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port tor her preservation and retum to seiv-
e,

Whereas in response to this support, the
Presidential Yacht Trust, in consultation
with the United States Navy, has deter-
mined that the proper future of tixe Sequoia
is her return to Government service in the
United States Navy a8 the Presidential
oehit; and

Whereas the President{al Yacht Trust has
taken steps to fully restore the Sequeia hy
November 15, 1938, to donate her to the
Nuvy as a gift of the Presidential Yacht
Trust and the American people, and to es-
tablish ann endowment sufficient for her
future os.cration and maintenance: Now,
therefore, be It

Resolved by the Senate (the Housc of Rep-
resentaliees concurring!, that Congress—

(1) recogniZzes the unique significance of
the former Presidential yacht Sequoia
whih has mmde her a symbol of American
political heritage and the Office of the
President;

() supports the plans of the Presidential
Yacht Trust to donate the Sequoia, with an
endonmert sufficlent for her operations
and maintenance, to the United States Navy
101 ¥orvice once again as the presidential
vacht.

T ¢ Scenate concurrent resclution
was ennourred in.

A motion t9 reconsider was iaid on
thie table,

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. SISISKY. Mr. 3peaker, I ask

uiranimous consent that all Members .

iy iave 5 legisiative days in which to
revice and extend their remarks on
Sonate Concurrent Resolution 98, the
Senate coircurrent resolution just con-
surved in

The SreAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
wentleman from Virginia?

Thcre was no objection.

PLRMISSION TO REVISE AND
FXTF.ND REMARKS OF DECEM-
Lol 11, 1985, RELATING TO
H.R. 28

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unsn-
1mcus consent to revise and extend my
siirarks printed in the Recoro of De-
cea.ber 11, 1885, relative to the consid-
cratwn of the bill HR. 2403 and re-
quest that my remarks be apprepriate-
v oinserted therein.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
“here ubjection to the request of the
rentieman from Florida?

‘I'nere was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2451

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to have my name re-
moved as a cosponsor of the bill, HR.
2451.

The SPEAKER prc tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
yentleman from Florida?

There was 1o objeciion.
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RESCINDING APPROVAL OF
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 262, CORRECTING EN-
ROLLMENT OF HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION 187, DIRECTING
THE CLERK TO MAKE COR-
RECTION IN ENROLLMENT OF
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 187

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
send to the desk a concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 283), and 1 ask
unanimous consent for its finmedicte
consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. Con. Res. 263

Resolved by the House of Representalives
ithe Scnate concurring), That the approval
of H. Con. Res. 262, correcting the enroll-
ment of HJ. Res, 187, is hereby rescinded
and in lieu thereof the Clerk of the House
of Representatives shall make the following
correction in the enrollment of said H.J.
Res. 187, to approve the “Compact of Pree
Association”, and for other purposes:

In the second sentence of subsection (1) of
section 105, aftcr the words “Fish and Wild-
life Sorvice,” insert “‘the National Marine
Fisheries Service,”. :

Mr. SEIBERLING (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unaanimous
consent that the concurrent resslution
be considered as read and printed in
thc Recorbp.

The SPEAKEZR pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. WALKER. Mr., Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, do ¥ under-
stand this is the legislation that malkes
a correction in the correction that was
made yesterday to the correction that
was rnade several days before that?

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield under his reserva-
von?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, under
my reservation 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio. .

Mr. SEIBERLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

No, this is a correction of the cor-
recting resolution of yesterday which
corrected the original bill, the Com-
pact of Pree Association.

Yesterday's resolution had a typo-
graphical error in it which we did not
catch.

Mr., WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, may I inquire of
the gentleman, the bill goes no further
than that, making thet correction?

Mr. SEIBERLING. If the gentleman
will yleld further, that is absolutety all
that it does.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohie?

There was no ob}ection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the initial request
of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no cbiection.

The concurrent resolution was oon-
curred in.
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A motion to recousider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SEBERLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days In
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the matter just acted upon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there chbiection to the request ol the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING- FOR CGNSIDER-
ATION OF RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED BY COMMITTEE ON
RULES PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 3128, DEFICIT
REDUCTION AMENDMENTS OF
- 1985

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 342 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKFR pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 342

Resolved, That during the remainder of
the first session of the Ninety-ninth Con-
gress, the requirement of clause 4#tb; of rule
XI for a two-thirds vole to consicer a report

- froza the Commirtee on Rules on the saine

day reported i8 hereby waivud agalnst any
resolution reported from thet committee
providiag for the consideration of a confer-
ence report, or any amendment reported
Trom ocnference in aisugreement, on the dill
(H.R. 3128) to provide fur reoonciliation
pursuant Lo sectian 2 of the first concurrent
resoluticn on the budget for Itscal year 1386
(8. Con. Res. 32, Nlnety-ninth Congress).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentieman from Texas (Mr. Faost) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yicld the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Larral pending which
I yield myself such time a3 I may con-
sume,

{Mr. FROST asked and was given
permission to revice and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FROST. N .-. Speaker, House
Resohution 342 is a very simple and
straightforward rute. It wajves the
rule of the House, clause 4(h) of rule
X1, which requires that no resolution
reported from the Committee on
Rules can be consldered in the House
on the same day it is reported from
the OCommittee on Rules imless the
House by a two-thirds vote mgrees to
consider such resoletion. This mile is
walved solely for any resolution subge-
quently reported by the Committee on
Ruies providing for the consideration
of a conference report, or any amend-
ment reported from the conference in
disagreement, on the bill HR. 3128,
the Deficit Reduction: Amendments of
1985.
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Under the provisions of clause 4(b)
of rule XI, a two-thirds vote for con-
sideration of a rule in the House on
the same day it Is reported from the
Committee on Rules is not applicable
during the last 3 days of the session of
Congress. However, since we have not
as of this date adopted an adjourn-
ment resolution for the 1st session of
the 99Lh Congress, this provision of
clause 4(b) had not become operative
to negate the need for a two-thirds
vote to consider a rule on the floor on
the same day it is reported from the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues are
aware, the conferees on H.R. 3128 are
close to reaching agreement on a con-
ference report. Disposition of the Defi-
cit Reduction Amendments of 1985
should be completed before the 1st
session of the 99th Congress adjourns.
While it is unfortunate that the con-
ference report must be brought forth
fur this 11th-hour consideration, fail-
ure to act would be a grave mistake.
The conference report represents the
commitment of the Congress to take
positive action to implement the fiscal
goals we set forth with adoption of the
Budget Resolution on August 1. Fail-
ure to act will demonstrate that, in
fact, we do not have the will to reduce
the deflicit.

The Rules Committee reported
House Resolution 342 earlier this week
in anticipaticn of a late agreement and
filing on H.R. 3128. Later today, our
committee will hold an emergency
meeting and consider a rule waliving
points of order against the conference
report. Adoption by the House of the
rule currently under consideration will
permit the consideration of the rule
on ihe conference report today with-
out the requirement that two-thirds of
Members present and voting agree to
its consideration. The rule reported
today would still need the concurrence
of a majority of the House to make
the conference report in order. Adop-
tion of the resolution now under con-
sidering will serve to clear the way for
the House to dispose of H.R. 3128 and
finally allow the session to come to a
close.

Mr. Speaker, 1 urge adoption of the
rule,

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, very oriefly, this rule
provides that you can bring up the rec-
onciliation on the samec day that the
Rules Comimnittee reports it out. The
gentleman has indicated we will prob-
ably be going into the Rules Commit-
tee, if this rule {s agreed to, about a
quarter of 3. But there are some con-
troversial matters in that conference
report on recconciliation. I think that
certainly if we are going to pass that
confcrence report on reconciliation
today the Rules Committee is going to
have to take this under advisement
and to make a couple of amendments
to that conference report. I have refer-
ence to the value-added tax that this
House voted on. They voted that they
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did not want to come up with a new
system of taxation that could be added
to every time you turn around or every
time they needed money.

The chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means was unalterably op-
posed to it, but, unfortunately, he was
rolled in committee.

We now have back, or will have
back, before this House a matter that
the House has expressed its will on,
namely, the value-added tax.

Second, there is an iftem dealing with
teenage pregnancies that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. HyDpE] is very
much interested In.

Mr. Speaker, for that purpose I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [(Mr. HypE]).

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

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentle-
men of the House, this reconciliation
bill' is going to be very controversial.
In addition to the value-added tax and
other issues, the bill has within its
confines a new program, a Teenage
Pregnancy Program, which passed the
House with an amendment which sald
none of the funds in this new program
may be used to counsel for abortion or
to refer teenage pregnant giris for
abortion.

With that proviso, it passed. That
was stripped in the conference by the
gentlemen in the other body, and they
have been intransigent in our efforts
to get it back in.

So now we are going to have a new
program that provides Federal funds
for teenage girls who are pregnant, to
counsel them and refer them for abor-
tions.

That is something that I cannot
stand idly by and let happen. I am
going to resist it as much as I can. I
think a defeat of this resolution will
g0 a long way toward perhaps a recon-
sideration by the conferees at the un-
wisdom of their injecting this new pro-
gram with this new proabortion di-
mension into this important legisla-
tion at this late hour.

Mr. Spesaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, does the
gentleman from Ohio have any other
requests for time?

Mr. LATTA. If the gentleman will
yield, yes, I have three requests for
time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 5
minutes, for purposes of debate only,
to the majority leader, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT].

O 1415

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, we dre
deciding right now whether we can
consider the reconciliation bill today
or not. If this resolution is voted down,
it means one of two things. Bither we
leave without considering the reconcil-
iation bill and, in 8o doing, betray the
promise we made to make certain defi-

cit reductions, or, on the other hand,-
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it means that we have to be in session
tomorrow.

I think everyone has operated upon
the clear assumpticn that this was the
last day of the session. We intend to
adjourn at the end of the day. I think
it would just doom any effort to have
a reconciliation bill of any kind if we
were to reject this amendment at this
time. For that reason, I would plead
with Members of all types and politi-
cal persuasions, whatever their indi-
viduai objection to any measure con-
tained in the reconciliation bill may
be, to weigh that alongside the impor-
tance of the House as an institution
being able to fulfill its commitment to
deficit reduction.

We boldly, and I think honestly and
earnestly, made the commitment that
we would make the specific reductions
in the deficit. If we do not pass this
bill, we will have betrayed that com-
mitment. Therefore, it seems to me
important that we at least grant the
privilege to the Rules Committee of
letting us have an cpportunity to vote
on whatever the conferees agree to, so
that a judgment may be made at that
time. :

If the gentleman from Illinois or
others have objections et that time,
depending upon what is contained in
the conference committee report, they
certainly would be within their rights
to vote against the conference commit-
tee report. But it seems plausible to
me that If we were to reject this re-
quest, we would either be dooming the
Congress (o having to be in session to-
morrow, which I do not think likely,
or even possible, because 1 do not
think we would be able to retain a
quorum, or, on the ather hand, doom-
ing us to fail to make our commitment
to deficit reduction.

Therefore, I would urge the gentle-
men to reconsider and not to oppose
this rule, but to let us at least consider
the conference committee report in a
timely way so that whatever happens,
then we can adjourn this evening and
g0 home. .

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HyDpE).

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.:

Mr. Speaker, in response to the ma-
jority leader, I am ‘he last person in
the world who wants to cause discom-
fort or slow down the exodus from this
city at this time of the year. But some-
times you run into a brick wall and
people are, in my characterization, un-
reasonable. They inject controversial
issues into otherwise important bills at
the 11th hour, when you have no op-
portunity to debate them in a deliber-
ative fashion. And so one uses what
limited Mttle tools cne has. And this
happens to be one lirited little tool.

S0 being truthful to myself in what I
believe in, I have to do what I can to
get some reason to penetrate Mount
Olympus where these gentleman
reside, and I intend to do so.
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Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. 1 yield to my fricnd, the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I understand and respect the
views of my colleagues on this issue.
While 1 think generally I have stood
with my colleague on this issue, and
plan to today in committee it this
issue is brought up, I will tell him, I do
not know where the votes will be in
committee, quite frankly. I do not
know who is left here this afterncon
to vote. But I would hope we would be
able to go through with this resolution
and pass it and then take it as it comes
within the next hour, I suspect, up In
the Rules Committee. If we have the
votes to sustain the positlon that both
you and I hold to bring it to the floor,
then so be it. I cannot assure you that
we do, I cannot assure you that we do
not. But I hope we would not delay
the proceedings here.

Mr. HYDE. Would the gentleman
give me some assurances that I would
have an opportunity, then, &s & result
of the rule that 'is going to be issued
shortly, to offer an amendment on the
fioor to restore the House language to
Lhis seetion?

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. T would
suggest to the gentleman that I will be
helpful in trying to get that accom-
plished upstairs. I cannot guarantce
you, thouch, that we are goinz to have
the votes to do that.

Mr. HYDE. Have you any influenc=
over Mr. FrosT, who ig sitting there?

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, Well, he
sits in front of me, sc—

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 15 seconds.

Let me assure the gentleman from
Illinois that I will do everything I pos-
sibly can to sce that the House has an
opportunity to vote on this matter.

Mr. Speaker, I yleld 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Dausl.

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

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, may 1 in-
quir~ of either of the gentlemen on
the Rules Committee If it is possitle
that this particular request be with-
drawn 1t this time for the purpose of a
Rules Committee meeting to, in fact,
issue tiie rule, after wiich time I think
all of us would then be comfortable
waiving the two-thirds requirement
but up unti! the time that we are
aware of what that rule will contain,
not only the concern of the gentleman
from Illinois, but let me say this gen-
tteman is most concerned about
having to take the VAT, for the pur-
pose of fund!ng Superfund, out of a
rule granted for the purpose of recon-
ciliation.

1 recognize that is not this body's
wish that that particular predicament
ic posed to us by the other body; but,
nonetheless, it is the problem.

So it seems to me we could solve all
of this dilemma by knowing what the
rule itself would contain and avoid the
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need for this rule to waive the two-
thirds requirement, which is the only
protection we have at this point.

1 yleld to a Rules Committee
member for an answer.

Mr. FROST. In answer to the gentle-
man, the committee will not withdraw
the request. The committee intends to
proceed with the rule at this point.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DAUB. 1 yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, let me
just appeal to the gentleman’s broader
sense of responsitility.

I respect the view of the gentleman
from Illinois with regard to the ques-
tion of teenage pregnancies and abor-
tion. I respect the view of the gentle-
man now in the well.

1t 1s impossible to get total agree-
ment on the part of all of our col-
leagues with regard to the content of a
conference committee report. That is
what we have conferees for. And 1 fust
ask anybody in this House to put
against the overriding question his in-
dividual objection to something that
may or may not be in the rule. If we
do not adopt this rule at this time, we
are not going to have a reconciliation
bill.

Now, if we do not have a reconcilia-
tion bill, here is what it will cost the
taxpeyers of ‘he United States every
Ggay of the year to come: It is golng to
cost $200 million a day.

Now, if you are willing to take that
responsibility on your shoulders, vote
against this rule, If you are willing to
allow us to have the opportunity to
adopt a rule when {t comes and have a
chance to vote in a majority fashion
on the conference report, then vote
for this rule.

Mr. DAUB. Let me say—and this
may not be a direct enough response
to the distinguished majority leader—
if indeed we waive the two-thirds re-
quirement now, get a rule that in-
cludes some of the things that are ob-
Jectionable, pass that particular recon-
ciliation bill with those matters con-
tained therein, send it to the other
body and their intransigence contin-
ues, we are still without reconciliation.

I say to the distinguished majority
leader and to all of my colleagues that
while I would wish reconciliation, I
would not wish it at the expense of
this body being pushed arcund on the
last day of the session.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr, WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, let us msake it very
clear: We can bring reconciliation to
the floor even if we do not have this
rule, because the rules of the House
allow another rule to be brought out
here that would commend a two-thirds
vote. '

What we are trying to do is get by
the rules of the House which demand
that if you are going to bring a rule on

H 13041

an emergency basis to the floor, that
you get a two-thirds vote.

Well, what will that do? That will
put some pressure on the Rules Com-
mittee to come up with a rule and
make in order a reconciliation bill that
has a chance of getting a two-thirds
vote on the rule,

What does that mean? Well, it
means that they are going to have to
deal with the velue-added tax issue, it
means they are going to have to deal
with the abortion issue.

It seems to me that is what we want
to force at the present time; we want
to have them deal with those two
issues In & way that at least gives the
Members of this House & chance to
speak to those very important issues.

If we pass this rule and confine our-
selves to a majority vote, what the ma-
jority leader seems to be telling us is,
he will not bring reconciliation for-
ward. Then it is his fault, It {s not the
fault of this House. It will be the fauilt
of the Democratic leadership for not
bringing reconciliation forward. .

I say we ought to reject.this rule and
give ourselves the rights for the Mem-
bers to take up the legislation under
the order of the House. The order of
the House would ccmmand that If we
bring a rule-to the floor today on this
matter, it be passed by. two-thirds of
the membership. That i3 what we
ought to operate under. There i3 no
reason why the Rules Committee
cannot craft a rule on this matter that
will get & two-thirds vote here later
this afternoon. That is what we ought
to do. We ought to reject this rule, we
ought to bring forward a rule later on
which takes the two-thirds vote, and
then we ought to move from there to
the reconciliation bill which then
would have the support obviously of a
majority of the Members of this
House.

That i8 the pattern that is going to
get us reconclliation, that {8 the pat-
tern that is going to save us the $200
million & day. We certainly are not
going to get it if we go along with this
particular process.

This particular process only assures
that those people in the House who
want to force down the throats of the
American people unacceptable abor-
tion language, and want to force down
the throats of the American people a
vajue-added tax, get their way. This
particular rule should be rejected.

Mr. LATTA, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. FRENzZEL].

(Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given
permission to revice and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, if we
pass this rule, the House wili be con-
ceding any leverage it hes on the rec-
onciliation bill

It has already been pointed cut that
there are two issues which are drip-
ping with controversy. One of them is
the VAT tax which this House reject-
ed very recently. Unless the Rules
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Committee exercises heroic measures,
which I hope it will do, that VAT tax,
the national sales tax, will be visited
on the United States of America. A
majority of this Fouse has said by
vote that it does not want that to
happen.

Even though we believe that the
Rules Committes will do its darndest
to t8ke care of the problem in its
rules, we have no assurance that it will
be able to do so. Without a guarantee,
I, and many others, are going to vote
against this rule because we don't
know the shape of the rule that the
Rules Committee will bring to us.

The other {tem in dispute deals with
abortion counseling. I am a little sur-
prised to find myself agreeing with my
friend from Illinois [Mr. Hypx] on this
subject, but I have no choice. He is
dead right. He would be crazy if he
gave up the leverage he has, because
his uncertainty over abortion must be
as great as mine with the VAT. He
must protect his position against
Senate language not in the Housz ver-
si1on. I agree with, and will support,
that position.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Spcaker, will
the gentleman yieid?

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man. from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, 1 just
want to point out that there is a third
issue here about which I raised the
awareness of the body before.

Mr. FRENZEL. Be my guest.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Also contained
herein, somehow sneaking in, is that
we should continue Indefinitely the
club over the States to raise the drink-
ing age. 1 intend to vote against the
rule for that reason.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution. There are at
least three highly controversial 1items,
and perhaps more, in the reconcilia-
tion bill.

Mr. Speaker, the body ought to be
able tc see very readily that we have
+ ot a2 big problem here. Riembers are
not going to give up their rights until
we see the rule in question.

The probiem, Mr. Speaker, Is that
this House and {t5 leadership has been
dilatory in bringing this bill to the
floor. In 1981, we had reconciliation in
August,

We are obligated by law (o pass a
budget resolution in May. We should
be rcionciled before the August recess.
Instead, we have sat around and did-
dled. and picked our nose, and made
pious statements, for 6 months. And
slill the bill was not brought to the
floor.

After both Houses passed reconcilia-
tion bills we still sat and fiddled for 3
weeks before we went into conference.
It is utterly ridiculous that we should
sit around here for 6 months for politi-
cial reasons, and then at the last
moment have ail of these controversial
item: dumped on us.

We are being asked to surrender
whatever principles we have for the
treater glory of saving a few tucks for
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the majority leader each day. For the
record, after subtracting the effect of
other blils, there is but $12 billion in
savings over 3 years in the bill.
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As far as I am concerned, the recon-
ciliation bill was a cream puff to be=in
with. It is not going to do a great deal
of good for our budget distress. It
would be better if we went back and
started over agali.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a no vote on the
rule,

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yleld
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Gpeaker, let me just point out
one thing that we seem to be overlook-
ing here. All this rule does is to pro-
vide that we will not have to have a
two-thirds vote to bring up the rule
that might come out in the Rules
Committee, and-as the majority leader
has pointed out, we could be in session
tomorrow, so we would not have to
have a two-thirds vote if this goes
down.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman Is absolutely
correct. 1 agree 100- percent with the
position taken by the gentleman from
Minnegota [Mr. FrRenzeL]. I agree 100
percent with the position on the issue
here as advocated by the gentleman
from Illinois {Mr. Hyor). If Members
would work as hard on sustaining the
majorities that they have sustained on
a bad issue or on the abortion issue as
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Faenzer) has challenged the leader-
ship of this House to work, there
would not be any problem. .

If Members want to get out of here
tomorrow, we have got to pass this res-
olution today, and we will bring a rule
here to the floor which will give them,
I believe, an opportunity to express
themselves on both of these issues.

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentileman yield?

+ Mr. LATTA. I yleld to the gentle-
woman from Rhode Island.

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, 1
must take issue with the whole proce-
dure of acting expediently in order for
us to'move out of here. There is very
little question of what we are doing in-
scfar as working to assure that we not
have a value-added tax, that we not
have a consumer tax, The members of
this party have worked exceedingly
hard and members of the gentleman's
own party have worked exceedingly
diligently in assuring that.

It seems to me that this is a proce-

Mr.

dural opportunity we are entitled to.’

For the gentleman to say we ought to
hurry up and get out of here because
of Christmas, I think, is irresponsible
when we are talking about the levying
of a value-added tax that will assure
us of an increased weight on the con-
sumer for not only today but for years
to come: I think this is the kind of a
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move that citizens should be up in
arms about.

