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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, May 27, 1993

The House met at 11 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

With gratitude and with obligation,
we express thanks for this day and for
the opportunity to accept the respon-
sibilities that are given us. In spite of
contention and conflict, we earnestly
pray that we will be worthy of the high
calling we have received to do the
works of justice, to be faithful in serv-
ice to others, and to earnestly and hon-
estly seek to be the people You would
have us be. May Your blessing, O gra-
cious God, that is with us in all the
moments of life, be with us this day
and all our days. Amen.

e ———————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’'s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair's approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MCNULTY. 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. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electric de-
vice, and there were—yeas 244, nays
160, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting
27, as follows:

[Roll No. 194]

YEAS—24
Abercrombie Bishop Coleman
Ackerman Blackwell Collins (IL)
Andrews (ME} Bonior Collins (MI)
Andrews (NJ) Borski Combest
Andrews (TX) Boucher Condit
Applegate Brewster Conyers
Archer Brooks Cooper
Bacchus (FL) Browder Coppersmith
Baesler Brown (FL) Costello
Barcia Brown (OH) Coyne
Barlow Bryant Cramer
Barrett (WD) Byrne Danner
Bateman Cantwell Darden
Becerra Cardin de la Garza
Beilenson Carr Deal
Berman Castle DeFazio
Bevill Chapman DeLauro
Bilbray Clement Derrick

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans

Fazio

Fields (LA)
Filner

Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MD)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Holden
Houghton
Hoyer
Hughes
Hutto

Inglis
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klein

Allard
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bunning

Klink
Kreidier
LaFalce
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
MecNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett

NAYS—160

Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Clay
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Cox

Crapo
Cunningham
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Drefjer

Pickle
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Roemer
Rostenkowski
Roth
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sapgmeister
Sarpalius
Bawyer
Schenk
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (1A)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Swift
‘Tanner
Tauzin
Tejeda
‘Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelll
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Dunecan
Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gallo
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss

Grams

Grandy MeCandless Schaefer
Greenwood McCrery Schiff
Gunderson McDade Schroeder
Hancock McHugh Sensenbrenner
Hansen Mclnnis Shaw
Hastert McKeon Shays
Hefley McMillan Shuster
Herger Meyers Skeen
Hobson Mica Smitk (MI)
Hoekstra Michel Smith (NJ)
Hoke Molinari Smith (OR)
Horn Morella Smith (TX)
Huffington Murphy Snowe
Hunter Nussle Solomon
Hutchinson Oxley Spence
Hyde Packard Stearns
Inhofe Paxon Stump
Istook Petri Sundquist
Jacobs Pombo Talent
Johnson (CT) Porter Taylor (MS)
Johnson, Sam Portman Taylor (NC)
Kim Pryce (OH) Thomas (CA)
King Quillen Thomas (WY)
Kingston Quinn Torkildsen
Klug Ramstad Upton
Knollenberg Ravenel Vucanovich
Kolbe Regula Walker
Kyl Ridge Walsh
Lazio Roberts Weldon
Levy Rogers Wolf
Lewis (CA) Rohrabacher Young (AK)
Lewis (FL) Ros-Lehtinen Young (FL)
Lightfoot Roukema Zeliff
Linder Royce Zimmer
Machtley Santorum
Manzulio Saxton

ANSWERED ""PRESENT"—1

Ewing
NOT VOTING—27
Brown (CA) Henry Rose
Buyer Inslee Saho
Clayton Kopetskli Sanders
Clyburn Lambert Shepherd
Crane Leach Synar
Dellums Livingston ‘Thompson
Engel Martinez Wheat
Fingerhut Neal (NC) Whitten
Hall (OH) Rangel Williams
0O 1124

Mr. TEJEDA changed his vote from
‘‘nay” to ‘“‘yea."”

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). Will the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BONILLA] kindly come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance to our flag.

Mr. BONILLA led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

R —
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without

[ This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [11407 is 2:07 p.m.
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amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 1723. An act to authorize the estab-
lishment of a program under which employ-
ees of the Central Intelligence Agency may
be offered separation pay to separate from
service voluntarily to avoid or minimize the
need for involuntary separations due to
downsizing, reorganization, transfer of func-
tion, or other similar action, and for other
purposes.

TOUGH CHOICES

(Mr. FAZIO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, leadership
is about making tough choices. The
eyes of the Nation are on the House of
Representatives today to see if the
change that people demanded last fall
is actually going to take place. When
the President came to office just 4
months ago the deficit had been out of
control for 12 long years. In less than a
month the President presented this
Congress and the American people with
a $500 billion deficit reduction plan, the
largest of its kind in the history of our
country.

The President’s plan has over 200 spe-
cific spending cuts, including $100 bil-
lion reduction in entitlements. The
Congress has added an additional $63
billion in spending cuts. Three out of
four new tax dollars come from the
richest 6 percent of our Nation's peo-
ple.

It is time for us to give this new
Fresident a chance to get our country
out of the ditch and back on the road
to a recovery that promises new jobs
and economic growth.

Give our new President the oppor-
tunity to lead this country back from
the deficits of the last decade. He de-
serves our help.

R —

HOLLYWOOD MAKEUP JOB CANNOT
HIDE TAX INCREASE

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, appar-
ently President Clinton’s handlers have
finally located their makeup person.

Once again, President Clinton has
tried to change the face of the largest
tax increase in American history with
something called voluntary spending
caps. In other words, instead of this
Congress acting, we are going to sim-
ply ask the bureaucrats to please not
spend as much of our money. Good
luck.

Mr. Speaker, for President Clinton to
tell the American people he is getting
our financial house in order when his
budget plan would add more than $2
trillion to the national debt should be
enough to make him blush, even
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through the best Hollywood makeup
job.

A MOMENT OF TRUTH

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, for a
decade we have talked about the Fed-
eral deficit, we have debated the Fed-
eral deficit, we have done everything
but deal with the Federal deficit.
Today is a moment of truth for this in-
stitution, for this Congress, for this
country, because courage is not meas-
ured in words. It is a question of deeds.

Either all those speeches and all
those press releases about the deficit
meant something, or they did not.
Today we are going to find out. We are
about to discover whether the prof-
ligate 1980’s were simply an aberration,
a time of loss of fiscal discipline, or a
permanent change in the ability of this
country and this Congress to govern
ourselves.

0 1130

The only means of restoring con-
fidence in this Congress, giving dis-
cipline again to our fiscal affairs, and
giving meaning to all those speeches
about dealing with the deficit, and con-
fidence in this institution is to deal
with the President's plan and to vote
for it, and once again bring discipline
to our fiscal affairs.

FEAR OF DAWN

(Mr. EVERETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, most
Americans thought the days of smoke-
filled rooms and closed-door, backroom
deals were a part of our political his-
tory. We were to be living in a time of
political openness and inclusion—an
end to gridlock. This was to be the new
covenant by which all our politicians
would live.

Unfortunately, that is not the case.
The Democrats still remain in dark-
ness, striking bargains and making
deals behind the closed doors of the
Ways and Means Committee.

Fearing the certain storm of protest
from hard-working taxpayers, Demo-
crats turned out the lights on the ugly
process of raising taxes when they shut
out Republicans by voting against
every Republican proposal with a party
line vote.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to help Bill
Clinton keep his campaign promises by
substituting his tax increases on the
working poor with more spending cuts.
To do this, we needed an open rule on
reconciliation. To do this, we needed
some sunshine allowed in on the proc-
ess.
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The losers of Bill Clinton’s broken
covenant, Mr. Speaker, will be hard-
working taxpayers. And, I think those
taxpayers will remember who voted for
higher taxes and who voted against the
largest tax increase in this Nation's
history.

BILL CLINTON MADE THE TOUGH
CHOICES

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, when
Ronald Reagan was sworn into office,
the national debt was $908 billion.
When George Bush left office the na-
tional debt had exploded to $4 trillion.

Bill Clinton was elected to change
this Republican policy of let the kids

pay.

President Clinton has met the chal-
lenge and has presented the House with
a historic opportunity to attack the
deficit through reduced spending.

That is why those who produce milk
will be paid $320 million less during the
next 5 years.

That is why tobacco growers will be
assessed more in the future.

That is why military retirees will
have their COLA's delayed by 4
months.

That is why hospitals and physicians
will have their payments under Medi-
care frozen for the next 2 years.

And that is why the Treasury Postal
Subcommittee on Appropriations yes-
terday voted to eliminate all funding
for two agencies of Government.,

The decisions about these spending
cuts weren't easy. These spending cuts
aren’t popular. But these spending cuts
need to be made.

Bill Clinton has made the tough
spending choices. Today we must join
him.

e

LARGEST TAX INCREASE IN
AMERICAN HISTORY

(Mr. KIM asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I will be vot-
ing today against the budget bill, be-
cause it is the largest tax increase in
American history.

Every sector of society is hit and hit
hard.

This new tax will cost about $226 per
month for millions of retirees on fixed
incomes. This is a tremendous burden.

Rather than enjoy their retirement,
these senior citizens are being forced
into the poorhouse. Under this bill, 85
percent of Social Security benefits will
be taxed to raise $32 billion to pay for
waste and gross fiscal mismanagement
by this Government.

This is outrageous. Our senior citi-
zens did not create this financial mess.
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They have been working hard all their
lives contributing revenue.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this dangerous tax bill.

TODAY IS THE DAY THE RUBBER
MEETS THE ROAD

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, today is the
day where the rubber meets the road.
It decides whether or not this country
has an economic plan or continues eco-
nomic drift. It is about deficit reduc-
tion, real deficit reduction and real
economic growth, a bill that, after you
strip all of the hoopla out of it, has $250
billion in cuts, more dollars in cuts
than tax increases.

It is a bill, yes, about tax increases
and two-thirds of those falling on those
making over $200,000. And yes, there is
a Btu tax, and if you are making some-
where around $30,000 to $40,000, it will
amount, after 3 years, to about 50 cents
a day, about the price of a cup of cof-
fee. And yes, there are taxes that affect
our industries, but, for instance, in alu-
minum and coal and natural gas and
the barge fees, we were able to get
those significantly adjusted.

Real spending cuts, Mr. Speaker, a
fair tax burden basically on the upper
incomes, a deficit reduction account
that guarantees tax increases go for
deficit reduction, not for new spending.

It is time, Mr. Speaker, to get this
economy moving and to pass this bill.

NEED FOR STRONGER TRUCK-
LOAD RESTRAINT REGULATIONS

(Mr. QUINN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
not to talk about taxes or spending, al-
though these are very important is-
sues.

Instead, I rise to speak about issues
that are even more important, the is-
sues of life and death.

There is a dangerous problem on our
Nation's highways, a problem that
risks peoples’ lives, a problem that cost
four people their lives in Buffalo, NY,
last year.

On October 5, 1992, during the morn-
ing rush hour, a flatbed trailer truck,
traveling on the New York State
Thruway, struck the median divider,
snapping the chains which secured its
load of four giant coils of steel,

The steel coils—weighing 20 tons
each—flew off the trailer, crushing
three cars, killing four people.

Since that tragedy last October, 7
months ago, heavy metal coils have
fallen off trucks on three other occa-
sions in western New York, and statis-
tics indicate similar problems are oc-
curring across the country.
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Luckily, no one else has been hurt or
killed.

But will we be so lucky next time?

Before another person is killed, we
need to improve the way truckers are
required to secure their loads; we need
to protect motorists on our highways.

I will go to the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration to ask for stronger load
restraint regulations.

Mr. SHUSTER, the ranking member on
the Public Works and Transportation
Committee, has offered to help.

And, Mr. Speaker, I ask for the help
of all my colleagues, so that we can
avoid another deadly tragedy on our
highways.

e —

IT'S SHOWTIME

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, as they said in the movie,
“Chorus Line," it's showtime. It is
showtime for the Congress of the Unit-
ed States, for the President of the
United States, and for the people of the
United States.

Today we will determine whether or
not we fully understand what the
American people said to us in Novem-
ber, and that is that they no longer
wanted a President who talked about
balanced budgets and then sent phony
budgets to the Hill. No longer did they
want a Congress that cooked the num-
bers and moved spending from one fis-
cal year to another, one gimmick after
another, and the deficit got larger and
larger.

People in this country said what they
wanted was a change. And President
Clinton has presented us with an eco-
nomie plan to provide for that change.

That change since the election has
brought about the lowest interest rates
in the last 20 years in this country.
Those low interest rates for the first
time have allowed people to buy a
home, to refinance an existing home,
to better be able to afford their chil-
dren’s education, to buy an automobile
and put an autoworker back to work.
That is real change, not symbolic
change, not the rhetoric that we have
had over the last 12 years as the Repub-
licans have continued to talk about
lower deficits but only sent us larger
and larger deficits.

Today the numbers are real. The defi-
cit reduction is real and the benefit to
the American people is real.

It's showtime.
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HANG TOGETHER?

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
President Clinton is urging his Demo-
cratic colleagues to unite in voting for
the largest tax increase in history.

He uses the old Ben Franklin adage:
We must hang together, or we will all
hang separately.

Actually, Mr. Speaker, if your Demo-
crat colleagues hang together to pass
the largest tax increase in history,
they will certainly hang separately in
the next election.

Face it, my friends. The American
people do not want to pay any more
taxes. They feel they pay enough taxes,
and they are right. We need to cut
spending first.

The votes we take today will not be
soon forgotten by the American voters.
Both votes on the rule and on final pas-
sage will lead to more taxes, higher in-
flation, and slower economic growth.

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason to
hang with the President. He is dead
wrong. Cut spending first.

LISTEN TO THE PEOFPLE, NOT THE
LOBBYISTS

(Mrs. MEEK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MEEK. Mr. Speaker, on Tues-
day, the results of the latest consumer
confidence poll were released, and I
wasg not surprised. The American peo-
ple see the gridlock in Washington and
know that the economy is in trouble.

The economic mess was created over
the last 12 years and it will not be cor-
rected without causing some pain.
There are games being played with the
lives of the people we were sent to rep-
resent. It is the vain hope of some to
destroy President Clinton so that they
can regain the White House.

They are willing to destroy the eco-
nomic lives of millions of Americans in
their lust for power.

Americans thought that the decade
of greed had been ended last November,
but they were wrong. The purveyors of
greed have counterattacked and are
willing to bring down the American
economy to preserve their ill gotten
gains.

We will never know how many tens of
millions of dollars are being spent to
defeat the President's program. We
have heard that advertisements have
been prepared to flow from Washington
to certain congressional districts. The
names of the front groups will sound
like ice cream and apple pie, but the
money comes from the purveyors of
greed. Their identities will be hidden
and their financial interests will never
reach the light of day.

Is it any wonder that the American
consumer has lost confidence?

I will stand up for the American
consumer. I will oppose the purveyors
of greed and their army of mercenaries.

I will vote for the President's pro-
gram. I will vote for the American peo-
ple and against the purveyors of greed.
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TRAVEL AND TAXES

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, well, it
looks like Travelgate has become the
big story on the Nation's headlines.
President Clinton has decided to have
his chief of staff investigate what real-
ly happened.

I wish the White House would spend
more time investigating what their tax
package will do to American families.
They should examine how the Btu tax
will hit poor and middle class families
the hardest.

They should reconsider how their So-
cial Security tax will hurt senior citi-
zens. They should ask themselves why
they haven’t listened to American pub-
lic opinion, and cut spending first.

When the President gets his travel
office back together, he should con-
sider a trip to middle America. There,
the people will tell him to cut spending
first.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the reconciliation rule and the final
bill. We do not need more taxes or
more spending.

——

JUST SAY NO TO SPECIAL
INTERESTS

(Mr. KREIDLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Speaker, as we
prepare to vote on the deficit reduction
package, a rightwing group is targeting
some of us with a campaign of distor-
tions.

The group is called Citizens for a
Sound Economy, and it is running ads
in my district opposing the Btu tax.

People in my State know this group
well, because 2 years ago it bankrolled
a term limit initiative that was so ex-
treme the voters rejected it.

Most of its money comes from the
Koch brothers, two of the world's rich-
est men, who have a big interest in—
guess what—big oil.

The chairman of Citizens for a Sound
Economy is Jim Miller, who doubled
the national debt when he was Ronald
Reagan'’s budget director.

Taking advice on deficit reduction
from Jim Miller and the Koch brothers
is like taking tax advice from Leona
Helmsley.

I do not like the Btu tax, and neither
do a lot of my constituents. We would
not need that tax if Jim Miller and his
friends had done their jobs when they
were in charge.

But now we can either do nothing,
and let the deficit get worse, or we can
start fixing it.

I came to Congress to fix the mess.

And I do not need billionaire special
interests telling me how to do that.
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YES, IT IS SHOWTIME

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

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, yes
it's showtime: massive tax increases on
senior citizens and on the middle class;
an energy tax that cost 600,000 jobs;
new Federal social welfare spending
programs; $1 trillion in additional cu-
mulative debt; gimmicks, glitz, and let
the good times roll.

Yes, it's showtime.

LET US PASS THE PLAN

(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, yes, it is
showtime, and guess who gave us the
original showtime. Well, let us see,
what Hollywood actor ascended to the
Presidency?

I think it was the Republican Party
that was the original creator of show-
time in the 1980’s. That is right, Mr.
Speaker, they showed us how the rich
could get richer and the poor could get
poorer. But guess what, now the real
showtime has got to come to bear, and
that is the time we find that the rich
are going to have to ante up, because
in this plan, Mr. Speaker, 66 percent of
all the taxes are on those people mak-
ing $200,000 a year or more, 75 percent
of all new revenues are going to go on
those persons making $100,000 a year or
more.

It is showtime, all right, and it is
time to fish or cut bait, because the
Republicans want you to believe that
this plan is only about the greatest tax
increase in this country.

But guess what, this plan is also the
greatest deficit reduction plan that we
have ever seen in history. They do not
want you to know about that.

But guess what, that is what it is,
and that is what I am going to vote on
today, Mr. Speaker, and we are going
to pass the plan.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The Chair would remind our
guests in the gallery that we are de-
lighted to have you with us, but you
are to refrain from responding either
positively or negatively to statements
made by Members on the floor.

CUT SPENDING FIRST

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today we
will vote on the largest tax increase in
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American history. The Congressional
Budget Office, which is controlled by
the Democrats, estimates these tax in-
creases at $322 billion. This comes to
over $1,200 per person.

Anyone who thinks only the wealthy
will pay is living in a dream world.
Taxes always come back to the middle
and lower middle income people.

The President said during his cam-
paign that he was going to raise taxes
only on those making over $200,000 a
year. The truth is these taxes are going
to hit everybody regardless of income,
because prices will go up on every-
thing.

A newscaster for channel 5 here this
morning said the so-called midnight
compromise from last night is really
just a face-saving measure for conserv-
ative Democrats. He said it is really
meaningless. He said no one knows
what the proposed spending targets
really mean. It is a charade, a hoax.
The President’s package has no spend-
ing cuts, and, in fact, increases spend-
ing during the first 2 years.

The cuts in years 4 and 5 will never
see the light of day until and unless
more conservatives are elected to the
Congress.

People in my district, Democrats,
Republicans, and Independents, are
saying cut spending first.

A HISTORIC CHANGE

(Mr. SLATTERY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, nearly
50 cents of every dollar that the Amer-
ican taxpayers send to Washington is
spent on entitlement programs, and
anyone who knows anything about the
arithmetic of our budget understands
that we are not going to solve our defi-
cit problem until we get these entitle-
ment programs under control.

This part of our deficit has been on
autopilot for 20 years, and last night,
about 1 o'clock in the morning, we
were able to come to a very difficult
compromise on an effort to cap entitle-
ment spending for the first time in our
Nation’s history.

I believe this to be a historic change
in our budget process. Our colleagues,
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
PENNY], and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM], and the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT], de-
serve a lot of credit for negotiating the
toughest entitlement cap that we can
possibly get through this Congress.

I think this particular provision in
the package is definitely worthy of ev-
eryone’s support, and I urge my col-
leagues to support the reconciliation
package today.

Please, look at the entitlement cap
and understand what a historic change
this is. We are taking entitlements off
of autopilot, and it is worthy of our
support.
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BUDGET RECONCILIATION A HARD
SELL

(Mr. POMBO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, as a farm-
er, I know that the budget reconcili-
ation is going to be hard to sell, espe-
cially to our Nation's farmers.

The plain, simple truth is that the
budget reconciliation cuts nearly $3
billion from farm programs while, at
the same time, increases and expands
the Food Stamp Program by over $7
billion. Those are the facts that the
supporters of this budget need to ex-
plain.

For me, it is easy. I voted against the
budget. I wanted to see that needed
cuts were made, but made fairly, rath-
er than by heaping the burden even
higher on farmers.

For my Democrat colleagues, how-
ever, I can only wish you luck. I want
to see you go and visit a farmer in your
district, put your foot up on the bump-
er of his truck, and tell him why the
money being cut from crop insurance is
better spent by expanding the Food
Stamp Program. Or explain to him the
equity of the Btu or estate taxes. I
would like to be there when you try.
But let me give you a word of warning:
Do not do it near a running combine.
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SUPPORTING THE
RECONCILIATION ACT

(Mr. BISHOP asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, the Budg-
et Reconciliation Act is about hard
choices. It's hard to ignore our sagging
economy and the Federal deficit. It's
also hard to leave our children with lit-
tle or no means to accessible, afford-
able health care, and hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans without jobs. And
it's hard to support an energy tax that
would raise production costs on our
farmers, and we've cut the burden in
half by exempting on-farm use of gaso-
line and diesel from the energy tax.
But it's time to face the hard facts. We
must put American back to work.

We cannot continue to wait, and
hope, that change will come. This plan
is the largest deficit-reduction package
in the history of the Republic. It re-
duces our Federal deficit by $496 billion
over the next 5 years. It helps fund jobs
programs and job training for our citi-
zens, and assumes full funding for Head
Start, a very important educational
program for our children. And it does
cut spending.

There is no easy way out, Mr. Speak-
er. It’s time to make the tough deci-
sions. Let's jumpstart our economy
and let's make the right choice by vot-
ing for the Budget Reconciliation Act.
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THE CLINTON TAX PLAN

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker,
today is the day we answer a fun-
damental question: Are American fam-
ilies and businesses undertaxed? Or,
does the Federal Government just
spend too much? I think we all know
the answer to this question.

Day after day, I talk to folks across
my Sixth District of Virginia and they
tell me how the tax burden is eating
into their already tight family budgets.
A vote for President Clinton’s $360 bil-
lion tax boondoggle is a slap in the face
to every one of these families. They
work hard to earn a living, to buy the
groceries, pay for new school clothes
for the kids, and cover the insurance
payments and mortgage. They deserve
better.

I ask each Member of the House to
ask himself or herself a question: Will
our Nation be better off in 4 years if we
pass these huge new tax increases?

I heard the President calling this a
deficit-reduction tax increase. That's
like a spring snowstorm. You can see it
coming down, but it just does not
stick. This money that President Clin-
ton is trying to dig out of the pockets
of America's families and businesses
will be wasted on expensive new Gov-
ernment pork-barrel programs which
do nothing more than provide jobs for
Washington, DC, bureaucrats. The
President likes to create a Government
program to solve every problem but as
former President Reagan put it so well,
“Government does not solve problems.
It subsidizes them."

PASS THE RECONCILIATION BILL

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, this
is the biggest vote of the decade. Are
we going to vote simply as Democrats
or Republicans, or as Americans want-
ing to give the President a chance to
govern?

This economic plan has pain for ev-
eryone. There are hundreds of reasons
to vote against it. But fundamentally
it is not about spending cuts or deficit
reduction; it is about whether we as a
nation can govern and eliminate the
gridlock of the last 12 years.

Mr. Speaker, this is it. Today we will
vote on and pass the President’s rec-
onciliation bill—a bill that cuts the
deficit, restores faith and fairness in
Government, and sets a positive course
for this country.

