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In July of 2002, an Alaska court 

forced a community hospital to provide 
elective, non-life-threatening, late- 
term abortions contrary to its policy. 
In New Jersey, abortion advocacy 
groups urged the State of New Jersey 
to require a Catholic health system to 
build an abortion clinic on its prem-
ises. Last year, the State of New Mex-
ico refused to approve a hospital lease 
because the hospital-owned system de-
clined to perform elective abortions. 

Such coercion is wrong and should 
not be permitted, particularly with 
Federal taxpayer dollars. Roe v. Wade 
created a woman’s right to an abor-
tion. Today Federal law requires that 
an abortion be provided to a woman in 
a life-threatening situation, but in a 
perverse concerted effort, radical advo-
cates for abortion are engaging in leg-
islative and court efforts to coerce 
health care providers, health plans and 
clinics to provide, pay for and refer for 
elective, non-life-threatening abor-
tions. 

In July of last year, I offered an 
amendment during committee consid-
eration of the Labor-HHS appropria-
tion bill to stop this coercion. This pro-
vision was included in the bill when it 
came to the floor of the House, to 
which no one objected. It was then in-
cluded in the final consolidated appro-
priation bill for 2005. 

The Hyde-Weldon amendment is sim-
ple. It prevents Federal funding when 
courts and other government agencies 
force or require physicians, clinics and 
hospitals and health insurers to par-
ticipate in elective abortions. My 
amendment in no way infringes on a 
woman’s ability to seek and receive 
elective abortions. It simply states you 
cannot force the unwilling. 

The amendment does not apply to 
willing abortion providers. Hyde- 
Weldon allows any health care entity 
to participate in abortions in any way 
they choose. 
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It simply prohibits coercion in 
nonlife-threatening situations. 

But there is the rub. People who call 
themselves prochoice want no toler-
ance afforded toward health care enti-
ties that desire their rights of con-
science be respected. Sadly, radical 
abortion advocates only support choice 
on their terms and are more than will-
ing to use the coercive power of gov-
ernment to advance their agenda. 
Their true mantra seems to be: safe, 
legal, and coerced. 

It is predictable that abortion advo-
cates would look to the courts to en-
force their bizarre notion that abortion 
should not be provided just by the will-
ing but also the unwilling, and that is 
just what has happened today. In Cali-
fornia, Attorney General Lockyer filed 
a lawsuit against the Hyde-Weldon 
amendment. He makes a number of as-
sertions in the complaint, and I want 
to look at some of them right now. 

Interestingly, Mr. Lockyer seems to 
be eager to reserve the right of the 

State to coerce an unwilling health 
care provider to participate in an elec-
tive abortion, despite the fact their 
own State law prohibits them, and 
which my amendment attempts to pro-
vide such protection to all health care 
providers nationally. 

In the 26-page complaint, the Cali-
fornia Attorney General fails to point 
to even one example of a single case 
supporting the assertion that the 
Hyde-Weldon amendment would some-
how interfere with the State’s desire to 
see abortion services offered as an 
emergency medical service. The com-
plaint offers no specific case where an 
emergency situation required an abor-
tion in which a health care provider re-
fused on grounds of conscience. Why? 
Because it does not happen. The bulk 
of the rhetoric in the complaint is 
about this very speculative scenario. 

The question I have for the California 
Attorney General is: Prior to my 
amendment, was California compelling 
non-willing providers to perform emer-
gency abortions? If no, then the Attor-
ney General has nothing to fear from 
my amendment because that is all it 
addresses. If the answer is yes, then the 
Attorney General wishes to protect 
this practice as evidenced by his desire 
to litigate over it. 

In fact, if the answer is yes, the At-
torney General is ready to subordinate 
all other spending priorities in his 
State to defend his position of coerced 
abortions. 

In this court filing he raises the notion that 
women will die because they will not have ac-
cess to an abortion needed to save the life of 
the mother. Hyde-Weldon does nothing of the 
sort. It ensures that in situations where a 
mother’s life is in danger a health care pro-
vider must act to protect the mother’s life. 

In fact, Congress passed the Federal Emer-
gency Medical Treatment and Active Labor 
Act (EMTALA) forbidding critical-care health 
facilities to abandon patients in medical emer-
gencies, and requires them to provide treat-
ment to stabilize the medical condition of such 
patients—particularly pregnant women. 