The SPEAKER pro tcmpore. The
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
LatTa) has expired.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Specaker, 1
myszelf 1% minutes.,

Mr. Speaker, I am being led to te-
lieve from tne major.ty side, especially
by the members of the Rules Commit-
tee, that they will be agreeable to a
rule, {f this particular resolution we
now have under consideration s
agreed to, and that we will have a rule
out of the Rules Comm:ittee that will
provide an opportunity to vote on
these two matters. Am 1 correct In
that?

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Texas to answer
the question.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, let me say
to the gentlemar. from Ohio [Mr.
LaTTal that I will respond to his ques-
tion in this way:

There can be no assurance that
there will be individual amendments
made in order. Thcre may well be,
given the past voting patterns in the
Rules Committee, as the gentleman
knows, but until those votes are taken
in the Rules Committee there can be
no assurance.

However, if the gentleman is not
successful in getting separate votes on
these issues, then he obviously has a
remedy; he can vote against the rule
when it comes back and he may be
able to defeat the rule if we do not
take those matters in consideration.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I think the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FrosT] has stated it well,
given the past voting histories of mem-
bers of the Rules Committee, and on
the question the gentleman from INli-
nois {Mr. Hypr] ralses and on the
value-added tax we w:ll be sustained.

The reason I cannot give the gentle-
man assurances {8 that I frankly do
not know who is going to be around
when we meet in an hour or so. But
my position is very clear on this, as I
belleve is that of the gentleman from
Ohio and other members of the com-
mittee. We will try to do the best we
can to sustain the House with regard
to the value-added tax.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
8peaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. 1 yield to the gentle-.
man from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jerscy. Mr.
Speaker, I would just like to ask the
gentleman from Michigan or the gen-
tleman from Texas, is there anything
to prevent postponing action on this
rule foilowing on with what the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. DauB] was
suggesting. and then rolling this reso-
lution into another rule that wo'ild be

yield
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offered later cn today with a VAT
amendment in order und with lan-
guage permitting the consideration of
the Campbell amendment?

By weay of background, let me advise
Members that as approved by the
Pouse, section 302 of H.R. 3128 estab-
lished a new $150 milllion teenage
pregnancy program under title IV of
the Social Security Act. That program
passed the House without substantial
debate only because it included a pro-
vision on abortion introduced by Rep-
resentative CARROLL CaAMPBELL and ap-
proved by the House Ways and Means
Committee. The Campbell amendment
forbids any part of this program from
becoming invoived in the performance
of abortions, and forbids all counseling
for abortinons except where the life of
the mother wculd be endangered if
the fetus were carried to term.

Both parts of the Campbtell amend-
mecnt were vitally important. Certainly
a program cesigned to help teenage
mothers and their children to achieve
self-sufficiency should not be engaged
in the destruction of those children
prior to birth. Certalnly programs sub-
sidized by Federal funds should not be
advocating abortions for teenagers,
particularly in circumstances where
Congress so strongly opposes abortion
that it forbids the use of Federal
funds to support it through the Hyde
amendment.

On December 12, the House-Senate
conference dealing with this program
suddenly deleted the Campbell amend-
ment. This amounts tc e blatant effort
to force upon this body a policy which
it would never approve on its merits: a
policy of allowing {ederally funded
proegrams to perform and promote
abortions among young people. I urge
my colleagues not to be forced into
this intolerable situation by the pres-
sure to complete consideration of this
bill.

So. Mr. Speaker, I think it behooves
the Rules Committee to give us our
shot at it, as well as those including
myscl{ who oppose the VAT.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, {{ the gen-
tleman will yleld, in response to the
pentieman's question, it cannot be
rolled into one rule. There has to be &
scpharate vote on the question of the
two-thirds. They are two separate
items.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LaTtTa) has again expire,

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
mysclf 1 additional minute,

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentle-
m:.n from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, 1 would just ask the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Frostl], what
then prevents us from withdrawing
the resolution right now and coming
back at a later time?

Mr WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

.NGRESSIONAL RECORD — HO

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yiclding.

The point is, though, that what we
could have is to have the Rules Com-
mitiee come up with a rule and then
bring down a separate rule walving the
two-thirds requirement, and then we
could have a vote on the rule itself
making in order the question of recon-
ciliation, so that we would be operat-
ing from a real base of knowledge
here, knowing what the rule is that we
are walving the two-thirds require-
ment on.

That was specifically refused as a
procedure. It would have been a far
better procedure, particularly since it
is admitted that we do not even know
what Rules Committee members are in
town. We do not have any idea what
they may be able to do and what they
cannot do. It would be a {ar better pro-
cedure to proceed in that way than
the way in which we are proceeding
right now.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Spesaker, if the gentleman will yleld, it
{s my understanding that the Rules
Committee is going into session at
2:45. Why not hold this up now and go
on and see what the Rules Committee
produces?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlernan from Ohlo {Mr.
LaTTAl has expired.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself 1 minute,

Mr. Speaker, in response to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WaLKER], let mie say that we cannot do
what he has suggested because that
would be a new rule coming out of the
Rules Committee which in and of
itself would have to lay over for 24
hours. The only procedure that we can
follow is the procedure we are pursu-
ing at this moment.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yleld
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. LATTA. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I am
somewhat confused by the last ex-
change. Is the gentleman telling us
that the Rules Committee cannot
withdraw this present rule and bring it
back a little bit later, after we know
what the rule is?

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, {f the gen-
tleman will yleld, in response to the
gentleman’s question and the question
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
under the rules of the House, any rule
that comes out of the Rules Commit-
tee must lay over for 24 hours. If we
withdrew this and brought back a new
rule at a later time, we would then
have to get a two-thirds vote for that.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, let me
clarify that. What the gentleman is
saying is absolutely true, but that is
not answering the question of the gen-
tleman from California.
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g’ LUNGREN. My question is, why
not withdraw this rule and then bring
this rule back later? That {3 my ques-
tion.

Mr, LATTA. There is not any ques-
tion that they could do that, but the -
leadership does not want to do that.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, wiil
the gentieman yleld further?

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yleld to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I have
heard the expression of concern from
the majority leader suggesting that we
ought to act now and give up our prin-
ciples here in the cause of the greater
good, and it just seems to me that if
we can hurl that argument one way,
we can hurl it back and suggest-that
“you've got a problem here, folks.”

It seems to me that if you are con-
cerned about it, you can withdraw this
rule until you show us what kind of a
rule you are going to come up with, be-
cause you have said to us that you
cannot give us & commitment that will -
cover the things people are concerned
about, and at such time as you bring it
back you can probably pass it and we
can get this mess over with. -

But right now you are telling us we
should get rid of our leverage that we
have about important issues, issues
that we consider of the highest con-
cern, because we are going to rush to
get away for Christmas. We should
hate been out of here on October 3,
and we are here now late in December.

The SPEAKER -prc tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
LaTTA) has again expired.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Spesaker, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Bpeaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to -yield to
the gentlewoman {rom Rhode Island.

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, 1
would just like to add briefly that if
we are talking about the Christmas
rush, I would like to remind my col-
leagues that the President has made it
very clear in conference, in letters, and ,
in various sectors hat he will veto rec-
onciliation if it contains the vealue-
added tax. So vie are going to be back
where we dre right now today unless
we keep that in mind. There i8 no
point in our rushing ahead with a
faulty bill that includes the value-
added tax.

Mr. FROST, Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yleld, in response to the
question just posed, the committee
will not withdraw the rule. We will
-proceed on this rule at this time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, has the
gentleman yielded back all of his time?

Mr. LATTA. 1 have reserved my
time. -

Mr, FROST. Mr. Speaker, the issue
is very clear. The issue is whether we
want to vote on reconcillation or not
todary. Those Members who do not
want to vote on reconciliation today or
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who are not happy- with the rule that
is granted by the Rules Committee
will have the opportunity to vote ‘‘no”
on that rule when it is reported out
later this day. They clearly have their
remedy. All this does is to permit us to
consider a rule on reconciliation today,
and if that rule is passed, then we will
vote on reconciliation today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the previ-
ous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 238, nays
136, answered ‘‘present” 1, not voting
58, as follows:

{Roll No. 477])
YEAS--239

Akaka DioGuardi Kennelly
Alexander Donnelly Kildee
Anderson Dorgan (ND) Kolbe
Andrews Duncan Kolter
Annunzio Durbin Koatmayer
Anthony Dwycer Lagoniarsino
Aspin Dymally Lantos
Atkins Eckart (OH) Latta
AuColn English Leath (TX)
Barnes Erdreich Leland
Harton Evans (IL) Levin (MD)
HBates Yascell Levine (CA)
Bedell Fawell Lewis (FL)
Bellemson Fazio Livingston
Ylennett Feighan Lloyd
Berman Flelds Long
Bevdl Foglhetta Lowery (CA)
Boggs Foley Lujan
Boner (TN) Fowler Luken
Bonlor (M) Frank Lundine
Bonker Frost Lungren
Borski Garcia MacKay
Bosco Gaydos Madigan
Boucher Grjdenson Manton
Boxer Gephardt Markey
Breaux Gibbona Matgui
Brooks Glickman Mavroules
Brown (CA) Gradlson Mazzoll
Bruce Gray (PA) McCloskey
Bryant Green McCurdy
Burton (CA) Grotberg McDade
Bustamante Guarini McHugh
Campbell Hall (OH) Meyers
Carper Hall, Ralph Mica
Carr Hamilton Miku)ski
Cheppell Hatcher Miller (CA)
Clay Hawkins Mineta
Clinger Hayes Mitchell
Coelho Hefner Moakley
Coleman (TX) Holt Mollohan
Collins Hopkins Moody
Conte Hoyer Moore
Cooper Hubbard Morrison (CT)
Courter Huckaby Mrazek
Coyne Hughes Murphy
Darden Hunter Murtha
Daschle Hutto Natcher
Daub Hyde Neal
Duvis Jacobs Nelson
de 1a Garza Jenkins Nowak
Dellums Johnson O'Brien
Derrick Jones (NC) Ounkar
Dickinson Jones (OK) Oberstar
Dicks Jones (TN) Olin
Dingell Kanjorski Ortiz

Owens
Panetta
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Rahall
Rangel
Ray
Rldge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Robinson
Rodine
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowskd
Rowland (GA)
Rudd
Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schroeder

Applegate
Archer
Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boulter
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Carney
Chandler
Chapple
Cheney
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Com!
Coughlin
Cralg

Dyson
Eckert (NY)
Edgar

Emerson
Evans (14)
Fiedler
Fish
Franklin
Frenze)
Gallo
Gekas
Gliman
Glngrich
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Schumer Thomas (CA)
Selberling Thomas (GA)
Shelby Torres
Sikorsk! Torricelti
Sisisky Towns
Skeen Udall
Slattery Valentine
Smith (FL) Vander Jagt
Smlth (NE) Vento
Smith (NJ) Visclosky
Snyder Waxman
Solarz Welss
Spratt Wheat
8t Germain Whitley
Staggers Whittaker
Stark Williams
Stenholm Wilson
Stokes Wise
8Stratton Wortley
Studds Wright
Stump Wyden
Swift Yates
Synar Yatron
Tallon Young (AK)
Tauxin
NAYS—136

Goodling Regula
Gunderson Reid
Hammerschmidt Roth
Hansen Roukema
Hartnett Rowland (CTH
Hendon Saxton
Henry Schaefer
Hertel Bchnetder
Hiler Schuette
Ireland Bchulze
Jeffords Shaw
Kasich Shumway
Kemp Shuster
Kleczka Siljander
Kramer 8kelton
Leach (14) Slaughter
Lent Smith (I1A)
Lewis (CA) 8mith, Denny
Lightfoot (OR)
Loeffler 8mith, Robert
Lott (NH)
Lowry (WA} Smith, Robert
Mack (OR)
Martin (IL) Snowe
Martin (NY) Solomon
McCain Spence
McCandless Btallings
McCollum Stangeland
McKernan Strang
McMillan 8undqguist
Miche} Sweeney
Miller (OH) Swindall
Miller (WA} Tauke
Molinari Taylor
Moorhead Traficant
Mortison (WA) Volkmer
Myers Vucanovich
Nielson Whalgren
Obey Walker
Oxiey Weber
Packard Wold
Parris Wolpe
Pashayvan Wylle
Penny Young (FL)
Petri
Porter
Pursell

ANSWERED “PRESENT""—1
Gonzales

NOT VOTING—58
Fugqua Monson
" Gordon Montgomery

Gray UL Nichols
Gregg Price
Heftel Quillen
Hillis Richardson
Horton Roberts
Howard Roytal
Kaptur Russo
Kast $ Se brenner
Kindness 8harp
LaFaloe Traxler
Lehman (CA) Watkins
Lehman {FL) Weaver
Lipinaki Whitehurst
Marienee
Martiner Wirth
McEwen Young (MO)
McGrath
McKinney
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Messrs. PASHAYAN, MILLER of
Washington, KEMP, WOLPE, and
PENNY changed their votes from
uyean m unay'u

Messrs. LATTA, MOLLOHAN,
SMITH of New Jerscy, MILLER of
California, DAUB, LEWIS of Plorida,
HOPKINS, STUMP, GEJDENSON,
and MADIGAN changed their votes
from “nay” to ‘“‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was sn-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SHUTDOWN OF SHUTTLE
FLIGHT TODAY

(Mr. NELSON of Florida asked and
was given permissiorn. to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er and my colleagues, I want you to
know how much I appreciate your en-
couragement, your prayers.

We counted down all the way to “T”
minus 14 seconds this morning. That is
7 seconds away from main ignition. At
that point the automatic sequencer
shut down the countdown because of a
failure of one of the hydraulic pres-
sure units in one of the solid rocket
boosters, which are the big boosters
that produece 2.9 million pounds of
thrust, each one of them.

NASA made the decision that they
have to change this out and replace it
because of the failure of that unit, so
they are going to give all of those folks
who have been processing this so hard
for the last several weeks Christmas
off and they are going to recycle and
we are going to launch on January 4.

I want to assure you that I have
heeded the advice of my colleague, the
gentleman from Florida, DAnTE Fas-
crLL when I get up there that I will
not touch any buttons.

I want all my colleagues to know
how grateful I am for your encourage-
ment. It {8 an honor for me to repre-
sent this House and I will try to do
you proud.

Merry Christmas.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENT OPER-
ATIONS TO HAVE UNTIL 68 PM.,
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 31, 1685,
TO FILE LEGISLATIVE REPORT
AND OVERSIGHT REPORTS

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the Commit.
tee on Government Operations have
until 6 p.m., December 31, 1985, to file
one legislative report and four over-
sight reports, as follows:

Legislative report.

H.R. 3201, Federal Civilian Employe: and
Contractor Travel Expenses Act (per diem).

Opersight reports: N

1. Human Food Safety and the Regulation
of Animal Drugs.
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8TROM THURMOND, -
EpwaRp M. KENNEDY,
Howarp M. METZENBAUM,
From the Committee on Finance—for
PBGC and ERISA Subconference only-
BoB PACKWO0OD,
JOHN CHAFEE,
JoHN HEINZ,
GEORGE MITCHELL,
DANIEL PATRICK
MOYNIHAN,

From the Committee on Finance—for Pri-
vate Health Insurance Coverage Subconfer-
ence only:

JoHN HEINZ, ,
DAvVE DURENBERGER,
Max Bavcvus,

From the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources—for PBGC and ERISA
Subconference only:

ORRIN HATCH,

Don NICKLES,

STROM THURMOND,
Epwarp M. KENNEDY,
HOWARD M. METZENBAUM,

From the Commlttee on Environment and
Public Works:

. (For Superfund authorlzation only)

JoHR H. CHAFEE,
LLoyYp BENTSEN,

From the Committee on Governmental

Affairs:
W.V. Rorm, Jr.,
TED STEVENS,
WiLLiAM 8. COHEN,
ToM EAGLETON, )
CaRL LEVIN,
ALBERT GORE, Jr.,

From the Committ,ee on the Budget—gen-
eral conferees:

PeTE V. DOMENICI,
W.L. ARMSTRONG,
NARCY LANDOR
KASSEBAUM,
Rupy BoscrRwrrz,
FrrTr HoLLINGS,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
Howarp M. METZENBAUM,
From the Committee on S8mall Business:
LoweLL P. WEICKER, JT.,
SLADE GORTON,
DaLE BUMPERS,
Managers on the Part of the Scna.tc.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR REJECTION OF
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.
3128, CONSOLIDATED OMNIBU
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1985

Mr. DERRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. 99-454) on the resolution
(H. Res. 349) providing for the House
to reject the conference report on the

bill (H.R. 3128) to provide for. reconcil- -
fation pursuant to section 2 of the first

concurrent resolution recede from its

amendment to the Senate amendment,

and to concur in the Senate amend-

ment with an amendment; which was

referred to the House Calendar and

ordered to be printed.

. 0 2000
CONSOLIDATED OMNIBUS

RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1985 .

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on. Rules, I
call up House Resolution 349 and ask .

. for its immediate eonsideératien.
. The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- =
OWS:
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H.RBS 349

“the adoption of thls
resolution the report on the bill
(H.R. 3128) to de for reconciliation
pursuant to section 2 of the first concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 1986
(8. Con. Res. 32, Ninety-ninth Congress)
shall be considered as having been rejected,
and the House shall be considered to have
receded from its amendment to the Senate
amendment to sald bill, and to have con-
curred in the Senate amendment with an
amendment inserting in lieu of the Senate
amendment an amendment consisting of the
text of the conference report, with the fol-
lowing modification: strﬂr.e out Subtitle B of
Title XIII1.

The SPEAKER mpore. The
gentleman from Soutll Carolina [Mr.
DEeRRICK] i8 recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. LaTTAl, pending
which I pield myself such time as 1
may ¢o ’

Resolved,

(Mr. D asked and was given
permission to vise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Spesaker, this
resolution provides that upon adop-
tion of the rule, thé House is deemed
to have rejected the conference report
to accompany H.R. 3128, the Deficit
Reduction Amendments of 1985. It
further provides that the House shall
be deemed to havemoeded from its po-
sition, and to ha in the
‘Senate amendment he bill, with an
amendment. )

The amendment to the Senate
amendment shall consist of the substi-
tute amendment reported from the
committee -on conference as modified
by the dehtlon of certain sections of
the confer 's amendment. The sec-
tions which weeld be stricken from
the conference committee’s amend-.
ment are those which relate to the
broad-based tax proposed by the con-
ferees as a means-of funding the Su-
perfund Program. The.adoption of the
rule would effectively gemove Super-
fund funding from leaving the
other body to deal with this modified
version of the conferees’ decision. .

Mr. Speaker, the procedure being
employed’ by. this -rule is an unusual
one. Thé Rules Committee chose to
recommend approach after sens-
ing that the indeed wants to see.
the -enactment of a reconciliation .
measure but has indicated opposition:
to the use of the broad-based tax to fi-
nance the Superfund Program. The
committee made  its .decision after
hearing the concerns of: several Mem-
bers of the House eapiiie¥ this evening
who volced strong opposition to- the
adoption of the manufacturers’ excise
-tax. While the other body considers

. the approach an appropriate one, the

House ¢ledrly. rejected it during con-
sideratien sf Superfund- reauthoriga-
ition on the floor of the

.-{t- has been the posi-
e to..deal. with the

tian of w =
taxing protifions related to Superfund
-g8-part of the overall reauthorization
. of that program. And as our celleaguas
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are aware, that issue was recently con-
gidered on the floor of the House.

Adoption of this rule, therefore,
allows the reconciliation process to be
concluded in the Congress tonight
while leaving the issue of Superfund
financing to be resolved next year by
the conferees on the Superfund reau-
thorization bill. )

Mr. Speaker, having been very much
involved in the reconclliation process
as chariman of the budget process and
reconciliation task force of the Budget
Committee. I am pleased that agree-
ment has been reached on this very
important piece of legislation. This
represents the tireless efforts of 168
House committees and 12 Senate com-
mittees, working since the Congress
adopted the conference report on the
budget resolution on August 1. The 3-
year reconciliation instructions in the
budget resolution were $75.5 -billion.
The House passed its reconciliation
measures in October and the Senate
followed suit in November. This con-
ference agreement, representing the
work of 31 subconferences and over
200 Members has resulted in estimated
savings of $81.6 billion over 3 years—
over the target set In the budget reso-
lution by at least $6 billion. I should
note, Mr. Speaker, that this estimate
does include the revenues which will
be raised by Superfund. Which, by op-
eration of this rule, will not be includ-
ed In this reconciliation conference
report. They will be enacted separate-
1y at a later date,

It is imperative that we pass this
measure prior to adjourning so that
these savings can be achieved. This is
the budget process working. This is
the commitment the Congress made
when it passed the budget resolution
last August. This is real deflcit reduc-
tion, not just talk about reduclng the
deticit.

Mr. Speaker, this is the 11th hour.
This rule provides the Members of the
House a single-up-or-down vote on rec-
onciliation for fiscal year 1986. I urge
adoption of ‘this rule,

-Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. LATTA asked and was given
peérmission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, let me say
1 believe that this resolution lives up
to theé commitment that the majority
leader made as far as the deletion of

- the . funding for Superfund is con-

cerned. The matter dealing with teen-
age pregnancies was removed in con-
ference before it came to the Rules
Committee.

Bo what will happen, if we adopt
this rule, we move the funding for Su-
‘pérfund from the legislation, we are
merely delaying this question until
‘January or February when we can
take it up again. We are doing nothing
‘with. Superfund {tself, only with. reve-
nues. ’
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.80 I cannot understand why there
would be any opposition at this iste
trour to this resolution.

If you oppose the resolution, whak
you will be doing is, for all practical
purposes, killing this reconciliation bily
which saves billions of doilars.

Now I do not think anybody wants
to do that. I know there are some in-
terests that would like to see the new
VAT that is being propased in this leg-
islation written into our tax laws.
Well, let me say I do not think that is
going to happen. Even if this House
would turn down this resolution and
come forth with another resolution,
the President says he will not accept
the VAT tax.

. To start a new system of taxation
for the American people would be ab-
solutely wrong.

Go back and leok at the history of
the income tax. Yeu know, when they
came forth with that, $3,000 was the
limit; $3,000, and look at how it ex-
panded, the ircome tax.

The same thing could happen on
VAT if we opened up this whole keg of
worms.