Let me restate some of the facts:

This plan is the most aggressive defi-
cit-cutting plan we have ever seen. It
cuts the deficit by $500 billion over 5
years.
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This plan is fair—the heaviest burden
is shouldered by those who can and
should pay—the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans. In fact, the vast majority of the
tax increase will be paid by those mak-
ing over $200,000 per year.

This plan reminds us of the reason
America voted for Bill Clinton. It calls
for shared sacrifice and is based on
honesty—not the smoke and mirrors of
the last 12 years. Most of all, it dem-
onstrates the courage needed to make
the tough cuts.

Mr. Speaker, this is our moment of
truth, our time to stand and deliver for
the American people. Today America
will see—gridlock is dead.

THE BILL CLINTON TAX BILL: GIV-
ING CREDIT WHERE CREDIT IS
DUE

(Mr. BONILLA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans naturally take pride in what they
make. When Henry Ford started his car
company he named it after himself.
When a man named Amos perfected his
cookie recipe, he named his treat after
himself, ‘‘Famous Amos."

Hard-working people all over this
great country take pride in their work
and want their names on it. Craftsmen
and artists autograph their creations.
Lawmakers put their names on bills. If
you take pride in your work you should
take credit.

And if the President takes pride in
his work he should put his name on his
creation. If his tax proposal passes it
should be passed on as the Bill Clinton
tax. So, when struggling families open
their utility bill they can see clearly
the Bill Clinton energy tax added to
the statement.

Or when that elderly couple receives
a smaller Social Security check, they
will know that it was the Bill Clinton
Social Security tax that will force
them to do with less.

If the President truly believes in his
proposals he should proudly name the
taxes after himself. Even Dr. Franken-
stein had his monster.

———

IT'S ABOUT JOBS, CONGRESS, NOT
ABOUT TAXES

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, an-
other 5-year plan for America, new
record taxes on American workers and
American companies. Meanwhile,
American subsidiaries overseas once
again escape the Tax Code. Now figure
this out: If you stay in America, you
are taxed; if you move overseas, you
get tax breaks.

I am opposed to this madness.
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In addition, we are going to open up
the borders with Mexico—wow. I pre-
dict jobs and investment going to Mex-
ico like Olympic sprinters. In return,
we will get a used Ford pickup, 2 tons
of heroin, and 3 baseball players, to be
named later.

I am voting ‘no,"”” dammit; it is
about jobs, Congress, not about taxes.

The American people are taxed-off.

THE LARGEST TAX INCREASE IN
HISTORY, AND NO AMENDMENTS
ARE ALLOWED

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

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr, Speaker, early
this morning the Democrat leadership
exhibited the arrogance of power which
makes congressional term limits such
a compelling cause. They decided to
make a deal in order to pass the largest
tax increase in history, and the deal
was over a rule that will come out here
today that will not allow us to offer
amendments or even their Members to
offer amendments that would alter the
face of the energy tax or remove it, et
cetera. Only one substitute is allowed;
ours granted by only one. I think that
kind of arrogance is going to get to
them. The fact of the matter is that we
are dealing with not only the largest
tax increase in history but we are deal-
ing with the fact that this bill out here
today will not have any reductions in
spending for the first 2 years. And when
we get down the pike, assuming that it
works—and I do not believe the math
will work—assuming it does, at the end
of 5 years we will have added $1 trillion
to the debt, from $4.5 trillion to $5.5
trillion, and still have $200 billion in
deficits; nowhere near a balanced
budget.

I submit, my colleagues, what the
American people will understand more
after the pain than they do even now—
and I think they understand now—the
way to solve the problem of the deficits
and get to a balanced budget is to cut
the spending, not increase the taxes.

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

(Mr, CLYBURN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, today,
Mr. Speaker, we will vote on the Presi-
dent’s 1994 budget.

The action we take today will have a
resounding effect on the lives of the
American people regardless of the out-
come.

The passage of this budget will begin
a road toward economic stability,
healthier and better nourished chil-
dren, and more meaningful job oppor-
tunities, to name just a few of its bene-
fits.
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‘ground during the last 12 years. Full

For the last week or so the word en-
titlement has been brandished about as
though it were some Fascist buzz word
to warn those in support of the pro-
grams that our lives would be held in
bondage if those services were not
capped.

Well, for me, the world entitlement
means to enable, qualify, and allow.

The provisions in this budget will en-
able Americans to gain more control of
their lives.

It will gualify them for resources
needed to become more productive citi-
zens.

It will instill in our people dignity
and pride in a government that works
for them and not against them.

And that, Mr. Speaker, is something
to which we all are entitled, and Presi-
dent Clinton's budget will start that
process.

REBELLION IS A GOOD THING

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

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, President Clinton admires Thomas
Jefferson. Well, Jefferson said “‘a little
rebellion now and then is a good
thing.”” And today, it's an especially
good thing for the American taxpayers.

Because right now, President Clinton
has a rebellion on his hands. Not just
Republicans, but members of his own
Democrat Party, are saying the liberal
Clinton program of tax and spend is un-
popular among the people and a recipe
for economic disaster in this country.
The energy tax will cost our recovering
economy 500,000 jobs; the tax on Social
Security benefits will bring pain to
America’s seniors; the income tax bill
will steal capital needed to create jobs
and expand business.

A rebellion against the Clinton pro-
gram of tax increases and new spending
is a good thing, Mr. Speaker. It is a
good thing for the country and good for
the American taxpayer.

Cut spending first.
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IN SUPPORT OF PRESIDENT'S
DEFICIT REDUCTION PACKAGE

(Ms. MCKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this deficit reduction
package. This package addresses the
twin deficits that plague the people of
Georgia's 11th Congressional District.

This package reduces the budget defi-
cit that threatens the future of our
children. Children are especially spared
cuts in entitlement spending. Spending
is shifted to essential programs for
children and families, groups that lost
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funding of Head Start, full funding of
the Mickey Leland Hunger Prevention
Act, full funding of WIC, full funding of
childhood immunizations.

The earned income tax credit assures
that this country’s children of working
parents will not be raised in poverty.
Georgia families received a total of
$425 million from the earned income
tax credit last year. We expect to re-
ceive an additional $282 million from
the expanded earned income tax credit.

The budget is not just a political doc-
ument. It is also a moral statement of
our national priorities.

Our President’s budget says that gov-
ernment should no longer serve the
needs of a few of us at the expense of
the rest of us.

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton’'s
budget is good and it is good for Geor-
gia. It is good for this country.

—————

NO TRUST AND CONFIDENCE IN
PRESIDENT

(Mr., ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, around the
country people are asking why is the
Clinton administration such a disaster
after only 130 days. His negatives are
higher than his positives.

Well, as a previous speaker said, ev-
eryone looks at Thomas Jefferson in
the Clinton administration. Thomas
Jefferson said that a President can
only be successful if the people have
trust and confidence in him.

Well, here is what President Clinton
said about Social Security, which is
being taxed in this bill today, 9% mil-
lion Social Security recipients are
being taxed to the tune of $29 billion.

Here is what Clinton said in Septem-
ber of last year:

We are not going to fool with Social Secu-
rity. It is sound and I am going to keep it
that way. You can take it to the bank.

That was his quote.

Today we are voting on a $29 billion
tax on senior citizens,

You see, there is no trust and con-
fidence. Another broken campaign
promise.

You cannot go around and tell people
whatever they want to hear and then
when you are in office do whatever you
feel like and break every promise. That
is why this country is in trouble and
that is why the Clinton administration
is in trouble. There is no trust and con-
fidence in this administration, and
rightly so.

GIVE THE PRESIDENT A CHANCE

(Mr. GLICKMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, in 1981
as a third term Member of Congress, I
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listened to Ronald Reagan ask the
American people and this Congress to
give him a chance, to give his program,
which I might add was very com-
plicated and very controversial, a
chance. I voted for his tax reduction
bill. I was one of about 50 Democratic
Members of Congress who voted for
Reagan's tax bill, not because it was
perfect; but because it offered a chance
and he, the new President asked for it.

Now our new President has asked us
for the same chance, a chance to re-
duce the deficit dramatically and to do
it with fairness, equity, growth, and

jobs.

Yes, it is controversial. Yes, it may
have some problems with it, as did the
Reagan program, but he has asked for
our help. He has asked us to give him
a chance.

Americans do not like excessive par-
tisanship. I am sorry that no Repub-
lican in the House, like nearly 50
Democrats in 1981, but not one Repub-
lican chooses to give our President the
same chance that I and the nearly one-
fifth of the Democrats of the House did
for President Reagan in 1981.

Mr. Speaker, I believe Americans are
fair and I believe that today they will
applaud our efforts to give Bill Clinton
a chance to make America a better
place.

THE PRESIDENT'S TAX DEAL

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, when the American people got
up this morning, they turned on the
news to hear that the President had fi-
nally made a ‘‘deal” with the Congress
on his middle-class tax increase.

The American people need to know
that this deal was struck at 4 a.m. this
morning behind closed doors, and the
only deal made was how big the tax in-
crease is going to be on working Amer-
icans.

This is not a good deal for American
taxpayers. It is a raw deal.

It is still $322 billion of tax increases
over 5 years with no real deficit reduc-
tion.

It contains 20 times tax increases as
spending cuts in the first year, and six
times tax increases over spending cuts
over the next 5 years.

Where is the fiscal responsibility
that Mr. Clinton claimed to have dur-
ing his campaign?

Mr. Speaker, I hope the people across
this Nation watching right now will
call their Representatives in Washing-
ton and tell them to vote no on this
middle-of-the-night thievery.

EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION IN
KENTUCKY

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, there
are many good-faith differences among
and between us on how best to restore
America's economic health and these
will be debated today, but there is no
difference among us or between us on
revering and honoring States and local-
ities and schools which distinguish
themselves in education programs and
which achieve excellence in those pro-
grams.

In a few moments I will be joining
Louisville Mayor Jerry Abramson and
county judge executive of Jefferson
County, David Armstrong, at cere-
monies in which the city of Louisville
and the county of Jefferson will be
jointly honored as a community of ex-
cellence in education.

On tomorrow the Federal Depart-
ment of Education will announce that
six Kentucky schools, including two
from my district, St. Xavier High
School, my alma mater, and Assump-
tion Academy, will be designated as
blue ribbon schools, schools of high
achievement in education.

Mr. Speaker, in Kentucky, in Louis-
ville, in Jefferson County, education is
important. Education is put on a high
pedestal, and education in our commu-
nities is marked by excellence.

TARPON SPRINGS WAR MEMORIAL

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, several
years ago, two Vietnam veterans, Rob-
ert Renneke and Dr. Fred Roever, in
my district proposed building a memo-
rial to honor those killed, or yet miss-
ing in action, who hailed from the local
area. Like so many other memorial
projects, this one was ridiculed by
some who contended it was a waste of
time and money. However, I am pleased
to say that the monument’s supporters
persevered and in 1992, the city of Tar-
pon Springs, FL, held a dedication
ceremony for this important memorial.
Although the memorial started with
the purpose of recognizing our great
Vietnam veterans, it soon expanded to
include those from the area who served
and gave their lives in all wars.

And so I take to the floor today to
salute Messrs. Renneke and Roever and
the community as a whole who made
the Tarpon Springs war memorial pos-
sible. In this way we might always re-
member how blessed we are in the mod-
ern world to live in a free society, nor
forget that this blessing is due to the
sacrifices of our friends, relatives,
neighbors, and countrymen who served
us all when duty called.

STOCK MARKET SUPPORTS
DEFICIT REDUCTION

(Mr. KOPETSKI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
number one problem facing the United
States today is the Federal deficit, $4
trillion, $3 trillion of which has grown
in the last 12 years under the Repub-
lican rule in the White House.

This is a tough political vote today,
no doubt about it, but I do not under-
stand why you folks do not admit there
is $250 billion of spending cuts.

Yes, there are tax increases there,
and we asked the wealthiest in this
country to pay a little bit more. We
asked the top corporations in this
country to pay a little bit more.

Republicans like to say this is bad
for business. On the eve of this vote,
the stock market had its greatest
record level in the history of this coun-
try. You want good evidence of how
good this is for business? Ask the stock
market. Do not ask the self-proclaimed
business experts on the Republican side
of the aisle. Ask those who are in-
volved with the economy at the stock
market. Record highs at the stock
market on the eve of this vote.

Right now the market is up. The
market is up and that is because they
understand this is a true deficit reduc-
tion package which means lower inter-
est rates for this country, which will
put money into the pockets of every
business person, money into the pock-
ets of every consumer in this Nation,
record highs at the stock market. That
is the best evidence that this is good
for business in America.

a 1210
WHAT WAS BILL THINKING?

(Mr. INHOFE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, in the last
2 weeks, we have all asked ourselves
the question, ‘“‘What was Bill think-
ing?'’, when we read about Travelgate
and Hair Force One. Well, I think we
need to ask that question again.

On May 20, the White House an-
nounced that the President has named
his former Tennessee campaign chair-
man, Jim Hall, to replace Christopher
Hart on the National Transportation
Safety Board. Mr. Hall is a lawyer and
a real estate developer and has worked
on the staffs of former Senators Albert
Gore, Sr. and Edmund Muskie as well
as Clinton's Tennessee campaign man-
ager.

What makes this all the more trou-
bling, is that Mr. Hall will be replacing
an extremely well-qualified board
member, Chris Hart.

Mr. Hart is an instrument-rated pilot
with certificates in commercial, single-
and multi-engine aircraft. He has a
master's degree in aerospace engineer-
ing and has conducted research on heli-
copters.
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A magna cum laude graduate of
Princeton University with a juris doc-
tor degree from Harvard Law School,
Chris Hart is exactly the kind of person
we need on the safety board.

But I have got to ask “‘what was Bill
thinking' when he decided to replace
an aerospace engineer with a real es-
tate developer on the National Trans-
portation Safety Board? Why, Mr.
President, would you remove the most
qualified person from the safety board?
Oh, by the way, Chris Hart, the most
qualified member of the NTSB who
President Clinton has replaced is an
African-American.

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT
ON THE RECONCILIATION BILL

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the debate
today has just begun, and already the
air is filled with misstatements.

The largest tax increase in history?
That is simply wrong. In 1993 dollars,
the TEFRA bill of 1982 was $58 billion
larger than this. That is the fact. The
1982 bill was supported actively by Sen-
ator DOLE and signed by President
Reagan. That is right, it was $58 billion
larger than this one.

Second, they say this is six times
taxes versus cuts. That is simply not
true. This bill cuts spending first, and
we guarantee it.

Mr. Speaker, those Members who
come after me whose policies created
most of the national debt of $4.5 tril-
lion have no standing to lecture Amer-
ica about deficit reduction.

A RETURN TO OLD-FASHIONED
BACK ROOM POLITICS

(Mr. BUNNING asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I'm mad
enough to fight and anyone who be-
lieves in democracy ought to be just as
angry.

What is going on today isn't the
democratic process at all. This is a
rollback to old fashioned, back room
politics.

Nobody really knows what happened
last night at 2 a.m. But it sure looks
like deals were cut.

In the dark of night, in a back room
outside the Rules Committee, away
from the cameras and the public, the
power brokers of the Democratic Party
got together and cut just enough deals
to buy just enough votes to save Bill
Clinton’s tax plan.

Look at the rule. It magically enacts
seven amendments that will never have
to be debated in the light of day. But it
denies the Republicans the opportunity
to offer or debate, in public, any
amendments except for one substitute.
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That is not Democracy.
That is the arrogance of the Demo-
crat majority.

—————

GERMANY TURNS TO CAPITALISM

WHILE THE UNITED STATES
LEANS TOWARD BIGGER GOV-
ERNMENT

(Mr. WALSH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, two great
nations are at the crossroads of their
economic future. We all know how flat
our economic growth is in the United
States. The Clinton administration has
chosen the path of increasing individ-
ual and business taxes, increasing en-
ergy taxes, increased Government
spending,

Germany, on the other hand, faced
with higher inflation, higher wage
rates, higher unemployment, and the
assimilation of the former Socialist
East Germany has chosen instead to
slash government spending, cut busi-
ness taxes, and reduce regulations. I
think the Germans have got it right.
They have decided to turn their econ-
omy loose and allow the genius of cap-
italism to work. We on the other hand
are headed toward bigger government,
bigger deficits, and bigger problems
down the road.

THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION'S
FRIGHTENING NUMBERS

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the Clinton administration has been
racking up some pretty frightening
numbers lately. According to Tues-
day's USA Today/CNN Gallup Poll only
23 percent of Americans are saying
that the Clinton administration's eco-
nomic plan should be passed as is,
while 68 percent—over two-thirds of
Americans—say that the plan should
either be greatly modified or rejected.

As bad as President Clinton’s num-
bers are, they ain’t nothing compared
to the tax and spending numbers he is
inflicting on the American people.
Numbers like $43 billion in new taxes
next year, $322 billion in new taxes
over the next 5 years, 600,000 in lost
jobs from an energy tax that will cost
every family $475, and an increase in
Social Security benefits that will be
taxed.

No wonder that with tax numbers
like those, President Clinton sets an-
other new low with every poll taken. I
urge my Democrat colleagues to pay
attention to the American people and
reject more taxing and spending or
they may see another frightening num-
ber: 1994,
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THE SAGA OF A SUMMER JOB

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we
spent a lot of time in the past couple of
days talking about jobs, particularly
summer jobs. Here is an interesting
story about a summer job and our help-
the-little-man Government. It is a
story about 14-year-old Tommy McCoy
from Savannah, GA.

Tommy was the batboy for the Sa-
vannah Cardinals. He was competent,
he did a great job, and he was a hus-
tler. He was popular with the members
of the team, and everyone liked him.
He did such a good job that the news-
paper wrote an article specifically
about Tommy.

Well, what happened? Among the
thousands of readers was a Department
of Labor employee who did the bureau-
cratic thing and turned Tommy in for
violating section 570.35 of the child
labor laws which says that 14-year-olds
cannot work past 9 p.m. even if their
parents say it is OK, even if their
grades are good, even if they are out of
school for the summer.

So Tommy McCoy got fired by this
compassionate Government of ours.

Mr. Speaker, I have written to Labor
Secretary Reich and asked him to reex-
amine this rigid, unreasonable rule,
and I ask the Members of the House to
join me in this effort and ask the De-
partment of Labor to make a waiver
for kids who are doing the right thing,
who are showing initiative, and who
have a summer job which was not pro-
vided by the Government.

Mr. Speaker, I think if we do that, we
will be doing something for summer
jobs.

SURVEYS SHOW PUBLIC
OPPOSITION TO THE BTU TAX

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, the
proposed Btu tax is both hidden and re-
gressive.

This stealth tax is deliberately hid-
den, and it will be passed on to hard-
working Americans through higher
prices on everything from lettuce to
Levis, and since middle America spends
a greater percentage of their income on
food, clothes, and haircuts than the
wealthy, then a greater percentage of
their income will go to this stealth en-
ergy tax.

Mr. Speaker, the energy tax was de-
signed in this hidden manner because
they do not want people to see it, but
I guarantee they will feel it. A recent
Wall Street Journal poll indicated that
more than 60 percent of the public op-
poses the proposed energy tax. It is rid-
dled with exemptions, and before all
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the deals are cut, it is going to resem-
ble a lace doily.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
defend their constituents from this
huge tax increase.

———

THE MIDDLE CLASS ENERGY TAX
WILL HURT AMERICA

(Mr. TORKILDSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in opposition to the pro-
posed Btu tax which President Clinton
wants to impose on the American peo-
ple.

During the campaign, candidate Clin-
ton promised not to make the middle
class pay for his programs. Well, this
Btu tax will make the middle class pay
and pay and pay. The energy tax will
cost $70 billion, mostly from the mid-
dle class.

And the middle class will pay more
than just the tax on gasoline and other
energy. Everyone will pay more, even
the poor, when the price of a loaf of
bread and a gallon of milk goes up.

I applaud the bipartisan effort in the
Senate to remove the middle-class en-
ergy tax. The Senate knows that we
need to cut spending first and the
American people want us to cut spend-
ing first. Hopefully the House of Rep-
resentatives will get the message, too.

Mr. President, $400 a year in new en-
ergy taxes may only be a couple of
haircuts for you, but to a family in
America it means a whole lot more.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAK-
ER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McCNULTY). Members are reminded that
they should address their remarks to
the Chair.

HOPE FOR A REPUBLICAN
CONTROLLED HOUSE

(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, it's been
so long since the Republicans have con-
trolled this House that many people
may have given up hope that it would
ever happen.

Well, Mr. Speaker, there is hope
again. And we can thank President
Clinton, and the Democratic leader-
ship.

After all, just think how angry the
American people are going to be when
House Democrats. vote today to stick
them with the largest tax increase in
American history. 3

Think of how angry they will be
when they discover that Congress
found it easier to rob taxpayers pocket-
books than cut Government spending.
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And think how they are going to
react when they get stuck with a $500
per year energy tax.

Now, I know my Democratic col-
leagues don't think that is a lot of
money. After all, $500 only buy two
Clinton haircuts.

But for average Americans, today's
Btu tax alone will be devastating. And
it will be especially devastating to the
600,000 Americans that are going to
lose their jobs because of it.

Mr. Speaker, I remind my Demo-
cratic colleagues that the voters won't
forget. Ask George Bush who agreed to
a tax hike in 1990.

If you think you are going to have a
tough time explaining this vote to your
fellow Democrats in the Senate, just
think how tough a time you are going
to have with your own constituents in
November 1994,

VACATING OF SPECIAL ORDER
AND REINSTATEMENT OF SPE-
CIAL ORDER

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to vacate my 60-
minute special order tonight and, in
lieu thereof, be permitted to address
the House for 5 minutes so I can ad-
dress El Presidente’s problem with our
military culture and why he is in the
face of our military to speak at West
Point over the weekend. Some Mem-
bers have used the term, they are not
pronouncing it correctly, it is called
showtime. And this is showtime.

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

There was no objection.

BROKEN CAMPAIGN PROMISES

(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to discuss the rhetorical question
asked, with all America listening by
the gentleman from Kansas, DAN
GLICKMAN, my good friend.

The gentleman asks why there are no
Republicans supporting the Clinton tax
hike when 50 Democrats, including the
gentleman from Kansas, supported
Ronald Reagan in his first year?

It is simply this: President Ronald
Reagan was keeping every one of his
campaign promises, and Presidente
Clinton is breaking every one of his
campaign promises. Anybody have any
trouble with that analysis? It is very
simple. Indeed, doesn't anybody else
find it amusing that we will soon be de-
bating a reconciliation bill that cannot
be reconciled with any of Clinton's
campaign promises?

Here is the hottest document on the
Hill. It is called the Clinton tax bill,
updated resource materials for Repub-
lican Members. I urge all Americans to
get a copy so they can get the facts.
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They certainly won't get them from
the other side of the aisle.

Contrary to the remarks of a pre-
vious speaker, this is not showtime
today. This is the same old thing: More
taxes, more spending, more regula-
tions, more deficit, more debt, both
personal and Federal, interest rates
going up, inflation going up.

I will trail off on what is going down:
Investment going down, productivity
going down, hard work going down,
savings going down.

e ————

THOUGHTS ON THE
RECONCILIATION BILL

(Mr. SCHIFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard a great deal of good-sounding
rhetoric, particularly from the other
side of the aisle, that the purpose of to-
day's bill is indeed to address the defi-
cit. But normally, over the last number
of weeks, we have heard the adminis-
tration's plan, their plan has been to
address the deficit ‘‘and.”

And words have always been added
after ‘‘address the deficit,” and they
have always been good-sounding words
like ‘“‘get the economy moving again"
or “increase the number of jobs."

But the word ‘‘and" is their euphe-
mism for new spending ideas. After all,
the very first proposal from the admin-
istration to reach Congress was for the
more deficit spending.

Now they tell us that we can have
confidence that this bill will indeed
rajse revenue to go to the deficit. What
do they provide?

