you have a na-
tional debt, you have to pay interest 
on that national debt. So to see a Re-
publican budget that in the outyears, 
2009, 2010, projects that we will be pay-
ing $250 plus billion in interest only on 
the national debt, it does not take 
much for me to understand, well, if I 
had that $250 billion in my budget, I 
could do something with it, like pay 
for education and health care and 
things that are important to our coun-
try’s future.
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That is the microbasis that I want to 
talk about. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, we do not know how 
much the war is going to cost. The war 
just got started, and it is not over yet. 
When we know how long it will have 
lasted, then we will know how much it 

will have cost. Then we will be able to 
budget for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
PENCE). 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the majority budget resolution 
today. Mr. Chairman, I love being in 
Congress. It is a place of unbounded 
personalities and unbounded debate 
and enthusiasm. But today is the first 
day that I have been called a henchman 
and anti-Christian all in the same 
speech, simply because I believe that in 
this struggling economy that we 
should speed tax relief to working fam-
ilies, small businesses, and family 
farms. 

Or perhaps it is because I believe that 
once we set aside the spending, a his-
toric increase in military spending for 
defense, once we set aside our commit-
ment to our veterans, our commitment 
to our seniors, and even our commit-
ment to seniors’ health care in Medi-
care, that what is left behind, Mr. 
Chairman, I suppose I earn those moni-
kers because I believe that we could 
find one penny out of all of the remain-
ing spending in waste, fraud, and 
abuse. 

I come from a heartland district that 
serves most of eastern Indiana here in 
Washington, D.C. One of the maxims 
that we Hoosiers have endorsed since a 
Californian rode to the White House on 
that message in 1980 was that govern-
ment is too big and it spends too much. 

I believe the overwhelming majority 
of the American people believe that 
today, from the storied days of the 
Grace Commission to the present mo-
ment, the Republican vision of govern-
ment has not been a vision of hardship 
for families or cuts in education. The 
truth of it has been about meeting our 
public obligations while sharpening our 
pencils and trying to serve the inter-
ests of taxpayers in the long term. 

Those who doubt that the provisions 
of the Republican budget that call for 
the finding of one cent out of every dol-
lar, outside defense, homeland secu-
rity, Medicare, and Social Security, 
cannot happen ought to look at some 
research on government spending. Ac-
cording to the GAO, the Federal Gov-
ernment right now cannot account for 
$17.3 billion that it spent in 2001. 

Also, according to the Government 
Accounting Office, they are currently 
refusing to certify the government’s 
own accounting books because, in an 
almost Enron-like statement, they say 
the bookkeeping is too poor by the 
Federal Government to do that. 

In fact, the Federal Government 
made nearly $20 billion in overpay-
ments on contracts, according to their 
own records. In department after de-
partment we find examples, not always 
through malfeasance and misfeasance, 
but oftentimes through mistake and 
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error and sometimes negligence, we 
find ample evidence of waste and 
abuse. 

The Republican budget is about tak-
ing a penny out of a dollar out of those 
nonessential programs, because govern-
ment is too big and does spend too 
much. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would note that 
there is $1.8 billion being cut from the 
Medicaid contributions to the State of 
Indiana, which I am sure the previous 
speaker supports.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL), the distinguished ranking 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, who knows all too well what it 
is to fight in a war with real bullets, 
unlike the White House and the cur-
rent Republican administration. 

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) for giving me this 
opportunity to address the House in 
probably the saddest day that I have 
had in my career, to be a Member of 
Congress and to not be able to respond 
to my constituents, and indeed, to so 
many people in our great Nation, as to 
how we find ourselves in the situation 
we do today. 

What is even more remarkable is how 
we can debate putting together a budg-
et and say that we have to wait until 
the war gets started good or the war is 
over, and then we will be able to come 
back and fit it into the budget. It is al-
most like saying that we would like to 
give prescription drugs and hospital as-
sistance, but we do not know how 
many people are going to be sick. We 
would like to give prisons and cops and 
security, but we really do not know 
how many people are going to commit 
crimes, so wait until it is all over and 
then trust us, we will come back. 