Every time the Congress wanted
more money for this program or. that
program, it would increase the VAT.
We do not want to get into the history
of VAT’s in some of these other coun-
tries, how detrimental they have been
to the economies of these countries.
That was fuldly debated.

I believe that the Rules Committee
has taken the proper approach, with
the full support of the majority
leader, to resolving this matter tonight
insofar as reconciliation is concerned
and putting over the question of reve-
nues for Superfund until the next ses-
sion of this Congress.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this resolution.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debafpenly, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. DowNEY}.

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, the issues before us tonight
are compelling, and I think that for
those of us who have been on the VAT
patrol for the last 12 hours, we need
not drag this out, but it is important
to understand what is at stake here to-
night.

The House of Representatives .has
already spoken on the value-added
tax; by a margin of 220-204, we turned
it down. The House of Representatives
has every reason to expect and
demand from its conferees, whether
they are new or old ones, that the
House position be presented to the
Senate. What happened in the naming
of conferees prior to that vote, we
have conferees that decided because
the numbers were wrong to recede and
concur with the Senate position on the
value-added tax. The other body is so
desperate and understands the Presi-
dent’s opposition and that of the
American people that they have decid-
ed to hide the VAT under the skirts of
reconciliation. People have worked
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very, very hard on reconciliation.
Witlrout the VAT, It is a good bill and
should be voted on.

When you vote “‘aye” tonight for the
rule, you will be able to say a couple of

that you are not intimidated
o 4 t.he other body, that you believe
you can make the savings, and tha#
yow are unalterably opposed to a
vélae-added tax.

As the gentleman from Ohio men-
tioned, this Is the foot in the door. If
we adopt, at the 11th. mour, a value-
added tax to finance Superfund as
part of reconciliation, history will not
smike on us. They will say that in a
rush te go home, in a rush to close the
door an this contentious preblem, we
found the easy way out. It i¢ not the
easy way out. It is the wrong way.
Vote ‘“aye” on the rule, send reconcil-
ation back to the other body absemnt
the VAT, and we will have done our
job. We will have saved the money
that we needed to save, and we will
have shut the door once and for all on
this most pernicious tax.

Please, please, vote “‘aye” on the rule
when it comes vp if you want to kill
the VAT and keep reconciliation.

The last poim$ should be an obvious
one: The supréme legislator at 1600
Pennsylvania Afenue has already indi-
cated that uﬁ legislation is history

with the val tax. H you want
to see it su make sute it is not
part of the fon.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minwtes to the gentleman fmm Ver-
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

(Mr. JEFFORDS asked a.nd was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I am
sorry to burden the House again with
the question of policy and procedure. I
asked, along with others, to have a
provision in this rule which would
allow us—those of us who come fom
those States that still have not been
bludgeoned By the Federal Govern-
ment to raise their drinking age—o
have an opportunity to get all Mem-
bers to vote on it, and [ can under-
stand the Rules Committee desire to
protes$ you from that vote. But I
would hope that you would remind
yomrselves—the next time we show
that movie around this country, you
know the one we all introduce on film,
that shows how the process in Con-
gress works, with Chairman JorwN Din-
GELL starring and with all of the hear-
ing proeess—the great committee de-
bates, the floor debates, and so forth,
by comparing it as to how this law was
enacted. For it did not come from
those debates and hearings, it did not
come from that process. It came to us
without hearings. It came from a
sneak attack on the House floor when
we were told it was not going to come
up. It came to us again as a sneak
attack at 1 o’clock in the morning on a
unanimous-consent request after we
were told no more legislative business

would be comnsidered. And now, after -

we succeeded In getting it out of the
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continuing resolution yesterday, here
it is again, right now, in this bill which
will be coming before us on reconcilia-
tion, buried and untouchable.

I would like to see the civics profes-
sor or the civics teacher that is able to

lain this reprehensible process to
his young people, and that this is how
Congress really works; or, from an-
ofher perspective, how a professor of
ttutional law, in defending
States’ rights, is able to say how this
law, contrary to the Constitution and
the 21st amendment—when this very
sapect of Federal involvement was
cammidered and rejected in the consti-
tutional process—is the way the Con-
stitution ought to work with respect to
States’ rights. One can only imagine
where this abrogation of States’ right.s
will lead us in other areas.

It is the saddest moment in my time
here, to see this procedure is abusing
those young people who have not had
the courtesy to be heard, or the ability
to ever be represented or meaningfully
voted on in this body.

Residents of my home State of Ver-
mont and the Vermont Legislature has
passed a joint resolution which, and I
quote:

Expresses on behalf of the people of the
State of Vermont its outrage and opposition
to very instrusive actions by the Federal
Government on the drinking age.

The 10th amendment to the U.S.
Constitution states:

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Ceonstitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the
States respectively, or to the people.

The 21st amendment to the U.S.
Constitution states:

The transportation or importation into
any State, territory, or possession of the
United States for delivery or use therein of
intoxicating liquors, in violation of the laws
thereof, is hereby prohibited. )

The legislative history of the 21st
sqnendment shows that a proposed sec-
tion 3 was deleted, and that said delet-
ed section 3 would have stated that:

Congress shall have concurrent power to
regulate or prohibit the sale of intoxicating
liguors to be drank on the premises where
sold.

One opponent of the deleted section
3 of the 21st amendment expresseg
the intent of Congress by saying
during the 1933 congressional debate
on the amendment:

If Congress gave itself power to regulate
the saloon, & would have the power to regu-
late the place and hours of purchase as well
as the age and sex of purchasers. By strik-
ing seciton 3, the Congress r&ened these
powers to the States.

The proponents of this legislation
have used every conceivable tactic to
get this bill past this House with no
debate and no vote. It was tacked on
to the continuing resolution, and now
it shows up on the budget reconcilia-
tion bill. I guess if we keep adding this
amendment to every bill where it is
possible to waive points of order and
limpit debate, eventually it will pass
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without Members having to vote on
the issue.

This should not be in the reconcilia-
tion bill. There will be an opportunity
for meaningful debate on the merits of
the issue when the House considers
the Surface ‘Transportation Act next
session. So why must we ramrod this
amendment through the House 6n the
reconciliation bill? Why make a mock-
ery of the legisiative process? Not only
is this an unnecessary and unwarrant-
ed Iintrusion of rights specifically
granted to States in the Constitution,
it {s an unnecessary and unwarranted
circumvention of the legislative proc-
ess. I must challenge the treatment of
this issue and the process which has
allowed the inclusion of this nonger-
maine issue in the reconciliation bill.
There will be no budget savings if this
amendment is included in the reconcii-
iation bill.

Back in 1971, after prolonged nation-
al debate, the Congress voted to lower
the age of voting to 18. The States fol-
lowed by lowering the age of majority.
We judged that those old enough to
die for our country are old enough for
all rights, obligations, and privileges of
citizenship.

But last year, with no meaningful
debate, without even a meaningful
vote, the Congress approved legisla-
tion which instructs the Department
of Transportation to withhold high-
way trust fund money from those
States which do not have a 21-year-odd
drinking age. This is money that the
taxpayers of these States have paid
into the highway trust fund. Yet we
say, “We know what’s best for your
State, so we’re going to take your
money away until you do what we
say.” .
How can the Federal Government
claim to know what is best for the
States? What about the unique prob-
lems of the States which border
Canada or Mexico? Proponents of the
national minimum drinking age cite
the benefits of uniformity among the
States. However, this legislation cre-
ates a whole new set of problems for
border States. The largest city in Ver-
mont with a college population of
13,400 is a quick drive to the Quebec
Province where the drinking age is 18.
This situation exists all across the
northern tier where cities such as Buf-
falo, Detroit, Duluth, Grand Forks,
Spokane, and Seattle, with an estimat-
ed combined population of 180,000 18-
to 21-year-olds, are all within striking
distance of Canadian Provinces where
the drinking age is less than 20. Along
our Mexican border, cities such as
Brownsville, Corpus Christi, El1 Paso,
Tucson, and San Diego are all within
easy reach of a drinking age less than
21. The combined population of 18- to
21-year-olds In these cities is approxi-
mately 152,000. All in all, the total 18
to 21 population that will be tempted
to cross international borders is prob-
ably close to a half million. The pater-
nal approach taken by Congress disre-
gards the speclal circumstances In-
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volved In this issue, and blackmails

Vermont and other border States into

takklgn action wﬂch ODM o8t young
ves

In taking thls plefved action,
Congress is led to beleve that it Is ad-
dressing the national tragedy of drunk
driving. Is it? No, because drunk driv-
ing is a national problem which cunts
across the entire age spectrum.

We are all aware of the statistic that
18- to 21-year-olds make up 9 percent
of the country’s drinking population,
yvet they are involved in 17 percent of
all lated accidents. This

figure is high, but what of the remmin-
ing 83 pe ‘the aceidents?
On a nati basis, under 20-year-

old drivers account for a high percent-
age of all fatal car accidents, alcohol
related or not. This can be explained
in part by their inexperience and pro-
pensity to drive with a “heavy foot.”
The Insurance compames certainly see
it this way and adjmet their rates ac-
cordingly. I know thigfor a fa.ct-—I pay
for my son’s car insurance.

When looking at raising the drinking
age to reduce the number of car acci-
dents Involving individuals under 20, I
think we have to realize that this
group, historically, are problem driv-
ers. Data for nll fatal car accidents in
1970 show tlat drivers less than 20
years old acc%ed for 16 percent of
all accidents is of course prior to
the time the drinking age was general-
1y reduced to 18 across the country. In
1983, this group still accounted for 15
percent of all fatal accidents.

Proponents of the national mini-
mum drinking age often cite statistics
which show that States Whlcli lli:ve
raised their . age to 2 ve
experienced m in alcohol re-
lated fatalities among 18- to 20-year-
olds. However, many of these States
have also simultaneously toughened
drunk driving laws and increased en-
forcement. 1 believe that the tougher
penalties and enforcement efforts had
a more signif¥eant impact on the re-
duction of fi§alitles than raising the

S

age.

In some States, a higher drinking
age has resulted In more fatalities
among the age group concerned. ITi-
nois, which raised its. drinking age
from 19 to 21 effective FJanuary 1980,
saw alcohol-related fatalities among
19- and 20-year-olds incresse by 15 per-
cent in 1981, then decrease by 15 per-
cent in 1982. then increase by 12 per-
cent in 1983. Florida raised their
drinking age from 18 to 19, effective
January 19881, Alcohol-releated fatali-
ties among 18-year-olds dropped 5 per-
cent in 1881, then increased 21 percent
in 1982 and 26 percent in 1983. I fail to
see the conneetion in these cases.

A few other statistics of interest are
worth noting at this time. In 1983, 17-
to 20-year-olds were involved in 18.8
percent of all alcohol-retated fatal ac-
cldents. In this same year, 21- to 24-

“year-olds accounted for 22.2 porcent of
these accidents. Figures frommy own

State of Vermont show rowghly the
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same relationship with 17- fo 20-year-
old drivers accounting for 22 percent
of alcohol-related fatal accidents and
21- to 24-year-olds accounting for 27
percent. If the answer to drunk driv-
ing is ralsing the drinking age,
shouldn’t we be looking at raising the
age to 24? Or, is not the more logical
answer to direct educational and other
special programs toward our younger
generation?

I am concerned because this national
minimum drinking age legislation is a
phony solution to a very real problem.
We need to find real solutions to this

‘national problem, not raise the drink-

ing age and pat ourselves on the back.
Many States are enacting tough new
drunk driving laws and increasing en-
forcement of drunk driving laws. State
and local governments and school offi-
clals are developing innovative educa-
tion programs. »

In my home State of Vermont, bar
and restaurant owners are implement-
ing call-a-cab programs. Students at
the University of Vermont have orga-
nized a “free ride home” for students
and local residents who have had too
much to drink. We should be com-
mending these students, not taking
away the opportunity to make respon-
sible choices about alcohol. We should
be educating students about the dan-
gers of drinking and driving, and in-
creasing public awareness of the trage-
dy of drunk driving with alcohol edu-
cation programs.

This Congress should be looking at
the approach that student groups .
such as the U.S. Student Association
have taken to address the national
tragedy of drunk driving. The U.S.
Student Association has underteken a
grassroots campaign to educate young
adulis about the dangers of drunk
driving. They have received literally
thousands of requests for the pam-
phlet, “5 Things a Young Adult Can
Do About Drunk Driving.” We should
be commending the efforts of student
groups around the country.

I would like to commend the efforts
of all individuals and groups commit-
ted to increasing awareness about
drunk driving. I believe the country is
now painfully aware of the tragedy of
drunk driving. We are focusing our ef-
forts, through the media and through
our schools, on the young people who
will be making decisions about drink-
ing and driving.

The Congress should be looking at
providing ‘incentives to States to take
actions which will have a real impact
upon our drunk driving problem.
States should be encouraged to adopt
strict penalties such as mandatory jail
terms for offenders. We should contin-
ue to provide Federal support for spe-
cial drunk driving enforcement units
which patrol our hghways on Friday
and Saturday nights, when over 50
percent of drunk driving fatalities
oecur. There is no better deterrent to
drunk driving than strict penalties and
the knowledge that there is a good
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chance of being arrested. Sweden and
other countries with strict drunk driv-
ing laws have virtually no drunk driv-
ing problems.

Many States would not agree that
raising the drinking age is the best
way to address the drunk driving issue.
Some States with 21-year-old drinking
ages also have some of the most lax
penalties for drunk driving. Tough
penalties and strict enforcement will
deter drunk drivers. A 2l-year-old
drinking age will not. What we are
doing if we take this action is allowing
business as usual for those over 21
who drink and drive while singling out
18 to 20 year olds for blame, even
though statistics show that the major-
ity of drunk driving arrests occur in
the 21 to 24 age group.

Proponents cite statistics about how
many young lives can be saved by the
higher drinking age. I wonder how
many more lives could be saved by
mandatory installation of airbags.
There are many laws we could pass
that would save llves. Why must we
single out a certain group of adults for
discrimination?

The Congress is sticking its nose in
somewhere it doesn’t belong. This is a
State issue. Even as we pass historic
legislation which will shift massive
Federal responsibilities back to the
States, we choose blackmail on an
issue which is unquestionably under
the jurisdiction of the States. There
are important considerations which
each State must take into account
when considering the drinking age
issue. The border with Canada is one
such issue.

Mr. Speaker, I resent the way this
issue has been brought before the

. House. With no opportunity for
debate, on a bill which has nothing to
do with the issue, and on a bill which
the House must pass to keep the Gov-
ernment operating, this was a prime
example of bending the rules to cir-
cumvent the legislative process. What
an perfect example for our young
voters of how democracy should not
work.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. BREAUX].

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

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, I urge a
no vote on the rule. I think there is
one basic reason why Members who
might be for some of the provisions
should vote no on the rule. The rule
simply kills budget reconciliation. The
other body, by a 78-to-1 version, has
already passed their version of budget
reconclliation. It is incredibly informa-
tion that we get a rule here in the
House that allows us to get the Senate
to accept what they have passed al-
ready.

All of those who voted no on the
Downey amendment should vote no on
this rule. I think that is very, very
clear. For those who might have voted
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yes on the Downey rule and are look-
ing for a reason to change, let me sug-
gest that if you have any concern
about the black lung program, you
ought to vote no on this rule; if you
have any concern about railroad re-
tirement, you ought to vote no on this
rule; if you have any concern about
the coal excise tax, you ought to vote
no on this rule; if you have any con-
cern about protecting fringe benefits
for airline employees, you better vote
no on this rule—because all of those
provisions are far better if we can get
a no vote on this rule and proceed to
move forward and get a new rule,
which we could do in 5 minutes, and
get budget reconciliation adopted.

A no vote on this rule ensures that
we have a chance to do budget recon-
ciliation- and save about $25 billion
over three years besides improve all of
those programs that I just mentioned.
A no vote on the rule does that, and I
would urge my colleagues to vote no.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iouisi-
ana [Mr. MOORE].

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

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, at the
end of a session, we always get into
this. We start doing things in a pecu-
liar and unusual way. And this rule is
precisely that. You know and I know
that it is very unusual to bring a con-
ference report to the floor minus cer-
tain provisions. I do not think I have
seen that dene before, nor do you. Let
me tell you how serious it is. The pro-
vision we are gutting out of here is the
one that finds Superfund. We all
voted overwhelmingly very recently to
fund Superfund. Yet in an unusual
way, we are cutting that out of here
tonight.

As a result, let me tell you what is
going to happen. The whole reconcilia-
tion bill is going to fall. I have just
been told—and there are people you
can ask in this Chamber who will con-
firm that—that if this conference
report goes back to the other body
with this excised out of it, that is the
end of reconciliation for this session.
Then you are looking at some time in
1886 and you are looking at the
Gramm-Rudman complication that is
going to cause this to be an extremely
unwise move on the part ¢of the House.

I would urge each of .you to think
about that and to vote down this rule.

It is a mistake to do this. We are an- .

gering the other body. You are doing
something that is very unusual. Let us
take. the reconciliation conference
report and vote for it. Let us vote
down the rule so that we can approve
a rule that will allow us to do that.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. Jones]. ’

(Mr. JONES of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would like to remind all Mem-
bers they should not refer to the vote
taken in the other body.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, if this body is interested in
passing reconciliation and taking
credit for -$81 billlon of spending
cuts—deficit cuts—the only way to do
that is to vote down this rule and
allow the Rules Committee to come
right back with a rule that lets us vote
up or down on the conference agree-
ment.

This reconciliation package has been
the subject of long and arduous con-
ference meetings. This evening, we
reached agreement. There is nothing
in this conference report that is in dis-
Agreement.

The House came out very, very well.
‘We came out essentially with what we
wanted with regard to Medicare and
the coverage of State and local em-
ployees. Only prospective new employ-
ees will be covered, and that helps
every one of our States. The House
came out in this conference report
with essentially what we wanted on
the Black Lung Digability Trust Fund.
The House came out with the exten-
sion of the cigarette tax. The House
came out with a fringe benefit pro-
gram and railroad unemployment. We
have gotten virtually everything we
want. And the other body passed it
overwhelmingly.

Now, If we vote for this rule, you
have taken out $10 billion of savings.
But what iIs even more important, the
other body is not even going to consid-
er a partial conference, and you have
done away with all of the reconcilia-
tion for this year and you are going to
have to go back home and say you
dumped reconciliation.

Now, let me refer specifically to the
point of this rule that would take out
the financing of Superfund.

First of all, it is not a value-added
tax. The Tax Code does not identify it
as that. They have said that this
would be vetoed if this funding mecha-
nism were In there. I can assure you
the other body, of the President’s
party, would not pass in such over-
whelming numbers this funding mech-
anism if they thought the President
was going to veto the conference
report. They just would not do it. The
President or people speaking on behaif
of the President has said he would
veto it because of trade adjustment,
because of the offshore payments, be-
cause of Medicaid quality control, be-
cause of Medicare cost savings and be-
cause of this.

Why did not the Rules Committee
come back and take all of those other
things out? The financing mechanism
for Superfund was passed by the
House conferees by a vote 9 to 4. It
was not even close.

Now, for rules to come in and just
wipe out what 9 out of 13 House con-
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ferees said they wanted in this bill is
just not right.

So if you really believe and if you
want to go home and say you saved
reconciliation, that you cut $81 billion
over the next 3 years from the deficit,
the only way you are going to be able
to do that is to vote this rule down and
‘then to vote for a ryle immediately
thereafter that allows an up or down
vote on the conference.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, will

the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. I yield to
. the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. CAMPBELL. If this rule passes,
is it your opinion, as I believe I have
heard you state, that the other body
would not take this mechanism and
that all of reconciliation would be lost
and therefore we would lose, in fact,
$81 billion in reconciliation over 3
years, inclusive of the Superfund legis-
lation?

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. The lead-
ers of the other body have made that
explicitly clear. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct. The leaders of the
other body, who have gone through
this difficuit conference and reached
an agreement on all points in good
faith, have said publicly that if the
entire conference is not agreed to,
then they will not take up a partial
conference; and this session of Con-
gress will close and there will be no
reconciliation savings, and those who
vote for a rule with that will be re-
.sponsible for deep-sixing $81 billion of
deficit reduction over the next 3 years.

Vote no on the rule.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yieid
myself 1% minutes, and 1 do so to dis-
agree—I hate to -disagree with the
former chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, my good friend, JiM Jownes. But
I just heard him say and the other
Members did that if you vote down
this rule, you destroy reconciliation,
you lose £ number of billlons of dol-
lars. Humbug. That is crazy.

We could bring back another rule or
we could take the same matter up in
January. He knows it. So let us not try
to deceive anybody that the reconcilia-
tion is dead. We can take reconcilia-
tion up in January, we can take it up
tomorrow. If you defeat the rule, that
does not mean ithat the bill i8 dead.
We had the same thing this week on
tax reiorm, remember? So let us cor-
reﬁ the record and not let that stand.

L.
Speaker, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. LATTA. 1 yleld to the gentle-
man if he wants to correct his state-
ment. '

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Well, I do
not want to correct my statement. I
want to correct the gentleman’s under-
standing of my statement.

My statement was that if this rule
passes that that will be the end of rec-
onciliation and we can come back im-
mediately with a new rule and pass it.

Mr. LATTA. Well, I am sure {f he
checks his statement that was taken
down, that he will find that he said

~JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
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you are killing $81 billion, or some fan-
tastic figure like that, in reconciliation
if you pass this rule.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Only if
this particular rule passes.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yleld 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from ’I‘ems
[Mr. PicRLE]L

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

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I think
the thing we ought to Keep in mind, if
we need a source of revenue for envi-
ronmental purposes, the measure that
we have agreed to in our conference
committee provides for that.

We ought to accept that so that we.
can do something about the environ-
mental concern.

. Now, I grow weary of the consiant
contention of a group that says, “Od,

this is a value-added tax and we must -

not advence it.” It i{s an excise tax,
similar to many other approaches al-
ready in the code, And it ought to be
put into place. We have long since
passed the time when we are just
going to fund these measures by gen-
eral revenue. We ought to have a

steady, reliable source of funding, and-

this particular aspproach would do it.

There i8 no hiding behind a conten-
tion that there is a value-added tax. It
simply is not true—it is not a value-
added tax and we ought not to be
fooled by those who say &t is.