They provide such things like a trust
fund to address the deficit, a trust
fund.

Do my colleagues know we already
have a trust fund for the excessive rev-
enues received from Social Security?
And where is that money today? Is that
money down the street in a bank? Of
course, it is not. That money has been
spent by the Congress, and Congress
has returned, in its place, an IOU, a
giant Treasury bill.

That is exactly what can happen with
the revenue raised through increased
taxes in a deficit trust fund.

Congress puts it in the books, bor-
rows it, spends it, and it is not there
any more.

I suggest we should not have con-
fidence that there will be any dif-
ferences here.

TERM LIMITS

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

Mr. HUFFINGTON. Mr. Speaker, this
bill is a sham. According to the Con-
gressional Monitor, this $343 billion
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measure would bring in $275 billion in
new revenues, that is, taxes, and man-
date $68 billion in spending cuts, $4 of
taxes, $1 of cuts. There is not $1 of real
deficit reduction. None at all. There
are no net spending cuts in the first 2
years. All potential savings are in the
third year and beyond. What is the so-
lution to this travesty? Term limits—
pure and simple, Until we get rid of the
professional politicians, we will never
be able to stop the spenders.

On this very day, the Democratic
Congress will pass the largest tax in-
crease in history, the front page head-
line in Roll Call stated ‘‘Foley to Sue
to Try and Kill Term Limits'. Mr.
Speaker, the American people are vot-
ing for term limits—2 to 1. Mr. Speak-
er, it's time to listen to what the
American people want, citizen politi-
cians not professional politicians.

THINK ABOUT YOUR VOTE

(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, no politi-
cian has ever lost an election by voting
against a tax increase. But plenty have
lost by voting to raise taxes.

I hope my friends on the other side of
the aisle keep that in mind as we vote
on the reconciliation rule. A vote for
the reconciliation rule is a vote for the
largest tax increase in history.

The President and his allies in the
House complained endlessly about how
bad the last 12 years have been. Well,
Mr. Speaker, during the Reagan-Bush
era, our country enjoyed an economic
boom unprecedented in our history. We
whipped inflation and we tamed inter-
est rates. The era came to an end be-
cause the Democratic Congress forced
President Bush to raise taxes. The re-
cession from that tax increase lingers
still today.

And now, the Democrats, led by
President Clinton, want to raise even
more taxes. This is like pulling the
plug on a patient who is slowly making
a recovery.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my Democratic
colleagues to think clearly about their
vote on the reconciliation rule and on
final passage. It just may be the most
important vote of your career.

A FLAWED VISION OF CHANGE

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, this budget
reconciliation that we are being asked
to support today and to vote on re-
flects the deeply flawed vision of
change for America that President
Clinton has. He clearly has misunder-
stood and completely misinterpreted
what the people want.

I had the opportunity last weekend
to listen to the people of northeastern
Ohio and find out what they want.
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What they want is not bigger Govern-
ment. They want less Government.
They do not want higher taxes. They
want lower taxes. They do not want
less freedom. They want more freedom.
That is what they are asking for.

Mr, Speaker, they want change, abso-
lutely, but they want the kind of
change that the President was elected
for. They want the kind of change that
the President promised.

In my town meetings last week, they
said, ‘‘Cut spending first; don't raise
taxes."

What is the bottom line here. The
bottom line is that the President gets
everything that he asked for. He will
increase the national debt by over $1
trillion in the next 4 years.

Just for everyone's information, that
is the same amount of money that the
debt increased during Ronald Reagan’s
first term, the same amount that the
debt increased during Ronald Reagan's
second term, the same amount that the
debt increased during George Bush's 4
years in office.

Nothing has changed.

IN SUPPORT OF PRESIDENT CLIN-
TON'S BUDGET RECONCILIATION
AMENDMENT

(Mr. RUSH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning to urge my colleagues in the
House to have courage. The courage to
lead.

When you get right down to it, the
fundamental issue we are confronted
with today is: Will the Democrats have
the courage, and the guts, to govern
this country? Are we fit to lead?

I say emphatically that we can gov-
ern effectively. And our vote today in
support of the President’'s plan will
demonstrate that.

When I cast my vote for this bill
today I will be adding my voice in sup-
port of the President's economic agen-
da. That agenda puts a sizeable dent in
the Republican-generated deficit. The
working poor are helped, the middle
class are given a break, and it begins to
right the wrong-headed policies of
failed Republican Presidents which
have left thousands of hard-working
men, women, and young people suffer-
ing for too long.

Let us give the President we helped
to put in office the chance to lead this
country.
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ENERGY TAX DESTRUCTIVE TO
WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA

(Mr. SANTORUM asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, I
heard the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT] come up and talk. His dis-
trict is very much like mine. It is a
blue collar, working class, heavy man-
ufacturing district where we are very
concerned about the manufacturing
sector of our economy.

The President said he was going to
take a laser beam to the economy. He
certainly did. He took a laser beam and
the photon torpedoes and he just blast-
ed the Mon Valley in my district, and
a lot of blue collar workers in western
Pennsylvania who rely on manufactur-
ing and production jobs to be able to
earn a living and put food on the table.
That is what this energy tax is going to
do. That is what the inland waterway
user tax is going to do to the Mon Val-
ley and the Mon River communities
that I represent.

This is wrong, Mr. President. Mr.
President, you came to the Mon Valley
during your election, you came to
McKeesport. You stood in John F. Ken-
nedy Square, and the throngs said they
wanted some change. They did not
want you to destroy their town. They
did not want you to ruin their neigh-
borhoods.

When you come back next time, Mr.
President, to John F. Kennedy Square,
there will not be anybody there.

e ———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). Members are reminded to
address their remarks to the Chair.

TODAY THE CLINTON
PICKPOCKETING BEGINS

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

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, the Democratic leadership
has done it again. The rule we will con-
sider today precludes the consideration
of several significant amendments, in-
cluding a vital amendment to protect
Social Security recipients.

Last night, I joined the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH] and the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]
in asking the Committee on Rules to
permit consideration of an amendment
to strike the provision in the bill which
imposes a new onerous tax on our older
Americans. The Roth amendment is
fair, and it would have given each and
every one of us a chance to protect
older Americans. Now more than 9 mil-
lion seniors are going to get whacked.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Clinton made many
promises during the campaign. Sadly,
he has broken many of those promises,
and the trust deficit, as David Broder
has coined it, is so bad that we do not
know from one day to the next whether
or not Mr. Clinton is going to keep this
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promise or keep that promise, he has
broken so many.

Instead of a tax cut for the middle
class, the middle class is going to get a
tax increase. Make no mistake about
it, Mr. Speaker, the tax hike Mr. Clin-
ton wants to impose on all Americans,
especially the middle class, will hurt
hard-working families and will cripple
jobs.

Mr. Bush had said during the cam-
paign, “Watch out, he is coming for
your wallet.”! Today the Clinton
pickpocketing begins.

THE BTU TAX WOULD HIT ALASKA
HARDEST

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
virtually all Alaskans agree that the
Federal deficit and national debt are
major problems which must be ad-
dressed immediately.

It is our job, and the President’'s job,
to focus on how we can best solve the
problem.

President Clinton has chosen to ad-
dress the issue with a tax and spend
program.

I disagree with this approach because
it will not accomplish what he has
promised.

Today, we are considering a plan to
establish a Btu tax, a new tax which is
not only unfair, but also unwise.

My main concern is that this new tax
would be extremely unfair to Alaskans
as we will be taxed more per capita
than any other State in the Nation.

This is not an equitable tax, it is the
equivalent of a sin tax on Alaskans be-
cause we live in the coldest climate
and we have a major reliance on air
and sea transportation because of our
location and great size.

I have reviewed studies which esti-
mate the national average cost of the
Btu tax to be $471 for a family of four.

This is a large tax for any family.

But it gets worse. The studies also
estimate the average cost of the Btu
tax for an Alaskan family will be over
$1,500, almost 400 percent higher than
the national average.

Because of this gross inequity and
my firm opposition to continued efforts
by the President to raise taxes, I will
not support this proposal.

This is not good government, just
more government fueled by increased
taxes.

We should be cutting Government
spending, not creating a Btu tax.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in opposing this ill-conceived
proposal.

THE CLINTON TAX AND SPEND
PACKAGE

(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, money
does not grow on trees. Jobs do not
grow on trees, either. The House de-
cided in its wisdom last night to take
away money from our valuable SBA
Program, and it approved $14 million
for a tree planting program. When
needed programs like the Small Busi-
ness Administration section Ta loan
program has been without funding for
several weeks, this House ends up
wanting to plant trees. That money
could have leveraged almost $300 mil-
lion in additional lending to job-creat-
ing small businesses throughout the Ta
loan program, and yet we end up want-
ing to plant trees.

Mr. Speaker, where are our prior-
ities? The President told us reducing
the deficit was a top priority, but he
offers the American people a plan and
imposes the largest tax increase in the
history of our country, and then in-
creases our debt from $4.1 trillion to
over $6 trillion in the next 5 years.

The President says he wants to cre-
ate jobs, but he offers the American
people a plan that guts their defense
budget and puts millions of Americans
out of work. The President's Btu tax
proposal will impose $71 billion in new
taxes on the American people over the
next 5 years, and eliminates 400,000 to
600,000 jobs in the process.

In New Hampshire alone, the Na-
tional Tax Foundation in my district
says that we will lose 1,047 jobs and in
the Second District 1,060 jobs, a total
of 2,107 jobs.

This is bad business. We ought to cut
spending first, and have less taxes and
smaller government. That is the way
we do it in New Hampshire. That is the
way we ought to do it in the United
States.

THE BTU TAX TARGET: RURAL
AMERICA

(Mr. CLINGER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong and adamant opposi-
tion to the proposed Btu energy tax.

Since President Clinton unveiled his
program in February, countless letters
have flooded my office from rural con-
stituents opposed to the energy tax.
Working poor constituents and elderly
folks on fixed incomes have written
me, scared that the Btu tax will eat up
their disposable income. I've spent
hours meeting with farmers, small
businessmen, and residents from rural
Pennsylvania who have related how
this energy tax would adversely affect
them.

After reading articles and white pa-
pers, hearing testimony from experts,
and listening to my constituents,
there’s no doubt in my mind that this
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ill-conceived tax is a threat to the
well-being of individual taxpayers, em-
ployers, and the economy as a whole.
While yielding little significant envi-
ronmental benefit, this broad-based en-
ergy tax will act as a drag on our slug-
gish economy, forcing more people out
of work and actually reducing tax reve-
nues—the opposite of what the tax is
intended to do.

In my congressional district, the tax
will weaken the rural area’s tenuous
economic base. Spanning 17 counties,
my district is the approximate geo-
graphic size of Connecticut with a very
low population density. Farming,
which is very energy intensive, re-
mains a integral part of the local econ-
omy. Small businesses—whose profit
margins are slim—provide most of the
area’s job growth as is the case nation-
wide. But the bread and butter high
wage, high skill jobs are in manufac-
turing which is already overburdened
by excessive State and Federal taxes.
The antigrowth Btu tax will kill jobs
in all of these industries, leaving our
rural economy even more unstable.

On top of this, because of the tax's
regressiveness and my district’'s demo-
graphic and geographic characteristics,
my constituents will be hit unusually
hard by Btu tax. As one Pennsylvanian
told me, ““The Btu tax has the Fifth
Congressional District in its cross-
hairs’ and President Clinton is ready
to pull the trigger.

The Clinton administration has in-
sisted that the Btu tax is regionally
fair, but nothing could be further from
the truth. Just because a more onerous
inequitable tax could have been devised
does not mean this one is fair. No one
can deny that this tax will fall heaviest
on rural America. Rural residents must
travel greater distances to work,
school, the grocery store, and the doc-
tor's office. They are entirely depend-
ent on automobiles since they do not
have the luxury of opting for mass
transit like their urban counterparts.
In day-to-day activities, rural residents
are forced to consume more energy,
and the energy tax will penalize them
on the basis of where they live.

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton’s Btu
tax will be devastating to rural econo-
mies across America, and I urge my
colleagues to join me in opposing this
destructive tax.

——

AMERICA REJECTS TAX-AND-
SPEND AGENDA

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
in the 1992 election cycle, the American
people thought they were voting for
change. Candidate Clinton promised
real spending cuts, real deficit reduc-
tion, and a middle-class tax cut. Can-
didate Clinton promised to grow the
economy and create new jobs.
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Unfortunately, something crucial
was lost in the transition from cam-
paigning to governing. Instead of hon-
est change, President Clinton is offer-
ing the American people more of the
same—tax, borrow, and spend.

Instead of honest spending cuts, the
President is proposing $172 billion in
higher spending. Instead of halving the
deficit over 4 years, the President’s
plan will create $1 trillion in new debt.
Instead of a middle-class tax cut, the
President is proposing the largest tax
increase in history, totaling $273 bil-
lion. Instead of growing the economy,
the President's plan will grow the Fed-
eral Government and destroy American
jobs.

Despite the President's appealing
rhetoric of downsizing Government and
cutting waste, there is very little in
terms of real spending restraint in the
Clinton program.

The American people have looked be-
yond the President’s appealing rhetoric
of change to find more of the same—
higher taxes, higher spending, and
higher deficits. This frustration is re-
flected in a new CNN/USA Today poll.
The President's job approval rating has
hit a new low, with 44 percent approv-
ing his job performance and 46 percent
disapproving.

The message is clear. The people
want the Congress to reject the Presi-
dent’s tax-and-spend agenda, and to cut
spending first. And they are watching.
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VOTE "NO’” ON BUDGET
RECONCILIATION

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, no
nation in history has ever taxed itself
into economic recovery. In 1990, only 33
Republicans voted for President Bush's
tax increase, and most of them are
sorry for that today.

With an 82-vote advantage in the
House, something is wrong when the
other side of the aisle cannot pass it.
On the plane, several of my colleagues
from the other side of the aisle said
their constituents in townhall meet-
ings, Democratic constituents, said,
“Don't raise our taxes or you're not
coming back.”

Two minutes ago in the aisle another
Democratic Member friend of mine
said, “DUKE, I've got a call from AL
GORE four different times trying to
pressure me to vote for this thing."”

If you have to whip it that hard in
the House, something is wrong.

In 1986 there was a flat tax, Gramm-
Rudman which did not solve the prob-
lem. In 1990 caps were supposed to have
started. Since 1940, spending has in-
creased $1.59.

The American people do not believe
if you increase taxes and cut later that
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that there is no tax on the middle
class. Well, Mr. Speaker, you have the
Btu tax, the gas tax, sales tax, and peo-
ple do not believe it.

I would ask my colleagues on the
other side not to support the budget.

PASS THE LARGEST BUDGET
DEFICIT REDUCTION IN HISTORY

(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, in 1980
the annual Federal deficit of this coun-
try was around $74 billion. By 1986 it
had risen to over $200 billion, and by
the end of the 12 years of the Reagan-
Bush administrations it was over $300
billion.

In 1980 the entire national indebted-
ness of this country that was accumu-
lated over a 200-year period was ap-
proximately $1 trillion. At the end of
the Reagan-Bush era it was $4 trillion,
$3 trillion more than when it started
out.

This Congress during that period,
only with one exception, voted less of a
deficit than was sent over by the ad-
ministration.

Ladies and gentlemen, the deficit fig-
ures during the 1980's are the proof of
the pudding as to why we find our-
selves in this tight financial position
today. We now have a President who
has advocated and pushed forward the
largest budget deficit reduction in the
history of the country. We must sup-
port it.

———

AMERICAN PEOPLE ARE LOSERS
WITH PASSAGE OF TAX IN-
CREASES

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

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, here
is what bothers me about this tax-and-
pain which we are going to address
today: If the President's tax bill wins,
the ultimate loser will be the American
people.

One of the worst aspects of this pro-
posal is the new energy, Btu tax that
will especially hit those on lower in-
comes and those people on fixed in-
comes.

The bottom line is that this energy,
Btu tax fails the basic test of good gov-
ernment, the test of fairness. That was
the President’s test.

We will all pay more taxes to help re-
duce our deficit, but those who can
least afford to pay more money are
going to be asked to pay more under
this test.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics re-
ports that the middle class spent T per-
cent of their income on energy in 1991.
At the same time, the poorest one-fifth
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of Americans spent 22 percent of their
income on energy expenses. To make
this imbalance even greater is neither
fair nor right.

Moreover, the energy tax has an ad-
verse impact on areas of this country
that is unfair. In my State it will cost
each family an additional $300.

Let us ax this tax and make this
country fair.

——
BUDGET RECONCILIATION

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today
we will cast the most important vote of
this Congress. This vote will not sim-
ply define this Congress. It will define
this country. On this vote hangs our fu-
ture, and on this vote we will stake our
reputation. It will be the measure of
our courage and the greatest test of
our will.

For 12 years our Nation's leaders
have run from our problems. The day
has finally come when we show the
American people that we will not con-
tinue to turn our backs on the chal-
lenges before us—that we will stand
and fight. And if we do not show them
that we can govern, that we will make
the tough choices to fix what is wrong,
then the American people—will turn
their backs on us.

Without public confidence in the in-
tegrity of Government we cannot gov-
ern. If the people lose faith in democ-
racy—and they are dangerously close—
then all we stand for is lost. That is the
choice we make here today.

The choices we are being asked to
make are painful. No one wants to
raise taxes, and I have fought hard
against them, but this package asks
the wealthy to pay their fair share, and
provides half a trillion dollars in defi-
cit reduction, half a trillion dollars to
ease the mortgage on our children’s fu-
ture.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
strengthen this body, to show that we
can govern, to look to the future. I
urge them to vote for this bill.

SETTLEMENT OF PENDING TRADE
CASES ON FLAT-ROLLED STEEL
PRODUCTS

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) |

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, today the
majority party is prepared to pass the
President's Btu tax. This tax will cost
Ohio 24,000 jobs and $1.3 billion in eco-
nomic activity. The tax will be dev-
astating to the quality of opportunity
for Ohio citizens. Also [ want to discuss
another subject that threatens steel
and steel-related jobs in Ohio and
throughout the United States.
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Ten foreign governments have filed
proposals to the U.S. Department of
Commerce requesting a settlement of
34 pending trade cases on flat-rolled
steel products. The cases are part of a
total of B4 actions now pending before
Commerce and the ITC involving over
$2.2 billion in product value. It is the
largest legal action ever taken under
U.S. trade law.

If successful in obtaining the pro-
posed suspension agreements, our trad-
ing partners and their companies, will
be able to trade an admission of guilt
for a suspension agreement that ex-
empts them from punitive duties that
would otherwise be leveled on the un-
fairly traded products. The agreements
would essentially create steel gquotas
which we found were largely unsuccess-
ful in the 1980s for stopping subsidies
and dumping.

Quotas do not work and neither will
the suspension agreements. The prob-
lem with world steel trade is structural
overcapacity. This problem can only be
resolved through the use of our trade
laws to address the immediate symp-
toms, which are dumping and subsidies.
A permanent resolution will be found
in the successful conclusion of the mul-
tilateral steel accord and GATT Uru-
guay round.

I encourage the administration to let
the process go forward and refuse out-
side settlements. To do otherwise will
further diminish the effectiveness of
these laws and compromise ongoing ne-
gotiations for an international agree-
ment on steel trade set to resume next
month in Geneva.

CUTTING SPENDING

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, on
February 17 the President came into
this Hall and told the American people
we have to do three things: stimulate
the economy; increase revenues; and
cut government spending.

On March 19, this body approved the
stimulus package.

Today, after 12 years of deep and
painful reductions which cut the mus-
cle out of many Federal programs, we
are considering legislation to cut
spending even further.

In many of the programs we'll cut
today, there is precious little left to
cut. Presidents Reagan and Bush al-
ready cut them to the bone.

But we'll cut them because we know
we have to bite the bullet and reduce
the deficit.

Now, some of us progressive Demo-
crats have probably made a mistake,
here. We haven’t made enough noise
about the real cuts being made today.

We've allowed those on the other side
to clamor on and on about revenue in-
creases as if there weren't any signifi-
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cant cuts in this bill. But there are lots
of them.

In our desire to be responsible, we are
making cuts in this legislation which
the American people are really going
to feel, especially when the appropria-
tions bills move out of here over the
next 3 months.

The $50 billion we're cutting out of
Medicare in this bill today is going to
have an impact on senior citizens, and
on small and large businesses.

The Federal Government will save
$50 billion, but we are shifting—make
no mistake about it, that's what we're
doing—we are simply shifting that cost
onto the private sector. They are going
to pay for that.

Every Member of this body will see
these kinds of cuts, not just across the
Nation, but back home in their own
district. In my area we'll see cuts in
the Bonneville Power Administration,
cuts in electric power that are going to
be devastating to our economy.

These are real and painful cuts, and
they are being made despite 12 years of
cuts that in many instances have al-
ready gone too deep.

Those on the other side completely
ignore this fact.

They ignore or minimize the cuts
made by this bill. Instead, they pretend
this is a bill that only raises revenues.

Not only are they wrong, Mr. Speak-
er, but I will predict that within a
month, those on the other side who
argue today that the cuts in this bill
don't go far enough will be back here
complaining that they go too deep.

They'll be back up here in about a
month to say they didn’'t favor these
cuts. They didn't think these cuts were
going to be made in that area.

IMPACT OF THE ENERGY TAX

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I just re-
ceived an estimate from the Tax Foun-
dation on the effects of President Clin-
ton's tax plan on California. According
to Dr. Arthur Hall, the senior econo-
mist at the Tax Foundation, he says
that if the President’s new energy tax
is enacted it will cost the Nation
463,000 jobs. For California alone, the
job loss will be 54,000 jobs.

Mr. Speaker, the President is pro-
moting this plan as a job creation, eco-
nomic stimulus plan. But according to
the Tax Foundation, it will be a job-
destroying plan.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot -afford this
kind of help. This new tax attacks the
very engine on economic growth in our
economy. It attacks small business and
it attacks the consumer.
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Past experience shows that it will
just go to fuel new Government spend-
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ing. That is the one thing that Con-
gress always increases, spending. New
social spending goes up every year,
year after year.

I ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’ on
this bill.

NOW IS THE TIME TO MAKE HARD
CHOICES

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I condi-
tioned my support of this rule and the
reconciliation package on the addition
of effective enforcement mechanisms
to assure all revenues go directly and
only to deficit reduction.

This bill includes the deficit reduc-
tion trust fund and a hard freeze on all
discretionary spending for 5 years. This
bill will achieve the largest deficit re-
duction in history.

Getting the deficit monster under
control is critical to retain and build
high-skilled, high-wage jobs. We must
free up the vital capital that is being
siphoned away by deficit spending so
that the market can invest in new in-
dustries and new growth. That is our
children's future.

When I got elected to Congress, I
vowed to listen to my constituents and
then to lead. I have spent months lis-
tening in public forums, in front of
markets and shipping malls, in my of-
fice, and to the intelligent ideas in my
mail box.

Now is the time to lead, to make the
hard choices I was elected to make.

I rise in support of this rule and this
package which provide the real and
substantial deficit reduction my con-
stituents and our country are demand-
ing.

LET US GET ON WITH JOBS FOR
YOUNG AMERICANS

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, this past
weekend I had the opportunity to at-
tend my own daughter’s graduation
from law school. I have another getting
her master’s degree. This is a mother
bragging up here this year.

But our colleagues will be attending
graduations in the weeks ahead, either
personally or in their official capac-
ities, and when they do, they will see a
new phenomenon that I do not think I
saw present in graduations in years
gone by, and that is there is almost a
lever of despair among these graduates
because of the lack of prospects for
jobs when they get out of school.

We all know that graduations are
called commencements. We were told
when we were in school commencement
that it was the beginning. It may have
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seemed like the end to our education,
formal education, but it was the com-
mencement of the new life, the new be-
ginning as we went out into the world.