The bottom line is that this lawsuit seems to 
be more about politics and using the coercive 
power of the state for forced participation in 
abortion, rather than ensuring that pregnant 
women in emergency situations have access 
to life-saving care. 
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IRAQ SUPPLEMENTAL AND 
TROOPS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURGESS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today 
we learn the Bush administration plans 
to ask Congress for another $80 billion 
in emergency funds for the war in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. This $80 billion comes 
on top of an additional $200 billion that 
we have spent in Iraq since the begin-
ning of the war 2 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, the Bush administra-
tion never leveled with the American 
people about the kind of sacrifices they 

would have to make in order to fight 
this war. You will remember that be-
fore the war, President Bush and his 
war cabinet said the sacrifices would be 
minimal. They falsely claimed the ma-
jority of the war costs could be paid for 
by the royalties Iraq received on the 
sale of its oil. Nearly 2 years have 
passed since the beginning of the war, 
and we have yet to see one cent from 
the sale of Iraqi oil. 

You would think my Republican col-
leagues, particularly the ones who re-
peatedly come to the well of the floor 
to rail against the waste, fraud, and 
abuse in our Federal Government, 
would be demanding some account-
ability from the administration about 
the cost of the war. You would think 
they would be calling for congressional 
hearings demanding to hear from De-
fense Secretary Rumsfeld on exactly 
where the Pentagon spent the $200 bil-
lion Congress already appropriated for 
the war. 

Unfortunately, Republicans have ab-
dicated their oversight responsibility 
and are giving the Bush administration 
a free ride on the enormous miscalcula-
tions we have all witnessed in the Iraq 
war. 

Mr. Speaker, during World War II, 
then Senator Harry Truman created a 
war investigating committee charged 
with exposing any fraud or mismanage-
ment in our Nation’s war efforts in 
both the Pacific and the Atlantic. Tru-
man was, of course, a Democratic Sen-
ator serving in a Democratic Senate 
majority, overseeing the Democratic 
administration of President Franklin 
Roosevelt. Truman never worried 
about the fact he was investigating a 
President of his own party. He refused 
to allow politics to get in the way of 
good government; and as a result, his 
investigations saved the American tax-
payer more than $15 billion. 

Now, that was a lot of money back in 
the 1940s, and it is still a lot of money 
today. But I wonder just how much 
more money we could save the Amer-
ican taxpayer if congressional Repub-
licans took their oversight responsi-
bility seriously. 

Where is the Republican Party’s 
Harry Truman? Why are congressional 
Republicans so worried about asking 
the Bush administration for specifics 
on where it is spending the $200 billion 
Congress has already appropriated? 
Could it be that congressional Repub-
licans are afraid of what they would 
uncover if they looked too closely into 
the administration’s handling of the 
war? 

The Bush administration has award-
ed Vice President CHENEY’s old com-
pany, Halliburton, billions of dollars of 
no-bid contracts since the beginning of 
the war. Despite the lack of congres-
sional oversight, we discovered that 
Halliburton was charging for meals it 
never served our troops. Obviously, 
that is a waste of America’s taxpayers’ 
money. How many other examples of 
fraud and abuse are out there? 

Mr. Speaker, I opposed giving Presi-
dent Bush the authority to begin this 
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war. I also opposed the $87 billion 
emergency supplemental because I be-
lieved the administration had to ex-
plain to those of us in Congress exactly 
how it planned to spend the money. 

The days of handing a blank check to 
the Bush administration should be 
over. It is time for Republicans to real-
ize that our Founding Fathers gave 
Congress oversight responsibilities for 
a reason. We are not here to be lap dogs 
to any administration. As we prepare 
to debate another Iraq supplemental, I 
would hope congressional Republicans 
would keep that in mind. 
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STATUS REPORT ON CURRENT 
SPENDING LEVELS OF ON-BUDG-
ET SPENDING AND REVENUES 
FOR FY 2005 AND THE 5-YEAR PE-
RIOD FY 2005 THROUGH FY 2009 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I am transmitting 
a status report on the current levels of on- 
budget spending and revenues for fiscal year 
2005 and for the 5-year period of fiscal years 
2005 through 2009. This report is necessary 
to facilitate the application of sections 302 and 
311 of the Congressional Budget Act and sec-
tion 401 of the conference report on the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal year 
2005 (S. Con. Res. 95, which is currently in 
effect as a concurrent resolution on the budget 
in the House under H. Res. 5). This status re-
port is current through January 21, 2005. 

The term ‘‘current level’’ refers to the 
amounts of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted or 
awaiting the President’s signature. 

The first table in the report compares the 
current levels of total budget authority, outlays, 
and revenues with the aggregate levels set 

forth by S. Con. Res. 95. This comparison is 
needed to enforce section 311(a) of the Budg-
et Act, which creates a point of order against 
measures that would breach the budget reso-
lution’s aggregate levels. The table does not 
show budget authority and outlays for years 
after fiscal year 2005 because appropriations 
for those years have not yet been considered. 