Now, if this bill, wishout the Super-
fund element, does go back to the
other side, I can tell you that there
will be a filibuster, and it will go on
and on. That will be the end of recon-
ciliation. You might ask for another
rule, but they are going to filibuster
unless we ipclude the Superfund. The
fact of the matter is, you have got-a
chance, if you defeat this rule, to move
reconciliationn and the Superfund for-
ward, and that is the thing that we
ought to do. Keep in mind we do not
have any provision for an extension
for the research and development
credits and other expiring provisions
that are still out there and have not
been touched. They are not In this
bill.

80 we ought to defeat this rule and

‘we ought to allow this House to move

forward on Superfund and reconcilia-
tion.

I do not know whether there is an-
other rule in place. You sound like you
already have one, but if we adopt it
without Superfund, that is the end of
ft. And I think, therefore, in fairness,
we ought to have this broad-based tax,
which is going to be the avenue you
are going to be following In the yekrs
to come, anyway. We ought not to
throw up a bugaboo now that this is
something you ought to be afraid of.
That is what you are going to be tawd

with fmmm
Mr. . Speaker, 1 yield 2
-minutes gentleman from Indi-

ana [Mr. CoaTsl.

\
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Mr. COATS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but agree
with the gentleman from Oklahoma
when he says we have a good reconcili-
ation bill, that it is almost everything
the House wanted and virtually all

‘that we worked for and effects some

savings.

. 0 2030

Where I disagree is with his inclu-
sions, because by the inclusion of the

one provision which allows for the
VAT tax or MET tax or SET tax,

“whatever - you want to call it, the

value-added tax, by that one provision
I think we invite a certain veto of this
bill. We have gotten a strong—more
than strong—word from the White
House or from the administration re-

- peatedly for months as to their veto of

any kind of a VAT, SET, MET, or

" whatever you want to call it, any tax

on this Superfund.

What is happening here tonight is
that we have taken an issue where we
have a provision in the House and a
provision in the Senate, and we are
splitting that issue right down the
middle, and by a sleight of hand we
are moving the funding into a larger
bill -that all of us want because we
want to effect these savings so that we
can avoid the prospect of a conference
next year.

Members should not be fooled. We
are still going to have to meet to re-
solve the programmatic differences in
this Superfund bill next year. What
we are trying to do here or the at-
tempt here this evening is to split out
the tax portion s0 we do not have to
deal with that.

What kind of a deal did the House
get? The House voted for zero VAT
funds. The Senate voted for $5.4 bil-
lion of a tax on manufacturers, and
the reconciliation of that ends up with
$5.7 biilion. I do not call that a very
good deal for the House. When you go
from zero to even higher than what
the other body voted, that is not a
good deal for the House.

The House expressed its will on this
matter. It defeated the VAT tax. It
voted for an alternative tax, and the
House i being robbed and cheated of
its position by this mechanism that we
are going through this evening.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for this
rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
EcrArT]. |

(Mr. ECKART of Ohio asked and
was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the issue is real clear here. You cannot
gay you are for Superfund and clean-
ing up hazardous waste in your back
yard or In your district and vote for
this rule.

The bottom line is that we have had
two votes on Superfund this year. We
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had a vote a week or so ago when we
passed by 380 to 30 a provision to
create a program and to fund it, and
now you have a chance. You have $10
billion in your hands to end business
as usual. )

Now, let us look at history here. In
1980, when this body.  passed Super-
fund, it came charging out here with
$4 billion, and the other body came
back with $1 billion. We left here last
week with $10 billion and the other
body came In with $7 billion. Now, if
you want to gamble that come next
February, March, April, or May we are
going to come back in here with $10,
$9, $8, or $7 billion against the fact that
we have in our hand§ 10 billion real
hard Gramm-Rudman-proof dollars to
effect the cleanup that we know needs
to be done in each of our districts, then
take the bird in the hand.

This was a difficult trade and an ex-
tensive conference. I was on four parts
of it. We got what we wanted on black
lung. The other body had a 50-percent
tax; we knocked them down to 10.

We got what we wanted on public
employees on Medicare coverage by
only getting new hires. In exchange
for that, frankly, we got something
that perhaps some of us did not appre-
ciate, but we got our number. We got
10 -billion real dollars- to start that
cleanup with, and I do not.think I can
bear to stand the crying come next
January, February, March, or April
when somehow we come up a little
light. ’ ,

When we come up a little light, re-
member this night here in this Cham-
ber when we had a chance to go home

~with real money for a real cleanup.
Remember this night when we had a
chance to get black lung eradicated.
Remember this night when we had a
chance to protect State and public em-
ployees. Remember this night when
we had a chance to give quality Medi-
care and Medicaid coverage for people.
Reject the rule. Save your programs.
Kill the rule.

Mr. Speaker, let me just simply say
that killing this rule is going to save
our programs. This is our vote, this is
our chance, this is our night.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Rhode Island [Mrs. SCHNEIDER].

(Mrs. SCHNEIDER asked and was
glven permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, in
reference to the comments previously
made by my colleagues, I would like to
address the House and to assure the
Members that if we are genuinely con-
cerned about environmental cleanup,
if we have in our hearts a feeling for
the appropriate financing of
Superfund, and our philosophy is in
fact that the polluters should pay
rather than having a consumer tax
straight across the board to be borne
by every single individual, then cer-
tainly we want to be guaranteed that
we take advantage of this opportunity
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to excise the Superfund financing
mechanism from reconciliation.

Let me assure the Members that
funding for Superfund is totally extra-
neous to the reconciliation bill. It has
nothing to do with deficit reduction. If
this VAT does pass, we can be assured
that the President will veto it.

But to follow up on my colleagues’
comments, if you are going to return
to your constituents and ‘say that you
made an environmental vote by voting
“no” on this rule, you are misleading

your constituents. The environmental.

community has made it clear that
they want a ‘“‘yes” vote on this rule. It
is a “yes” vote only that they want..

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

I take this time to commend the gen-
tlewoman from Rhode Island [Mrs.
ScaxNEnEr] for turning the cards up.
‘We might just as well face the issue.
The question is whether or not the
people who dirtied up the environ,
ment want to pay for it or whether
they want everybody to pay for it.
That is the issue, and I want to com-
mend the gentlewoman for bringing it
out.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FrosT).

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great reluctance that I rise in opposi-
tion to a rule produced by my own
committee,

The issue is very, very clear. Either
we want $81 billion of savings in recon-
ciliation or we do not. If this rule
passes, reconciliation is dead. As the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
Jowesl, the former chairman of the
Budget Committee, pointed out, the
Se¢nate has passed one version, we will
have passed another version, and we
will all go home and there will be no
reconciliation.

I would urge this body to defeat the
rule and send it back to the Rules
Committee. There is an alternative
way to go. We could report out an-
other rule providing for a separate
vote on the question of the VAT.
Those Members who feel strongly
about the VAT would have a separate
vote; those Members who feel strongly
on the other side would have a sepa-
rate vote.

However, by rolling this into a self-
executing rule, we are killing $81 bil-
lion of reconciliation.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. THOMAS].

(Mr. THOMAS of California asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.) '

Mr. THOMAS -of California. Mr.
Speaker, it is interesting sometimes
how we take an object that fills sever-
al boxes and narrow it down to one
particular issue, We have 16 House
committees, 12 Senate committees,
and thousands of man-hours of labor
over 167 items, with subheadings, so
that you can multiply the 167 by 10,
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and you have a number of items that
the House had in this provision that
the Senate did not. You also have a
number of items the Senate had that
the House did not. And what we did
was reconcile the differences.

Over every single issue that was in
disagreement, we came to an agree-
ment. A majority of the Senate confer-
ees signed every single item. A majori-
ty of the House conferees signed every
single item. There was agreement
across the board. You have before you
now a rule that imposes someone else’s
wishes on the conferees that you ap-
pointed from both the House and the
Senate. :

I understand the peculiarities which
got this rule in front of us. A commit-
ment was made, and in this rule that
commitment is honored, but it is up to
the House to decide whether or not it
is appropriate.

Now, I know the deck is stacked be-
cause it has been folded into the rule.
We can unfold it by voting down this
rule and by allowing, at the suggestion
of the gentleman from Texas, another

" rule which would provide a separate

vote.

We have talekd about whether or
not the President is going to veto this
measure. There was a threatened veto
by the Treasury on every single item
that came up. I can telli the Members
that tonight there is one certainty.
The one certainty that we have to
hang onto is that if this rule passes
and we vote reconciliation out, it is not
going beyond those double doors. That
is as far as it is going to go tonight. It
will not cross the Capitol; it will not
pass the Senate. Our only chance is to
vote this rule down and let us do it
right.

0O 2040

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WoLPE]..

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

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, there is
no way that the value added tax provi-
sion should be part of the reconcilia-
tion package we are now considering.
This rule must be adopted. Not to
adopt is essentially to write off the
kind of taxation policy and the kind of
environmental policy that this House
went on record in clear and unmistak-
able fashion In asserting just a few
days ago. .

The issue is very clear. We are talk-
ing about a value added tax. Members
who vote against this rule today wilil
effectively be affirming their willing-
ness to launch into this new unchart-
ered course of value added taxes in
this country, and that is a tax that is
regressive. To those of you who are
talking about saving money for the
taxpayers, how about saving .a dollar *

for the consumer?
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The fact of the matter is that the
value added tax is regressive. It comes
down disproportionately upon the
poor, upon the elderly, and it makes
no sense from the standpoint of envi-
ronmental policy.

Let it be understood that many of
the same people who have fought dili-
gently over many months to get a
strong Superfund reauthorized in the
$10 billion amount certainly do not
intend to abandon the basic principle
that the polluter should pay, and yet
that is what we are being asked to do
this evening, to forget sound taxation
policy, forget sound environmental
policy, and allow ourselves to be in-
timidated by the other body. We
cannot allow that to happen.

I would argue that all of the discus-
sion about reconclliation should be an
equal concern of the other body, as it
is of ours. The other body can stay in
session and we can get this matter re-
solved, but let there be no effort at in-
timidation, such as we have seen this
evening.

The real issue i3 are we going to
insist that those industries principally
responsible for pollution pay the bill,
or are we going to spread it to other
innocent parties?

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Nebras-
ka [Mr. DauUB].

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

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, this body
did not send to a reconciliation confer-

ence the issue of how to finarce Su- -
perfund. Our conferees, I do not know.

how nine of them could have voted to
do this when the House just rejected
that method of financing Superfund;
80 I think they have some explaining
to do; but more than that, I think we
ought to recognize a point that was
just made by the previous speaker.

The other body has just as much at
stake in reconciliation as we do. It
cannot be something that we get
rolled on tonight:

So I think the question is whether
or not you want a conference on Su-
perfund with our version in the con-
ferenee, where the tradeoffs can be
made from the bucket of money as to

whether or not the list has 600 or

600,000 toxic waste sites on it.

The dilemma that you might face if
you do not get a chance to have & con-
ference with some money in confer-
ence is whether or not we want to
leave here for Christmas wi the
question on some people’s minds, did
the Congress want to satisfy oil and
gas or the President of the United
States?

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr, FRENZEL].

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

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Spea.ker we had -

a debate on S8uperfund financing not
long ago in this body and the House,
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not by a large margin, but by a clear
margin decided that it did not want
what the sponsors call a manufactur-
ers’ excise tax apd 4yisas the people are
calling a sales taxor a VAT, Instead,
we opted for an increased version of
the same kind of taxes that are now
being applied, plus & new waste-end
tax

Our conferees went into conference
with nothing on this reconciiiation bill
on Superfund financing and came
back with that sales tax, or VAT, and
they came;back with no waste-end tax,
something ‘Cenvironmentalists have
been looking" or a number of years.
They came back with an unreliable fi-
nancing system for our Superfund ac-
tivities.

We have been told tonight that the
Senate will reject this if we give it
back to them: I think it is far more
pertinent that the President, is pretty
clearly ready to veto anything we give
him with a VAT in. {t. Therefore, I
think we take a - greater risk
with the President we do with
the Senate.

If we do not believe that we should
have a national sales tax, if we do not

want to see reconciliation vetoed by.

the President, it i8 important to pass
the ruke. The Rules Committee when
it gave us this rule understood those
things. It #ajd, “We want to preserve
reconcilintion, ‘We want it to have the
best possible t. We don’t want it
vetoed. Therefore, we are going to give
you a rule to take out the VAT from
the conference report.”

I believe that the Rules Committee
should be sustained. We should vote

aye on the rule. .

Mr. DERRI Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of de ‘only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlm from California
[Mr. Boscol.

Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Speaker, there is

certainly no shortage of predictions to-.

night. On one side we have a group
that predicts that the President will
veto this measure with the broad-
based tax. On the other side, we have
a group that says that the other body
will not takt it up without the broad-
based tax. -

Well, I would like to say as someone
who has worked very hard on this bill
that Superfund or. the broad-based tax
is not the only issue in: the bill. In fact,
there are thousands af igsues in this
bill of importance to our entire coun-
try.

Now, 31 subconferences met in the
consideration of this one bill. Hun-
dreds of Members put in a lot of time
and work. All 31 of those subconfer-
ences agreed, there is no disagreement
in the conference report, and yet by
some quirk of fate we have a rule
before us that in effect will not allow
us to vote on the conference report
that was agreed to by all 31 subcanfer-
ences. The only way we can vote on
that conference report is to defeat this
rule, to have the Rules Committee
quickly bring back another one and

-then to vote up or down on the recon-
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ciliation bill. If we vote it up, we will
be in agreement with the other body,
‘send it to the White House, and if the
President wants to veto a bill with 80
.billion doliars worth .of savings in it,
let him veto it.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman trom Cali-
fornia (Mr. DARNNEMEYER].

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my friend, the gentleman from
Ohio, for ylelding me this time.

I would like to talk a little bit about
the substance of the reconeiliation bill
that is now pending before that -
House. It raises certain questions as to
whether or not it truly is an effort to
reduce the deficit that is projected for
fiscal year 1986.

We all know that we began this year
with the goal of some $50 billion in
deficit reduction for fiscal year 19886,
The bill before us suggests that we
will achieve a deticit reduction of some
$£17.4 billion, but there is a very basic
policy question that should be ad-
dressed concerning a measure that is
represented to be a deficit reduction
proposal; namely, whether we should
permit such a vehicle to be used as a
means of adding programs.

The bill before the House right now
‘makes very clear that the answer is
that we will use this deficit reduction
package as a means of adding pro-
grams. -

What I would like to bring to the at-
tention of my colleagues is that in the
area of health care costs, this vehicle
for deficit reduction adds $222 million
of new programs over & 3-year span of
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, in Medicare part B, we
have new spending proposals totaling
$170 million. In these two areas of
health care costs, the total increased
programs are $392 million over the 3-
‘year span.

In one of the committees on which I
serve, the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, we were directed to achieve re-
ductions of some $15 billion over the 3-
year span. Our committee actually
achieved $9.67 billion, leaving some
$5.33 billion unachieved.

With respect to what we are doing in
the area of taxes, I might point out to
my colleagues that this bill represents
the implementation of the second rule
that drives the liberal welfare state in
America; namely, “If it grows, tax it.”

Now, we all know that imports have
.been growing by leaps and bounds over
~the last 2 or 3 years. In fact, the nega-
tive trade balance is in excess of $150
billion in the current calendar year, so
we propose to tax it at 1 percent. I
think the theory is that whatever we
tax, we get less of.

I submit to my colleagues that im-
posing a tax on imports is not the way
to serve the consumers of this country.
It is not the way that we can serve the
interests of free trade in the world.

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
1 gent.lema.n yleld?
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Mr. DANNEMEYER. I am happy to
yield to my friend, the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank - and

the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, while we are on the
area of taxes and also on spending
add-ons, I am sure the gentleman isg

aware of the increased appropriations .CO

for public broadcasting of $990 mil-
lion.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. 1 thank my
colleague for pointing that out. This is
supposed to be a deficit reduction bill.

I am opposed to a VAT to finance
Superfund. The rule is crafted so that
a yes vote on the rule means a rejec-
tion of the VAT. I would prefer a rule
which. would permit an unhindered
vote on the reconciliation package and
separately on the VAT. Therefore 1
suggest a no vote on the rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
[(Mr, DURBIN].

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker the
defeat of retonciliation will also spell
the defeat of language from the other
body that makes permanent the reduc-
tion in Federal highway funds for a
State’s failure to establish a minimum
drinking age of 21.

The Rules Committee considered ef-
forts to delete this important language
and wisely decided to keep the other
body’s language tact.

The passage of reconciliation with
the other body's language will send a
message to recalcitrant States that
their refusa¥l to join in an effort to es-
tablish a national minimum drinking
age of 21 will continue to cost them
Pederal highway funds, and the pas-
sage of recorciMation will save hun-
dreds of lives of our-children who are
needlessly killed eael year in- the
slaughter alleys be#ween States. with
different drinking ages.

Members wanting a solid record on
the issue of drunk driving should vote

yes for the rule and yes for reconcina-~

tion.

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Virginia.

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

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, con-
tained within this reconciliation bill is
a very important provision that will
make permanent the restriction on a
portion of Federal highway assistance
funds for States which fail to pass
laws raising the drinking age for alco-
hol in their respeetive States to 21. Of

all times of the year to take such’

action, the holiday season makes per-
haps the most sense—a season during
which, historically, hundreds of lives
are taken at the hands of drunk driv-
ers.
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Mr. Speaker, we have all come to re-
alize in the past several years there is
& horror which exists on the streets
highways of our Nation. That
horror is drunk driving. Those respon-
sible for this carnage are individuals
who drink and then get behind the

1 of an sutomobile without any

of us is safe from-this menace.

This is a grassroots problem—one
which can most effectively be dealt
with at that Jewef. However, leadership
must be provided at the Federal and
State levels. The admimistration and
the Congress had begun this process
by requiring that the States raise their
minimum drinking ages to 21 by 1987,
or lose a percepsage of their Federal
highway assistsnee. So far, 35 States
have enacted this minithum drinking
age requirement, while 13 other States
and the Distriel of Colu.mbla have not
yet followed su}.

Mr. Speakesi 1 cannot understand
the failure otme 15 States and, par-
ticularly, the rict of Columbia to
enact legislation to establish this uni-
form drinking age. It should not be re-
ducesd to a simple revenue issue—you
cannot put a price tag on the lives of
our youth—you cannot deny that our
future is dying out there. .

The action on the reconefiiation bill
not only makes it more difficult for
the District of Columhia and those
other 16 States to resist passage of
drinking age legislation, it virtually
guarantees that many of the States
who have enactad the 21 drinking age
will not revert to 18- or 19-year-old
drinking ages mow that the threat of
Federal highway fund loss wﬂl not be
lifted. s “‘

) M., Speaker 1 yield 2
4Me gentleman from Flori-

1.
asked and was
given permlssion to revise and extend

his remmarks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaksr, a8 a
cosseree on certain parts of the recon-
on, conference report before us
ht, I must express my-‘dismay at

‘many parts of said conference report.

Admittedly, there are many good
items that address the needs of the el-
derly and the poor; however, to say
that the conference committee went
overboard en certain items is to say
the least. We are in the midst of the
most difficult deficit situation this
country has ever faced. Yet, during
the conference, there was a reluctance
to stop the creation of expensive new
spending programs. I was particularly
dismayed that the Energy amd Com-
merce conferees had to make judg-
ments on new expensive programs
that we had never had Wearings on.
Additionally, on the provision pertain-
ing to the annual calculation of the
Federal medical assistance percentage,
outright seMishness was exhibited.
Rather than acecept Senate language
to provide for an annual, rather than
biennial calculation of the Pederal

ideration given to the rights and-
“safety of others on the road. Not one
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medical assistance percentage effec-
tive in 1988, an amrendment was ac-
cepted to accelerate this date to 1987.
Some of the States that will be the
biggest losers under this acceleration
are: Florida, $8.4 million; Georgia,
$13.3 million; and Virginia, $8.2 mil-
Hon. Other losing States are Arizonsa, .
Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, New
Bampshire, North Carolina, Ohio,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, and
South Dakota. Those States which
stand to gain the most are Texas, $30
million; and Louisiana, $17 million.

Whether you Hke Medicaid or not, it
is a reality. In my own State of Florida
45 percent of the Medicaild budget Is
devoted to care for the elderly, and is
the major source of funds for long-
term care. Approximately a third of
Florida's Medicaid budget is spent on
nursing home care. This loss of $8-plus
million in funds becomes even more
crucial when one considers that Flori-
da leads the Nation in growth of the
age 65-phus population. Even though
language is contained in the confer-
ence report expressing my dissatisfac-
tion with the acceleration, It isn't
strong encugh. It says the conferees
agree that the committees of jurisdic-
tion will explore ways to relieve the
hardship that may be suffered by the
States that will recelve substantially
less in matching payments as a result
of this provision. Mr. Speaker, I deeply
regret that I must vote against this
package before us. However, I was sent
to Washington to represent the people
and this package is not representative
of my constituents.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, as a member
of the House Budget Comuittee amd a
member of the conference comumittee, I
strongly support enaetment of the reconcil-
iation Bi. I am particularly pleased by the
provision which makes permanent the in-
centives to States to adopt a minimum
drinking age of 21, an issue for which I
have been an advocate for much of my
career in the House. This is a goal I have
long worked for.

But, Mr. Speaker, 1 co.nnot support. the
Senate’s oulrageous tactics to try to force
this House to sccept the value added tax
previgion fer the Superfund. The VAT is
misguided and doesn’t belong in this bhill. It
belengs in the Superfund conference to be
discussed—and hopefully rejected—there.
That is why I cannet vote to concur in the
Senate amendment and why I must oppose
the motion offered by the gentemon frome
Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAY] my chairnsan.