Another problem that I have today is 
that so many of my colleagues find it 
very, very difficult to understand that 
we come together in our hearts, and 
wanting to make certain that no young 
person that is in our military today 
will ever have any reason to challenge 
that this United States Congress appre-
ciates them for their dedication, their 
loyalty, and that we are prepared to do 
anything and everything that we can 
for them to have the security in know-
ing that we are all Americans together 
and nothing, not Republicans and not 
Democrats, not liberals and not con-
servatives, is going to breach this bond 
that we have a constitutional and 
moral right to have. 

I have been involved in a lot of de-
bates as to when American troops 
should be introduced into harm’s way. 
I was not here when they went into the 
Dominican Republic. God knows I was 
not here when they went into Korea. I 
was not even here when they had a vote 
on the Tonkin Gulf resolution. 

I was here and I heard debate on 
Kosovo. I was here and heard debate on 
Haiti and the Persian Gulf. We had 
Democrat and Republican Presidents, 
and we had serious differences of opin-
ion. Most of the time, at the conclusion 
of these debates, we praised each other 
and expressed support that it was intel-
lectually and politically the right 
thing for the Republic and a great Na-
tion like ours to do. Nobody accused 
someone of being unpatriotic because 
they differed with the President, 
whether he was Republican or Demo-
crat.

Today I hope, Mr. Chairman, that we 
are not going to challenge each other 
as to who loves our country and who 
respects our flag the most; but we con-
centrate on the fact that those that are 
placed in harm’s way, they do not have 
the opportunity to debate which war 
they support or which war they are 
against. They do not have the oppor-
tunity to make the decisions. When the 
decision is made, they have to go; and 
we have to be there for them. 

I suspect if the gauge of patriotism 
was gauged not on how many flags we 
had stuck on your automobiles but, 
rather, how patriotic we were in want-
ing to help the troops, that we would 
be here and we would be coming here 
saying how many members of our fam-
ily have we encouraged to join up and 
to volunteer and to get involved in this 
thing, not only to bring democracy to 
Iraq but to bring democracy to the re-
gion. 

I would suspect that if we were all as 
patriotic as sometimes I hear the 
words said, that we would reflect this 
not only in the budget, but we would be 
talking about expanded services for our 
veterans, for our warriors, for those 
people who would want to expand and 
join the Reserves and join the National 
Guard. 

I would suspect that if we did not 
have this attitude that ‘‘we will hold 
your coat, you go ahead and fight,’’ but 
we were really saying, we appreciate 
what you are doing, that we would say, 
‘‘and when you come home we are not 
going to treat you just as disabled vet-
erans or sick veterans or veterans 
without homes, we are going to treat 
you as the heroes that you are for what 
you have done for us.’’

I would find it awkward when my 
veterans come home from Iraq to tell 
them that what I was really debating 
on the floor was how much money 
could we really take out; that I would 
be saying what we were trying to do on 
your behalf would be to have a $1.5 tril-
lion tax cut because we want to stimu-
late the economy; that what we were 
doing was trying to cut back a budget, 
to cut back health care, to cut back 
housing. 

I would find it difficult to explain 
how the thought of terrorism would 
have this Congress so petrified that in-
stead of doing the things that we have 
been sent down here to do, we are cut-
ting back in spending, we are cutting 
back in taxes, and we are cutting back 

in being those things that we are ask-
ing people to fight for, that is, a coun-
try where everyone has an opportunity 
to decent health care, a decent edu-
cation. 

I am going to be just as critical of 
this President as I can; but more than 
that, I am going to be just as sup-
portive as this Congress allows me to 
be supporting those programs that 
allow them to get back home healthy 
and safe and to be able to be discharged 
and knowing that we are going to pro-
tect those rights. 

I hope when that flag goes up we rec-
ognize one thing, that no one has a 
right to say that someone is less patri-
otic because they did not support every 
intrusion that a Congress has made or 
a President has decided of our men and 
women into a foreign country. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I would just like to point out that 
veterans spending has increased in this 
majority budget. Discretionary vet-
erans spending goes up by $1.6 billion, 
and mandatory spending goes up by $2.3 
billion, about a $4 billion increase in 
veterans spending.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON). 