The second table compares the current lev-
els of budget authority and outlays for discre-
tionary action by each authorizing committee 
with the ‘‘section 302(a)’’ allocations made 
under S. Con. Res. 95 for fiscal year 2005 
and fiscal years 2005 through 2009. ‘‘Discre-
tionary action’’ refers to legislation enacted 
after the adoption of the budget resolution. 
This comparison is needed to enforce section 
302(f) of the Budget Act, which creates a point 
of order against measures that would breach 
the section 302(a) discretionary action alloca-
tion of new budget authority for the committee 
that reported the measure. It is also needed to 
implement section 311(b), which exempts 
committees that comply with their allocations 
from the point of order under section 311(a). 

The third table compares the current levels 
of discretionary appropriations for fiscal year 
2005 with the ‘‘section 302(b)’’ suballocations 
of discretionary budget authority and outlays 
among Appropriations subcommittees. The 
comparison is also needed to enforce section 
302(f) of the Budget Act because the point of 
order under that section equally applies to 
measures that would breach the applicable 
section 302(b) suballocation. 

The fourth table gives the current level for 
2006 of accounts for advance appropriations 
under section 401 S. Con. Res. 95. This list is 
needed to enforce section 401 of the budget 
resolution, which creates a point of order 
against appropriation bills that contain ad-
vance appropriations that are: (i) not identified 
in the statement of managers or (ii) would 
cause the aggregate amount of such appro-
priations to exceed the level specified in the 
resolution. 

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
BUDGET—STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2005 CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN S. CON. RES. 95 

[Reflecting Action Completed as of January 21, 2005—on-budget amounts, 
in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 
2005 

Fiscal year 
2005–2009 

Appropriate Level: 
Budget Authority ........................................... 2,012,726 n.a. 
Outlays .......................................................... 2,010,964 n.a. 
Revenues ...................................................... 1,454,637 8,638,287 

Current Level: 
Budget Authority ........................................... 1,966,349 n.a. 
Outlays .......................................................... 1,989,590 n.a. 
Revenues ...................................................... 1,450,760 8,565,703 

Current Level over (+) /under (¥) Appropriate 
Level: 
Budget Authority ........................................... ¥46,377 n.a. 
Outlays .......................................................... ¥21,374 n.a. 
Revenues ...................................................... ¥3,877 ¥72,584 

n.a.= Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 
2006 through 2009 will not be considered until future. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Enactment of measures providing new 
budget authority for fiscal year 2005 in ex-
cess of $46,377,000,000 (if not already included 
in the current level estimate) would cause 
fiscal year 2005 budget authority to exceed 
the appropriate level set by S. Con. Res. 95 

OUTLAYS 

Enactment of measures providing new out-
lays for fiscal year 2005 in excess of 
$21,374,000,000 (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause fiscal 
year 2005 outlays to exceed the appropriate 
level set by S. Con. Res. 95. 

REVENUES 

Enactment of measures that would reduce 
revenue for fiscal year 2005 (if not already in-
cluded in the current level estimate) would 
cause revenues to fall further below the ap-
propriate level set by S. Con. Res. 95. 

Enactment of measures resulting in rev-
enue reduction for the period of fiscal years 
2005 through 2009 (if not already included in 
the current level estimate) would cause reve-
nues to fall further below the appropriate 
levels set by S. Con. Res. 95. 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(A) ALLOCATIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY ACTION, REFLECTING ACTION 
COMPLETED AS OF JANUARY 21, 2005 

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

House committee 
2005 2005–2009 total 

BA Outlays BA Outlays 

Agriculture: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 0 0 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 

Armed Services: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ ¥1,530 581 ¥17 1,659 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ¥1,530 581 ¥17 1,659 

Education and the Workforce: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 68 56 236 230 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ ¥14 42 230 207 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ¥82 ¥14 ¥6 ¥23 

Energy and Commerce: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 576 483 4,350 3,381 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 445 145 2,645 1,333 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ¥131 ¥338 ¥1,705 ¥2,048 

Financial Services: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1 1 17 17 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ ¥6 ¥6 ¥5 ¥5 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ¥7 ¥7 ¥22 ¥22 

Government Reform: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1 1 19 19 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 22 4 42 32 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 21 3 23 13 

House Administration: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 0 0 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 

Intelligence: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 ¥1 ¥1 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 ¥1 ¥1 

International Relations: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 
Current Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 0 0 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 

Judiciary: 
Allocation ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 15 15 35 35 
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