The,House should stand firm against the
VAT, and also siand for = rational and sen-
sible legislative process.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, 1 want to
take a few minutes to bring to the attentien
of this body my cencern abeut the affect
Medicare’s prospeetive paymtent system for
hospitals is having on the ruoral health-care
system. As chairman of the congressional
rural eaucus, I feel obligated to raise these
concerns because flaws in the PPS threaten
the access of all rural Americans to high-
quaHty heakth eare, net just the access of
senior citizens who depend on Medicare. -
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‘While we were assured that how a hospi-
tal would fare under the PPS would depend
on how efficiently it was operated, 2 years
of experience have made it abundantly
clear that how a hospital fares under the
current system depends in a large part on
its location. With certain narrow excep-
tions, hospitals located outside metropoli-
tan statistical areas are forced to accept
substantially lower payments from Medi-
care than their urban counterparts. While
theoretically there may have been some
justification for different urban and rural
payment rates, the actual payment differ-
ences that have resuited under this arbi-
trary classification scheme are incompre.
hensible. In many instances, the rural pay-
ment rates are not sufficient to allow even
the most efficient hospitals to treat Medi-
care beneficiaries without incurring a loss.

I cannot overstate the threat unjustifia-
bly low Medicare payments to rural hospi-
tals poses to the access of rural Americans
to health-care services. At a time when
stress brought on by-the depressed farm
economy is adding to the already substan-
tial health-care problems of rural America,
the current system causes increased finan-
cial pressure on the cornerstone of the
rural health care system. Because Medicare
patients comprise a very large proportion
of their caseloads, inadequate Medicare
payments threaten the continued existence
of many rural hospitals. Some have already
cloged, including one in my own district;
others will surely follow unless corrective
action is taken. To make matters worse, the
closing of rural hespitals encourages physi-
cians to leave the communities involved,
exacerbating the physician shortage that
already exists in much of rural Ameriea,

To those of us who were raised in rurat-

areas and who are old enough to regember
what it was like to be without reasonable
access to necessary hospital services, this is
a most serious situation. By allowing an
adjustment in Medicare payments to rural
hospitals of 100 beds or more that serve s
disproportionately high number of poor
and elderly, this bill will provide some
relief. However, I urge members of the
committee to more fully address the prob-
lems of rural hospitals, and other hospitals
that are suffering unwarranted losses
under the current system, next session by
giving consideration to price-blending legis-
lation like that which I have already intro-
duced. I believe there is ample evidence to
show that such legislation would make the
PPD fairer for all hospitals, regardless of
their locations, while maintaining the in-
centives that have helped slow the rate of
increase in Medicare expenditures for hos-
pital care.
‘ Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, the confer-
ence report on H.R. 3128, the Deficit Re-
duction Amendment Act, before us today
contains a most important compromise re-
garding the black lung excise tax.

As passed by the House, the black lung
tax on coal would have been increased by
50 percent. The other body, however, pro-
posed to end the automatic borrowing au-
thority between the black- lung trust fund
and the Treasury,

Both of these positions were unaccept-

- able to e, and to all of us concerned with
the viability of the ecoal industry and the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

welfare of those individuals suffering from
the crippling: effects of black lung disease.

Because of this sitnition, inembers of the
coal industry-and the United Mine Workers
of America formulated a compromise
which I adopted and diligently pursued
with those members on the Ways and
Means Committee assigned to the revenue
subeonference on this legislation.

I am pleased to say the conferees accept.
ed this compromise and that it is contained
in H.R. 3128. The bill before us today incor-.
porates that compromise largely due to the
persistent efforts on its behalf by the gen-
tleman from Florida, a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means, SAM GiB-
BONS. To him, #s¢ coal industry owes a debt
of gratitude. Asfor myself, I extend my
deepest appreciation to SAM GIBBONS for
his work and perserverance on this matter.

Also to be commended for accepting this
compromise is the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means, DAN
ROSTENKOWSKI, as well as the other House
conferees.

The black lung provisio‘e of HR. 3128
provide for a 10-percent increase in-the
coal excise tax—rather than the 50-percent
originally proposed by the House—and & 5-
year forgiveness of the interest payments
on the indebtedness of the black lung dis-
ability trust fund. In additien, the proposal
of the other body to end the borrowing au-
thority. between the trust fund and: the
Treasury was dropped.

Mr. Speaker, this is a great victory for
the coal industry and coal labor..It repre-
sents an attempt by coal management and
labor to meet the responsibilities for
achleving solvency in the black lung dis-
ability trust fund, which is eurrently $1.5
billion' in debt, at the lowest possible cost
to an industry which is aurently ina de-
pressed state.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. *Gbeaker, I rise in
support of the conference report on H.R.
3128, Title XI contains provisions urgenily
needed to put the Pension Benefit Guaran-
ty Corporation [PBGC], the agéncy which
insures that workers get their private pen-
sions when'their companies are in financial
difficulty, baek on a sound financial foot-
ing. The bill wguld strengthen the PBGC
plan termination insurance program in two
significant ways, First, the premium that
single-employer plans pay the PBGC is
raised from $2.60 per year per plan partici-
pant to $8.50, effective January 1, 1986.
Second, the single-employer program is re-
structured to limit access te PBGC assist-
ance only to those casex in which worker’s

pensions are jeopardized. Biceause their em- -

ployers are in genuine financial difﬂculty

The termination insurance program s
administered by a self-financing Govern-
ment corporation, the Pension Benefit
Guaranty Corporation. The PBGC was cre-
ated in 1874 to assure that pension benefits
earned by workers would be paid even if
the employer termlngted the plan in an un-
derfunded condition. The program covers
about 30 million retired and working
Americans and is financed solely by premi-
ums paid by covered plans and by liability
paid to the PBGC by employers that temi
nate underfunded plans.

Both the premium : ﬁﬁ? 32.60
per plan parudpant—m:\ployer li-

law does not
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ability rules under current law have proven
inadequate. The program is now responsi-
ble for benefit payments to about 160,000
current and future retirees in about 1,100
terminated plans and has a deflcit of over
31 billion. The conference has agreed on a
premium increase to $8.50 effective Janu-
ary 1, 1986, and reforms to protect this pro-
" gram against unwarranted claims,

“The bill also provides an explicit provi-
sion on the important issue of transactions

""intended to evade Hability to the PBGC for

an underfunded plan. Although there is not
an explicit provision under current law re-
garding evasive transactions intended to in-
sulate an employer from liability, current
it such abusive shifting
of liability to the insurance program. In
the case of Selar v. PBGC, 504 F. Supp.
1116 (D.C.N.Y. 1981), affirmed 666 F.2d 28
(2nd Cir. 1981), the court held that a trans-
action intended to avold liability should be
digregarded for title IV liability purposes.
See alzo ITI Legislative History of ERISA
of 1974 at 4741-42 (remarks of Sen. Wil-
liams); Nachman Corp. v. PBGC, 592 F.2d
947 (7th Cir. 1979), affd.,, 446 U.S. 359
(1980).

"The PBGC and the courts have always
been expected to look at the substance of a
transaction rather than its form, and to
disregard transactions where the substance,
viewed in light of the purposes of title IV,
indicate that a company improperly trans-
ferred its pension obligations to the insur-

.ance program. See joint report of the

8enate committee, 126 Cong. Ree. 510, 117

*(daily ed. July 29, 1980) The following is an

example of such a transaction:

Company P has a division or subsidiary
8 whose employees are covered by the 8
pension plan. At the time of the transac-
tion, the 8 plan has unfunded benefits. P
sells the stock or assets of S to B, and
transfers all or part of the unfunded bene-
fits in the S plan to B's plan. B is a compa-
ny that, after the transaction, does not
have a reasonable prospect of funding the
benefits. B’s plan later terminates. At the
time of the termination, the plan does not
have sufficient assets to provide all PBGC-
guaranteed benefits. Under current law,
when substance rather than form is consid-
ered, the transaction is really a delayed ter-
mination of the transferred benefits; the
seller is not exempted from title I'V liability
merely because the transaction, in form,
provides for continuation of the plan.
Under both the bill-and current law, com-
pany P is liable,

Revision of the employer liability rules Is
also an essential part of this bill. As under
current law, the bill provides for lability
for unfunded guaranteed benefits, up to 30

percent of the employer’s net worth, with a
tax priority status in bankruptcy proceed-
ings. The bill ifhproves the PBGC's recover-
ies over current law by creating additional
liability equal to the excess, if any, of 75
percent of unfunded guaranteed benefits
over 30 percent of the employer’s net
worth. This additional liability has general
unsecured status in bankruptcy proceed-
- ings. As under current law, PBGC, as plan
trustee, collectsa unpaid eontributions due
the plain. The bankruptcy status of PBGC's
claim for these contributions is the same
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under the bill as under current law; unpaid
contributions that accrue after a bankrupt-
cy petition have administrative expense pri-
ority; those that accrue within 180 days
before the petition have employee benefit
status—subject to the $2,000 per employee
limit on priority employee wage and benefit
claims—and remaining unpaid contribu-
tions have general unsecured status.
Finally, the bill contains an explicit pro-
vision requiring that PBGC net proceed
with a plan termination if the termination
would violate the terms and conditions of
an existing collective bargaining agree-
ment. The enactment of this provision is in
no way meant to diminish the already clear
meaning of section 404(a)(1X(d) of Employ-
ee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974
[ERISA} which expressly requires that a fi-
duciary’s duties be discharged “in accord-
‘ance with the documents and instruments
governing the ptam * * *.” Rather, this pro-
vigsion ia an endorsement of judicial deci-
sions such ag Perones v. Pacific States Steel
Corp., 526 F. Supp. 1350 (N.D. Calif. 1981),
holding that a company ¢annot unilaterally
terminate a collectivety bargained pension
plan, when such termimation is in violation
of the terms of any agpeement between ffe

parties.

Becamuw e bill the eonferees adopted is
similar te fhe Commitice. on Education and
Labor’s provisions eontained in title B of
H.R. 3580, for purposes of determining con-
gressienal intent in adepting those provi-
sions, the most anthoritative source of leg-
islative histery on the single-employer ter-
mination insurance reforms can be found
in the report on H.R. 3500, the Omnibus
Budget Reconciiatien Act of 1985 (H. Rept.
99380, 99th Congteu, 1st session, pp. 278-
320).

The Committee on Education and Labor
has been working for over 4 years on these
issues. We are delighted that the confer-
enee report before the House today con-
tains provisions to strengthen the PBGC
program established under title IV of
ERISA. 1 want ta take this opportunity to
commend the mambers of the Subcommit-
tee on Labor-Mamagement Relations, espe-
cially its chairman, Congressman BILL
CLAY, and the ranking member, Congress-
woman MARGE ROUKEMA, for their tireless
efforts to get this legislation passed. In ad-
dition, thanks must go to the ranking Re-
publican member of the full eommittee,
Congressman 1M JEFFORDS, for his assist-
ance in assuwing that this eritieal worker
‘protection legisiation was considered this
gsession. Finally, 1 want to thank the con-
ferees for their diligent work in producing
the bill before us today. We are most ap-
preciative of the cooperation we received
from or colleagues on the Committees on
Ways and Means and Judiciary, as well as
the Senate Cemmittees on Labor and
Human Resources and Finance.

The report on H.R. 3500 cited above also
contains the committee’s views on the
health insurance continuation coverage
provisions found in title X of bill before us
teday. We are pleased that the conferees
have included provisiens in the bill that re-
quire group health plans to effer a continu-
ation optien to certain greups of qualified
benefietaries, including widows and de-
pendent ehildren, diverced spouses and de-
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pendent children, Medicare-ineligible
spouses and dependend children, the unem-
ployed—and those who have a reduction of

‘hours such that they would lose health cov-

erage—and dependent children who neo
longer qualify under the plan. This is an
important step forward toward meeting the
pressing need for those groups to have
available continued access to afferdable
medical care.

I urge support of the conference report.

Mr. ROSTENKQWSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
provisions of law within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Ways and Means con-
tained in H.R. 3128 represent many months
of hard work. The Medicare provisions save
some $11.2 billion over 3 years and were
the result of bipartisan efforts of the com-
mittee. These provisions contain some im-
portant referms in hospital reimbursement.

In AFDC, the conference agreement
mandatas AFDCP-UP coverage in all
Statesx This will help some of the neediest
children in this Nation a 2-year meoratori-
um is established on the collection of flscal
sanctions.

-.'Be Trade Adjustment Assistance Pro-
gram is reauthorized for 6 additional years.
The Customs Service authorizsthon for the
number of personnel 1is increased, which
will greatly strengthen the Mm:ement ca-

of the sayvice.

current cigarette excise’ tax is perma-
mtly extended. The House uplrcld-isi posi-
tion on coverage of State sadt local employ-
ees, and consequently only new employees
will be eovered. X

With the exception of the Superfund rev-
enue proviwiams, this is an exeellent agree-
ment whichh sawes some $25.5 billion over
the next 3 yomrs.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, 1 would like
to bring te the attentien of my colleagues
to vitally important portions of the bill
befoxe us this evening.

First, the bill includes the lagisiative cul-
mination of many months of negotiation
ameng tobacco growers, cigarette manufac-
turers, $obacco congressmen and the com-
mittees of jurisdiction. Thege, provisons
previde for the drawdown of ‘existing tobac-
co stocks, so we can remove this ominous
burden from our tobacco growers’ backs
and bring the no net cost fees back down to
a reasonable level.

It establishes a new system for setting to-
bacco marketing quotas, requires manufac-
turers to vhase i the no net cest fees now
paid only hsi growers, and most important-
ly, limits: the maximum reductions in mar-
keting qmatas to 6 percent per year for the
next 4 years, and to' 10 percent in subse-
quent years. This last prosisios is especial-
ly important, representing a substantial im-
provement over current year and offering
our American tobacco grewers some meas-
ure of protection from imports.

TYobacco Is the only commedity in the
United States which pays its owm program
at USDA. The legisiation befbre us today
continues that system, but sighificantly im-
proves it by requiring the manufacturers to
join in bearing these costs which up until
now have been paid only by thé tobacce
growers,

Second, I would like te bring to my col-
leagues’ attention an importauat provision
relating to black lung taxes. As my col-
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leagues know, the House version of the bill
included a 50-percent increase in black
lung taxes, an increase which if enacted
would have caused serious hardship for
American coal companies and seriously
worsened their competitive position in the
world market.

'The conference agreement includes a
compromise provision, caHing for.-ounly a
10-percent increase in the black Pang taxes,
and enabling the black tung trust fund to
remain solvent imstead through a moratori-
um on interest payments made to Treasury.

While I would have preferred no increase
at all, this is a masterful compromise
which will provide for the financial well-
being of the trust fund without placing an
onerous burden on our coal operators.

I commend the members of the confer-
ence committee, most notably Mr. ROSE
and Mr. HOPKINS for their diligent efforts
on the tobacco agreement, and Mr. ROSTEN-
KOWSKI and Mr. DUNCAN for their effective
assistance on_the black lung compromise, 1
urge my colleagues to support this confer-
ence agreement. '

Mr. RINALDO. The reconciliation budget
package (H.R. 3128) contains major spend-
ing reductions and will help to reduce the
Federal deffeit. -

But there are other iteras which have no
budgetary impact and which don’t belong
in or near this piece of legislation.

In the explanatory material accompany-
ing H.R. 3128, there are extraneeus re-
marks dealing with the Federal Communi-
cation Commission’s local cross-ownership
rules. This material I¢ not part ef the act,
and is strictly superfluous.

I object te addressing such a serious
matter in this fashion.

This j8 not a mew issue. We have had, and
continue te have, epporiunities to deal re-
sponsibly with this question. Legislatien
has been introdeced. The Subcommitiee on
Telecommunications, however, of which 1
am the ramking Republican member, has
not held any hearings or markups on the
topic: There has not even been any foermat .
discussion by eur Members regarding this
question.

The FCC ecross-ownership rules are de-
signed to limit concentration of control of
mass media. Generally the rules ban cer-
tain combinations, such as an ownership er
control of beth a radie and television sta-
tion in the same market. ‘

The Commiseiom has granted only one
permanent walver of its local owwership
rules in the last few years that did rot in-
volve a clearly de minimis overlap for the
rules. In that case, involving the Capital
Cities/ABC merger, it granted the waliver
only after careful consideration and after
the FCC fully explained its rationale.

AH other recent waivers have been grant-
ed for a limited period of time, generally 18
months. Although in previous administra.
tions such waivers had been granted for as
long as 3 years. Even when considering
temporary waivers, the FCC has based its
decisions on public interest factors and has
not rested its decisiens on purely private
considerations. In view of the records of
these preceedings, including the showings
made by the parties and the other public
interest considerations set out by the FCC,
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it is clear that the FCC has carefully scruti-
nized each waiver request and determined
that the applicanis had provided a clear
shewing ef the need for such waivers. In so
doing, the FCC has demonstrated serious
concern that the purpose of the local own-
ership rules be given full and appropriate
weight.

The language in the report appears to be
a general restatemenmt of the existing legal
standard in this area as well as the present
practnce of the FCC and, therefore, does
not impose any different or additional obli-
gations on the FCC.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
express my. strong support for a provision
of H.R. 3128, Deficit Resolution Amend-
ments of 1985, which will establish an Advi-
sory Committee on Native American Veter-
ans in the Veterans’ Administration. The
purpose of this committee will be to exam-
ine and evaluate programs and other activi-
ties of the VA with respect to the needs of
Native American veterans, including Arer-
ican Indian veterans. Special emphasis will
be given to health care, rehabilitation, ont-
reach, employment, and other programs.

Continuing the traditions of their ances
tors, many American Indians served with
distinction in our Nation’s Armed Forces
during World War I and 1I, the Koréan
conflict and during the Vietnam era. Ac-
cording to the 1980 census, 44,500 Amer}-
can Indiana served during World War II,
29,700 during the Korean conflict, and
73,681 during the Vietnam era, and it has
been estimateq that an astonishing 23 to 26
percent of all Indians are also veterans.

I provide this background so that all of -

us in this body may understand the depth
of patriotism demonstrated by American
Indians during times of national perit. In
spite of this long history of Indian partici-
pation in our Nation’s military conflicts, no
major scientific study regarding veterans

‘has identified American Indian veterans as

a specific group and no assessment of thelr
particular needs has ever been conducted.

I believe that we might recognize the
contribution made by American Indiana
and other Native Americans during times
of war and the effect those wars may have
had on them after their return home. Viee
President Hubert Humphrey made the fol-
lowing observation,

It was once sald that the moral test of
Government is how that Government treats
those who are in the dawn of life—the chil-
dren; those who are in the twilight of life—
the elderly; and those who are in the shad-
ows of life—the sick, the needy and tho
handicapped.

The establishment of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Native American Veterans will
enable us to more accurately evaluate the
status of these veterans who have so faith-
fully served in our Nation’s armed services.
Are they in the shadows of life? Do they
need vital assistance that they are not now
receiving? Have their particular needs been
overlooked in the past? If so, we as »
nation have a particular obligation to assist
American Indians and other Native Ameri-

can veterans. The findings ef the advisery

committee will direct us to the actions we
must take.

Membership on the advisory comamittee
will consist of the Secretary of Labor—or s
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representative of the Secretary of Laber
designated by the Ssevetary afier consulta-
tion with the Assistant Secifilary of Labor
for Veterans’ Employment—the Chief Med-
ical Director and Chief Benefits Director of
the Veterans’ Administration; and members
appointed by the Administrator from the

general public including representatives of -

veterans who are Native Americans, includ-
ing American Indians and Alaska Natives
and individuals who are recognized au-
therities in the fields pertinent to the needs
of Native American veterans.

The legislation will also permit the Ad-

mimistrator of Veteran's Affairs to invite,
represeniatises of other departments and

agencies of the Federal Government to par-
ticipate in the mectings and other activities
of the committee. It is my expectation that
representatives gf the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, the Indiamr Health Service and other
agencies concermud with issues relating to
American Indians wHl be included by the
Administrator in advisory committee ac-
tivities,

The advisory comrnittee will submit re-
ports to the VA Administrater on Novem-
ber 1, 1986, and November 1, 1987, regard-
ing its findings. On January &, 1987, and,
January 1, 1988, the Admamistrater will?

- transmit to the Congress the cemamittee re-

ports together with commer# and recom-
mendations the Administrator considers
appropriate. The committee will terminate
90 days after the Administrator submits the
final repert. Thiere are no new costs associ-
ated with the establishment of this advisory
committee.

As the original proponent of this mieas-
ure, I want to agsm express my enthusiassa
and full support fey the establishment of
the Advisory Co on Native Ameri-
can Veterans. I also want to thank SONNY
MONTGOMERY, chairman of the full com-
mittee, JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, rank-
ing minority member of the full committes,
DOUG APPLEGATE, chairman of the Subcomy
mittee on Compensation, Pension and Im- .
surance, and JERRY SOLOMON, ranking mi-
nority member of that subcommittee, for
their strong support for this proposal whea
it was considered as an amendment to H.R.

1538 and later to H.R. 3500. I believe the

needs of Native American veterans have
been overlooked too long, and this advisery
committee will go a long way toward right- -
ing that wrong.

Q 2055

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolw-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question i3 on the resolution.