For these graduates, graduating in
May and June 1993, the new beginning
is a dismal one, and for their families
it is as well, because we have been hav-
ing what is called the jobless recovery
in our country.

How much is it going to take? When
will the Republicans get the message
that we need to reduce the deficit, re-
duce the cost of capital, so that small
businesses can create jobs and give
hope to these new graduates? I urge my
colleagues to support the President’s
package today so that we can get on
with the jobs for young Americans. It
is about reducing the deficit. It is
about governing our country.

CLINTON’S BUDGET IS A LOSE-
LOSE PROPOSITION

(Mr. BACHUS of Alabama asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I have a new silver dollar in my
hand, and this new silver dollar has
two sides to it.

At the start of a Southeastern Con-
ference football game, this coin is
tossed in the air, and the referee says,
‘‘Heads, you win; tails, you lose.” Like
this two-sided coin, the Clinton budget
bill has two sides. One side is a tax in-
crease—the largest tax increase in the
world, and most Americans know that.

But the other side of this coin—of the
Clinton budget plan is something else,
and it's not spending cuts; it's spending
increases: $165 billion in new domestic
spending, adding $1.2 trillion to the def-
icit, growing Government by 20 percent
over the next 4 years, all charged to
our children and grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, with most coins it is:
Heads, you win; tails, you lose; but
with the Clinton budget bill it is: Tax
increases, the American people lose;
spending increases, the American peo-
ple lose.

There is something new about this
coin, but there is absolutely nothing
new about the Clinton proposal. It is
tax and spend: Heads, you lose; tails,
you lose.

SUPPORT THE PRESIDENT'S
ECONOMIC PLAN

(Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, there are components of the
Clinton plan which are not acceptable
to me, but based on the rhetoric this
morning, I think we need to put some
things in perspective.

There is one alternative before us put
together by the minority in the House
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of Representatives. For all the croco-
dile tears about protecting the middle
class, oddly enough, over 75 percent of
the tax benefits of that plan goes to
the very wealthy and to corporations
while, at the same time, reducing the
deficit $140 billion less than what
President Clinton's plan does, and
while at the same time not itemizing
where those cuts would be. It is one of
those feel-good kinds of proposals that
we have had the political demagogs
talking about too often in the past.

At least you could say this for Presi-
dent Clinton: He is specific about his
plan. It reduces the deficit more than
any other plan in American history,
and he is dealing with the American
public as adults.

The other proposal we hear about is
the Ross Perot proposal. It has some
positive gualities, but $62 billion more
in taxes than what President Clinton is
talking about.

If you do not like a 7.5-cent gas tax,
try a 50-cent gas tax while at the same
time reducing the deficit less than
President Clinton’s plan does.

We have always had a lot of people
sitting in the bleachers complaining
about the people on the floor who are
actually playing the game. It is time to
get down and play the game ourselves
with bipartisan support instead of this
kind of wrangling.

MANY AMERICANS RICH UNDER
PRESIDENT'S DEFINITION

(Mr. HERGER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, in just 6
months the President has managed to
make the whole country rich. No, he
has not changed the Nation's living
standards one iota, but he has changed
the definition of ‘‘rich.’” In last year’s
campaign, only the rich were going to
pay candidate Clinton's new taxes; the
rich were defined as making $200,000.
President-elect Clinton still said only
the rich would pay his taxes, but the
rich only had to make $100,000.

Now in office, President Bill Clinton
says people making as little as $25,000
are rich enough to pay his Social Secu-
rity tax. But $25,000 still excluded too
many people from being rich enough to
pay President Clinton’s taxes, so he de-
cided that everyone who has the money
to buy a gallon of gas, a 40-watt light
bulb, a lump of coal, or a kilowatt of
electricity is rich enough to pay his en-
ergy tax. Regrettably, this whole cha-
rade just goes to prove that when
President Clinton soaks the rich every-
one takes a bath.
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REPUBLICANS OFFER THE SAME
OLD PROMISES

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, what we are
hearing from this side of the aisle
today is what I call the SOS message,
or same old stuff; or the SOP message,
same old promises. This is the same
crowd who told us in 1981 that if we
just adopted President Reagan's budg-
et, that somehow we would get to zero
deficits in 4 years. Instead, we wound
up with $200 billion deficits as far as
the eye can see. This is the same crowd
that followed economic policies which
doubled the income of the rich from
$300,000 a year on average to $600,000,
while everybody else in the country
was losing ground. After 12 long years
of failed promises, missed targets, pro-
tecting the rich, is it not finally time
that we depart from that message of
the past and give this President a
chance to bring this economy back to
its senses and to produce the kind of
economic growth we need to give peo-
ple a chance to make a decent living in
this country again?

The President deserves this chance;
stand aside and give it to him.

BUDGET RECONCILIATION BILL

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Kasich Repub-
lican plan. The two choices today are
clear,

The Republican plan cuts spending
first—the Democrat plan taxes people
first.

The Democrat plan imposes the larg-
est tax increase in American history—
$355 billion over 5 years. Tax increases
represent 81 percent of the Democrat
package, which will raise the national
debt $1.5 trillion over the mnext 5
years—according to their own figures.

The Democrat plan will increase the
deficit, destroy jobs, and stifle the
economy just as it is struggling to re-
cover.

The energy tax alone will cost 8,500
jobs in my home State of Minnesota,
and almost 1,000 jobs in my Third Dis-
trict; 610,000 jobs will be lost nationally
because of the energy tax, according to
the National Association of Manufac-
turers [NAM]. And the energy tax will
cut gross domestic product [(GDP] by at
least $30 billion each year, according to
the independent economic consulting
firm DRI/McGraw-Hill.

In addition, Northwest Airlines and
its 24,000 Minnesota jobs will be put in
serious jeopardy by the new energy
tax

The energy tax is a big hit on the
middle class. The average family of
four will see its energy bill go up by
$425 a year, according to the non-
partisan Tax Foundation.

Middle-income families will be hit
the hardest—just because the President
and Congress refuse to cut spending.
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Mr. Speaker, we need to cut spending
first, and that's exactly what the Ka-
sich Republican plan does. It reduces
the budget deficit by $352 billion in
spending cuts over the next 5 years—
without increasing taxes.

Congress must say ‘‘no’ to the larg-
est tax increase in American history
and say ‘‘no” to the energy tax which
will kill American jobs.

Congress must cut spending first.
Say “yes” to the Kasich substitute.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The Chair announces that
by mutual agreement with the leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle, the
Chair will limit to 13 the additional 1-
minutes on each side.

R ——

LOWER INTEREST RATES MEAN
LOWERED DEFICITS

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I have
only been here 6 years before this one.
I feel like I am living a Lewis Carroll
novel. If it had not been for the sham,
the fraud budgets submitted to this
body in the preceding 12 years, we
would not be in the fix we are in right
now.

Let us look at the hard economics of
just one little piece of this proposition:
There is $14 trillion in debt held pub-
licly and privately in this country. If
you assume only four-tenths of 1 per-
cent in interest rate drop because of fi-
nally getting serious about the defiecit,
we will more than cover all of the tax
increases by savings in interest over
the next 5 years.

But that four-tenths is one-half, one-
half of what we have already realized
in interest rate reductions because this
country is counting, finally, on some-
thing serious being done on the deficit.

That is our responsibility today.

LET US DEFEAT THE RULE ON
RECONCILIATION

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker and my
Democratic colleagues, during a mara-
thon Rules meeting last evening, 17
hours and ending at 4 a.m., this morn-
ing, if I look a little tired, scores and
scores of Democrats and Republicans
pleaded, pleaded for the right to come
to this floor and offer amendments
that would knock out the Btu tax,
would knock out the Social Security
tax. And, my colleagues, you were
gagged, all of you, by your Speaker and
your Rules Committee. You cannot
offer any.
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Members, you can spit out that gag,
you can come to this floor, and you can
do what this organization says, the Na-
tional Committee to Preserve Social
Security, it urges you to come to the
floor and defeat the previous question,
and you can then vote for that amend-
ment you paraded upstairs and asked
for.

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce urges
you to defeat the previous question so
that you can come to this floor and
vote for your amendment wipe out that
onerous Btu tax.

The Wall Street Journal goes on to
say,

The point is that Members shouldn't be
able to claim that they oppose parts of the
tax bill but were helpless to amend it. A vote
for the closed rule is a vote for the largest
tax increase in American history.

Be men and women, come down to
this floor and stand up for your 585,000
constituents and vote ‘“‘no’ on the rule.

Let us do what the American people
want us to do.

WE HAVE MADE THE TOUGH
CHOICES

(Mrs. KENNELLY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, this
women has come down to the floor and,
like the gentleman before me, she is
part of the process. The President
made a plan, he made the tough
choices, be presented the plan to us.

That plan went to the Committee on
the Budget, where the tough choices
were made.

Then the budget resolution, some
thought that was a tough vote, but
they had to make it, and they made it.

Now we are here in the budget rec-
onciliation; many choices having been
made, the process has reached the
point where we can take a vote so that
we can go forward in this country.

It is deficit reduction, it is invest-
ment in the country. The Btu, none of
us likes to raise taxes; but the Btu,
across the board, is as fair a tax as
many we looked at; the carbon tax, the
hydro tax, the oil import tax; much
fairer.

Does any of us like taxes? No. But we
are here today to break gridlock, to go
forward, to show that we in the Con-
gress can govern with the President.

TIME FOR A REAL CHANGE, CUT
SPENDING, DON'T RAISE TAXES

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Clinton is trying to sell the Amer-
ican people the largest tax increase in
our Nation’s history by telling them
someone else will pay the bill.
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He has used the phony family eco-
nomic income standard which counts
employer health care coverage and
pension contributions and the infa-
mous imputed rent on the family home
as income, to magically turn middle-
class Americans into wealthy Ameri-
cans.

Then, he claims that these newly
wealthy Americans will bear the brunt
of his tax increase—T75 percent accord-
ing to the distinguished majority lead-
er this week.

The Democrats changed the formula
used presently to compute wealth so
they can issue the fallacious statement
on the House floor in this debate. In
fact, middle-income people will be con-
sidered rich and are going to be taxed.

The vote today creates new entitle-
ments, does not eliminate a single Fed-
eral program, and places an extremely
regressive Btu tax on every American.

History has shown that for $1 in new
taxes, Congress spends $1.59, $2.37 in
1990. We will never tax our way out of
the deficit. We have to cut spending
first or we will never break out of the
cycle of debt.

————

WE CAN LOWER THE DEFICIT BY
VOTING FOR THE PRESIDENT'S
PLAN

(Mr. PASTOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, when I
voted against the balanced budget
amendment, there were Republicans in
my congressional district who criti-
cized me, that I was not for reducing
the deficit.

When I voted against the line-item
veto, there were Republicans in my dis-
trict who criticized me, that I was not
doing enough to lower the deficit.

When I voted against the expanded
rescission, again I was criticized be-
cause I was not doing enough to lower
the deficit.

Well Mr. Speaker, today I am very
proud to tell you I kept my promise,
and I am going to lower the deficit by
voting for this plan. For the first time,
for the first time in 12 years, we are
going to do something about the defi-
cit. Today you will hear some of my
colleagues on this side argue against,
because they are still in the same plan
of 12 years ago: line-item wveto, bal-
anced budget amendment—all rhetoric.

If they really want to do something
about this deficit, they should join us
and support this plan.
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AMERICAN PEOPLE WANT
SPENDING CUT FIRST
(Mr. PORTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the
American people have sent a loud,
clear message: Cut spending first, but
if you are going to make us pay more
taxes, at the very least, guarantee to
us that every penny we pay goes to re-
duce the deficit, not for increased
spending.

But, Mr. Speaker, you just do not get
it. Your budget reconciliation package
does just the opposite. It raises $2 of
new taxes for every $1 in spending cuts,
meaning that most of the new tax reve-
nue will, in fact, go for new spending,
not deficit reduction.

I offered a taxpayer protection
amendment that would require that
each year the deficit come down by an
amount not less than the new taxes
collected or the taxes are repealed,
automatically and immediately.

No deficit reduction, no new taxes.
But, your Rules Committee refused to
allow the House to vote on this sen-
sible amendment.

Mr. Speaker, you have sent a mes-
sage back to the American people and
I hope they are hearing it loud and
clear: You are going to be saddled with
huge permanent tax increases and 4
years from now the deficit will be larg-
er than ever.

—————

FIRST TIME IN 12 YEARS
CONGRESS WILL REDUCE DEFICIT

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, for 12 years
we have heard talk about deficit reduc-
tion and now for the first time we actu-
ally have an opportunity to do it. And
what happens? My colleagues on the
other side of the aisle want to find
every reason possible why we ought not
do it. They want to confuse the issue
and talk about there are too many
taxes and not enough spending cuts.

But the fact remains, Mr. Speaker,
that this is the first time in 12 years
that this Congress will reduce the defi-
cit, and that is what is important. We
will reduce the drag on our economy
and we will begin to move forward on
cutting both spending and the size of
Government.

Another element that is significant
in this package is tax fairness. Tax
fairness, no matter how much they
rant and rave about taxes on the other
side of the aisle, the fact remains that
most of the taxes in this package will
be paid by the wealthy. Seventy per-
cent of the taxes will be paid by the 6
percent who are the wealthiest in this
country.

And do you know what? That is a
change. That is called tax fairness.

We accomplish something very sig-
nificant with this package. We reduce
the deficit. We lower long-term inter-
est rates, and that is what puts people
back to work, because housing is stim-
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ulated, the economy is stimulated. We
have already seen the bond market re-
spond favorably to this package, the
anticipation that this will pass.

We have had 12 years of stagnation
and 12 years of rhetoric. I think it is
great we are about to have a first year
of movement, a first year of innovation
and a first year of deficit reduction.

RONALD REAGAN KEPT HIS
CAMPAIGN PROMISES

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have
been fascinated by some of the 1 min-
utes that have been delivered by our
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
GLICKMAN] and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] talked about the
fact that Democrats supported Ronald
Reagan's economic growth package in
1981. Fifty of them came over and did
that.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
GLICKMAN] said *“what we should be
doing is that Republicans should be
giving President Clinton that same
level of support.

‘““We have got to remember some-
thing, Mr. Speaker. Ronald Reagan was
keeping his campaign promise. I never
saw in that volume, Putting People
First,” a plan to increase the Btu tax.
I never saw him putting people first a
plan to increase the Social Security
tax on retired Americans.

We want to support a plan that Presi-
dent Clinton will bring forward if it
would in any way look like the cam-
paign pledges he made to the American
people last fall.

TODAY IS THE DAY TO PUT OUR
VOTES WHERE OUR RHETORIC
HAS BEEN

(Mr. SWIFT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, one of the
phrases that has become a clique in
this country, when you talk about the
deficit, is we have to bite the bullet.
We have got to make the tough
choices.

What we are being asked today is not
popular. It would not be a tough choice
if it were popular by definition.

We have to provide investment in
this country which has been neglected
for over a decade. We have to deal with
the deficit, and that requires spending
cuts which are only popular in the ag-
gregate. The individual spending cuts
are unpopular, and it involves taxes
which is unpopular.

But it is very interesting to see the
number of people who have used that

May 27, 1993

rhetoric about biting the bullet and
making the tough choices who are now
finding all kinds of reasons to say
today is not the day, this is not the ve-
hicle.

This is a proposal that is more spe-
cific, more complete, more effective
than anything that has been offered in
the last 12 years.

Today is the day, this is the bullet,
and it is time to put our votes where
our rhetoric has been.

DO WE OWN GOVERNMENT OR
DOES IT OWN US?

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I wonder
what Americans expect to own for
$17,000? You might think you could put
a downpayment on a home, buy a car,
invest for your retirement, or finance
part of a college education. Certainly
for most Americans $17,000 is a great
deal of money. But today, every Amer-
ican man, woman, and child already
owes that $17,000 to pay their share of
our national debt. By the time we have
lived with the Clinton tax plan for 5
years, that share of debt will have in-
creased to more than $20,000 for each
person.

And what do we get for all that
money? Even after all the sacrifice, we
will still own an annual national budg-
et deficit of several hundred billion
dollars. And we will still own several
hundred billion dollars of annual Gov-
ernment waste and pork that Demo-
crats will not let us chop out.

The question is, do the American
people own Government or does their
Government own them? Sadly, the an-
swer seems to be that American tax-
payers have been bought, but not paid
for.

OPPOSE BLIND-SIDE ECONOMICS

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong opposition to the Clinton
tax increase, the largest tax increase in
American history, which will hit the
middle class, bring our economy to a
standstill and in the end increase the
deficit.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle have characterized this plan as an
attack on the deficit. Pure Clintonese.

I remember in this body in 1990 when
they claimed that the 1990 tax increase
would bring down the deficit. Instead,
we got higher taxes and a higher deficit
and that is exactly what this tax in-
crease will do as well.

This proposal will not reduce the def-
icit because it does not eliminate one
Federal domestic program. Get that.



May 27, 1993

The American people are being ex-
pected to suffer $300 billion in higher
taxes, but they could not find even one
little domestic program to eliminate,
saying that they could not find one lit-
tle program.

This plan will sock it to the middle
class. If you take the Robin Hood rhet-
oric aside, the average American is
going to pay considerably higher taxes
after being promised a middle-class tax
cut.

Well, Mr. Speaker, this is not supply-
side economics. This is blind-side eco-
nomics. The American people are going
to wake up on April 15 next year and
feel like they were hit by a truck from
Arkansas.

AN OPPORTUNITY TO SAVE
TAXPAYER MONEY

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, it is
very obvious there is deep division
within this House and differences of
opinion today as we undertake this
very important responsibility.

The one thing that unites us is our
desire to find those items in the budget
that we can declare unnecessary so
that we can cut Federal spending.

I think there is strong agreement on
that proposition on both sides of the
aisle.

Well, I am here to help you with that
very difficult process today, because
within hours the General Accounting
Office has just released testimony indi-
cating that the price tag for the super-
conducting super collider, the single
most expensive piece of scientific
equipment ever contemplated for pur-
chase in the history of man, has gone
up another $4 billion.

Keep in mind a project that started
out with a projected cost of $4.4 billion
is now certified by the General Ac-
counting Office to cost at least $11 bil-
lion.

Also keep in mind that we, this
House, by an overwhelming vote ap-
proved a project if there was foreign
participation of at least 20 percent of
the total cost.

To date, Mr. Speaker, we do not have
foreign participation, not the first yen
from the Japanese. We are supposed to
have $1.7 billion. We have got $15 mil-
lion.

Here is an opportunity to save
money, to get serious about priorities.
Help us defeat the superconducting
super collider.

DO THE REPUBLICANS REALLY
SUPPORT BUDGET CUTS?

(Mr. KLECZKA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, regard-
ing the super collider superconductor, I
support the gentleman’'s comments. I
will be joining him in voting to cut out
this funding, but I also challenge those
who are listening today to check the
rollcall for the Republicans. It seems
that they come to the floor, they are
for cutting all the programs, but when
it comes to star wars, when it comes to
the collider, well that is not spending.
That is not deficit reduction, and they
choose not to support those cuts.

It seems that ever since the Repub-
licans lost the White House, they have
magically found something in this
country called the middle class. That
same middle class that for 12 years
they shunned, they raised taxes on and
they have nothing to do with.
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But now, after the George Bush de-
feat, they have all of a sudden found
something in their district called the
middle class. Well, here is a sampling
of some of the tax cuts in the bill we
are going to be taking up later this
afternoon: A surcharge is imposed on
increases over $250,000 a year. Is that
middle class? Business club dues and
lobby deductions eliminated. How
many business class people are affected
by that?

Mr. Speaker, it is a balanced pack-
age, and I ask the House to support it.

THE DR. KEVORKIAN PLAN FOR
OUR ECONOMY

(Mr. COX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I listened
with interest as one of my colleagues
praised the Clinton tax increase plan
because it is going to produce $200 bil-
lion deficits as far as the eye can see.
That is, in fact, what it does, and the
so-called deficit reduction is the result
mostly of tax increases quantified, ac-
cording to our official estimators, at
about one-third trillion dollars. The
trouble is that one-third trillion dol-
lars in projected revenues will not be
there because that is not the way tax
rate increases and new taxes work.
Higher taxes on individuals will mean
less work, less savings, and less invest-
ment, Higher taxes on working senior
citizens with incomes as low as $25,000
will mean less senior citizens working
and being productive. Higher taxes on
energy, we are told with authority, will
cost over one-half million jobs in
America.

Mr. Speaker, it is no wonder they
call it biting the bullet. This is really
the Dr. Kevorkian plan for our econ-
omy. It will kill jobs, kill businesses,
and yes, kill even the higher tax reve-
nues that these suicidal tax increasers
hope to gain.
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SOME DEMOCRATS SELL OUT FOR
PEANUTS

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, we all know that President
Clinton and his allies here on Capitol
Hill are doing everything they can,
twisting arms, bending arms, to try to
find enough votes to pass this bill
today. They are making promises left
and right to pick up the necessary
votes they do not yet have.

And what promise was made late last
night to pick up the votes of six or
seven Democrat colleagues from the
South? My colleagues will not believe
it, Mr. Speaker. It was peanuts. Appar-
ently last night the President offered
to limit the amount of peanuts coming
into this country to drive up the price
of domestically produced peanuts. Not
only are the Democrats today going to
stick the American people with the
largest increase in the history of this
world, but they are going to stick it to
every kid and their parents in this
country who buys candy bars and pea-
nut butter and jelly sandwiches.

Mr. Speaker, it is incredible, abso-
lutely incredible, that six or seven of
my colleagues have sold out for pea-
nuts.

INTRODUCTION OF THE MICROEN-
TERPRISE OPPORTUNITY EXPAN-
SION ACT

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, today, I am introducing the Micro-
enterprise Opportunity Expansion Act
with a great sense of satisfaction and
accomplishment over the prospects for
microenterprises across the country.

In 1988, when I first began preparing
microenterprise legislation, very few
people in Government with whom I
spoke were at all familiar with the con-
cept of microenterprise development.
In 1990, when I introduced the first bill
in Congress to promote microenter-
prise in the United States, there were
still only a few Members of Congress or
congressional staff that were familiar
with microenterprise programs and
their benefits.

Now, in 1993, the landscape has been
overhauled. Today, we have a President
who vocally and frequently touts the
virtues of promoting microenterprises.
Additionally, a number of other Mem-
bers of Congress have initiated other
efforts on this subject including, most
notably, H.R. 455, the Microenterprise
and Asset Development Act, introduced
by Representative TONY HALL, of which
I am pleased to be a lead cosponsor. Fi-
nally, the public, the Congress, and the
administration have come to recognize
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the value of helping people help them-
selves and the importance of Govern-
ment policies which tangibly assist
these individuals.

Microenterprises are the very small-
est businesses, having five or fewer em-
ployees, at least one of whom owns it.
Often, microenterprises have no em-
ployees beyond the owner-operator(s),
which is the reason that self-employ-
ment is often an issue. It is frequently
seen as a road out of reliance on public
assistance, although startup help is
regularly needed.

Two examples from the Chicago-
based Women's Self-Employment
Project [WSEP] demonstrate the value
of microenterprise programs and the
need for this legislation.

Ms. Lynn Hardy was on welfare when
she joined one of WSEP's programs in
1990. She used her first $1,500 loan to
begin a graphic arts business known as
Lynn's Designs. At first, Ms. Hardy
limited her services to business cards
and signs. Within 18 months, however,
she expanded her services to calendars,
posters, airbrushed T-shirts, and day
care murals. Ms. Hardy borrowed from
the loan fund a second time, using
$3,500 to purchase supplies. Through
her own strength, the support of other
new entrepreneurs at the program, and
WSEP capital, Ms. Hardy now supports
herself and her three children. ‘‘Believe
me," she wrote, "** * * it will be a suc-
cess story for all low-income women—
letting them know with trust in God,
having a vision, and WSEP you can
make it.”