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

I just want to say, when the Repub-
licans took over the Congress in 1995 
and became the majority party, they 
started working on our budgets. Prob-
ably since then almost every single 
Democrat has voted against every sin-
gle budget, it is fair to say. It is always 
because of the seniors, it is because of 
veterans, it is because of the children, 
it is because of the teachers, because of 
education, because save the whales, 
killing baby seals. It does not matter. 
If they want to vote no, they find good 
reasons to vote no. 

The reality is that despite all the 
gloom and doom, here is the Medicaid 
budget under the Republican majority. 
It has grown by 76 percent. Here is the 
transportation budget. Under Repub-
lican control, it has grown by 76 per-
cent. Here is the veterans benefits. 
Under Republican control, it has grown 
by 51 percent. 

Why is that important, Mr. Chair-
man? Because not one Democrat voted 
for it. Here they are coming down to 
the floor saying, we are the champions 
of this, we are the champions of that, 
yet they have voted against all the 
budgets that increase the spending. 

Here is Medicare. There is a 56 per-
cent under Republican control, an in-
crease. Where are the Democrat votes? 
They are voting no on every single 
budget ever since our majority has 
taken over. 

Here comes another budget. We are 
going to increase some of these very 
important areas for our seniors, for our 
national security, for our homeland se-
curity, for our troops overseas. Again, 
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where are the Democrats? It is the 
same parade we have been seeing near-
ly 10 years now: voting no, scaring the 
people back home, scaring the vulner-
able members of our society by saying 
these budgets do horrible things. 

The reality is that the budget takes 
care of the critical needs of our soci-
ety. It takes care of defense, it takes 
care of Social Security, it takes care of 
homeland security, it takes care of un-
employment. Yet the Democrats are fo-
cused in on the fact that we are asking 
some very wasteful government bu-
reaucracy to reduce their budgets by 
one cent, one penny on the dollar. 

We do that routinely to Americans 
back home. As families, as taxpayers, 
we often have to cut our budget. I find 
it unbelievable, and only in this town 
are people suggesting that bureaucracy 
cannot find one cent on one dollar out-
side of these very critical areas. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DUNCAN). The Committee will rise in-
formally. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PENCE) assumed the Chair.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2004 

The Committee resumed its sitting.

b 1630 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY), who is fighting Republican 
efforts to cut $13 billion in Medicaid 
funds from the State of New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
(Mr. STARK) for yielding me the time 
and for his leadership. 

Today is a solemn day, but as Ameri-
cans focus on our Armed Forces 
abroad, here at home we face an un-
precedented moment in our budget his-
tory. Never before has Congress tried 
to pay for a war and at the same time 
pass a massive tax cut. This budget 
also compromises future economic sta-
bility because it is so demographically 
blind. 

If we cannot plan to address the debt 
now, how are we going to keep our 
promises to the elderly when the baby-
boom generation retires? The fiscal 
policies of the President enacted by the 
Republican Congress will impose a 
massive deficit burden on our children 
and our grandchildren. 

In 2000 we had not only eliminated 
the deficit, President Bush inherited a 
surplus of over $230 billion a year, but 
now the projected deficit is over $300 
billion for this year alone, and at the 

close of fiscal year 2002, the govern-
ment debt stood at $6.2 trillion. 

The President’s own numbers show 
that were we to enact his programs as 
proposed, we would grow this debt by 
$2.1 trillion from 2002 to 2011, and that 
is before we begin to account for the 
war. And we know that former eco-
nomic adviser to the President, Law-
rence Lindsey, estimated the war 
would cost over $100 billion. 

We have learned that we cannot have 
guns and butter without negatively af-
fecting the economy, yet the Repub-
lican budget pushes ahead with a mas-
sive long-term tax cut before we fi-
nance the war. 

At the same time, they grow the def-
icit, the Republican budget manages to 
cut vital programs, including health 
care, Medicare, Medicaid, housing, 
school lunches and veterans’ benefits. 
The impact of these Federal cuts will 
be magnified by the States where budg-
ets are unbalanced, forcing additional 
reductions in services and local tax in-
creases. 