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

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I object to the vote orf the ground that
a guorum I8 not present and make the

poiat of order that a quorum is not

present.
The SPEAKER pro t.m “Bvi-
dently a Quorum is not

- H13301

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

“The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yesas 205, nays
151, no¢ voting 78, as follows:

[Roll No. 479}

YEAS-206
Akaka Hiler Pease
Alexander Horton Penny
Anderson Howard Pepper
Annunzio Hoyer Perkins
Applegate Hughes Petrl
AuCoin Hyde Porter
Badham Treland . Pursell
Bates Jeffords Rangel! -
Bedell Jones (TN) Regula
Beilenson Kanjorski Reid
Bennett Kastenmeler Robinson
.Bereuter Kemp Rodino
Berman Kennelly Rogers
Bilirakis Kildee Rostenkowski
Kleczks Roth
Boner (TN) Lantos Rowland (CT)
Bonior (MI) Latta Rudd
Bouther Leach (IA) Sabo
Brown (CA) Lehman (FL) Savage
vhill Leland Scheuer
Burton (CA) Levin (MI) Schnetder
Byron Levine (CA) Schroeder
Carr Lewls (FL) Seiberling
Chandler Lightfoot Scnsenbrenner
Chappell Lloyd Shaw
Coats Lott Shelby
Cobey Lowry (WA) Shuster
Cobtle Luken Skelton
Colling Lundine Smith (FL)
Conte Lungren S8mith (NE)
Cooper Mack S8mith (NJ)
Coyne MacKay Smith, Denny
Daschle Madigan (OR)
Daub Markey Smith, Robert
Davis Martin (IL) (NH)
Delay Martin (NY) Smith, Robert
Dellums Matsui (OR)
Derrick Mavroules Snowe
DeWine Marzoll 8nyder
Dicks McCain Solars
Donnelly McCloskey Solomon
Dorgan (ND) McCollum Spratt
Downey McDade 8t Germain
Duncan McEwen Stark
Durbin McHugh Studds
Dwyer McKernan Tauke
_Dyson McMillan Taylor
Edgar Meyers Torres
Edwards (CA> Mica Torriceld
Bivans (1IA) Michet Towns
Evans (IL) Traficant
Fascell Miller (WA) Udall
Fawell Mineta Valentine
Pish Mitchell Vento
Foley Moakley Volkmer
Ford (TN) Molinari Whalker
Frank Moody ‘Weber
Prenzel Morrison (WA) Weiss
Gejdenson Mrazek Wheat
Gingrich Natcher Whitley
Goodling Neal Wolf
Green Nelson Wolpe
Guarini Nowak Wortley
Gunderson O’'Brien Wright
Hamilton Oberstar Wyden
Hammerschmidt Obey Yates
Hawkins Owens Yatron
Hayes Oxley Young (FL)
Henry Parris
Hertel Pashaysn
NAYS—151
Andrews Bryant Dannemeyer
Anthony Burton (IN) Darden
Archer Bustamante de Ia Garza
Armey - Callahan Dingell
Bartlett Campbell DioGuardl
Barton Carmey Dornan (CA)
Bateman Dreter
Bentley Chappie Dymally
Bliley Cheney Eckart (OH)
Boggs Clinger Eckert (NY)
Borski Coetho Edwards (OK*
Boseo Coleman (MQO) Emerson
- Boulter Combest English
Bresux Paxio
ks Courter Felghan
Brown (CQ) Craig Fledler
Bruce Crane Flelds
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Foglietta Lewls (CA) Schulze
Fowler Livingston Shumway
Franklin Long 8iljander
Frost Lowery (CA) 8isisky
Gallo Lujan 8keen
Gekas Manton Blattery
Gllman McCandiess Slaughter
Glickman McCurdy Smith (14)
Gonzales Miller (OH) Spence
Gradison Mollohan Staggers
Gray (PA) Montgomery Stangeland
Grotberg Moore Stenholm
Hall, Ralph Moorhead 8trang
Hansen Murtha Stratton
Hartnett Myers 8tump
Hatcher Nielson Sundquist
Hefner Oakar Sweeney
Hendon Ortiz Swift
Hopkins - Packard Swindall
Hunkaby Pickle Synar
Hunter Rahall Tallon
Hutto Ray Tauzin
Jacobs Ridge Thomas (CA)
Jenking Rinaldo Thomas (GA)
Johnson Ritter Vander Jagt
Jones (NC) Roberts Visclosky
Jones (OK) Roe Vucanovich
Kasich Roemer Waxman
Kolbe Rose Whittaker
Kostmayer Roukema Wilson
Kramer Rowland (GA) Wise

marsino Saxton Young (AK)
Leath (TX) -Schasfer
Lent Schuette

NOT VOTING-—18
Ackerman PFuqua Morrison (CT)
Addabbo . Gearcia Murphy
Aspin Gaydos Nichols
Atking Gephardt Olin
Barnard Gibbons Panetta
Barnes Gordon Price
Bevill Gray (IL) Quillen
Biaggl Gregg Richardgon
Boland Hall (OH) Roybal
Bonker Heftel Russo
Boxer Hillis Schumer
Broomfield Holt Sharp
Chapman Hubbard Sikorski
Kaptur Stallings
Coleman (TX) - Kindness 8tokes
Conyers Kolter Traxler
Crdckett LaFalce Walgren
Daniel Lehman (CA) Watkins
Dickinson Lipinskl Weaver
Dixon Loeffler ‘Whitehurst
Dowdy Marlenee Whitten
Early Martines Willlams
Erdreich McQGrath Wirth
Flippo McKinney Wylle
Florio Miller (CA)’ Young (MO)
Ford (MI) Monson hau
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Messrs. McCAIN, CHAPPIE, and
RINALDO changed their votes from
llyeaii to l‘nay.'l

Messrs. McCAIN, EVANS of Iowa,
McMILLAN, COBLE, and COBEY
changed their votes from ‘“nay’” to
llyea‘ll

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of House Resolu-
tion 349, the conference report on
H.R. 3128 is rejected, and the House
recedes from its amendment to the
Senate amendment and concurs with
an amendment inserting in lieu of the
Senate amendment an amendment
consisting of the text of the confer-
ence report, with the following modifi-
cations: Strike out subtitle B of title
XII11.
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REQUEST TO CONSIDER H.R.
3992, EXTENSION OF CERTAIN
TAX PROVISIONS FOR A TEM-
PORARY PERIOD

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of the bill
(H.R. 3992) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend for a
temporary period certain tax provi-
sions which would otherwise expire at
the end of 1985, and_for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?
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Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to
object in order to ask the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means just exactly
which bill this is. Is this the one that
does a number of different extensions,
but also fnvolves some changes in
present law including the provisions,
some provisions that were passed by
the House in 3838?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Yes, the
gentleman is correct. °

Mr. WALKER. So, in ‘other words,
we are passing new provisions in the
Tax Code if we in fact agree to this
particular bill,

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. If the gen-
tleman will yleld.

Mr. WALKER. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. The geéntle-
man would like to point out that
unless we pass something, there: will
be no extensions as of January 1.

Mr. WALKER. Well, further reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not think
that there would be any problem on
this side of the aisle for passing a bill
that would be a simple extension of all
these present programs.

However, there Is concerm on this
side of the aisle with passing provi-
sions that would make new law, and/
or begin the enactment of 3838 before
the Senate has even considered it.

I would feel constrained to object to
any resolution that moves us in that
particular direction. If we do a simple
extension of the present eode, I think
that would be perfectly ac¢ceptable to
me, and to a number of other Mem-
bers who have similer concerns.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKE Well, if the
gentleman, on his reservation, will
allow me to explain just what the bill
presently before the House will do, I
think we can clarify a lot of language.

The gentleman would also like to
point out that unless this legislation is
passed, there is a revenue loss in-
curred; and that is one of the reasons

why it is the gentleman from Illinoils’

opinion that should we be able to pass
this, we then give an opportunity to
the Senate to work on the tax reform
legislation.
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Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I
think it i8 incumbent upon us on this
side, in these kinds of circumstarices,
to be reasonable. I would suggest to
the majority it is also Incumbent to be
reasonable.

To come here at the 11th hour and
try to pass new law, and make changes
in the Tax Code at the 11ith hour, it
seems to me is uhreasonable. What we
will accept as & reasonable solution is
the fact that you take and you extend
the present code as it now exists; we
do not lose the revenue that way, and
we assert ourselves in a way which ags-
sures that we do retain the present
code.

That seems to me to be an entirely
reasonable proposition, given the late-
ness of the hour and the situation we
are in,

I will be glad to yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. I understand the gentle-
man is asking unanimous consent on
this, but the gentleman does have
rules that were reported by the Com-
mittee on Rules on this and two other
measures that you might ask unani-
mous consent on?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. LOTT. To save our Members -
time so that we will not drag this out,
Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 3992, EXTEN-
SION OF CERTAIN TAX PROVI-
SIONS FOR A TEMPORARY
PERIOD

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, from the
Committee on Rules, reported the fol-
lowing privileged resolution (H. Res.
350, Rept. No. 99-455) which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

H. REs. 350

Reszolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill<(H.R. 3992) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to extend
for a temporary period certain tax provi-
slons which would otherwise expire at the
end of 1985, and for other purposes, the bill
shall be considered as having been read, all
points of order against the bill and against
its consideration are hereby waived, debate
on the bill shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divded and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Ways and Means or
their designees, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill to
final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on Rules, I call up House Resolu-
tion 350 and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Will the House now con-
sider House Resolution 3502
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Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. VANDER
JAGT changed their votes from
‘yeas” to “no.”

Mr. ARCHER, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr.
REID, and Mr. COMBEST changed
their votes from “nay” to “yea,”

So the motion to table was agreed
to.

The result-of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

. A motion to reconsider was laid on
R

“the table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE -

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Sparrow, one of its clerks,; an-
nounced that the Senaggefierees to the
amendment of the House to the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 3128) entitled “An act to make
changes in spending and revenue pro-

- visions for purposes of deficit reduc-

tlon and program improvement, con-
sistent with the budget process,” with
an amendment.

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed a joint resolu-
tion of the following title, in which
concurrence of the House is requested:

8.J. Res. 2565. Joint Resolution Relative to
the convening of the 2d session of the 98th
Congress.

CONSOLIDATED OMNIBUS
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1985

Mr. GRAY' of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I move to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3128) to
make changes in spending and revenue
provisions for purposes of deficit re-
duction and program improvement,
consistent with the budget process,

‘with the Senate amendment to the

House amendment to the Senate
amendment, and concur in the Senate
amendment to the House amendment
to the Senate amendment.

December 19, 1985

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the title of the bill
and the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment to the House amendment to the
Senate amendmenf as follows:

(See Senate proceedings in today’s
RECORD, page S18201, Part I1.)

"MOTION OFFERED BY MR. DAUB

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I move to
table the motion. ,

My motion is in writing, and it is on
its way to the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. DAUB moves to table the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question 1s on the motion to lay on the
table offered by the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. Dausl.

The motion to table was rejected.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I move to limit debate to 15
rminutes per side.

The SPEAKFER pro tempore. The .
gentleman requests that debate be
limited. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania?

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tin is heard.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Gray] will be recognized for 30
minutes and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. LatTal will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gray).
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Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [(Mr. Der-
RICK].

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gewtleman for ylelding time.

Well, it is down to the last minute

. now.

We spent a good bit of time on
Gramm-Rudman this year. Gramm-
Rudman does not have anything to do

with dollars and cents or reducing the

deficit. We spent a lot of time around
here on balance-the-budget amend-
ments, and that really does not have a
lot to do with balancing the budget.
But we are here tonight in this last
hour to talk about reconciliation, and
when we are talking about reconcilia-
tion, we are talking about doing some-
thing about the budget deficit. We are
talking about doing something about
the budget deficit to the tune of some
$81 billion.

Now, I am not going to stand up
here tonight and talk to you about
VAT, whether I like it or I do not like
it. It is more important to some than it
is to me. But I think we have to put it
in perspective and remember that it is
just a part of an $81 billion reconcilia-
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It is such an important piece of legis-
lation they have asked me to convey to
the House, to try to be patient, just a
few minutes longer, and they are not
eating and they are not drinking and
they are not carrying on; they are
trying to figure out a method to solve
this dilemma that we are in.

It is, I have to say, a very mmportant :
issue and hopefully they will be back

in a few minutes and we will be able-to
solve this thing. .

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman
yleld?

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to. the gedle-
‘man.

Mr. WALKER. We just had a con-
versation with a Member of the other
body, ‘who has considerable weight in
these matters, who said just a few
minutes ago on this floor that there is
no way we are going to resolve this im-
passe; that we are at a complete dead-
lock, and that there is ro way that the

‘ impasse i3 going to be resolved.

It seems to me that we do not need
to wait a _few more minutes; tnat we
can simply adjourn now.

Mr. MURTHA. Let me say this. I
know everybody is tired after 4 or 5
days of 18-hour -days, and I do not
blame you a bit. I mean, everybody is .
exhausted and frustrated and I am
certainly not trying to add to that
frustration.

What I am saying is, the informa-
tion they have is a little bit different
than what the gentleman says, and
they are just trying to come up with a
plan of action here, and I suggested
that they come out and address the
problem, but they felt they needed a
few more minutes.

Mr. LOTT. Wil
yield?

Mr. MURTHA. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman,

Mr. LOTT. Once again trying to find
a way out of this box, I know what
really is involved; some Members are
stil]l trying to find a way to pass the

the gentleman

VAT or the MET tax. whatever yoy"

want to call it; the House has alre
voted on that twice; and I voted, -
sonally, for the Downey amendment,
but the House has spoken twice.

To expect at this late hour t the
House is now golng to turn/itsel
around, I canriot understand
way to handle this issue now; e have
acted responsibly, we sent i¥ back to
them; I think we ought to
Jjourn sine die.

they have the bobtail
just passed to March 15.
this to drag out, go
Committee so we
back over to the ot

the parlimentary situation, I had un-
derstood the other body was going to
take action and send it back as it was
in the original conference report.

We could not amend it; we could
only defeat it and go to conference.

t. The-.
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Now, they are discussing with the Par--

liamentarians if anything else could be
done, and obviously arguing about
what action should be taken in the
House. .

I' think essentially what you are
saying is true; but, when you talk ta
the Parliamentarian, there may he
something else that can be done. -

I agree with the situation as you

,“J

have—you have stated it very clearly,.

;and I am on the other side of the
issue I am just as anxious to go home,

. 4 but they hope, in the spirit of Christ-

mas, that we will be able to wait 8 few
more days—minutes.
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Mr. THOMAS of California. It
t.

winning kbut wrapping
loose ends so that we
organized fashion. It
wolld be very precipifous when we are
15, 20 minutes, h an hour away
from knowing that/we have concluded
‘all of the loose eyhds ¥ think it is a
‘little premature at thistime.

Mr. Speaker, Vagree totally with the
gentleman thaj the patience of just a
few more tes will be well reward-
ed in making/sure that we have tied up
all thel ‘ends.

Mr. THA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa [MTr.
SmiTH]. /.

of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
we h ¢ to have permission of the
othe Ndy to adjourn sine die under
titution. You cannot just take

LET US STAY AND FINISH OUR
WORK

(Mr. GROTBERG  asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
.his remarks.)

Mr. GROTBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
rige in support of the last speaker, the
gentleman from California. Everyone
here is having a good time talking, and
I thought I would save mine until the

end. The only thing I would say, as we
urge ourselves to get out of here, is

that I join in the urgericy to get out

but I also remember the day I flled for
the office: You know why I got it, and
80 does everybody else here. Now one
thing referred to in some earlier re-
marks, Mr. Speaker, was that people
out there want us to go home. I think
they want us to finish eur job. They
are a little disappointed. I have not
heard any disappointed people in my
district that I am down here working;
it is when I am not working that they
get disappointed.

80 I have a kind of rebel attitude
about feeling sorry for ourselves be-
cause we want to finish the day's

_ vision (demanded by Mr.
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work. If a few minutezgwould finish it,
I would like to stay then go home

with a clear conscifce.

PROVIDING R THE SINE DIE
ADJOUR OF THE CON-

LAND of Connecticut. Mr.
, I offer a privileged concur-
solution (H. Con. Res. 266) and
r its immediate consideration.
e Clerk read the concurrent reso-
ion, as follows:
H. Con. Res. 268

Resolved by the House of Represenialives
(the Senate concurring), That the two
Houaes of the Congress shall adjourn on the
legislative day of Thursday, December 19th
1985, that they stand adjourned gine die, or
until 12 o’'clock meridian on the second day
after Members are notiffed to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent res-
olution

Skc. 2. The Speaker of the House, ‘after
consultation with the minority leader of the
House and the majority leader of the
Senate, after consultation with the minority
leader of the Senate, acting . jointly, shall
notify the Members of the House and
Senate, respectively, to reassemble when-
ever, in their opinion, the public interest
shall warrant it.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. AU COIN

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay the resolution on the table.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, is the

motion in writing?

Mr. AuCOIN. It is in writing, Mr.
Speaker, and I send it to the desk.

The SPEAKER- pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. AuCoIixX moves to lay the resohition
on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oregon ([(Mr.
AuCoinl.

The question was taken, and on a di-
WALHKER)
there was—yeas 110, nays 61.

Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut, Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
deviee, and there were—yeas 229, hays
107, not voting 98, as follows:

[Roll No. 481)
YEAS—229

© Akaka Bonker Collins
Anderson Borski Combest
Andrews Boucher Conte
Annunzio Boulter Cooper
Anthony Breaux Coughlin
Applegate Brogks Coyne
Archer Brown (CA) Darden
AuCoin Broyhill Daschle
Bartlett Bruce de la-Garza
Barton Bryant DeLay
Bsteman Burton (CA) Dellums
Bates Bustamante Derrick
Bedell Byron Dicks
Bellenson Callahan Dingell
Bennett Campbell DicGuardl
Bentley Carper Donnelly
Bereuter Carr Dorgan (ND)
Berman Chandier Durbin
Bilirakis Cheney Dw#yer
Boggs Cobey Dymally
Boner (TN) Coble Dyson
Bonior (MD) Eckart (OH)

Coelho
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tion bill, a reconciliation bill, a recon-
ciliation that is the only enforcement
procedure that we have in the Budget
Act that we passed back in August of
this year. - .

If we are not willing to deal with rec-

onciliation tonight and we are not will-
ing to concur in the Senate amend-
ment, in my opinion what we will say
to the American people is that we did
not mean what we voted on in August
when we passed the budget resolution,
that we did not mean that we meant
to enforce the budget resolution.

There is an awful lot of time and
work that has gone into this. There
were, I believe, some 243 conferees,
not to mention the time that the
Budget Committee, the Rules Commit-
tee, the Ways and Means Committee,
and every other committee in this
House has put into it. It is truly a con-
sensus of this House that we come
down to vote on tonight.

Mr. Speaker, let me say to the Mem-
bers, if you really believe in fiscal re-
sponsibility and you really believe that
we meant what we said when we
passed the budget resolution in August
of this year, I ask you to vote to
concur in the Senate amendments.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself 3 minutes.

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

Mr. LATTA. Mr, Speaker, what we
are about to vote on is not a question
of whether we are. for Gramm:
Rudman or whether we are for reduc-
tions. This question is whether or not
we meant what we voted on just a few
hours ago and sent to the U.S. Senate.
By a vote of 205 to 151 the House
loudly and clearly told the other body
that we did not want another tax,
namely, VAT, put in the Tax Code.

That is what we voted on. How many
times do we have to tell the other
body that we do not want a VAT? I am
ready and willing to stay here all night
and all next week to get that message
across to the other body. This is a
matter of s hattle of the wills with the
other body. Are we stronger- than
they, or they gping to beat us down?

Well, you have spoken loud and
clear. I know what this House will do.
We mean what we say. They are not
about to ram this down our throats.
The American people do not want an-
other tax.

So, Mr. Speaker, what are we going
to do? We are going to vote it down
again

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the

gentleman from Minnesota {Mr. FREN- .

ZEL].

(Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given
permission ta revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, the
fssue is as described by the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohifo [Mr.

LATTA). What we have before us is the -
same issue that we have voted on twice

- before, once only a very short time ago
when the House rejected the idea of

'CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the VAT, the manufacturers’ excise
tax, or the sales tax or.whatever you
might callit. . - . .
Reconciliation does not have to die.
We can reconstitute - the conference
committee. They can excise the excise
tax, and we can have it done after we
come back. If we send the VAT down,

"we have not saved reconciliation be--

cause we have sent it forward to a cer-
tain veto.

But I think the worst of it is that we
should not allow that risk to go for-
-ward. We have some responsibilities to
our constituents, and one is that we
will not 18y an extra tax on them,
which extra tax can be raised very
subtly before those who are taxed
know it, and those are the consumers

who live in each of our districts. It can’

be raised before they know what has
happened to them on this particular
tax

I do not think we ought to concede.
If we reject this motion offered by the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, the Senate will then un-
doubtedly take up our tax-extension
bills and we will not have to worry
about a veto. We can simply, when we
come back, go into conference and
bring out a reconciliation bill that we
can all be proud of.

It is a fundam¥ntal question, I think,
of how this House wants to operate. Is
1it-going to be driven by the Senate?

I remind the body that we had no
provision for financing in the House
bill. The Senate had a $5.4 billion tax.
The final conference vergion has a $5.7
billion tax, way we the House,
which had no position, and in fact
above the Senate’s position that they
took into conference. Clearly, this goes
against the will of*the House, which
voted by about 200 to 150 to reject the
sales tax.

Mr. Speaker, I ask the House to
maintain its. position, to reject this
motion, and, in so doing, to reject the
sales tax for the people of the United
States.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
8peaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
WaxMan].

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, we
have come to the end of the road. 1
think we have the decision before us
-whether we are going to have a recon-
ciliation bill at all, and I think we
ought to vote for a reconciliation bill.

Now, all of the things that I would

-like to see are not in the bill. I voted
for the Downey amendment to fund
the work under the Superfund Pro-
gram. I would prefer that way of fi-
nancing . the work under Superfund.
But let us face the fact that we have

this provision coming from the confer: :

ence, gnd we, either agree to it or we
dump the whote reconciliation propok-
- al. This-VAT progosal raises the high-
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est figure anyone has asked for for the
cleanup program under Superfund.
Now, if we reject this game and play
a macho number with the Senate, we
will have rejected a number of very
important items in reconciliation. We
have heard about the savings, and the
net savings from this legislation is
very important as we try to reduce the
deficit—$81 billion. But we also have
other important provisions in here
that are very much needed.
There is an extension of prenatal
"care for low-income women under
Medicaid. There is an extension of the
- hosplice care program. There is a provi-
sion extending aid for dependent chil-
-dren in familles where there is an un-
- employed parent, and in those States
where they do not extend AFDC bene-
fits, the father is usually forced to
leave and break up the family in order
for them to qualify for welfare and
qualify for Medicaid.
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I speak particularly with reference
to the health programs, because that
is the area in which I have been most
involved. If we look at the reality of
hospitals that deal with a high propor-
tion of low-income patients and we
glve them a break under Medicare re-
imbursement. .

We have many reforms in this legis-
lation. The only time we can deal with
health programs these days is in the
context of a budget bill. Do not dump
all the work that has gone into this
bill because you prefer on balance a
different way to fund the Superfund
Program. I would have preferred it as
well, but it is better now at the end of
the road to pass reconciliation than to
turn our backs and walk away on this
whole legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge an “aye” vote.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yicld
myself 30 seconds.

Let me just tell my good friend, the
gentleman from California, who just
‘left the well, that we just voted on all
these things. We accepted them, all
but one—all but one. That is the only
issue here. We voted on that. We sent
it back over there and let them take
what we want for a change.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yield.