In contrast with Lynn Hardy's suc-
cess, Ms. Bernice Jackson met Govern-
ment-imposed obstacles that she sim-
ply could not hurdle. In 1987, she joined
a different one of WSEP's programs
and participated in the self-employ-
ment training. She then started her
own cleaning business which she oper-
ated for 1 year. Ms. Jackson was forced
to shut down her business because it
generated too much money to allow
her to keep her AFDC benefits, yet not
enough money to replace the necessary
health and child care benefits that she
was receiving from AFDC. Fortunately,
for Ms. Jackson, having benefited from
the training she received at WSEP, she
was able to find a full-time job and
work her way off of welfare. Yet, ac-
cording to Ms. Jackson, “If I had been
allowed to continue receiving some of
my public aid benefits, that would have
given me a better chance to stay in
business, and by now I think I would
have reached my goal."

There are people like Lynn Hardy
and Bernice Jackson all over the coun-
try, trying to start a microenterprise,
trying to become self-sufficient, trying
to get ahead. Often, however, they can-
not find those first few dollars to start
their company or the basic business
training they need to maintain it.
Many who do find the money and train-
ing are then running into govern-
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progress.

Dedication and skill are in abun-
dance. Unfortunately it takes more
than that to succeed in the face of ob-
stacles and shortages of assistance.

The most common type of help that
is needed is a loan. Microenterprise
programs which lend startup capital
are now scattered across the country.
They are most often nonprofit or local-
government-run establishments and
commonly disburse loans in amounts
up to $10,000. Most of these microlend-
ers also offer or require varying de-
grees of business training, continuing
technical assistance and other means
of support to ensure the success of the
venture.

As a result, microenterprises have a
very high rate of growth and the loan
repayment rate overall is around 95
percent. In the case of the WSEP, their
two programs have loan repayment
rates of 95 and 100 percent. Even when
the venture does not succeed over the
long run, the training that the entre-
preneurs receive helps them find em-
ployment and advance their careers
otherwise, as happened with Bernice
Jackson.

The Microenterprise Opportunity Ex-
pansion Act, which I am introducing
today, aims both to eliminate Federal
obstacles which stand in the way of
success in this area and to increase the
flow of capital to microlenders and
microenterprises. The bill seeks to ac-
complish these goals through a variety
of mechanisms.

First, it would distinguish between
business and personal assets for pur-
poses of AFDC so that business assets,
including loans, would not be counted
toward the eligibility requirement
asset limitations of AFDC.

Second, it would exclude, for pur-
poses of AFDC, income derived from a
microenterprise for 2 years, so that aid
continues during a transition period,
unlike as in the case of Ms. Bernice
Jackson.

Third, persons who are otherwise eli-
gible to receive unemployment com-
pensation payments would be able to
continue to receive them even though
they are starting up a microenterprise,
and such payments could be combined
in one lump sum payment at the start
of the benefit period.

Fourth, to encourage banks to pro-
vide capital for these purposes, the bill
would enable banks to receive credit
under the Community Reinvestment
Act for certain loans and grants that
they make to microlenders and micro-
enterprises.

Fifth, the legislation would enable
thrift savings associations to receive
credit toward their qualified thrift
lending investment requirements under
the Home Owners’ Loan Act for loans
made for these activities.

Sixth, it would clarify that CDBG
funds could be used for administrative
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and operating costs of microlenders
who offer training and technical assist-
ance to their borrowers.

Seventh, the bill would create a
Micro-Enteprise Technical and Oper-
ations Office [ME-TOO] in the Federal
Reserve and the FDIC to function as a
clearinghouse of information relating
to microenterprises to encourage banks
to provide funds for these purposes.

Finally, the bill calls for a study to
be conducted to analyze the loan needs
to enterprises that are larger than
microenterprises yet smaller than
small businesses.

Mr. Speaker, these measures, taken
together, would open many avenues for
individuals to begin their own busi-
nesses and, in many cases, elevate
themselves from public assistance. It
would also facilitate the efforts of
groups, organizations, and lenders who
are already working hard to lend a
hand to these Americans.

In short, microenterprise is a good
investment. It helps local commu-
nities, the economy as a whole, and,
most importantly, Americans who have
both needs and answers but insufficient
resources. I encourage my colleagues
to support this bill.

THE ROBIN HOOD DEMOCRAT
PARTY

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

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, as we consider the budget rec-
onciliation vote today, I cannot help
but reflect back to a comment made by
one of my high school constituents. He
called the Democrat Party the Robin
Hood Party because they would like to
take from the rich to give to the poor.

Now the redistribution of wealth
question is a serious issue, and it
should not be belittled. However maybe
the Robin Hood Democrat Party com-
parison has some merit to it, except
our President and the Democrats would
believe that anyone earning over
$34,000 a year is rich.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the Democrats
would want to take from these individ-
uals and give more money to Govern-
ment programs and social welfare like
spending programs.

Tax and spend? Robin Hood Party?
Democrat Party? Maybe this youngster
was not too far off. But someone please
tell that $34,000 a year blue-collar
worker that he is rich.

LET'S GET THE JOB DONE

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

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker and
my colleagues, as you know, the time
has come to be responsible, and the
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time has come to do what we have to
do. The time has come to be non-
partisan, and the time has come to do
what is best for the country.

Mr. Speaker, the bill that we are
going to vote on today has $500 billion
in deficit reduction. Over $245 billion of
that is in cuts.

I would like more cuts. Most of us
would like more cuts. And I think we
can achieve more cuts later this year.

But what is before us right now is
$500 billion in deficit reduction, and all
of us acknowledge that is the most im-
portant economic item on our agenda,
to bring the deficit down.

As my colleagues know, we have been
ducking these decisions for 12 years,
and the deficit, the debt, has gone from
$900 billion to over $4 trillion, and we
simply have got to do something about
it.

I like very few parts of the plan. I de-
plore tax increases. They are awful.
But we all know that we cannot effec-
tively deal with the deficit without
both revenue increases and cuts.

Colleagues, we have no choice. I
mean we have got to turn the corner on
the deficit and on the debt issue.

This is our opportunity to do it. Let
us do it and get the job done.

————

THE DIFFERENCE IS CLEAR

(Mr. HOEKSTRA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, today
I applaud my Democrat colleagues on
the floor of the House. Congratulations
on breaking gridlock, and, most impor-
tantly, I say, ‘‘Thank you for clarify-
ing the differences between the Demo-
cratic and Republican approaches to
government."’

Mr. Speaker, after the vote today the
American people will know what the
Democratic Party stands for: for more
taxes, for more spending and, perhaps
most importantly, the philosophical
belief that problems can be solved in
Washington rather than by empower-
ing people at the local level. In 1994 the
crucial decisions will be made because
at that point in time voters will be
able to hold the people of this House
accountable for the decisions that I
have heard described as the most im-
portant decision of this House.
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The differences are clear. There will
be no differences between hollow cam-
paign promises, but the decisions will
be made on the decisions we make
here.

e ————
PUT SPENDING CUTS FIRST

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, yesterday, I appeared before the
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House Rules Committee, along with
many of our Republican colleagues, to
argue for the right to offer amend-
ments to today's tax bill. With one ex-
ception, my colleagues and I were de-
nied.

In examining the rule passed out of
the Rules Committee, I must say that
I am offended.

1t allows for only 2 hours of debate
on the most important bill of this dec-
ade. Too short a time for such an im-
portant and far-reaching measure.

Worse, the rule contains seven so-
called self-executing provisions that
are political payoffs to special inter-
ests to gain support for the bill,

Finally, a deal that was reached
early this morning to curb entitle-
ments is a sham.

As reported, although the details
have not yet truly surfaced, all the en-
titlement cap does is call for Congress
and the President to either raise taxes
or cut spending when the caps are
breached. This is nothing and fails to
address the central problem.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
want spending cuts first, before they
are asked to give more of their hard-
earned money to the Government to
spend.

————

PIED PIPER LEADING MEMBERS
DOWN WRONG ROAD

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, Abraham Lincoln said you could
fool all the people some of the time and
some of the people all of the time, but
you cannot fool all the people all the
time. I would just say to my Democrat
colleagues, if you look in the paper this
morning you found that President Clin-
ton's approval rating is now at 42 per-
cent and his disapproval rating is at 48
percent, 48 percent. Do you know what?
That is the largest in history, the larg-
est in history.

Mr. Speaker, do you know why? It is
because the American people have
caught on to this President, who has
broken every single promise he has
made in his first 100 days in office.

And what is he doing? Like the Pied
Piper, he is leading you down the path
to political ruin. Now, make no mis-
take about it: if you vote for the larg-
est tax increase in U.S. history, and
you do not make the spending cuts
that you should, many of you dear
friends, whom I love so much, will not
be back in 2 years. So think about
that. Please do not follow this misled
Pied Piper down the wrong road. It is
going to ruin you. Do not do it. It is a
big mistake.

ENOUGH IS ENOUGH

(Mr. BLUTE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, today the
House will cast one of the most impor-
tant votes of the year. We will vote on
President Clinton’s $340 billion tax and
spend plan. I want my colleagues and
constituents to know that I plan to
vote “‘no” on that plan.

On the campaign trail the President
said that he would put forth a plan
that would cut spending $2 for every $1
raised in taxes. Shortly after being
sworn in, that became a 1 to 1 ratio.
But the plan that will come before us
later today will raise $4 of taxes for
every $1 in spending cuts.

Since I came to Congress, the people
back home have been sending me a
message which I have received loud and
clear: Cut spending first. But that mes-
sage apparently has not gotten through
to the White House or to many Mem-
bers of Congress.

Mr. Speaker, what these taxes will do
is cause the American people to rebel
against Washington. I live in the State
of the Boston Tea Party, an earlier tax
revolt. But this plan will cause an
American Tea Party, from sea to shin-
ing sea, sending a message to Washing-
ton, enough is enough.

—————

TIME TO TAKE ACTION

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
heard a lot of talk this morning, and I
think that is exactly what the Amer-
ican people are sick and tired of. They
are tired of doublespeak, they are tired
of rhetoric, and they are tired of people
saying just sweep it under the rug.
They are tired of people saying it is
morning in America, everything is
going to be fine tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, when you go to a doc-
tor's office they give you the medicine,
and then they give you the lollipop.
What we have going on around here is
just handing out lollipops.

This is a President who wants to
lead. We are a Congress that has to
govern, It is time for the talk to be
over.

This is the biggest deficit reduction
package in history, $500 billion in defi-
cit reduction, over $200 billion in spe-
cific cuts. Yes, we hear about Ross
Perot’s plan, this one's plan, that one’s
plan. But if you actually look at the
plans if those plans were ever brought
to the floor, no one else would vote on
them.

Mr. Speaker, I do not like everything
about this plan, but at some point the
debate is over. That is our democratic
way. We have to take action, we have
to lead, and we have to vote. I hope my
good friends on both sides of the aisle
will join us and give this President a
chance to lead.
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PRESIDENT'S BUDGET PENALIZES
MIDDLE-INCOME AMERICA

(Mr. ARCHER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, with
President Clinton's clear dislike for
the oil industry, it is understandable
that he would present a plan that pun-
ishes Texas, that costs Texas 37,000 jobs
through his energy tax. But why does
he have to punish the rest of the Na-
tion?

The Tax Foundation has just issued a
list of job losses for every single State
in the United States of America that
will result from this misguided tax. No
other country in the world taxes its
raw energy, because the industries in
those countries must consume that en-
ergy to produce those products, and
that must be passed on in higher
prices.

Why does he penalize middle-income
Americans $471 per year per family in
the products that they buy that in-
clude energy? Why does he insist on
this tax that will cost jobs, reduce the
tax base of this country, and prevent us
from gaining the extra revenue that we
need to balance the budget?

AMERICA IS FOR ALL PEOPLE

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

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to let the American people know
that for the first time in a long time in
this body there is going to be some
courage shown today and that we are
not going to fall prey to the scare tac-
tics from the other side of the aisle,
telling people about what they are
going to lose if they vote a certain
way.

When I was running for office this
past November, the Republican Party
put out a saying that I was going to
lose to my Republican opponent, that
he had a real chance of beating me, be-
cause I was wrong on the issues. I got
over 80 percent of the vote.

The fact of the matter is that for 12
years this body has done nothing but
lapse behind. It is time for us to move
forward and have some courage and in-
clude all Americans in our plan, not
just the rich people, not just the people
that have it made already. We have to
expand this country and help people in
this country, the middle class, the peo-
ple who are less fortunate, to have a
stake in this society. We have to be-
lieve that America is for everybody,
not just for a few.

WASHINGTON POST EDITORIALS
SUPPORT PRESIDENT

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
last two editorials of the Washington
Post say it all: Bill Clinton is right.
The deficits that were allowed to accu-
mulate over the past 12 years are one
fiscal and the other social. Today the
House Democrats have an opportunity
to begin to reduce them both. Not
quite to restore the Nation's fiscal
health, but at least to put it on the
path to restoration, and by providing
the means to provide the ability to
govern as well. Either they vote to do
this, or they vote to let the country
continue to drift irresponsibly and to
think as before. That is their choice,
the only choice.

The House Republicans are going to
sit on their hands. They always do at
budget time. They used to vote no even
on their own President's budget. Look,
Ma, no fingerprints, that is their ideal
fiscal policy.

This President, elected with only 43
percent of the vote, has courageously
done what his predecessors notoriously
did not: he has proposed a restoration
of fiscal discipline.

It may not be a perfect program, but
what is? It is a solid one, and balanced.
It would do what it says it would. His
opponents have made no such proposal,
not one that can pass, yes or no, with
the country's well-being at stake. That
is the question before the House. Yes is
the vote they should stand and deliver.
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IN SUPPORT OF THE
RECONCILIATION PACKAGE

(Mr. JACOBS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, it is the
style of the day to give one another the
devil for his or her honest opinions. I
do not think we need to do that. There
is so much, as they say, good in the
worst of us and bad in the best of us
that it hardly becomes any of us to say
very much about the rest of us.

Whatever happens today should be
done with civility. There are honest
differences of opinion. This is why I in-
tend to support this reconciliation
package.

First of all, 70 percent of the tax in-
creases, as has been said, are on the
people who enjoyed the largest tax cuts
during the 1980’s.

Second, I have two little boys, and I
am not going to push this burden off on
to them.

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO CER-
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 187) and
ask for its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 187

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the
following standing committees of the House
of Representatives:

Committee on agriculture: Mr. Smith of
Michigan; and Mr. Everett of Alabama; and
the

Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries: Mrs. Bentley of Maryland; and Mr.
Taylor of North Carolina; and Mr.
Torkildsen of Massachusetts; and the

Committee on Veterans' Affairs: Mr.
Stearns of Florida; and Mr. King of New
York.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

OMNIBUS BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1993

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 186 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 186

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R, 2264) to pro-
vide for reconciliation pursuant to section 7
of the concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1994. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and the amendments made in order
by this resolution and shall not exceed two
hours equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Budget. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule and
shall be considered as read. The modifica-
tions to the bill printed in part 1 of the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accompany-
ing this resolution shall be considered as
adopted in the House and in the Committee
of the Whole. All points of order against the
bill, as modified, are waived. No amendment
to the bill, as modified, shall be in order ex-
cept the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in part 2 of the report. The
amendment in the nature of a substitute
may be offered only by Representative Ka-
sich of Ohio or his designee, shall be consid-
ered as read, shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. All points of order
against the amendment in the nature of a
substitute are waived. At the conclusion of
consideration of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the bill, as
modified, to the House with such amendment
as may have been adopted. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendment thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit, which may not include
instructions.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to

a point of order.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). The gentleman will state
his point of order.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, respect-
fully, I make a point of order against
House Resolution 186 on the grounds
that it is in violation of House rule XI,
clause 4(d).

Mr. Speaker, House rule XI, clause
4(d) provides that, and I quote,

Whenever the Committee on Rules reports
a resolution repealing or amending any of
the rules of the House of Representatives or
part thereof it shall include in its report or
in an accompanying document, number one,
the text of any part of the rules of the House
of Representatives which is proposed to be
repealed and, number two, a comparative
print of any part of the resolution making
such an amendment, and any part of the
rules of the House of Representatives to be
amended, showing by an appropriate typo-
graphical device the omissions and inser-
tions proposed to be made.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 186
provides that upon its adoption **Modi-
fications to H.R. 2264, printed in part 1
of the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution,
shall be considered as adopted in the
House and in the Committee of the
Whole.”

One of those modifications, Mr.
Speaker, contained in the Committee
on Rules report, adds a totally new
title XV to the bill entitled ‘“‘Budget
Process."”

Subtitle B of that title in the report
is entitled “Amendment to the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974; Conforming
Amendments."’

Section 15211 of that subtitle is enti-
tled “Conforming Amendments to the
rules of the House of Representatives.”
The section includes six separate, per-
manent, not temporary but permanent,
amendments to the House Rules which
amend: rule X, clause 4(g); rule XI,
clause 2(L)(3)(B); rule XI, clause 2(L)(6);
rule XI, clause 7; rule XXIII, clause 8;
and rule XLIX, clause 2.

And yet, despite the fact that this
resolution, upon its adoption, amends
House rules in those six different parts,
nowhere in the report of the Commit-
tee on Rules for this resolution is there
any kind of comparative print showing
the changes being made from the exist-
ing rules as is required in House rule
XI, clause 4(d), which I cited earlier
today.

Mr. Speaker, it will not do to argue
that this change is being made in an
order of business resolution. House rule
XI does not differentiate between spe-
cial rules and other resolutions re-
ported from the Committee on Rules.
It only refers to ‘‘a resolution repeal-
ing or amending any rule of the House”
whenever it is reported by the Commit-
tee on Rules. -

Mr. Speaker, the resolution clearly
makes such changes, and the report
must, therefore, include a comparative
print showing those changes. Other-
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wise, I can assure my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, as I look at all of these
changes, which I have here now, 90 per-
cent of the Members of this House have
never seen this document that I have
in my hand here. I know almost 100
percent on our side, and I am sure only
those who might have been active last
night between the hours of 2 a.m. and 4
a.m. have any idea what is in here.

So it just is not right. If we had these
comparatives showing the differences
of what is being changed or repealed or
added, at least we could make some
kind of a fair judgment.

I, therefore, urge that my point of
order be sustained.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
DERRICK] wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
be heard on the point of order.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLOoMON] makes the point of order
that the rule violates clause 4(D) of
rule XI. This clause requires the Rules
Committee to include a comparative
print displaying changes to the rules of
the House when the committee reports
a resolution repealing or amending any
rule.

House Resolution 186 modifies the
text of the reconciliation bill. The bill
as modified amends House rules. But
the resolution under consideration does
not, in itself, repeal or amend any rule
of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I urge you to overrule
the point of order.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if I
might, I would like to be heard addi-
tionally on the point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, with all
due respect to my colleague on the
Committee on Rules, the gentleman
from South Carolina, I guess what he
has just said, that these are not really
changes, in other words, this bill is
going, once everybody votes for it, we
vote for these huge tax increases and
really nebulous spending cuts, this
thing is going to go over to the Senate
and nothing is really going to happen
to it. It will come back here in a con-
ference report, and it never becomes
law. That is really what I was afraid of.
That is why I wanted to raise the point
of order, because I was sure that really
this whole document is absolutely
going nowhere and will never really
reach the President's desk.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
be heard on the point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it seems
to me what I hear the gentleman from
South Carolina saying is that the reso-
lution does not so state these rules
changes and so, therefore, they will not
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really take place. And the House
should not have to fear them.

Understand, what he is suggesting is
that the self-enacting amendments
that the resolution makes in order are
not directly spelled out in the resolu-
tion and so, therefore, should not have
to be considered in all of this, because
two of the self-enacting amendments
are what the gentleman refers to in the
changes in text.

0O 1350

We now have this rather strange situ-
ation on the floor where the Commit-
tee on Rules can come down, violate
the fundamental rules of the House
with self-enacting provisions, and
claim that somehow these are not a
part of their rule. They can go up and
make deals in the dead of night behind
closed doors, come out into the Com-
mittee on Rules, effect those deals,
make them into self-enacting amend-
ments where nobody has seen the text
of them, and then come to the floor
later on and claim that somehow these
do not have any real effect. That sim-
ply is not the way in which the House
should proceed.

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON] is absolutely correct. They
are coming to the floor with an inten-
tion to change the rules of the House of
Representatives. When we adopt this
rule, we will adopt self-enacting provi-
sions which, if finally adopted, will
change the rules of the House and we
will have no comparison between the
two.

This would be an appalling precedént
to set in the House, that what we are
doing is trampling on the rules of the
House without the proper procedures.
It would certainly go along with how
this budget resolution has been
brought forward. The Chair, in all fair-
ness, should sustain the point of order
and should not simply take the major-
ity party’s opinion on this that is try-
ing to ram through something
extralegally.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, may I be
heard additionally?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). The gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is recognized
further..

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman, unfortunately, completely
misunderstood what I said. What I said
was that the changes do not effect
until the reconciliation is passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The Chair is prepared to
rule.

Clause 4(d) of rule XI requires the
Committee on Rules to provide a com-
parative print of proposals to change
the rules whenever it reports ‘‘a resolu-
tion repealing or amending any of the
Rules of the House."’

The jurisdiction of the Committee on
Rules is not confined to the rules, how-
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ever. It extends also to the order of
business of the House. Thus, the com-
mittee is authorized to report a resolu-
tion providing a special order of busi-
ness.

House Resolution 186 provides a spe-
cial order of business. Its adoption
would modify the text of H.R. 2264 to
include certain changes in the rules,
and would provide for the consider-
ation of the bill, as modified, by the
House. But House Resolution 186 does
not, itself, repeal or amend any rule of
the House. Only the bill—H.R. 2264—
would, if enacted into law, amend
House rules. Consequently, the require-
ment of clause 4(d) of rule XI is not ap-
plicable.

Consistent with the precedent of Feb-
ruary 24, 1993, the point of order is
overruled.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I will
not appeal the ruling of the Chair, out
of comity, and we want to continue
here, but I want to make it perfectly
clear that we on this side do not accept
the findings of the Speaker, and we
would like that to show that for the
RECORD. However, we will not appeal
the Chair's ruling.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER-
RICK] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr, SOLOMON], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 186
makes in order consideration of H.R.
2264, the omnibus budget reconciliation
bill. The rule provides for 2 hours of
general debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Budget. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived.
The modifications in part 1 of the re-
port to accompany the rule will be con-
sidered as adopted in the House and in
the Committee of the Whole. The rule
waives all points of order against the
bill, as modified.

The modifications consist of several
technical amendments settling juris-
dictional disputes or correcting the
text and two new titles related to
budget enforcement. The first title ex-
tends the caps and amends the Con-
gressional Budget Act. The second title
puts in place a tough, new procedure to
ensure that we contain the explosive
growth of entitlements.

No amendment is in order except the
Kasich substitute printed in part 2 of
the report, debatable for 1 hour and not
subject to amendment. All points of
order are waived against the sub-
stitute. Finally, the rule provides one
motion to recommit which may not
contain instructions.

Mr. Speaker, last November the
American people sent us a signal that
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they wanted change. The people want-
ed change from the borrow-and-spend
policies of the 1980's. The people are
tired of government policies that lead
to high interest rates, high unemploy-
ment, and a stagnant economy.

President Clinton offered our people
hope for the future in the form of a
plan to begin the process of restoring
the American dream for us and our
children. Last March, this Congress ap-
proved, in record time, a budget resolu-
tion embodying the blueprint of the
President’s economic plan.

That resolution called for deficit re-
duction of $500 billion over 5 years
through a combination of spending
cuts and tax increases, and instructed
13 House committees to write legisla-
tion cutting spending and raising taxes
to achieve those savings.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2264 is the fruit of
that effort and the centerpiece of the
President’s economic plan, which is the
largest deficit reduction plan ever con-
sidered in our history. This one piece of
legislation will cut spending, increase
revenues, and reduce the deficit by $343
billion over the next 5 years. The re-
mainder of the nearly $500 billion in
savings proposed by the President will
come through cuts in discretionary
programs and reduced borrowing costs.