The Republican budget does abso-
lutely nothing to help the States. The 
Democratic budget does. This irrespon-
sible budget has long-term con-
sequences. I disagree with the adminis-
tration. Deficits do matter. Over time, 
the debt will lower economic growth 
and increase interest rates. The effect 
will be a hidden tax increase on our 
constituents in the form of higher in-
terest rates on mortgages, credit cards 
and car loans. 

I urge a no vote on the Republican 
budget and a yes vote on the respon-
sible Democratic budget. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to distinguished 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM). 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for the time. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been through 
this budget process, and I serve on the 
Committee on the Budget, and we have 
worked through a very deliberative 
process where there can be legitimate 
disagreement over how we fund these 
priorities, but the bottom line is this. 

This country has suffered a national 
emergency through September 11. We 
are engaged in war at this time, and we 
have come out of a recession that has 
put tremendous pressures on our reve-
nues, but there are some in this Cham-
ber who think that Washington should 
be exempt from belt-tightening when 
every school board, every munici-
pality, every State in America is going 
through the same process. Just because 
we print the money does not mean that 
we should not have to find savings. 

There are people on both sides of the 
aisle, Mr. Chairman, who want to work 
towards a responsible way to save So-
cial Security, to save Medicare. As a 
young Member of this Congress, I be-
lieve we have to think beyond the next 
election and beyond the next budget to 
do those kinds of things, but if we can-
not find 1 percent savings, then we will 
never, ever be able to tell the American 
people that we can take the giant leaps 
to reform those huge programs. 

The gentleman managing the floor 
for the other side on this debate has la-
beled some of us in this Chamber as 
henchmen for supporting our Presi-
dent’s crusade to liberate Iraq. He has 
accused the President of ordering the 
assassination of Saddam Hussein to 
cover up for the fact that we have yet 
to find bin Laden, although we have 
disrupted al Qaeda. I resent that, Mr. 
Speaker, and I think that he should 
take his tongue-in-cheek tirade back 
to Baghdad where some of his col-
leagues have trod in the past. It is un-
acceptable when our young men and 
women are at war to have those kinds 
of character assassinations. To label 
Members of this body as henchmen, to 
go after the character of our President 
who has led this Nation through so 
much, goes above and beyond legiti-
mate disagreement over the priorities 
that this budget should have, and it is 
unacceptable, and it should not stand. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the previous speaker was a little con-
fused. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) who has 
been to Baghdad recently and has also 
served in the military, but also recog-
nizes that the State of Washington is 
going to lose $1.7 billion in Medicaid 
funds if this budget were to pass.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
for yielding me the time. 

When the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
NUSSLE) heard I was coming over here, 
he said, are you bringing your walnut 
shells? Are we playing the shell game 
again over here? I said, no, I have got 
a new thing that came from the White 
House. It is a rubber stamp. It says ‘‘of-
ficial rubber stamp.’’ I approve of ev-
erything George Bush does. 

Now that is what we have on here on 
the floor. You are not henchmen. You 
are just a rubber-stamp bunch. 

What is awesome about this day is we 
are going to war. Maybe that message 
we just got in here was the war mes-
sage, I do not know, from the Presi-
dent, but Iraq is a country where 60 
percent of the people get their food 
through the Oil-for-Food Program. We 
have now told the United Nations take 
their people out, there is no longer any 
way to feed 60 percent of the 24 million 
people in Iraq. 

They are your responsibility now. 
You have taken that on by saying, we 
are going to bring you democracy. De-
mocracy is a pretty empty thing if you 
have got an empty stomach. So you are 
going to have to come up with some 
money to pay for the food program. 
There is not one thin dime in here. 

My colleagues know that the Lord 
Jesus Christ went up on the Sermon on 
the Mount there, and he gave this ser-
mon and said that you should feed the 
poor. That is in Matthew, Matthew 26, 
I believe, and my colleagues all know 
that. All good Christians know that. 
We are all Christians in this country, 
are we not? We ought to have some 
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