Mr. WAXMAN. You do not pass a
law by one House saying what the
House wants alone. You must have
two Houses to concur. Let it be law.
The law is what we need, not rhetoric.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ilii-
nois [Mrs. MARTIN].

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the Speaker for his marvel-
ous behavior in the chalr, which I
think has helped us through these dif-
ficult times.

Mr. Speaker, the tragedy Is that we
“are here doing this and to place blame
.in this fashion seems unfortunate.
Reconciliation should have been
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passed months ago. To argue that now
we must do something that is inher-
ently wrong and use as an excuse the
old, the needy, Americans who want
the savings of reconciliation, is, I
think, both ludicrous and hypocritical.

We have here two Houses playing
chicken and someone will indeed get
hurt.

Sitting next to me earlier this
evening was the charming and very
bright chairman from the other hody,
who jokingly asked, “Could I speak?”

I am sure he wopuld speak for what
he believes ts the=tight posttiarn, but I
tell him with respect and liking that
one does not bring in a whole new
school, a type, & class, a genus of
taxes, at a quarter to twetve in this
part of the House deliberations, but to
move to a Value-Added Tax which
some people feel may well be a tax of
the future, a needed and necessary
tax, deserves the discussion of
both Houses, of a conference commit-
tee that has time to go and act and
come back and describe to both
Houses that need, and to move into
that entire new era of taxation would
be a dreadful. mistake on a road of
speeding cars like teenagers at night.

Stay with the House, not because we
are necessarily more right in our con-
clusion, because we are right in the
manner that we are trying to reach
that end and we should recognize that
and pass reconciliatfon and pause for
the deep and clear examination of a
new kind of tax that it deserves, not at
this particular moment at this particu-
lar place and at this particular time.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgias [Mr. JENKINS].

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

Mr. JENKINS. Mr, Spesker, I know
that we are probably playing some
brinksmanship with the other body. I
do believe that we owe it to ourselves
to take a look at what is in reconcilia-
tion as far as budget savings are con-
cerned. I believe that we would be
making a terrible mistake down the
road, and I say to my friends on this
side of the aisle that there is a lot of
savings in this package. If- Gramm-
Rudman does go into effect, it will
impact defense tremendously. It will
make severe reductions in the defense
budgect.

We have saved a great deal in this
package. I know we have a lot in dis-
pute about the manner in which we fi-
nance Superfund and that will be de-
bated for a long time.

I would hope that this body, even
though it is late at night, would con-
gsider those things as we vote upon this
issue.

In addition, as my friend, the gentle-
man from California pointed out,
there are many programs that ought
to be saved. There are many exten-
sions, targeted job credits, and others
that are worth saving. We can never
be happy with all of the provisions in
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the tax bill. It is not perfect, but it
saves a great deal of money. I would
hope that my colleagues would vote to
concur with the Senate action.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. CoaTsl.

Mr. COATS. Well, Mr. Speaker, we
have been over this and over this. I do
not know how many times we have to
send a message to the other body that
the House is not in a position and not
of a will to enact a new tax at the last
hour on a situation that has not been
fully conferenced. We all know this
was attached to a very good reconcilia-
tion bill at the last minute in a at-
tempt to squeeze it through so that it
could not go to a full conference for a
full airing of the positions of the two
bodies that are involved.

It is a controversial tax. It passes the
Ways and Means Committee by one
vote and the chairman of that commit-
tee came before this body and said
even he was not going to support his
own committee provision.

It was taken up before the House
and defeated. It was defeated again
this evening and now it appears that
we are faced one more time with
having to demonstrate the will of the
House in this matter. : .

It is not a good tax, but we can argu
the merits of that later, and it ought
to be argued later.

What we are being asked to do Is rec-
oncile the prevision where we sent
over zero. The Senate put up $5.4 bil-
lion and the compromise comes back
at $5.7 billion of a new tax, enacted at
10 minutes of 12 on the last day of the
session of this Congress. It is just not
the -right thing to do and we should
not do it.

Fally, I want to add ome thing, be-
cause a8 we drag dn here, I think I
need to say this. To my wife, to my
kids, to my mother, to my father,
merry Christmas. I do not think I am
going to be home to see you.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FrosT].

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I want to
direct the Members’ attention to some
aspects of Gramm-Rudman and to
some numbers and what this means.

There 18 a target for fiscal year 1987
in Gramm-Rudman, enthusiastically
suppported by many Members on this
side of the aisle, some Members on
that side of the aisle, of $144 billion
that we will have to come to grips with
starting in February. The President is
having to come to grips with it right
now.

If we do not enact these $81 billion
in reconciliation savings, our job in
meeting that Gramm-Rudman target
early next year, because it will be done

-early, will be that much harder, and as

the gentleman from Georgla [Mr. JEN-
KINs] pointed out, the ax will fall that
much more deeply on defense, that
much more deeply on domestic pro-
grams, and inevitably will lead to that
much more In tax revenues.
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The choice is very, very simple on
this question. Do we want reconcilia-
tion or do we not? Are we prepared
today to start implementing Gramm-
Rudman that we passed just recently?
If the answer to that is no, then you
do not want to concur. Gramm-Rudman
was a nice theory, but we are really
not willing to start putting up money
when it counts and we are willing and
are going to require ourselves to do
that much more of a difficult job come
early next year.

I urge you to vote to concur, to put
our first down papyment on the deficit
reduction that has been embraced so
enthusiastically by this House.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia {Mr. DoRNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, something purgative has to
take place here tonight. In the spirit
of reconciliation and trying to accom-
plish something, and every time I look
at our great Speaker at this time of
the year I picture him with a white
beard and it warms the cockles of my
heart; so I would lke to get something
off my chest.

Toum Downey, Merry Christmas,

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from the great
State of New York [Mr. DowNEY], a
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and a senior member of the
Budget Committee. )
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Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Is it
straight? Happy Near Year to you,
Bob. In the spirit of the holiday
season, I wish you a Happy New Year.

Mr. Speaker, there are two issues at
stake here. First of all, we have an op-
portunity to say to the Senate that we
stand for something; that we have
gpoken on the question of the value
added tax and we have rejected their
position. This is not about reconcilia-
tion. All of us are for reconciliation.
We want it to go forward. It needs to
go forward.

The value added tax, people have
gaid here before, will grow and grow
and grow, and change and change and
change if we do. It already has, The
value added tax that this House wisely
turned down in the Committee on
Ways and Means raised $4.3 billion. In
the Senate it raised the same amount.
But in the House provision we exempt-
ed food processing and fertilizer. The
Senate did not.

In an attempt to raise the value
added tax to pick up more money, the
Senate decided to accept the exemp-
tions for food and fertilizer and the
tax grew before it was even enacted
from $4.3 billion to $5.7 billion. So
before our eyes, the most important
lesson that we need to learn about a
value added tax, that it will grow and
grow, that it will be amended, except-
ed and changed ad infinitum and ad
nauseam is already before us.
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. We have a. chance today to vote

against the value added tax, to stand
on principal, to make sure that the
other body understands that when
they want us to blink and turn tail and
run, we will not.

Please, please, on the motion to
concur vote “no” and tell the other
body that we.will not have a supertax.
We would like reconciliation without
it.

Mr. LATTA, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [(Mr. THOMAS]). . :
_ (Mr. THOMAS of California asked

and was glven permission to revise and

extend his remarks.) o

Mr. THOMAS of California. I thank
the gentleman for ylelding this time to
me.

Frankly, my colleagues, it is too late
and I am too tired to be macho. I do
not think we need to try to determine
who is eyeballing whom on this. I

think it is time to try to pass legisla-.

tion. .

We have a decision that we have to
make and we hopefully can make it in
the most enlightened manner. We
have had some discussions about the
fact that the Presient is going to veto
this. We know it because it has an
excise tax in it and there is no ques-
tion he has made a statement on that.

Let us take a look at what the Presi-
dent has to decide; not on how you
view what the President is going to
decide but where he is going to be. He
is looking at a January 15 snapshot of
the laws that are in place at that time
to determine Gramm-Rudman. We
have in this reconcfliation an opportu-
nity to take your side of the aisle’'s $10
billion. I do not like the dollar
amount. That was the figure that the
Democrats, basically, chose for Super-
fund, The Senate has agreed on your
figures. You have your money. You
have the polluters paying more than
under current law.

But the President is not going to
focus on that. He I8 going to focus on
the decision he has to make on Janu-
ary 15th {n terms of where is going to
get the money to fund your $10 billion
that you are going to put in the bill
after January 15, and he has very few
choices in front of him. Frankly, the

. area where he is going to have to get
the money from that you want is
going to come from your side of the
ledger in terms of defense. That is
what he is looking at. That is what his
advisers are going to be looking at, the
big picture of where we are in that
first segment of Gramm-Rudman.

The question of this tax as a funding
device will not be the preeminent deci-
sion that the President of the United
States makes. It will be a question of
whether or not he can veto this, realiz-
ing that defense is going to take an
even bigger slug than he thought it
was going to take when they get their
$10 bilifon.

80 vote “yes” now and your defense
positions are protected.
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Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Spesaker, I yleld 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois
{Mr, ROSTENKOWSKI], the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I thank the
gentleman for yielding this time to
me. . .

Mr. Speaker, I think my colleagues
in this body deserve an explanation of
just how controversial this matter
really is. I do not know of any plece of
legislation that we voted on in Ways
and Means more frequently in a short

.period than the proposition of the
~value-added tax.

The problem here i8 not the money.
It i8 how do we raise it? How do we
pay for the problems of hazardous
waste sites. If my memory serves me
correctly, on 6 occasions in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means during our
markup on Superfund, the proposition
that the House ultimately adopted was
rejected. On the seventh occasion,
that was reversed and the Committee
on Ways and Means then reported out
the funding mechanism—the VAT—in
the reconciliation conference report.

The House then reversed the posi-
tion of the Committeéd gn Ways and
Means, not on one occasion, but on
two occasions. Most recently we did
that about 25 or 35 minutes ago.

Maybe the description of playing
chicken is apt: Maybe it is brinksman-
ship. But I wil} tell my colleagues one
thing, we do not'win them by turning
and running. We win by standing up
and facing up to it. If there is any area
in which I despise legislating it is In
crisis situations and we are doing to
much of this. .

This bill does not die if we do not
pass it tonight. This bill does not go
away if we refuse to-esmncur. All we
have to do is to disagree and send the
message back to the Senate that we
disagree with their position. We will
come back here next January and re-
instate a conference and go back and
deliberate just how we want to pay for
cleaning up the toxic waste sites in
this country. )

So the crisis is here but it is not the
end. All we have to do is refuse to
concur, indicate to the Senate that we
disagree and wait for a conference to
take place next year.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GREEN].

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, we are not deciding
this evening whether ultimately this
country will or will not have a national
value-added tax. We may have to face
that next year when Gramm-Rudman
and the tax bill comes back to us.

We are deciding how we should deal

_with pollution, and I think a very

basic principle in that has always been
that the polluters should pay. The
effort of the Senate to sneak into our

tax code this value-added tax, what- -

ever they want to call it, manufactur-
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ers’ tax via the environmental route, I
think is fundamentally wrong. -

We will have our debate -on the
value-added tax or manufacturers’ tax
and other excise or sales taxes in the
future, but I think it is very important
that this House stand by the position
it has stood by in the past that the
polluter pays.

I am very sad that the gentleman
from California [Mfr. WaxmaN] would
walk away from that position tonight.
I think it was unfortunate earlier that
he walked away from that when we

‘Were dealing with acid rain and came

up with a different scheme for desaling-
with that. I think that i8 the wrong
way to g0, and I think the fact that
over the years we have been trying to
push that and we have not been able
to come up with an acld rain sotution
shows that that is not a valid way to
deal with environmental problems.

I think we ought to stick with the
position we have had. Let us hold firm.
Let us vote against this value added
tax tonight.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, 1 yleld 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Faz1o].

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

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman
for ylelding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I concur with the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means. We all regret very much
the fact that we are here legislating
under crisis at midnight, but I was told
earlier that at midnight the cigarette
will be. imposed by the States across
the country that have already moved
to plek up that revenue source.

S0 we are not entirely free of having
to face up to our responsibilities, even
though we do not like the time or the
place that we have to do it in. If we
are interested in sending a message to
our constituents, and 1 know we all are
regardless of how we voted on Gramm-
Rudman, that we are sincere about
deficit reduction and that we are capa-
ble of doing something about deficit
reduction on our own, I think we have
to take the opportunity tonight to
recede and concur with the Senate po-
sition.

This is the first opportunity we are
going to have to make sizable, in fact
historic, reductions In the deficit that
18 spread out before us on the land-
scape in 1987 and 1988. We can pick up
$81 billlon if we will simply relent
from our macho position here tonight
and go along with what I think on bal-
ance is best for the American people.

The gentleman from California [(Mr.
Waxman] spoke earlier about some of
the provisions that are in here that we
value. 1 know the people from the
Northeast and the Midwest are con-
cerned and support the “Buy Ameri-
can’” provisions for the offshore drill-
ing rigs, and others have a sincere con-
cern about jobs. There are many provi-
sionis that we cannot afford to lose and
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we could just.lose the opportunity to
enact the legislation if we fool around
much longer.

I think we have to show the Ameri-
can people that we can do something
on our own, that we will not fail at the
last minute to make the tough cuts
that we have to make. If we do this,
we deserve Gramm-Rudman, and we
not only deserve the law, we deserve
the kind of Draconian cuts that wii

occur across the spectrum making irrs--

tional decisions because we once again
fail to be rational when we hawve the
opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that we recede
and concur.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HiLeR].

Mr. HILER. I thank the gentleman
for ylelding this time to me.

My colleagues, I guess I am one of
the confused people here this evening.
I do not think this is a vote on
Gramm-Rudman. I do not think this is
supposed to be a vote on Superfund
this evening. :

My understanding of the procedure
today was that we would have a vote
on budget reconciliation. We have
about 76 Members who are not here
this evening who I am sure, had we
told them earlier in the day that we
would be taking up the value added
tax and Superfund, would probably be
here this evening. But unfortunately,
they went home thinking this would
be a simple vote on budget reconcilia-
tion which would probably pass 350 to
5.

I am one of the people who voted for
Downey-Frenzel. I did not vote for
" Downey-Frenzel because I was overly
enamored with the Downey-Frenzel
approach, but I thought the Downey-
Frenzel approach was far superior to a
new value added tax.
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But it was my hope that in a confer-
ence that would take place after the
first of the year that the conferees
from the House and the other body
would sit down and have an intelligent
discussion about the best way to raise

this money, not to try to attach $5.7 -

billion of new tax at the 12th hour of
the last day of this session of Con-

gress.

80 it would seem to me that the
proper thing for this body to do this
evening is to defeat the motion of the
gentleman and to send this measure
back to the other body and to adjourn
sine die.

Mr. GQRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. MONT-
GOMERY].

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and
was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
resolving the differences between the
House and Senate on veterans provi-
sions in this bill was a difficult task.
All Members of this body have had to

- mittee, Mr.
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make hard choices about all Federal
programs during this Congress, but I
doubt that any choices have been
tougher than those we have made
with regard to health care for our Na-
tion’s veterans. Therefore, I would be
remiss if I did not at the outset of my
remarks recognize the diligence of the
House and Senate conferees.

Mr. Speaker, I want to acknowledge
the outstanding leadership of the
ranking minority member of our com-
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Who
joined me in introducing the proposal
to carry out the mandate of the Con-
gress in the budget resolution. Every
year that I work with the gentleman
from Arkansas, I am more impressed
with his legislative skills, his political
Jjudgment and his commitment to our
Nation’s veterans. What a pleasure it
is to work with him.

I especially wish to acknowledge the
forbearance and cooperation of Chair-
man Frakk MURKOWSKI, and the
ranking minority member, Senator
ArLAN CramsroN, of the Senate Veter-
ans’ Affairs Committee. Without their
exceptional understanding of the
issues and a conscious air of complete
cooperation, we could no¢ have com-
pleted this challenging task.

On August 1, 1985, ithe House and
Senate reached agreement on the first
concurrent budget resolution for fiscal
year 1986. The agreement required the
Committees on Veterans’ Affairs to
report legislation on matters within
their jurisdiction that would reduce
birdget authority and outlays by $300
million in fiscal year 1986, and by a
total of $1.5 billion during fiscal years
1986 through 1988. 1 am pleased to
report to my colleagues that the Com-
mittees on Veterans' Affairs have ex-
ceeded by a substantial margin our
targeted savings as mandated by the
House and Senate over the 3-year
period. We have met the targets in a
way that I belleve will help veterans as
they seek health care, in a way that
will help the Veterans’ Administration
in planning and delivering medical
services, and in a way that will help us
as Members of Congress in our budget
decisions.

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree-
ment generally follows the House bill.
The policy adopted by the House for
hospital care will be maintalned
should the conference agreement be
adopted. Under the agreement the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs would
be required to furnish hospital care to:
First, veterans for service-connected
conditions; second, veterans dis-
charged for disability incurred or ag-
gravated in line of duty; third, veter-
ans disabled as a result of VA treat-
ment or
fourth, service-connected veterans
rated at 50 percent or greater; fifth,
any other veterans who have service-
connected disabilities; sixth, Vietnam
veterans exposed to certain toxic sub-
stances and veterans exposed to ioniz-
ing radiation from nuclear explosions;
seventh, former prisoners of war; and

vocational rehabilitation;
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eighth, veterans of the Spanish Ameri-
can War, Mexican border period, or
World War 1.

In adddition, the Administrator
would also be required to provide hos-
pital care to a ninth category of veter-
ans. This group of veterans would re-
ceive such care because of their inabil-
ity to defray expenses of necessary
hospital care—income less than
$15,000 for veterans with no depend-
ents and $18,000 for veterans with one
dependent, with an increase of $1,000
(approximately equal to the amount
of the VA pension allowance—$999 as
of December 1, 1985) for each addi-
tional dependent. :

In addition, the conference agree-
ment would provide that hospital care
may be provided to a second group of
veterans, to the extent that resources
and facilities are available. The Ad-
ministrator would have discretionary
authority to provide care to nonser-
vice-connected veterans whose income
exceeds $15,000 with no dependents
and $ 18,000 for veterans with one de-
pendent, plus $1,000 for each addition-
al dependent. The VA would have dis-
cretionary authority to furnish hospi-
tal care to this second group of veter-
ans through VA facilities and through
non-VA facilities as authorized. For
those veterans who may receive care
and whose income exceeds $20,000
with né dependents and $25,000 with
one dependent, plus $1.000 for each
addtional dependent, the veteran
would be required to agree to make
certain payments to the VA in connec-
tion with his or her hospital, nursing
home, - and outpatient care. The
income thresholds would be automati-
cally adjusted beginning January 1,
1987, by the same percentage as the
VA pension rates would be adjusted.

The Senate bill would have required
that the Administrator provide care to
only two categories of veterans—those
seeking care for their service-connect-
ed disabllities and those rated 50 per-
cent or more for any disabflity. The
care would have been provided
through VA facilities or, to the extent
authorized, through non-VA {facilities.
For all other eligible veterans hospital
care would have been furnished as it is
today under current law. The Adminis-
trator would have had discretionary
authority to furnish care to the extent
facilities and resources are avallable.
Some would have gotten care—soie
would not. Under the Senate bill the
overwhelming majority of veterans
would have received care according to
certain priorities established by the
Veterans' Administration.

The conferees rejected this policy.
There will be no priorities for hospital
care under the conference agreement.
The Administrator would be required
to provide care to all eligible veterans
under section 610(a)(1) of title 38 (as
revised by the agreement). In other
words, Mr. Speaker, all veterans under
section 610(a)1) would be treated
alike. Under current law the VA has
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been providing hospital care omr. & pri-
ority basis set out in VA regulations.
Since we have now entitled certain
categories of veterans to hospital care,
current VA regulations (section 17.49,
Code of Federal Regulations) must
now be revised to reflect the major
change in policy to which we have
agreed.

Under the conference sdgreement,
outpatient treatment will continue to
be provided on a priority basis. The
conferees rejected the changes pro-
posed by the House and Senate. Under
the House bill, the Administrater
would have been required to furmish
outpatient treatment to these veter-
ans with outpatient treatment eligibil-
ity under current law. 1t also specified
that there would be no requirement-to
furnish services to non-service-con-
nected disabled veterans with incomes
above a certain amount. The Senate
bill would have required the Adminis-
trator to furnish—directly or by con-
tract—outpatient
mined to be reasonably necessary to
any veteran for a. service-connected
disability and for any disability of a
veteran with a service-connected dis-
ability rated at 50 percent or more,
with certain exceptions. Otherwiae,
the Senate bil would not have modi-

fied current eligibilities for outpatfent -

treatment.

The conference agreement would
make no change in current law eligibil-
ities relating to outpatient treatment,
except to provide that non-serviee-con-
nected veterans with incemes abewe
the upper income threshold contuined
In the bill would be eligible only upon
agreeing to make payment in eonnec-
tion with such treatment or sernviees
and to the extent that resources smd
facilities are otherwise avatlable.

The provision under current law al-
lowing a non-service-connected veter-
an over the age of 65 to reeeive his or
her hospital care without regard to
income would be repealed under the
conference agreement.

The conference agreement would au-
thorize the Administrator to collect
from third party insurers for the eare
and treatment of non-service-connect-
ed veterans who have insurance. - ~

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the conference
agreement includes a COLA increase
of 3.1 percent for VA compensation
and DIC payments. This provision is
identical to the COLA increase passed
earlier this evening.

Mr. Speaker, heretofore all eligible
veterans seeking hospital care at a
particular VA medical center on &
given day, and who are determined by
the examining physician to be in need
of inpatient care, are generally admit-
ted to the medical center. If the factli-
ty is unable to provide neeessary care,
the veterans may be referred to a
nearby VA faellity which ean proxide
the needed care. Yet, in teo menm
similar cases, certain non-service-com
nected veterans may simply be teld
that the facility cammot pravide
needed care and he or she is turmed

treatment deter-
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away. In addition, some veterans who
present. thexmelves at. 28 VA medical
center and do not require immediate
care are- raquested to return at a
scheduled time in order that more ur-

gently needed care can be provided to

other veterans.