Mr. Speaker, the people want us to
hold the line on spending, and this plan
holds the line on spending. For start-
ers, the bill contains tough spending
caps limiting discretionary spending to
the 1993 level in each of the next 5
years. That's a hard freeze on domestic
discretionary spending, at current lev-
els, for the next 5 years. Never have we
frozen so much spending for so long a
period of time.

The people want us to cut entitle-
ments. This bill cuts entitlements by
$97 billion over 5 years. These cuts in-
clude:

$56 billion in Medicare and Medicaid
cuts, on providers only;

$10.8 billion in the Federal employee
retirement program;

$5 billion in reforms to education
programs;

$3 Dbillion in agriculture programs;
and

$2.6 billion in various veterans pro-
grams, to name a few.

This legislation also requires busi-
nesses and individuals to contribute
additional revenues to deficit reduc-
tion in an amount totaling $246 billion
over b years.

For individuals, over 75 percent of
the taxes in this bill will fall on house-
holds with incomes over $100,000—the
top 6 percent of all families. Fully
percent of the individual taxes will
come from households with incomes
over $200,000.

The bill imposes a new 36 percent
rate on taxable incomes above $115,000
for singles and $140,000 for couples.
Families whose taxable incomes fall
below those figures have absolutely
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nothing to fear from increased income
taxes in this bill. For people with tax-
able incomes over $250,000, the bill im-
poses a 10-percent income surtax.
These individual tax rates will help re-
store progressivity and fairness to the
Tax Code.

The bill also requires the wealthiest
Social Security beneficiaries, who now
pay taxes on up to one-half of their
benefits, to pay taxes on up to 85 per-
cent of their benefits. This change will
more closely conform the tax treat-
ment of Social Security benefits to
that of other contributory pensions. I
would emphasize that even with the
change, only those beneficiaries who
already pay taxes on their benefits will
be affected—fewer than one quarter of
all beneficiaries. Moreover, even with
the change, a retired couple making
$60,000, including $13,000 in benefits,
will pay less than two-thirds of the
taxes paid by a working couple with
that same amount of income.

Mr. Speaker, the only tax in this bill
which will affect the overwhelming
majority of American families is the
energy tax. But this tax, which raises
nearly $71.5 billion and is phased in
over 3 years, is quite modest.

In 1994, a family earning $40,000 per
year will pay energy taxes totaling
about $1 per month. In 1995, that will
rise to $7 per month, and in 1996 to $17
per month, according to both the
Treasury Department and the Congres-
sional Budget Office. Lower income
households are shielded from increases
by an expansion of the earned-income
tax credit and increased energy assist-
ance.

In addition to raising revenues, the
energy tax will promote desirable pub-
lic-policy goals. Among these are en-
ergy conservation, reducing our de-
pendence on foreign oil, cleaning our
air and water, and encouraging devel-
opment of cleaner alternatives to oil.
Reducing oil imports will help our
worldwide balance of payments. Even
with the tax, America will still have
the cheapest energy of any of the
world's top seven industrialized na-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation also re-
quires the business community to con-
tribute to deficit reduction. The bill
raises the corporate tax rate by 1 per-
centage point, to 35 percent, for cor-
porations with taxable income over $10
million. The legislation closes loop-
holes by capping the executive pay de-
duction at $1 million and denying the
deduction for lobbying expenses. In ad-
dition, the bill includes provisions in-
tended to increase taxes paid by for-
eign firms on income from their U.S.
operations.

At the same time, this legislation
contains numerous tax breaks for busi-
nesses designed to spur investment and
create jobs, Among them are many pro-
visions for small businesses, including
an increased expensing allowance, tar-
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geted capital-gains incentives new
start-ups, passive-loss reform, repeal of
luxury taxes, and permanent extension
of the targeted-jobs tax credit.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation has gar-
nered the support of many of America's

largest corporations, whose taxes
would be increased, including General
Motors, General Electric, General

Mills, Procter & Gamble, IBM, Owens-
Corning Fiberglas, Phillip Morris,
Quaker Oats, Sara Lee, Disney, Wes-
tinghouse, Colgate-Palmolive, and Kel-
logg.

The bill has won the support of such
diverse labor unions, trade associa-
tions, and citizen-watchdog organiza-
tions as the American Federation of
Teachers, the Consumer Federation of
America, the Child Welfare League,
Families USA, the National Associa-
tion of Homebuilders, the National As-
sociation of Realtors, the National
Council of Senior Citizens, the United
Auto Workers, the National Audubon
Society, and the League of Conserva-
tion Voters.

Evidently these corporations and
other organizations share the Presi-
dent's commitment to putting our
economy and our country back on
track, and are willing to help make
that effort a reality.

Mr. Speaker, the reconciliation bill
before this House is the centerpiece of
the most ambitious, serious, and credi-
ble deficit-reduction proposal ever of-
fered by a President. The question be-
fore this House today is quite simple.
Will we have the courage to change di-
rection, to move away from the bor-
row-and-spend policies of the last dec-
ade, in which we quadrupled our na-
tional debt, failed to invest in our
country, and left our people’s incomes
stagnated, their futures imperiled, and
their trust eroded? Or will we succumb
to the special interests seeking to pre-
serve the status quo, which is obvi-
ously not serving us well?

At last we have a President willing
to lead this Nation out of the deficit
wilderness. He has proposed tough med-
icine, to be sure. It is bitter medicine.
But the choice is ours. Either we pass
this landmark deficit-reduction bill
today, and keep this process moving
forward, or we abandon any chance for
meaningful progress against the deficit
for the foreseeable future. It is that
simple.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 186 is
a good rule, which will let us consider
the President’s plan and the principal
Republican alternative to it, to be of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio. It is
a fair rule and I urge my colleagues to
support the rule and the bill.

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

O 1400

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to make it very
clear right up front what we intend to
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do on this rule. Right now this is vir-
tually a gag rule permitting just one
Republican subst.itupe but no separate
votes on three critical areas.

I am, therefore, urging Members to
defeat the previous question so that I
can offer an amendment to the rule
that makes in order just three addi-
tional amendments, subject to 1 hour
of debate each.

First, the Michel-Snowe amendment
to strike the Btu, middle-class energy
tax and replace it with real spending
cuts;

Second, an Archer amendment to
strike the tax increase on seniors’' So-
cial Security benefits; and

Third, a Stenholm substitute amend-
ment for title XVI to provide entitle-
ment caps with a real hammer enforce-
ment mechanism.

That is all my amendment would do,
as much as we would like to make in
order all of the amendments presented
to the Rules Committee. I think it is
far better that we keep this previous
question vote as simple as possible so
that there is no mistake what your
vote means.

To quote from this morning's Wall
Street Journal editorial:

The point is that Members shouldn’'t be
able to claim they opposed parts of the tax
bill but were helpless to amend it. A vote for
the closed rule is a vote for the largest tax
increase in American history.

Mr. Speaker, if you told the average
constituent in my district that this
week we are voting on a reconciliation
bill, you would probably draw a blank
look. That is inside-the-beltway budg-
etary jargon.

But if you tell that same constituent
that we are considering the President’s
tax bill—the largest tax increase in
history—there would be a look of in-
stant recognition, shock, and outrage.

When the President first unveiled his
tax program, I thought the President
might just get away with the so-called
Btu tax, because it was beyond the
comprehension of most of the Btu
might as well have stood for beyond
taxpayer understanding.

But the public didn't take long to
catch on to the Btu tax. In my district
the people know it is going to hit them
in the pocketbook at every turn—from
the gas station, to the supermarket, to
State and local taxes, to the home.

Today Btu is well understood to
stand for, bleed taxpayers unconscious.
It is a middle-class tax increase, plain
and simple.

The same goes for the President’s
senior citizen tax increase. Try as the
President may to depict this as a tax
on upper income individuals, the sen-
iors in my district who make $25,000 a
year as individuals or $32,000 a year as
couples hardly consider themselves
wealthy. It's another tax on middle-
class taxpayers—only in this case on
those who are retired on fixed incomes.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of a rec-
onciliation bill is supposedly to bring
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our actual spending decisions into line
with what we can afford-to reconcile
our appetites with our incomes.

The problem is, as everyone Knows,
that the Government has a voracious
appetite that can never be satisfied.
And so, instead of curbing our appetite
to match our income, we are being
asked to increase that income to feed
that Government appetite for more and
more spending and more and more Gov-
ernment programs.

Unfortunately, the Government is
not a self-supporting creature that has
any income-producing, earning capac-
ity. It must therefore depend on the in-
comes of others to satisfy its insatiable
appetites.

And the others it must depend on
most heavily are the great mass of
middle-income workers who are barely
getting by now on what they earn.

Yet they are being told by the Presi-
dent that they must sacrifice more for
the good of their Government.

It is hard to believe that this is the
same President who a few short
months ago promised middle class tax-
payers a tax cut, not a tax increase.
You may recall this little campaign
book put out by Governor Clinton and
Senator GORE, entitled ““Putting Peo-
ple First: How We Can All Change
America.”

On page 15 of that book there is a
paragraph entitled ‘‘Middle Class Tax
Fairness," in which coauthors Clinton
and GORE promised, and I quote:

We will lower the tax burden on middle-
class Americans by asking the very wealthy
to pay their fair share.

And it goes on:

Middle-class taxpayers will have a choice
between a children’'s tax credit or a signifi-
cant reduction in their income tax rate.

Mr. Speaker, in the interests of truth
in political advertising and labeling, I
think the President and Vice President
should publish a revised edition of
their campaign book that reconciles
their campaign promises with the re-
ality of their record. This book should
be entitled “Putting Taxes First: How
We Will Shortchange America.”

That is just what is happening in this
so-called reconciliation bill. Instead of
getting a tax break, middle-class
Americans are getting shortchanged.

Well, Mr. Speaker, that is not the
kind of change my constituents voted
for. They did not send us here to raise
their taxes. They sent us here to cut
Government spending.

And that is why it is so important for
us to change this unfair gag rule and
make in order amendments that will do
just that—take out the taxes on the
middle-class and replace them with
deeper spending cuts.

They want us to be able to offer
amendments to strike the middle-class
energy tax and the middle-class seniors
tax, and replace them with spending
cuts.

And yet the Democrat majority lead-
ership, through its wholly owned sub-
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sidiary, the Rules Committee, has said
no to the American people and to these
amendments.

Once again they have shut the people
out of their own House for the sake of
cramming the President's tax increases
down the throats of middle-class tax-
payers.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for
this House to do the right thing and
say no to this antidemocratic and anti-
middle-class rule.

I urge my colleagues to vote down
the previous question so that we can
offer a substitute rule that will allow
for separate votes to strike the middle-
class energy tax and the senior citizens
tax and substitute spending cuts for
them.

Vote down the previous question and
for a rule that will allow us to offer re-
sponsible alternatives. That will take
the tax burden off the backs of the
middle-class, and put the deficit reduc-
tion burden back on the Congress by
mandating spending cuts. That is what
the American people want us to do.

This is one of the most critical and
important votes you will cast in this
session. Make no mistake about it, the
people will not be fooled by any at-
tempt to paint this as a procedural
vote.

This is your vote on whether to tax
or not to tax; to cut spending or not to
cut spending. Vote ‘‘no” on the pre-
vious question and for our substitute
rule. And, failing that, vote ‘‘no’’ on
the rule.

SUMMARY OF SOLOMON AMENDMENT TO THE

RECONCILIATION RULE (H. RES. 186)

The rule is identical to the rule reported
by the Committee on Rules, but, in addition
to the Kasich substitute already made in
order by the rule, the following three addi-
tional amendments are made in order:

1. The Michel Amendment striking the Btu
energy tax and providing off-setting spend-
ing cuts;

2. The Archer Amendment striking the tax
increase on Social Security benefits and pro-
viding off-setting spending cuts; and

3, The Stenholm Amendment capping enti-
tlements with a ‘‘real hammer' enforcement
mechanism,

Like the Kasich substitute already made in
order, each additional amendment is subject
to one-hour of debate, is not subject to fur-
ther amendment, and all points of order
against the amendment are waived.

H. REs. 186

An amendment offered by Mr. SoLOMON of
New York:

On page 2, strike all after the period at line
13 through the period at line 22 and insert in
lieu thereof the following: “No amendment
to the bill, as modified, shall be in order ex-
cept: (1) an amendment relating to the Btu
energy tax by Representative Michel of Illi-
nois printed in the Congressional Record of
May 26, 1993; (2) an amendment relating to
the tax increase on Social Security tax bene-
fits by Representative Archer of Texas print-
ed in the Congressional Record of May 26,
1993; (3) a substitute amendment to Title
XVI relating to entitlement caps by Rep-
resentative Stenholm of Texas; and (4) an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
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printed in part 2 of the Rules Committee re-
port by Representative Kasich of Ohio. Said
amendments may only be offered in the
order specified and by the Member des-
ignated, or a designee, shall not be subject to
amendment but shall be debatable for not to
exceed one hour each, to be equally divided
and controlled by the proponent or a Member
opposed thereto, and all points of order
against said amendments are hereby
waived."”
RoLL CALL VOTES IN THE RULES COMMITTEE
ON AMENDMENTS TO THE RULE FOR THE REC-
ONCILIATION BILL, THURSDAY, MAY 27, 1993

The following motions were offered to the
rule:

Motion number and subject:

1. Open-rule-plus substitute rule: Three
hours of general debate, providing special
consideration of designated amendments re-
lating to Btu energy tax, Social Security
tax, budget process reforms, walving all
points of order, and requiring pre-printing.
Other amendments in Record. Other amend-
ments subject to amendment under five-
minute rule with no waivers. Kasich sub-
stitute in order at end of process amendable
only by amendments previously adopted to
bill, if applicable (but not subject to further
debate).

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

2. Michel or Snowe amendment striking
Btu tax with offsets.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

3. Archer amendment striking to Social
Security tax with offsets.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

4. Goss amendment deleting Btu and Social
Security taxes with offsetting spending cuts.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

5. En bloc motion for following amend-
ments;

Thomas of California amendments (a) to
self-execute out provision delaying index-
ation of tax rates; (b) to strike the provision
and off-set by denying tax-exempt status to
non-profits.

Kasich amendment making several budget
process reforms.

Clinger amendment to clarify
gency'' designations under BEA.

McCandless amendment to replace deficit
reduction account with Public Debt Reduc-
tion Trust Fund under Taxpayer Debt Buy-
down Act (H.R. 429, Rep. Walker).

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter,

6. Porter amendment to repeal taxes if def-
icit reduction does not occur under new defi-
cit reduction account,

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

7. En bloc motion for following amend-
ments:

McMillan amendment relating to entitle-
ment caps.

Kyl amendment to ratchet down federal
spending to 19% of GDP by fiscal 1996.

Gekas amendment to reduce deficit to 0 by
year 2000 setting deficit targets for each
year.

Smith of Texas amendment to set aside 5%
of salaries and expense accounts each year

‘‘emer-
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over 5-years, which would be rescinded if
Congress takes no action to restore or alter.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

8. McCrery amendment to change effective
dates of individual and corporate tax in-
creases from Dec. 31, 1992 to Dec. 31, 1993,
with offsets.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss, Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

9. Knollenberg amendment to hold income
tax rate at 31% if engaged in small business
activity.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter,

10. Houghton amendment to require pay-
ment of Social Security tax on domestic help
if paid more than $800 a year.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

11. En bloe motion for following amend-
ments:

Camp amendment to substitute immuniza-
tion provisions which would focus on chil-
dren in public welfare programs.

Johnson of CT amendments: (a) providing
R&D tax credit for aerospace; (b) elective to
withhold Federal taxes for unemployment
compensation; permit states to opt for “‘se-
lect” Medicare programs; (e) exempt states
and cities from Btu tax.

Torkildsen amendment to lower tax rate
for individuals in 5 corporations from 39.6%
to corporate rate of 35%.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

12. Gingrich amendments: (a) to increase
amount of creditable wages under Targeted
Jobs Tax Credit from maximum of $3,000 to
$3,500 and expand the age of affected youth in
program from 16-17 year olds to 14-21 year
olds; (b) to eliminate so-called “marriage
penalty’ in the income tax; and (c) to elimi-
nate marriage penalty in social security ben-
efits.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

13. En bloc motion for following amend-
ments:

Smith of Michigan amendments to index
depreciable equipment for inflation, repeal
onerous sections of minimum tax and reduce
earlier depreciation deductions.

Collins of Georgia amendment to mandate
loss of benefits if children of recipients drop
out of school.

Roth amendment to eliminate Social Secu-
rity tax with no offsets.

Allard amendment to cap the irrigation
surtax.

Cox amendments on budget process re-
forms: (1) Fixed sum appropriations for enti-
tlements; (2) require joint budget resolu-
tions; and (3) prohibit ‘‘baseline" budgeting.

Rejected: 3-8, Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

14, Baesler amendment to eliminate Btu
tax and offset with spending cuts.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss, Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.

15. Stenholm amendments to establish en-
titlement caps and enforcement mechanisms
for acting on over-runs.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter.
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16. Strike prohibition in rule on motion to
recommit with instructions.

Rejected: 3-8. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier and
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and Slaughter,

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES—95TH-103D CONGRESSES
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17. Adoption of rule: Modified closed rule,
allowing two-hours of general debate,
waiving points of order, self-executing seven
amendments into bill by adoption of rule,
making in order one substitute by Kasich
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subject to one-hour of debate; motion to re-
commit may not contain instructions.
Adopted: 8-3. Yeas: Moakley, Derrick, Beil-
enson, Frost, Bonior, Wheat, Gordon and
Slaughter. Nays: Solomon, Dreier and Goss.

Congress (years)

Total rules grant-
m 1

(Open rules?

Numbers percent  Restrictive rules?  Numbers percent

SRTE-TR) T

97th (1981-82)

100th (1987-88) ...

101st (1983-90) .

1024 (1991-92)

1034 (1993-34)

179
161

} Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legislation, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. original juris-

diction measures reported as prvileged are also not counted,

Z0pen rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane amendment to a measure 50 long as it is otherwise in campliance with the rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a percent of fotal

rules granted.

3 Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which :an he offered, and include so-called moditied open and modified closed rules, as well as completely closed rules, and rules providing for consideration in the

House as opposed to the Committee of the Whale. The

rules as a percent of total rules granted.

Sources: Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities, 95th-102d Cnﬂgfesses. “Notices of Action Taken,” Committee on nulas 103rd Congress, through May 27, 1993,

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES—103D CONGRESS

Rule number and date reported Rule type Bill number and subject Amendments submitted Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date
H. Res. 58—Feb. 2, 1963 .. MC H.R. I Family and medical leave ........... : . PO: 246-176 A- 259-164 (2/3/93)
H. Res. 59—Feb. 3, 1993 MC HR. 2; National Voter Registration Act .. 19 (D-1; R-18) . PO: 248-171 A: 243-170 (2/4/93)
H. Res. 103—Feb. 23, 1993 C HR. 920 Unemployment com jon ... 7 (0-2; R-5) . . PQ: 243-172 A: 237-178 (2724/93)
H. Res. 106—Mar. 2, 1993 . NC H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments ........... 9 (D-1: R-8) . . PO: 248166 A: 249-163 (3/3/93)
H. Res. 119—Mar. 9, 1993 .. MC HR. & NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 . 13 (D-4; R-9) PO: 247-170 A: 248-170 (3/10/93)
H. Res. 132—Mar. 9, 1993 .. . MC R 1335 Emergency supplemental 37 (D-8;R-29) .. A: 240-185 (318/93)

k| 5.
H. Res. 133—Mar. 17, 1993 ... MC H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution _........ 14 (D-2; R-12) ... PQ: 250-172 A: 251-172 (3/18/93)
H. Res. 138—Mar. 23, 1993 ... MC HR. 670: Family planning amendments .. 20 (D-8; R-12) ... PQ: 257164 A: 247-169 (3/24/93)
H. Res. 147—Mar. 31, 1993 C H.R. 1430: Increase public debt limit . 6 (D-1: R-5) . PQ: 244-168 A: 242-170 (4/1/93)
H. Res. 149—hpr. 1, 1993 ... MC H“;ggl?n Expedited Rescission Act of & (-1 R-1) ...... A: 212-208 (4/28/93)
H. Res. 164—May 4, 1993 .. 0 H.R. 820: Natl. Competitiveness Act . NA
H. Res. 171—May 18, 1983 . 0 H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 ... NA
H, Res, 172—May 18, 1993 .. ] HR. 1159: Passenger Vessel Safety Act .. NA
H. Res. 173—May 18, 1993 . MC S.1 Res. 45 US. forces in Somalia ... 6 (D-1: R-5) ...
H. Res. 183—May 25, 1993 . 0 H.R. 2284: 2d Supplemental Approps. . NA
H. Res. 186—May 27, 1993 . MC HR. 2264; Omnibus budget recnnc:llahnn 51 (D-1%; R-32) .
Code; C-Closed; MC-Modified closed; MO-Modified open; 0-Open; D-Democrat; R-Republican; PQ: Previous question; A-Adopted; F-Failed,
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

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

I would suggest that people back
home want to do away with the defiecit,
and that is what we are trying to do.

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate
only, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST].

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, as a Demo-
crat from an oil producing State, I rise
in support of this rule and in support of
the budget reconciliation bill.

For those of us from States like
Texas, the easy vote would be to vote
“no." Energy taxes are never popular
in our part of the country, and the Btu
tax has drawn a significant amount of
criticism from oil and gas producing
areas.

However, opposition to the Presi-
dent’s program simply because it con-
tains a controversial energy tax would
be the wrong thing for this country.

The rule before us provides a fair
framework to consider legitimate defi-
cit reduction legislation.

And it is time that we considered le-
gitimate deficit reduction legislation.

For 12 years, Ronald Reagan and
George Bush paid lipservice to the defi-
cit, but that is all. In the form of tax
breaks for the wealthy, they served up
spoons of sugar and told the American

public it was strong medicine. Mean-
while, our budget deficit has grown out
of control and our economy has become
dangerously ill.

We now have a President with the
guts to prescribe more than a placebo.

President Clinton has proposed a def-
icit reduction plan that lays out spe-
cific spending cuts and specific revenue
sources. He has the courage to tell the
American public that all is not well—
that we can't expect our economy to
get better taking the easy road or by
doing nothing at all.

Yes the choices are tough. And, of
course, today's vote will be hard. But,
those of us in this body must join the
President in telling the American pub-
lic the truth.

The Btu tax proposed by the Presi-
dent spreads the burden of deficit re-
duction broadly, and in a fair and equi-
table fashion. It is part of an economic
program that will result in substan-
tially stronger economic growth due to
declines in long-term interest rates, in-
vestments in education, and incentives
for business investments. In the long
run these positive economic factors
will more than offset the burden of a
Btu tax and will give working people in
my State, and across this Nation, re-
newed hope and real opportunity.

Alternatives, such as an increase in
the tax on gasoline or a reduction in
Social Security benefits would hit my

State much harder than a Btu tax.
Those alternatives would once again
place the biggest burden of deficit re-
duction on the backs of the poor, the
elderly and middle-income working
Americans.

And, of course doing nothing is not
an alternative, it is forfeiting our re-
sponsibility to the American public.
We can’'t wink and make the deficit go
away. We can't talk it down or smile it
into submission. We have to tell the
American public the truth and make
tough choices.

We now have a President with the
guts to lead the way. Those of us in
Congress need to join him or get out of
the way.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the rule and to the budget reconcili-
ation.

Mr. Speaker, sometimes it is hard to tell just
where to start; today it is nearly impossible.

Do | use by time to talk about irresponsible
parliamentary procedure, or the failed budget
process that brings us here to debate spend-
ing and taxing plans under which $300 billion
deficits are acceptable and considered
progress?
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Do | use my time to talk about the disas-
trous Btu tax, or the fact that, taken as a
whole, we are considering the largest tax in-
crease in history? Or, | could start on whether
the legislation before us is fair. It is not.

Again and again over the years, this urban-
dominated body has not dealt fairly with rural
America. Today, you are again asking the
most productive sector of the economy—agri-
culture—to ante up more than its fair share.

We are debating perhaps the most impor-
tant piece of legislation of this Congress, and
we have only a total of 4 hours, after which
we have only two choices: Take the majority’s
huge, comprehensive bill or take the minori-

'S.
Y No chance to fine tune. No chance to indi-
vidually amend any of the major provisions.
No chance to balance and make more equi-
table the sacrifices that are inevitable with any
real deficit reduction effort.

No. It is just up or down. Take it or leave.
And then make sure you get on your plane
this evening for Memorial Day recess. No
wonder the country has such little faith in its
Congress.

| could spend a couple of hours alone on
my objections to farm spending cuts and the
energy tax. | don't have time to also explain
my opposition to the direct loan program, to
the deficit reduction trust fund, to the Social
Security provision, and so forth. And that's be-
fore we even get to the fine print, to such
thing buried deep in the bill as irrigation sur-
charges.

Mr. Speaker, because time is so limited, |
will sum up at this point by simply saying that
I will be voting “no" today—"no" across the
board. | will then more fully explain to my rural
constituents why this is the vote that best rep-
resents their interests.

On taxes and agriculture, the majority’s bill
will impose a $72 billion energy tax and cut $3
billion from agriculture, more than enough to
sap the energy out of farming. With the energy
tax, farmers will ante up nearly $1 billion per
year in out-of-pocket costs, despite the fact
that agriculture got a partial exemption from
the full effects of the energy tax. But ask any
farmer what it is like to be partially exempted
and you will hear that it is like being partially
pregnant.

The fact is, nearly 10 percent of the energy
tax will be shouldered by farmers and ranch-
ers, who constitute less than 2 percent of the
population.

Farmers, who will have to pay the full en-
ergy tax on fertilizers, electricity, and pes-
ticides, and who will have to pay the full en-
ergy tax for transporting their products to mar-
ket, will now have to compete on a playing
field with foreign producers made even more
unlevel by the Btu tax. The energy tax will de-
stroy the $16 billion-plus agriculture trade sur-
plus.

Moreover, because the bill increases the In-
land Waterways Fuel Tax by 250 percent,
transportation costs on the Mississippi Basin
will increase, further exacerbating our competi-
tiveness, and driving down domestic prices at
the county elevator.

For Nebraska, which is the No. 1 agriculture
exporting State per capita in the Nation, the
Btu taxes and the 250-percent increase in the
inland waterway fuel tax are nothing short of
disaster.
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On cuts in farm spending, | have serious
concerns about the adverse economic impact
on our agriculture producers of taking more
than $3 billion out of their programs over the
next 5 years. Both the majority's bill and the
minority’s ask agriculture to sacrifice more
than its share.

| cannot find the equity or fairness in these
spending cuts to an industry that has already
taken, on average, a 9 percent cut each year
since 1985. These cuts will come directly out
of farm income and will further weaken the
economic condition of many farmers.

And, Mr. Speaker, your bill asks us to swal-
low this at the same time we're expected to
agree to more than a $7 billion increase in
food stamp spending, a program that has
more than doubled in cost in the last 10 years.
Maybe your logic is that once you put the
farmers out of business, they will swell the
welfare roles.

My major objection to the majority’s rec-
onciliation package for agriculture is the 5 per-
cent increase in the unpaid flex, or triple base
acres, for a cut in farm spending of nearly $2
billion. This reduction comes on the heels of
the 1990 budget reconciliation provision that
just 2 years ago stripped the farmers of 15
percent of their cropland benefits.

And the bill increases flex acres without any
corresponding reduction in conservation com-
pliance requirements on those acres. This is
simply not fair or sound policy.

According to the Food and Agricultural Re-
search Policy Institute at the University of Mis-
souri, a 5-percent increase in flex acres will
reduce payments almost dollar for dollar from
net farm income. For example, the study
projects corn farmers’' returns will decline
around $3 per acre; wheat farmers’ returns will
fall by $1-81.50 per acre; and cotton and rice
returns will drop by $3-85 per acre under this
package.

How can we continue to ask for more and
give less? This concept does not work in the
business world, and it is not going to work
through another Government program. This
philosophy of reducing farm program spending
and increasing mandates, is putting agricul-
tural policy on a collision course with disaster.

| also have concerns about the proposal in
the majority’s bill to save $500 million by reor-
ganizing the local USDA offices into single
Farm Service Agencies. What happened to
the top-to-bottom approach of reorganization?
What happened to streamlining Washington
and regional offices before cutting farmers’ di-
rect services.

Concerning the direct loan proposal as out-
lined in the majority’s bill, | register my strong
opposition. | find it somewhat ironic that in-
cluded in a deficit reduction bill is a new direct
loan program whose savings are, at best, du-
bious.

| had hoped that the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. GORDON] could have offered an
amendment to replace the direct loan provi-
sions with those from H.R. 2219. H.R. 2219
would achieve the necessary budget savings
by making changes in the current student loan
system, rather than making a wholesale
change to a direct loan system.

Direct loans, we are told, will miraculously
save roughly $4.3 billion, yet we do not know
for sure if direct loans will actually save that
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money. This is an entirely new program—
untested.

H.R. 2219, on the other hand, would make
real cuts in spending and provides real reve-
nue to the Government from the current stu-
dent loan system. This alternative would not
force the Government to borrow $20 billion a
year for the next 20 years, which is the case
under the direct loan proposal.

H.R. 2219 would allow the $500 million-plus
direct loan demonstration project, which Con-
gress agreed to just last year, to continue.
And, if this demonstration program proves that
real savings to the Federal Government can
be achieved and still provide loans to stu-
dents, then | will be more than happy to join
the proponents of direct loans in shelving the
current program.

But alas, we will not have an opportunity to
vote on H.R. 2219's provisions because Mr.
GORDON decided not to try his amendment to
the budget reconciliation bill, knowing of
course that the script was already written for
a closed rule. | only hope that Members from
the other body will have the vision to replace
the direct loan program with sensible and
money saving changes in the current guaran-
teed student loan system.

Concerning the fine print, buried deep in the
majority’s bill is something rather innocuously
known as the irrigation surcharge. Now, the
word “surcharge” makes me believe that
someone is aware that those who use water
from Bureau of Reclamation facilities are al-
ready paying for this water—and | hope they
know that these users are also paying for
original construction costs and for the mainte-
nance of these facilities.

And | hope they realize that a 50- or 75-cent
charge for an acre-foot of water translates into
dollars per acre of land. But my concerns
about this surcharge go beyond the expenses
this package would impose upon our Nation's
agricultural producers. | am also concerned
that this is so open ended—it comes with
floors but no ceilings—and also that as we try
today to put the budget in order we are creat-
ing another new spending program, one with
no clearly specified goal.

In this instance we are not asking the Na-
tion's irrigators to pitch in to help solve our
budget problems. We are not asking for 50 or
75 cents lo help retire the debt. We are not
even asking them to help the gentleman from
Wyoming finally fix the Buffalo Bill Dam.

So if it is not for these things, then | must
ask just what it is for—why are we demanding
that they choke up $67 million over the next
5 years? Not deficit reduction? Not improve-
ments to reclamation projects that so many
Americans enjoy for so many reasons? And
what are these new unspecified spending pro-
grams? Is it really mitigation for unspecified
environmental damages? | invite my col-
leagues to vacation Nebraska this summer
and show me the damage.

Mr. Speaker, this is not reconciliation, this is
punitive.

You know, try as we might, these big bulky
pieces of paper we call budgets often do not
do as they are told.

And | wonder what happens when this par-
ticular program fails to do as it is told—what
if it fails to bring in the $10 or $15 million it
is expected to raise each year? What happens
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in the wet years—farmers will take it from the
sky when they can get it—will the Bureau dou-
ble the charge to make up for water not used?
And the dry years? Farmers already pay for
water that might not be there in the summer—
will the farmer be penalized for not using
enough water?

And for every irrigator for whom this is the
last straw, does that pass the cost along to
whoever's left?

Mr. Speaker, the so-called irrigation sur-
charge adds more uncertainty to an uncertain
business. Agriculture is not unique in being an
uncertain business, but it has gotten to the
point where the Nation’s agricultural producers
are not asking for us to give them a break—
they are only asking that we stop piling up.

It is late in the month but early in the year—
at least that is what a lot of us were thinking
as we sat here until 11:30 last night. Let us
take the time to think about the consequences
of this package now, not in 2 years when we
cannot find anyone who will admit to voting for
it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the bill. This will
cost Ohio 24,000 jobs, $1.3 billion in eco-
nomic activity, and will depress our
ability to compete in the world mar-
ketplace.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to this bill
and want specifically to address my comments
to the proposed energy tax. Most Americans
probably have not focused on this issue, but
they should.

This is a tax that will hit and hurt everyone
in this country. It will increase the cost of en-
ergy in your home, it will increase the cost fo
produce and buy consumer goods and serv-
ices, and will reduce our competitiveness in a
global economy—that is, this tax will cost
American jobs.

This tax is inequitable for a number of rea-
sons, not the least of which is the geographic
imbalance. It could prove devastating to the
industrial Midwest, a region of the country
which has yet to feel the full brunt of the re-
cently enacted Clean Air Act amendments.
Ohio is already poised to take a hit from the
substantial expense of complying with the
Clean Air Act. Compliance costs will actually
peak in the 1997-2000 period, precisely the
time the Btu tax burden reaches its peak.

Ohio, for example, ranks third in terms of
total energy consumption and electricity con-
sumption. Accordingly any energy tax will
have a substantial impact on Ohio consumers
both residential and industrial.

A Dbroad-based energy tax is counter-
productive to the President's goals, which |
share, of improving economic growth and em-
ployment opportunities. In fact | believe it will
result in slowed growth and cost American
jobs by making our goods and services less
competitive in the global market place.

Ohio and the Midwest in general, have been
leaders in the Nation's economic resurgence.
Manufacturing and exporting have been at the
heart of the economic turnaround. The energy
tax poses a substantial threat to some of the
most successful and competitive elements of
the Ohio economy and for many other regions
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dependent on heavy industry, manufacturing
and exports.

Just a cursory review of the estimated im-
pacts in Ohio alone are cause for concern.
The Btu tax would take $1.3 billion from Ohio
consumers and businesses, representing a 6.3
percent increase in the State's total energy
costs. Three out of every ten manufacturing
jobs in Ohio are in energy-intensive industries,
25 percent more than the national average.
One out of every six Ohio manufacturing jobs
is tied to exports, 10 percent more than the
national average. The Bilu tax would hit im-
ported oil—but not energy-intensive imported
products like cars, trucks, steel, and so forth,
which would take jobs away from Ohio.

As a major industrial, energy-intensive
State, Ohio would pay nearly 6 percent—three
times its share—of the estimated $22 billion
raised yearly by the energy tax.

The proposed Btu tax is estimated to cost
24,200 jobs in Ohio alone and 400,000-
600,000 nationally adding about a one-half
percent to the unemployment rate. Revenue
estimates for this tax have not factored in
added costs such as the attendant unemploy-
ment costs. An analysis by the Ohio Inter-
Agency Task Force on the energy tax con-
cluded that Ohio could lose six times as many
jobs under an energy tax as it would under
equivalent levels of reduced Government
spending.

Energy costs are a key component in the
cost of manufacturing and, one advantage
U.S. industries currently enjoy over virtually all
of their foreign competition, is lower energy
prices. Despite increases in U.S. commercial-
industrial electricity rates during the last 2
years, U.S. rates remain among the least ex-
pensive compared to rates in industrialized
countries worldwide according to a survey by
National Utility Service. If we are to strengthen
the economy it will come in large measure
through improving our competitive position in
the global market place.

In recognition of this, other nations are now
starting to reduce energy taxes. Sweden, for
example, has lowered its energy tax on manu-
facturing companies by 85 percent.

Other nations also enjoy other competitive
advantages. For example, we burden U.S. in-
dustries with costs related to such matters as
OSHA, workers’ compensation, EPA regula-
tions, product liability and so on, that many of
our foreign competitors do not have to con-
tend with. Raising the cost of energy in the
United States will deprive U.S. industry of one
of its few advantages and place our global
competitiveness in further jeopardy.

In general, the energy tax harms the econ-
omy nationwide by reducing the overall level
of business activity—especially new invest-
ments that are critical for growth. Taxing the
sectors of the economy that need to grow will
only stifle economic growth.

The Btu tax will place most U.S. industries
at a substantial competitive disadvantage in
world markets. Access to reasonably priced
energy resources is one of the United States’
competitive edges in the global market. In-
creasing energy costs would disadvantage
companies that export their products to foreign
markets. The export will become American
jobs as industrial production moves overseas
to avoid higher overall costs in the U.S. im-
posed through the energy tax.
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The Ohio Governor's Task Force concluded
that reduced Government spending is more
balanced and does far less damage to the
economy, while providing the same deficit re-
duction benefits. If Ohio is any barometer the
American people want us to take a harder
look at the spending side of the equation be-
fore we act to impose the largest new tax bur-
den in the Nation’s history.

Additional spending cuts, fewer regulations,
and business incentives should all be explored
before imposing this potentially devastating
new tax. We should consider incentives for
growth in productivity, industrial investment,
and exporis—the true sources of job growth in
a world economy. We should also explore in-
centives for energy efficiency and environ-
mental improvements that directly support the
environmental goals of the administration’s
proposals without incurring their inherent eco-
nomic risks.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL],

our very distinguished Republican
leader.
Mr. MICHEL. I thank the distin-

guished gentleman, the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to this rule.

A vote against this rule is a vote for
giving every Member of the House a
chance to do what we would like to do,
vote up or down on the energy tax and
possibly several other significant
amendments that have broad-based
support on both sides of the aisle.

I know Members of the other side
have been under intense pressure to be-
come Clinton clones. I know there have
been little consciousness-raising ses-
sions to stampede you toward the big-
gest tax rise in history, like lemmings
headed over a cliff.

You have been told this is a proce-
dural vote, some of you more junior
Members; that it is only a parliamen-
tary question. But make no mistake
about it, this is not a procedural vote,
it is a substantive vote that denies us
the opportunity to open up the rule, to
get at the Clinton energy tax.

And as I indicated, there would be
those who would havs other amend-
ments to offer.

I went to the Committee on Rules
and testified, along with Ms. SNOWE, on
behalf of the amendment that we joint-
ly sponsored to eliminate the energy
tax.

Think for a moment about what the
Clinton energy tax really means. It is
not only a whopping $72 billion tax out
of the pockets of all Americans over
the next 5 years; it also represents a
broken promise, as was so well stated
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON].

Candidate Clinton promised middle-
income Americans a tax cut, and Presi-
dent Clinton, now, wants to thrust on
middle-income Americans an enormous
tax increase in the form of the energy
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tax. And make no mistake about it, it
cuts right across the board to each and
all, So much so, recognized by the ad-
ministration, that they have in there
an item for an increase in earned in-
come tax credit of something like $28
billion, an increase of the Food Stamp
Program of over $7 billion now bringing
that program to a total of $32 billion,
to make up for the losses of lower in-
come Americans who would suffer from
the energy tax.

At exactly the same time in Amer-
ican history when the American people
are sickened to death of political cyni-
cism can we in all conscience vote for
a rule which in effect ratifies a broken
promise? Make no mistake about it, I
will tell you there is not one job cre-
ated by this energy tax; it is a job
loser.

And I might say to the gentleman
who just preceded me in the well, if the
Tax Foundation's figures are correct,
he loses roughly 1,008 jobs by the en-
actment of the energy tax in his dis-
trict. In my district the job loss would
be 1,146. If those on the other side of
the aisle vote for this rule, you may
please your leadership today and the
White House may be grateful to you to-
morrow, but what about your constitu-
ents who are going to have to live with
the effects of your vote in the weeks
and months after today and tomorrow?

Day after day, tomorrow after tomor-
row, in every purchase they make,
every trip they take, in every school,
in every church, in every workplace, in
every home, in ways that they may not
even be aware of, the Clinton energy
tax will be a silent, greedy destroyer of
their family budget. And they will re-
member who set loose this dreadful
virus into the economic bloodstream of
our Nation.

Let us face it, the Clinton White
House is out of touch, it is out of sync,
it is out of ideas, it is out of excuses,
and out of control. The American peo-
ple are out of patience. And if you vote
for this rule, you will put them perma-
nently out of pocket and out of work.

I urge you to vote against the pre-
vious question and against the rule.
Vote against government by broken
promises; vote against the most insid-
ious, invidious, pestiferous, omnivo-
rous, depressive, regressive, voracious,
and audacious tax in American history.

I urge you to vote “no' on the rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
SYNAR].

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, there is a
cancer growing in our Nation's fiscal
body and that cancer is the bulging
Federal deficit. The choice the House
faces today is between whether we em-
bark on a bold yet painful course of
treatment for the cancer or whether we
further delay while the cancer grows
and festers and continues to eat away
at the economic vitality of our Nation.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The choice will determine whether our
Nation returns to fiscal health and the
lives of our citizens become more fruit-
ful and productive or whether we con-
tinue to slowly deteriorate as a Nation
that lacks the discipline, leadership,
and self-sacrifice to correct its prof-
ligate ways.

The President was elected to treat
this cancer and he has courageously
done so by proposing a balanced, dis-
ciplined treatment plan that is ex-
pected to reduce the deficit by more
than $500 billion over the next 5 years.
It is the largest deficit reduction plan
ever proposed and it relies on both
spending cuts and tax increases for def-
icit savings.

The President’s plan is not perfect. If
it is enacted the budget deficit 5 years
from now will still be high. But with-
out the President’'s plan, the deficit
will be more than 40-percent higher
than it is today. The President's plan
does include large tax increases and
there has never been any such thing as
a good tax,

The Btu tax, which constitutes the
core of the President’'s revenue raising
proposals, will be especially tough for
Oklahoma with its heavy reliance on
energy production and energy intensive
industries. But the Btu tax is pref-
erable to any other proposed tax—it is
the best of a bad lot. A carbon tax, a
gasoline tax, an ad valorem tax, and an
oil import fee all have significant prob-
lems that make them worse for indus-
try and our national energy policy.
There is simply no other attractive al-
ternative that raises the revenues
needed for meaningful deficit reduc-
tion.

In addition, the impact of the Btu
tax on the families in my distriet will
be relatively modest. The Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates that a
family earning $40,000 annually will
pay a dollar a month for the Btu tax in
1994, $7 a month in 1995 and $10 dollars
a month when the tax is fully phased in
by 1996. The impact of the Btu tax on
families earning less than $25,000 a year
will be more than offset by the pro-
posed expansion of the earned income
tax credit. In fact, the accounting firm
of Arthur Anderson has found that
taxes will actually decrease for a fam-
ily of three earning less than $25,000.

The taxes in the President’s plan are
only acceptable, and only worth the
pain they will cause for my constitu-
ents and our Nation, if they are
matched by spending cuts that will
double the impact of this plan on the
deficit cancer. The President's plan
does this. The plan before us today pro-
vides for $246 billion in spending cuts.
These cuts are largely achieved by
freezing discretionary spending at cur-
rent levels from now until 1998. The
plan also contains significant spending
cuts in the major entitlement pro-
grams such as Medicare, Medicaid, and
agriculture, plus reductions in costs for
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Federal personnel. The $246 billion in
spending cuts represents real, substan-
tial spending reductions that will take
direct aim at curing our stifling deficit
malady.

This bill also provides for budget en-
forcement mechanisms to ensure that
revenue increases and spending cuts
are devoted to deficit reduction. The
entitlement review process, the trust
fund, and the pay-as-you-go rule will
help strengthen those in Congress who
may otherwise lack the discipline to
cut the deficit during the coming
years.

We in the House, especially Demo-
crats, were also elected to attack the
deficit cancer. This plan gives us that
chance. Today we have the opportunity
to fulfill the promises we made last No-
vember. This plan isn’t perfect. But it's
honest, balanced, real deficit reduction
that deserves enactment.

There are always a thousand reasons
to say no. The Continental Congress
could have postponed consideration of
the Declaration of Independence to ex-
plore alternatives. Lincoln could have
returned the historic envelope for fur-
ther staff work and not delivered a
speech at Gettysburg. Churchill could
have delayed the sailing of the rescue
fleet to the British Army trapped at
Dunkirk until he was quite sure he had
the optimal mixture of boats. Welling-
ton at Waterloo could have delayed at-
tacking Napoleon until all the options
had been thoroughly reviewed.

In each case the consequences of in-
action in a vain attempt to clutch at
something even better would have been
disaster. This is also such an occasion.
We are about to tell the world whether
we can grasp our economic destiny or
we let the hopes for our future slip be-
tween our fingers.

As Shakespeare said, ‘‘there is a tide
in the affairs of men which taken at
the flood leads on to fortune; omitted,
all the voyage of their life is bound in
shallows and in miseries * * *"

This is such a crossroads. I urge a
vote for this bold initiative, and let us
begin to cure the cancer.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the wvery distinguished
chairman of the Republican con-
ference, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY].

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
from New York for yielding this time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, in order to put this bill
in perspective, we must see its real im-
pact on the real lives of the real people
in our real home districts.

For example, despite all the allega-
tions of job creation for this process
that the President has introduced, the
Tax Foundation has concluded that the
energy tax alone will kill 734 jobs in
the district of the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR], who just spoke.
In my district in Texas, if this is
passed, it will kill 1,463 jobs.
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We cannot afford to lose those jobs.
This package was put together by the
Democrats without inclusion or par-
ticipation by the Republicans.

We will have many, many Members
of Congress who will go home and say
to their districts, ‘I would like to have
had a separate vote on the energy tax
or the Social Security tax increase or
any number of other things, but the
rules would not allow it."

Let us be clear about this today. If
you vote ‘‘yes” on the moving of the
previous question and ‘“‘yes’ on this
rule, you vote for a rule that does not
allow a separate vote on the energy
tax.

The American people cannot run
away from that tax if it is imposed on
them, and the Members of Congress
cannot run away from the vote that
makes that tax an essential part of the
only vote you get.

This fact is recognized by such public
interest groups as the Americans for
Tax Reform, the National Federation
of Independent Business, National Tax-
payers Union, Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste, National Association of
Wholesale Groceries, the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers, and they
will grade this vote as a vote to keep
the tax package intact and not allow a
separate vote on egregious, harmful,
job-destroying taxes. You better under-
stand that.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
SLATTERY].

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, in the
1 minute that I have, I want to focus on
the effect the Btu tax will have on ag-
riculture,

Based on the information I have from
Kansas State University, the Btu tax,
when fully implemented, would cost
the average family farm in eastern
Kansas about $520 a year. That is just
part of the story.

The other side of the story has not
been focused on, and that is the in-
crease in the ability of farmers to ex-
pense depreciable assets. If they only
take advantage of $5,000 of the addi-
tional expensing available, it will more
than offset the negative effect of the
Btu tax.

Specifically, it will save them $132 on
their income taxes if you assume the
lowest tax rate of 15 percent.

It will also save them 8750 on the
self-employment tax that they are not
going to pay on the $5,000 of additional
depreciable items that they will be
able to expense; $132 plus $750 equals
$882

This bill also contains the extension
of the 25-percent deduction for health
care. That is worth $112 to them.

Add it up, $994, and if you want to go
on, if they are making $20,000 a year, if
they have two children at home, they
will save $1,025 on the earned income
tax credit.
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So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my friends
who are concerned about how this tax
bill will affect agriculture to take the
whole package into consideration. The
Btu tax is not good for agriculture, but
other provisions in this bill are good
for agriculture.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the very fine gentleman
from Sanibel, FL, Mr. G0sS, a member
of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, according to
the Tax Foundation, the energy tax
will kill 911 jobs in the district of the
Member who just spoke. In my district
we will lose 907 jobs that we cannot af-
ford to lose.