The House, when it passed the provi-
sion reguiring the Administrator to
furnish haspital care to specified cate-
gories of eligibility, and the conferees,
when they seweed to it, have estab-
lished a new poliey that is long over-
due. We have dulimed a limited group
of veterans who will now be assured of
receiving hospital care when the ad-
mitting physiclan determthes it to be
mecessary, Clearly, there is capacity
for more hospital serviees at existing
VA facilities and I refer to the com-
mittee report accompamying H.R. 1538
for details about this. (Report 99-337,
page 31.) In addition that
each medical center MW
to care for eligible veterans who re-
quire immediate care, the VA mmay

have to fmprove its ability to locate

bed serviees at other VA medical cen-
ters which can accommodate démand
when it exceeds the capacity of & par-
ticular VA medfga¥ center. Anr expand-
ed referral cap ty should not be
limited to existing medical districts or
even reglonal boundaries, since the
proposed bill requires the Veterans'
Administration to provide care in VA
facilities. The VA wilt be required to
treat the veteran, seek a bed in an-
other VA facility within reasonable
distance, locate a bed in a DOD hospi-
tal nearby or, wherejgﬁicnhle, con-
traet for such care. :

Mr. Bpeaker, the conference agree-
ment makes no change in VA nursing
home care eligibilities in current law
except to provide that nonservice-con-
nected veterans with incomes. abave
the upper fimmme threshold would be
eligible only
certain paym%m connection with
their care.

Similarly, the conferenee agreement
makes ‘'no change in VA domdciliary
care eligibilities in curvent law. The
conference agreement would make no
general change in cursent. law eleibil-
ties relating to outpatdecash treatment
or home health services emeept ta pro-
vide that nonservice-connected veter-
ans with incomes above a threshold

~would be eligible only upon agreeing

to make payment In connection with
such treatmeimt or services and to the
extent that negpurces and factlities are
otherwise availaite,

Mr. Speaker; tig ' ents described
in the conferenide  agreement are
madest ones and are payable only by
nonservice-connected veterans with in-
comes above $20,000 for a single veter-
an and $25,000 or more fer marrked
veterans with dependemnts. Incomes
and zesets of veterans are to be deker-
mined by considering the same ibems:
as. s Administrator currently sensid-
ers for purposes of the VA Pexftw
Pragram.

agreeing to make’
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These are only the major provistons
of this bill relating to veterans bene-
fits and services. All provisions are ex-
plained in detail in the statement of
the managers.

1 urge the adoption of the confer-

Spea.ker will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

(Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr- FAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, as
the ramnking member of the House Veterans
Aftuirs Committee, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 3128’s provisions on veterans’ pro-
grams.. This bill would be of great benefit
to. service-connected disabled veterans and
to needy. veterans. It has been a year of dif-
ficult decisions in the face of the impera-
tive for deficit reduction.

The Commttee on Veterans” Affairs. at
the outset adopted a bipartisan approach to
the budget for the VA, and when -the joint
budget resolution instructed a savings of
$300 million.for the VA, the committee
again acted on a bipartisan basis to achieve
the savings,

The principal vehicles for meeting the
budgetary goals for the VA are reform of
veterans’ health care eligibility and thixd-
party reimbursement from health care in-
surance, .

It was necessary to work out differences
with the other bedy en much of the reform
of veterans’ health. care eligibility. Both
bodies begam with their own mesns tests
and strengtheéned eommitments to previde
health. care. The third-party reimbursement
proposals had only technical differences,
which were easily reselved.

There is no need to report the details of
the health eare eligibility reform and the
means test which the chairman, SONNY
MONTGOMERY, hae outlined. Suffice it to
say, for the first time ever, the Government
is farmally committed te providing hospital
care for servicercemmected and truly meedy .
veterams. For the fixst. time ever, the uni-
verge of veterans fer whom the VA is going
te provide hospitul care is clearly defined.

I would have preferred the income line of
the means test be drawn somewhat higher
than allowed by the compromise with the
other body. However, the $15,000- limitation
for single veterans and the $18,000 limita-
tien for married veterans previde a starting
point and could possibly be adjusted in the
future, if experience bears out my belief
that they may be too low.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the reform of hesith
care eligibility with. its strengthened com-
mitment to provide hospital care is as
pleasing to our Nation’s veterans as it is to
me. This legislation adopts the framework
of the original House bill. It is a truly his-
seric step which: confirms that the Congress
intends for the Veterans’' Administration
hospital system to keep essentially its
present form for many years to come.

The cost-of-living allowance for disabled
veterans and veterans’ is set at 3.1 percent,
the same as: the Social Security and veter-
ans” survivors pension COLA’s, Rather than
Frold* up the COLA any longer—it should
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have been passed prior to December 1,
1985—1 believe we should accept the 3.1
percent figure upon which the other body
insisted.

This important legislation in large part
owes its existence to the -leadership and
personal dedication of my friend and col-
league, SONNY MONTGOMERY, chairman of
our committee. Further, the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Hospitals and Health

Care, BOB EDGAR; the chairman of the

Subcommittee on Compensation, Pension
and Insurance, DOUG APPLEGATE, and its
ranking member, GERALD SOLOMON, have
each been instrumental in bringing this
veterans’ legislation to the floor.,

Also, a special note of appreciation
should go to the chairman of the House
Budget Committee, BILL GRAY, to its rank-
ing member, DEL LATTA, and to MARVIN

. LEATH, a8 member of the Veterans’ Affairs
Committee on temporary leave of absence
- to the Budget Committee.

Mr. Spetiker, I urge my fellow Members
to support this measure, which will achieve
both the desired savings in the VA budget
and a significant reform of veterans’ health
care eligibility.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Rhode Island {Mrs. SCHNEIDER].

(Mrs. SCHNEIDER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)  _

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, I

am very distressed that we are at-
tempting to bring forward some.smoke
and mirrors this evening to discuss the
whole prospect of reconciliation.
. 'We have voted on reconciliation. We
made it very clear that this body has
already acted in support of helping
the poor and needy.

Unfortunately,” we are back here
again because the other body has not
chosen to take our message. We are
here for one reason and one reason
only, and that is to discuss once again
the value-added tax.

This House is on record. This House
has been on record each time with an
increasingly larger margin of support
in opposition to the value-added tax.

I believe that this is a very deceptive
way of us to give with one hand
through reconciliation and to take
away with the other hand through a
value-added tax.

My question is: Procedurally, are we
here tonight to bow to the other body?
Are we here this evening to react in
the form of crisis management? Or are
we here once again, a third time, to
stand up and to be counted?

Tonight we are experiencing an en-
durance test of time. Sure, we are all
very tired. Sure, we would like to go
home. But I think that we would like
to go home. But I think that we have
to make it very clear that this vote is
an attempt to separate the men from
the boys.

Now I do not know about the rest of
you, but I happen to have taken my vi-
tamin pills this evening. I hope all of
you have also. But I think that this
evening is beyond the endurance test,
and it is a question as to whether or
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not those Members who have stood up
and been counted in the past will con-
tinue to stand up and be counted and
make it very clear to their constitu-
ents that we stand in strong opposi-
tion to a deceptive way to bring about
a value-added tax.

. We will have plenty of opportunities
to increase taxes next year. And when

‘comes to environmental protection,

here is only one approach that is ap-
propriate, and that is the approach of
having the polluter pay.

This.is an opportunity for us to yet a
third time make it very clear as to
where we stand.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, If the
cloud of Gramm/Rudman were not
over us, I would not support the reso-
lution, but it is over us. And we had
better face reality.

I am telling you, there is a reality
out there that we have to get some re-
ductions in order, and at the same
time, we have to speak about our pri-
orities.
~There is a lot in this bill, and I
concur with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, HENRY WaAXMAN, and frankly I
did not think it was fair of my friend
from New York to criticize him that
much, bécause HERRY WAXMAN point-
ed out some priority aress such as
Medicare, Medicaid, black lung is in
here, gome training programs, and
other things tht we care about. And
we ate sgnding a signal that we do not
want those kinds of programs reduced
by Gramm/Rudman, we can save it in
another way. )

So I reluctantly concur with this res-
olution. At the same time, I want to
take the opportunity to commend the
Speaker pro tempore who has met the
test of fairness and enduyreness. He
has been in the chalir for 12 hours, and
I think we ought to commend my
friend from Michigan [(Mr. K1LDEE].

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York {(Mr. MOLINARI].

Mr., MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for:yijelding me
this time. I will not need a minute.

If you strip the veneer and all the'

rhetoric away, there is just one simply
issue: Are we going to fold to the big
oil interests?

I hope not.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK].

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the issue
is simple. We have in this reconcilia-
tion bill done a lot for Medicare, we
have done a lot on a bipartisan basis
and we have helped the average Amer-
1can.

You can defeat this motion, you can
do away with the sales tax, you can
make the oil industry, as was previous-
ly stated, pay their fair share. The bill
will be considered next year with a
new conference, and the majority of it,

all of the good parts that we voted for .

December 19, 1985
three and four times will be preserved

and Americans will' benefit, will get .

better Medicare, better help, and we
will not have this onerous sales tax
begin at the hands of the House of
Representatives.

I urge a no vote on this motion.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
HARTNETT] in order to make a una.m
mous consent request.

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a
unanimous consent reguest that all
speeches be considered as if heard, and
that the majority and the minority
managers yleld back the balance of
their time.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I will be glad to support the
gentleman’s request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
two managers hold the fate of the
Hoause in thelr hands on that question.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 156 seconds.

I would like to accede to that re-
quest, but I promised some of my col-
leagues here some time.

Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WarLKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. WoLrr).

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Spesaker, I also will
not use my 2 minutes. I just hope that
the House will hold firm to its position
and vote in opposition.

The issue is not whether we support
reconciliation. Of course we do. The
issue 18 not whether we support
budget savings. Of course we do.

The issue is whether or not we are
going to have a new tax that makes no
sense from the standpoint of tax
policy or environmental policy, and I
might suggest from the standpoint of
the principles of my own party, from
the standpoint of those principles as
well.

I urge a no vote.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, it is
not often that I agree with the other
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Larral but
on this particular matter I do.

As I have stated earlier, any piece of
legislation shotgunned through at the
last minute of the end of the session
that is thicker than 4 Inches and
weighs more than 4 pounds, then I am
going to vote no. This thing here
would cause a hernia in the average
American.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. DavuBl.



DPeceraber 19 1985

(Mr. DAUD ashed and was given per-
mdsston to revise and extend his re-
marks.) .

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, almost 200
years ago, Alexander Hamilton said to
a foreign visitor, “Here, sir, the people
rule.” I pray tonight that we will not
change that statement to “Here, sir,
the Senate rules.”

I would like very much for my eeok
leagues to take into accomnt twa
things. This is not a discussion about
Gramm-Rudman.

Reconciliation & year ago came to
this body for the previous year in
Aprl], in Aprll, 50 what we may do is
not without precedent. We can take
the matter up, as the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee said,
early next year.

We have not abandoned our duties
to the poor, our duties to those issues
that affect health and limb and life.
We have not abandoned our duties to
the veterans.

We voted for reconciliation and we
sent it to the other body. We have
done our duty.

They have not, for their penchamnt
with the nongermaneness of the eper-
athons of their body allows them the
kind of thinking that has beset us
with our difficulties tonight and that
is to add something in conference that
we did not send them. We should not
accept It.

I urge us, I urge us with all my heart
as a matter of procedure -and as a
matter of process to reject this motion
and vote it down.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. EcrarT].

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
somebody sald come back mext wear.
Next year to what? Next yesx to
Gramm-Rudman? Next year ta busi-
ness as usual, with Superfund clean-
ups being delayed all across the
United States? Next year to an undone
Black Lung Medical Program on: the:
brink of bankruptcy? Next year te ex-
panded physician charges to eur

- senior eitizens instead of a freeze?

Yes, we bowed, we got the other

body to accept 33 percent more for Su-

{):rfund than they originally agreed

The bottom line is when we came
back it i3 not geoing to be business as
usual, it is & whole new ballgame, and
it iz not going to be very pleasant.

I urge adoption of the conference
committee report.
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Mr. LATTA. Mr, Speaker, may I in-
quire about the time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Larra} has
6 minutes remszining and the gerntle-
man from Penonsyivania {Mr. GrayY
has 7 minutes remalning.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, ? yfeld
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Spesker, this has been a goed

debate. Let me sxy that I have been i
this House now for 27 years, and I hewe:.
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been proud to be a Member of this
House.

This Hesse over those years has
been a FeMes that voted its convic-
tions and by those convictions;
and I th night we have an oppor-
tunity to show that we are a proud
body; that we are not going to Iet the
other body tell us what te do when we
have voted 205 to 151 on an issue se
important to the Americar people, are
we golng to have a whole new tax
system imposed on them? -

What a fine Christmas present we
could give them by backing down to
the other body and patting a whole
new taxing system m? Come on,
we do not want to do that. We do not
want to do that.

Certainly, on reflection, the other
body would not want to do that. What
did we do when we voted just an hour
or so ago? We voted for all of these re-
ductions that we have heard so mueh
about here; we voted for those—yes,
we voted for a Superfund. The only
thing we said to the other body was in
that vote, that we wanted to wait
for another #hy to come up with the
funding, and not to swallow a whole
new taxing system; the Value Added

So 1 ask my colleagues tonight to
stay by their convictions and to vote
down this motion.

Mr. Speaker, I yteld back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GRAY of ; yivania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as 1
may consume.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, some-
one hag sald tonight that we are in-
volved it a game of political ‘‘chick-
en,” and that s probably very accu-
rate in the degeription.

Let us talk sBoot how we got to the
game. We got to the game because we
went to conference on reconciliation;
the conferees worked, the conferees on
the subgroup number 22 voted, eame
out with a position. They went thkere
knowing what the House had dome on
the Downey amendmesnt earlier, bt
vet they acted in good taith; and now
the other body, knowing that their
President has said tha# he will veto a
value added tax, does have us i.mwlw_d
in a game of political chicken.

Before we talk about who should
blink and who should run, let us talk
about what the price is. The price, the
price is $86-Mllfen of deficit reduetton.
The onty deficit reduction that we
know for sure we are going to get, be-

cause we hate eard it s0 many thmes

frem other persons.

Reeconciliation. The priee? These
programs: Medicaid, pension benefits,
veterans programs, and others that
have been reformed that are now
going to be left dormant and left over
to next year, when we come back.

Next year when we come bagk what
will we have? I will tell you whak we
are semg to have: We are going te:
have to learn & whole new bhdmet
peocess with a whole new set of dotes
and targets, and how. to do ® very
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quickly; and if anybedy thinks we can
come back to this mext year for alf of
those spending reductions, I have news
for you, I do not thj.nk it is going to
happen.

We can also have Superfund coming
up through the regular process. So I
just simply say to the Members, we
are involved in a game of political
chicken. The Senate does not, does not
want to resolve the problem. What
they have said in essence is, “Let's
challenge the President.’”

This House earlier said, “We don't
want to do that bipartisanly.” So I
stand here tonight, asking you te vote
to concur. Vote so that we can make
the savings, vote so that we can go
home and say that we have reduced
the deficit. Vote so that we can come
back next year, and we can come back
and be on with the rest of the busi-
ness; including, there will be business
of reauthorization on 8uperfund and
that issue wfll not be closed. *

So next year for me is deficit redue-
tion as-well as reauthorization of Su-
perfund; and that battle is not over. I
say let ug get the deficit reduction we
can tonight. We eannot wait until next
year; America cannot wait until next
year. The red ink is drowning this
country.

Mr. Speaker, I yteld back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the previ-
ous question on the motion.

The previous question was ordered.

The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-

* vania [Mr. Grayl to concur in the

Senate amendment to the House
amendment to the Senate amendment.

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

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvannia. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device and there were—yeas 137, nays
211, not voting 86, as follows:

[Roll No. 482}
YEAS—137

Anderson Coughlin Hatcher
Andrews Courter Hawkins
Anthony Cralg Hefher
Archer Hendon
Bartlett Delay Hopking
Barton Derrick Huckaby
Bateman Dingell Hutto
Berman DioGuardi Jacobs
Bitley Dymally Jenkins
Bogsa Eckart (OH) Johnson
Bonker Eckert (NY) Jones (OK)
Borski Edwards (OK) Kolbe
Bosco Emerson Kostmayer
Boulter English Leath (TX)
Breaux Faslo Leland
Brooks Peighan Lent
Brown (CO» Flelds Livingston
Broyhill Foglietta Long .
Bruce Ford (TN) Lowery (CA)
Bryant Fowler Lujan
Bustamante Prank Manton
Campbell Praxxklin MeCurdy
Carper Frost McMillan
Cheney QGallo Mollohan
Clinger Gilman Montgomery
Cobey Glickman Moore
Coble Gonzalez Murtha
Coelho QGray (PA) Myers
Combest Hall, Ralph Natcher
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Nielson
Oakar

Roukema

Akaka
Alexander
Annunzio
Applegate
Armey
AuCoin
Badham
Barnes
Bates
Bedell
Bellenson
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Boehlert
Boner (TN)
Bonlor (MI)
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Burton (CA)
Burton (IN)
Byron
Callahan
Carney
Carr
Chandler
Chappell
Chapple
Coats
Coleman (MO)
Collins
Conte
Cooper
Coyne
Crane
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub

Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
DeWine
Dicks
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)
Downey
Dreier
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dyson
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Evans (I1A)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fawell
Fiedler
Fish

Foley
Prenzel
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gingrich
Goodling
Gordon
Green
Grotberg.
Guarin{
Gunderson

Rowland (GA)
Saxton
Schaefer

. 8chuette

Siljander
Sisizky
Skeen
Slattery
Slaughter
Snyder
8pratt
Btaggers
Stangeland
Stenholm
Strang
Stratton
8undquist

NAYS8-—211

Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hartnett

Hayes

Henry
Hertel
Hiler
Horton
Howard
Hoyer

- Hughes

Hunter
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffords
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kramer
Lagomarsino

Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCain
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McDade
McEwen
McHugh
McKernan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Moakley
Molinari
Moody
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
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Sweeney
Synar

Tallon
Tauzin
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Udall
Valentine
‘Walgren
Waxman
Whitley
Whittaker
Wilson

Wise

Wright
Young (AK)

O'Brien
Oberstar
Obey
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Parris
Pashayan
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Petri
Pursell
Rangel
Regula
Reid
Robinson
Rodino
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Rowland (CT)
8abo
Savage
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Seiberling
8ensenbrenner
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Skelton
Smith (FL)
Smlth (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)

8mith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe.
Solomon
Spence
8t Germain
Stallings
Stark
Studds
Stump
Swift
Swindall
Tauke
Taylor
Torres
Torrlcelli
Towns
Traficant
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Wolf
Wolpe
Wyden
Yatron
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—86

Ackerman
Addabbo
Aspin
Atkins
Barnard
Bevill

Biaggl
Boland
Boxer
Broomfield
Chapman
Clay

Coleman (TX)
Conyers
Crockett
Danjel
Dickinson
Dixon

Dowdy LaFalce Russo
Early Lehman (CA) Schulze
Erdreich Lehman (FL) 8chumer

Do Lipinski Sharp

rio Loeffler 8huster
Ford (MI) Lott 8Sikorski
Fuqua Marlenee 8mith (NE)
Guarcia Martinez Solarz
Gaydos McGrath Btokes
Gephardt "McKinney Traxler
Gibbons Miller (CA) Vander Jagt
Gradison Mitchell Watkins
Gray (IL) Monson Weaver
Gregg - Y Morrison (CT) Whitehurst
Hall (OM Murphy Whitten
Heftel Nichols Willlams
Hillis - (in Wirth
Holt Panetta Wortley
Hubbard Price Wylie
Jones (NC) -Quafllen Yates
Kaptur i, hardson Young (MO)
Kindness .+ Boybal Zschau
Kolter L1 Rudd
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So the motion was rejected,

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
THE COMMITTEE TG INFORM
THE PRESIDENT THAT THE
TWO HOUSES HAVE COMPLET-
ED THEIR BUSINESS QF THE
SESSION AND ARE READY TO
ADJOURN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair appoints 'gs members on the
part of the House to notify the Presi-
dent the gentleman from Washington
{Mr. ForzY] and the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Mi1cHEL].

MOTION TO DISAGREE TO THE
SENATE AMENDMENT TO HR.
3128, CONSOLIDATED ‘OMNIBUS
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1985

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House dis-
agree to the Senate amendment to the
House amendment to the Senate
amendment to H.R. 3128.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GraY]).

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was la.id on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR ADJOURNMENT
SINE DIE OF THE CONGRESS
ON FRIDAY, DECEMBER 20,
1985

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I send to
the desk a privileged concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 267) and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-~

lution, as follows:
H. Con. REes. 267 -

Resolved by the House of Representalives
(the Senate concurring), That when the
House adjourns on Friday, December 20,
1985, pursuant to a motion made by the ma-
Jority leader or his designee, it stand ad-
Journed sine die and that when the Senate
adjourns on Friday, December 20, 1985, pur-
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suant to a motion made by the majority
leader or his designee, it stand edjourned
sine die or until 12 o'clock meridian on the
second day after Members are notified to re-
assemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution.

8Ec. 2. The Speaker of the House, after
consultation with the minority leader of the
House, and the majority leader of the
Senate, after consultation with the mority
leader of the Senate, acting jointly, shall
notify the Members of the House and
Senate, respectively, to reassemble when-
ever, in their opinion, the public interest
shall warrant it.

The concurrent
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table. )

resolution was

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Sparrow, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4006. An act to extend until March
15, 1986, the application of certain tobacco
excise taxes, trade adjustment assistance,
certain medicare reimbursement provisions,
and borrowing authority under the railroad
unemployment insurance program, and to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
to extend for a temporary period certain tax
provisions of current law which would oth-
erwise expire at the end of 1985.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas will state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand the message from the Senate
has gone to the desk. Has not the-
House already adjourned.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
House has not adjourned. The House
has passed a resolution stipulating
that when it adjourns today, it will ad-
Journ sine die, to meet on January 21,
or subject to the call of the Chair
under certaln circumstances.

The Senate would also have t,o
concur In that resolution, the Chair
would advise the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

On the message that came from the
Senate, parliamentarily, would it take
8 unanimous-consent request to take
that matter up?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. At this
point, that is correct; it would require
a unanimous-consent request.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the matter be
taken up.

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