The American people are all too fa-
miliar with the dangerous mischief
that happens when deals are made late
at night, behind closed doors in this
House. Tragedy has struck again. The
President promises the biggest deficit
reduction in history. The reality is
that this will be the biggest letdown in
history. The certainty is that taxes are
going up—that is one thing you can be-
lieve. And those taxes will bite hard on
the elderly and middle class, not just
the rich, 10 million seniors—many on
fixed incomes—and every family will
feel this bite.

More dismaying, this tax is retro-
active—the Democrats have secretly
been running the meter since December
1992 and now they are sending us the
bill. Do not forget that the $100 billion
health plan is on the way and the
White House tells us it is to be paid for
with still more other new taxes.

Why do I not believe all the promises
made by the President and the Demo-
crat leadership about the supposed
good news in this bill? For starters, I
am skeptical because, with one excep-
tion, the Democrat leaders would not
allow a vote on any amendments to re-
place taxes with spending cuts. They
would not allow proposals to cut waste
despite well-thought-out ideas from
both sides of the aisle. Not a promising
way to debate what the Democrats are
labeling the most important vote to
date in this Congress. I am skeptical
because when the spin doctors’ spin
spins down, what is left is the stark
harsh reality that there is no plan to
balance the budget.

I am skeptical because, after 5 years
of sacrifice, the national debt under
this plan will be 25 percent higher—an-
other trillion dollars we just do not
have. I am skeptical because this plan
breaks the faith with every American
who has ever paid into Social Security
by redirecting those funds to non-So-
cial Security programs. And I am skep-
tical because all the taxes come first
under this plan, and all the spending
cuts are promised for later, much later.

The vote on this rule is a vote on
whether to raise taxes on all Ameri-
cans or whether to cut spending first.
It is not a partisan question.

The Rules Committee heard hours of
testimony from Democrats about the
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dangers of President Clinton’s taxes; 27
amendments went down in flames in
the Rules Committee about 4 o'clock
this morning because the Democrat
leaders know the new taxes can not
withstand open scrutiny. Yes, I and
many Americans are skeptical about
the promises, outraged about the
gagging process in the Rules Commit-
tee, and deeply anxious about the re-
sults.

Mr. Speaker, we have got to defeat
this rule. We have got to go back and
do better. Americans deserve better.
Vote ‘‘no' on the rule.

Americans are making themselves
heard. One Washington State couple
said it best:

When a few elected Representatives, sit-
ting as a committee, can completely control
what action will be allowed on the floor of
the full House of Representatives . .. cer-
tainly the vast majority of the citizens of
this country have absolutely no representa-
tion in the proceedings of the Federal Gov-
ernment. This is unbelievable and must be
stopped. It approaches dictatorship.

Mr. Speaker, these are your constitu-
ents. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this rule because
Americans want to cut waste, not raise
taxes.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I note a
number of Members have been seeking
to ask Members to yield and, of course,
everyone knows that we are hard
pressed for time. We have very little
time. Even our speakers have 1 minute
each.

Would it be in order to ask unani-
mous consent to extend this 1-hour de-
bate for an additional half hour? If so,
we on this side will be more than happy
to yield to any speaker who would re-
quest it of us.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). The gentleman from South
Carolina has not yielded to anyone for
that purpose.

Mr. SOLOMON. Then, Mr. Speaker, I
would just say to the gentleman from
South Carolina, if he wishes to pro-
pound that unanimous-consent request,
we would be glad to yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. SLATTERY], a
respected Member, or anyone else, if we
could expect reciprocal treatment from
the other side.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank my good friend for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the rule. We have the opportunity to
put our economic house in order.
Today, we have an opportunity to add
greater fairness to our tax system.
With this new administration and thi-
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Congress, we have an opportunity to
begin anew.

If we fail to pass this legislation, we
will send the message to the American
people that we cannot govern. The
American people will surely lose faith
in us all.

We must give this President a
chance. We must give his economic
plan an opportunity to work. During
the past 12 years, we have had to live
with economic policies that have
steered us in the wrong direction.

The Ways and Means Committee,
under the leadership of a great chair-
man, has put together a real proposal—
not gimmicks. It is a very real bill and
it is the essence of President Clinton's
plan.

This plan is not a cure-all, but it will
be a significant step down the long and
difficult road of economic reform. This
plan truly puts us on the right track of
deficit reduction.

Mr. Speaker, I am sick and tired of
the naysayers and Nervous Nellies who
are saying there are not enough cuts.
This proposal is fair. No one has told us
that it would be easy. We must pass
the plan now because there is no better
opportunity and no better plan.

We must keep in mind that our eco-
nomic problems did not happen over-
night. The economic problems will not
be solved with one vote nor will they
be solved with a wave of a magic wand.
We must make it clear that when we
cast our vote, there will be no free
lunch. The time has come for those
who can most afford it to pay their fair
share.

We are all in this together. We must
act now because time is not on our
side. The clock is ticking and the peo-
ple are watching.

What we do today is not just good for
this generation of Americans. It will be
good for unborn generations. It rede-
fines our priorities because we will
shift emphasis to investment in basic
human needs and deficit reduction.

If we do not pass this plan, we will
not be able to do much to create jobs
or provide comprehensive health care
for all of our people.

We must build together a new eco-
nomic order. By ratifying the budget
reconciliation plan, we will build a
more solid foundation for the economy.

In supporting this plan, we will put
gridlock behind us. We will help make
ours a better and more humane Nation.
And we will create a greater sense of
community.

It was 25-years ago when Senator
Robert F. Kennedy said, '‘Some men
see things as they are and say why. I
dream of things that never were and
say why not.”

So today, Mr, Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to dream dreams—to have a vi-
sion for a different America—for a bet-
ter America—for a new America.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CAMP].

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, yesterday myself,
Mr. KLug, and Mr. GREENWOOD went before
the Rules Committee to offer an amendment
that gives the President's child immunization
plan a needed shot in the arm and saves tax-
payers a billion dollars.

Guess what? President Clinton’s immuniza-
tion proposal in the majority’s reconciliation bill
creates a new entittement program. | have
only been here one term, but | thought the
idea of a reconciliation bill was to control
spending, not explode spending. It is inappro-
priate and irresponsible.

But that is not the half of it. The problem is
the President and the majority's immunization
plan does nothing to see that kids get vac-
cines. Sure, it will buy vaccines and put them
on the shelves, but what about seeing to it
that parents get their children the shots they
need to protect them from life threatening dis-
eases—132 kids died from measles alone
over a 3-year period.

But the reason these kids don't get their im-
munizations is not because there aren't
enough vaccines; 5,000 public health clinics
across America offer free immunizations to
any, and let me emphasize this, any kid that
walks through their front door.

The problem is parental responsibility. My
proposed amendment is a comprehensive
plan that promotes parental responsibility by
motivating parents with discretionary State
government incentives, improvements in the
delivery system, and making sure kids who
need shots get them.

But the Democrat majority would not let us
offer this amendment on the floor today. Even
though the studies show it works; the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services likes it;
and, President Clinton said in endorsing this
approach, “| thought that was a good idea.”

Mr. Speaker, without this amendment tax-
payers will be having more of their hard
earned money spent on an entitlement pro-
gram that will not work.

But even sadder yet is that kids across
America will suffer because this House has
not taken a stand to protect them.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished ranking
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, the gentleman from
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, at the
outset let me just note that according
to the Tax Foundation, the energy tax
will kill 2,218 jobs in the district of the
Member who just spoke, In my district
will lose 934 jobs that we cannot afford
to lose.

Mr. Speaker, I have a great rec-
ommendation for the Joint Committee
on the Reorganization of Congress—
abolish committees. Of course, Mr.
Speaker, I am being facetious, but this
rule and the tax increase bill pending
before the House today shows why my
recommendation is not that ridiculous.

The rule pending before the House
self-executes the recommendations of
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seven House committees. In the case of
the budget process reforms, none—I re-
peat—none of the recommendations
were ever debated in the committee of
Jjurisdiction, the Government Oper-
ations Committee. The committee held
only a brief hearing, and let me men-
tion that OMB Director Panetta can-
celed his appearance at this hearing
just hours before it began. The bill was
withdrawn by the chairman before it
could be marked up by Members elect-
ed by the American people. Instead,
unelected Democratic committee staff
simply sent legislative language di-
rectly to the Rules Committee.

Despite the nearly one dozen amend-
ments prepared by minority members,
no opportunity was given to members
from either side of the aisle to amend
these budget reform recommendations.
Ironically, in the letter transmitting
the budget process recommendations to
the Rules Committee, the chairman
urged that no other budget process
amendments be made in order because
they would not have proceeded through
proper committee consideration. Had
that principle been applied to this bill,
perhaps we would be considering a
meaningful entitlement cap, discre-
tionary spending constraints which
would result in a smaller deficit, and a
deficit reduction trust fund with real
teeth.

I have always argued that when the
appropriate committee of jurisdiction
is not given the opportunity to amend
legislation heading to the full House, it
is critical that the Rules Committee
provide as open an opportunity as pos-
sible to amend the bill once it reaches
the floor. Unfortunately, in the world’s
most democratic body, neither the ma-
jority nor the minority will have the
opportunity to fully debate and amend
this far-reaching legislation either in a
committee or on the House floor.

Had we had the opportunity in com-
mittee, we would have offered mean-
ingful amendments which would, first,
have eliminated baseline budgeting,
second, strengthened the definition of
the term ‘‘emergency'’ to ensure that
supplemental spending bills cannot be
considered every time the President or
Congress needs to pay off some special
interest group, third replace the phony
trust fund which Alice Rivlin described
as a ‘‘display device" with a meaning-
ful fund which would have actually re-
duced the deficit, and fourth, imposed
strong spending caps which would have
limited spending to a percentage of the
gross domestic product. Our list goes
on and on.

Mr. Speaker, reject this rule and send
the bill back to the committee of juris-
diction where it belongs.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this rule and the
President’'s reconciliation package.
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I would say to my colleagues that
today is the day for us to stand up and
be counted.

In last year's election, we all had to
apply for our jobs. Those of us who re-
turned, came with a clear mandate.
Make the tough choices. Cast tough
votes. Make change. Do something. I
remind my colleagues about one of our
former colleagues, Jim Florio. Jim,
after being elected Governor of New
Jersey, had to make some tough deci-
sions to turn his State around. Maybe
he was not always as diplomatic as he
should have been. But he was a leader.
He made change in New Jersey.

This month Jim Florio received the
Profile in Courage Award from the
John F. Kennedy Library. Bill Clinton
is also taking those same courageous
positions.

The question today is: How many
profiles in courage sit in the well of
this House? How many of us will stand
up and be counted? Show courage. Vote
for the budget reconciliation package.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that I only have 2 minutes to yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
THOMAS], one of the very distinguished
Members of this body.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I do thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLoMON] for
yielding this time to me, and the gen-
tleman who just spoke, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA]
loses 1,000 jobs in his district with the
decision that he has made.

I want to speak to my conservative
Democratic colleagues who have been
told and promised a number of things,
told to just go ahead and vote for the
bill. The old ‘‘trust me'. I want to
know if they know a term we thought
had been put to rest has been resur-
rected in this bill. It is called bracket
creep.

Mr. Speaker, the red line my col-
leagues see in front of them is what
happens to the 36-percent bracket. It
starts January 1, 1993, but all of 1994,
and all of 1995 the dollar amount is sub-
ject to inflation. I say to my col-
leagues, “That is stealing from the
American people just as if you used a
mask and a gun.”’

Now why, Mr. Speaker, do my col-
leagues not know that this is in the
bill? It is very simple. The President’'s
green book on page 34 said, ‘‘As under
current law, the bracket will be in-
dexed.”

The Joint Committee on Taxation
analysis of March 8 said, if my col-
leagues will notice, ‘“The individual in-
come tax brackets are indexed for in-
flation.”

The Committee on Ways and Means’
markup sheet said, ‘‘They are in-
dexed,”” and I asked the chairman,
*Since we had had this happen to us in
the past, was there anything not writ-
ten down that's going to happen in this
bill?" The chairman told me no.
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I have to tell my colleagues, ‘“When
they promise you something won’t hap-
pen, and it does somebody would call
that lying. Others would call it busi-
ness as usual. I said that it’s like steal-
ing from the American people as
though you used a mask and a gun.
Others would say, ‘“No, bracket creep
was present when Carter was Presi-
dent, it made money."

Bracket creep has returned with
President Clinton. Around here a mask
is called a Democrat, and a gun is
called majority rule. Some would say
it's still stealing.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the distinguished gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman who preceded me, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS],
has just delivered an eloguent state-
ment in behalf of all those who make
$140,000 and more, and I say to my col-
league, before you quote the thousand-
some jobs that an obscure tax founda-
tion predicts West Virginia will lose,
let me just say what the policies of the
last 12 years from this side of the aisle,
my opposition, has produced: The no
hands, no guts, no policy and no jobs of
the last 12 years. The real figure is
40,000 lost manufacturing jobs in West
Virginia, 30,000 lost coal mining jobs,
thousands in the natural gas industry.
Don’t talk to me about predictions.
Tell me what you have done.

The fact is that for middle-income
working Americans in West Virginia
today the income tax rate increases do
not apply to middle Americans. Indeed
they apply to those married couples
over $140,000 a year. The average Amer-
ican household will pay less than $20
per month when this is fully imple-
mented over a several-year period,
about the price of a cup of coffee. I
think they are will to pay that for a
sound fiscal economy with the deficit
reduction and with all the other meas-
ures in here.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, the Treasury Department has
sent to a select group of Members this letter
from Michael Levy, Assistant Secretary that
says the Clinton budget package will be good
for farmers, ranchers, and agriculture.

Now, as the ranking Republican on the Agri-
culture Committee, | did not receive a letter
but | sure got the message. And the message
was from a group of farmers who brought the
12-page summary from Treasury to me, said,
"“Can you believe this,"” and asked to have the
record set straight.

Mr. Speaker, this letter is a hoax. It is full of
distortions and deception. It ignores the weight
of the permanent tax increases of farmers and
softens the impact of the Btu and inland wa-
terways fuels taxes by focusing on the phase
in period for the taxes.
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The farm-type examples—one in Kansas—
one in Wisconsin and one in the upper Mid-
west—ignore irrigated acres and cotton and
rice farms. Worse, with the selected examples,
this document underestimated the impact of
the Btu tax by 300 to 400 percent and ignored
the price reduction impact for commodities
that use the inland waterways.

Even the benefits are not benefits. The ad-
ministration tries to claim the retention of the
25 percent deductability for farmer paid health
insurance premiums. That is counting what is
already on the books and everyone familiar
with health care knows that deductability
should be 100 percent.

They count as a benefit the expanded
earned income tax credit, totally ignoring off-
farm income and the lack of minor children on
many farms.

But, my favorite is the attempt of Treasury
to claim credit for the decline in interest rates
since November as a benefit of the Clinton
plan for farmers. Not one single piece of budg-
et legislation has gone to this President for
signature and the administration's own budget
projections do not assume that this plan will
result in reduced interest rates.

How on Earth the biggest tax hike in history,
more spending and a trillion dollars of in-
creased debt over 5 years will result in falling
interest rates, | don't know.

This summary claims farm income will in-
crease from $150 to $800 under the Clinton
plan. Let us set the record straight. An analy-
sis derived from the Food and Agriculture Pol-
icy Research Institute and from a dairy farm
analysis prepared National Milk Producers
Federation shows the example farms in Kan-
sas, Wisconsin, and the upper Midwest will
have farm income cut $750 to $2,000.

This document is not accurate. Up is not
down, east is not west, and farmers will not be
able to reconcile the Clinton administration's
reconciliation.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, May 26, 1993.
Hon. JACK KINGSTON,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. KINGSTON: Enclosed is a Depart-
ment of the Treasury analysis documenting
that the Administration’s program will im-
prove the economic status of farm families.

Several studies have been widely cir-
culated recently which explore the impact of
Administration proposals on families in par-
ticular. They have examined the proposals in
isolation rather than comprehensively and
they do not necessarily reflect the provisions
modified during the Ways and Means Com-
mittee markup.

The Treasury analysis adopts the same
starting point as the study of a farm family
in the upper mid-west, but the shortcomings
are remedied in the Treasury analysis. It
evaluates the full range of Administration
proposals in their current form and the re-
sults reveal that the combined economic
gain from investment expensing, lower inter-
est rates, the Earned Income Tax Credit and
health care changes considerably exceed the
taxes. The typical farm family in the analy-
sis will enjoy a $144 net gain from the Ad-
ministration’s proposals.

If you have any questions, please call me
or George Tyler on my staff at 622-1930.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL LEVY,
Assistant Secretary (Legislative Affairs).
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EconoMIC IMPACT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S
PLAN ON AGRICULTURE
[Example of a Kansas Farmer)

This example illustrates the economic im-
pact of the President's economic plan on a
north-eastern Kansas farm family. The ex-
ample is that of a family with income of
$18,700. They have $155,000 of debt, and net
worth of $275,000 (close to the regional aver-
age). The farm consists of 650 acres, produc-
ing five crops: 115 acres of wheat, 150 acres of
corn, 95 acres of sorghum, 200 acres of soy-
beans, and 90 acres of alfalfa hay.

Over the 1994-1997 period, the family in-
come will increase on average by §1,745 as a
result of lower interest rates, the benefits of
the expanded earned income tax credit
(EITC), more generous investment incen-
tives, and extension of the health insurance
deduction for self-employed workers. The
family will lose $953 on average from reduc-
tions in farm program benefits and the pro-
posed Btu energy tax. The cost of the in-
crease in the inland waterways fuel tax on
the Kansas farm is estimated to be small,
but difficult to guantify with precision. As
described in the following pages, the pro-
posed programs phase in over time. The ben-
efits of the EITC shown take into account
that not all farm families will qualify for the
EITC, and that the benefits depend upon the
number of children in the family. It is antici-
pated that benefits at least as generous as
the proposed extension of the deduction for
self-employed health insurance payments
will be provided over the period. For the
facts assumed in the example, the net result
will be an average increase in the farm fami-
ly's income of $792 (a gain of 4.2 percent)
under the Administration's economic plan,
as shown below.

Economic impact

Average 1894-97 benefits:

Equipment expensing' (present
value) .. 5132
Reduced interest Tates ............. 1,318

Self-employed health insurance

deduction . 112
Expanded EITC . 183
Total benefits ......comimaaibenea 0 LT46
Average 1994-97 costs:
Btu energy tax . 235
Cuts in farm prog'rams 718
Total costs . 953

COSTS AND BE\!EPI’TS or THE ADMINISTRATIO’\I‘
PLAN ON FARMING

The Administration’s economic plan seeks
to accomplish the combined national goals
of reducing the federal budget deficit, in-
creasing investment, and restoring long term
economic growth. Increased growth helps
people and businesses by increasing our
standard of living.

The plan requires a shared contribution
from all Americans to achieve its goals, but
on balance, all Americans, including farm-
ers, will benefit. They will receive new in-
centives to invest in more productive equip-
ment. Lower interest rates, resulting from
deficit reduction, will lighten existing debt
burdens and will spur rural economic
growth. The nation will see a reform pro-
posal designed to control the rising cost of
health care. The Administration’s plan will
also assist low-income earners by expanding
the earned income tax credit. This will en-
sure that all families with two children earn-
ing at least the minimum wage will not live
in poverty.

Increased erpensing

As modified by the House Ways and Means

Committee, the plan will encourage Ameri-
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cans to invest in new equipment, commenc-
ing in 1993, Specifically, it increases the
level of capital investments allowed to be ex-
pensed from $10,000 to $25,000. These invest-
ments would, in general, otherwise have to
be depreciated over T years. Farmers as de-
scribed in the example are anticipated to in-
vest, over the 1994-1997 period, an average of
§15,000 each year in new and used equipment
and machinery, special structures, motor ve-
hicles, and farm and land improvements, The
present value (at an 8 percent discount rate)
of the increased reduction in tax liability (at
a 15 percent tax rate), attributable to the
expensing of the additional $5,000 of allowed
investment, is $132.
Reduced interest rates

Financial markets view the Administra-
tion’s program very favorably, calling it the
first true deficit reduction program in
twelve years. As a result, market interest
rates have declined significantly since the
November election. These lower rates should
stimulate new investment, and should, over
time, allow existing debtors to refinance
their high interest rate debt at more favor-
able levels. Based on Farm Credit System
data, which indicate an 85 basis point decline
in interest rates from December 1992 to May
1993, this decline is assumed in the example.

Ertending small-issue agricultural bonds

Some farmers receive low-cost interest
loans from state, county, or local govern-
ments, These governments are able to raise
lower-cost funds through small-issue agricul-
tural bonds, since the bondholders' interest
is exempted from federal tax. The govern-
ment requires that at least 95 percent of
gross proceeds must be used to purchase ag-
ricultural land or equipment, and the size of
an issuance cannot exceed $1 million. The
Administration’s plan proposes to extend the
rights of state and local governments to
issue these agricultural bonds.

Extension of the health insurance deduction

Farmers need comprehensive affordable
health insurance, yet many can no longer af-
ford it. The Administration is addressing
this issue in two ways. First, the plan ex-
tends the 25 percent deduction for health in-
surance costs of self-employed workers and
their families through at least December 31,
1993. Second, the Administration initiated a
task force to examine ways to reform the
health care industry. The health care task
force seeks to control exploding costs and to
expand coverage to ensure all Americans re-
ceive some form of coverage.

The example shows the tax savings gen-
erated from extending the 25 percent deduc-
tion for self-employed health insurance,
based on an assumed premium of $3,000
(which is anticipated to be about the average
1994-1997 cost of such family policy) and a 15
percent tax rate.

Ezxpansion of the earned income tar credit
(EITC)

The Administration is committed to
“making work pay."” The President’s plan
would expand the earned income tax credit
to allow a credit of up to 39.7 percent of in-
come for families with two or more children.
Depending on a farmer's income level, a fam-
ily with two children can receive up to $1,373
in additional annual assistance in 1995 and
later years (the maximum additional benefit
is $687 in 1994). The increased benefit is re-
duced for families earning more than $11,000
(as is the case in the example), and is fully
phased-out for two-children families earning
more than $28,000. Increased benefits of up to
$224 are available to a family with one child,
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and up to $306 to taxpayers with no children.
The example assumes that 20 percent of farm
families will qualify for the extra benefits
that are available to a family with two or
more children earning $18,700.

Phased-in Btu energy tar

To reduce the budget deficit, encourage
greater energy conservation, and stimulate
development of less environmentally damag-
ing processes, the Administration proposes
to impose an excise tax on fossil fuels, as
well as hydro- and nuclear-generated elec-
tricity. Petroleum-based fuels would gen-
erally be taxed at a higher rate. The Ways
and Means Committee, however, exempted
motor fuels used on farms from the higher
rate. The rates will be phased in at one-third
the full rate beginning July 1, 1994, and at
two-thirds the full rates beginning July 1,
1995. The full rates will be effective in July
1, 1996,

In the example, the average increased pro-
duction cost for the farm specified is $176, as-
suming that 80 percent of the increased cost
is borne by the farmer. Farmers are likely to
adjust both their crop mix and farming prac-
tices, as they have done in the past in re-
sponse to higher oil prices, and this, together
with market price changes, will shift a por-
tion of the cost from the farmer. Adding an
additional $59 for the family's average house-
hold energy consumption accounts for the
$235 cost noted.

Inland waterways fuel tax increase

Farmers will experience a small increase
in freight costs for their crops due to the
proposed increase in inland waterways fuel
taxes (as modified by the Ways and Means
Committee) of 5 cents per gallon in 1984, 20
cents per gallon in 1995, 35 cents per gallon in
1996, and 50 cents per gallon in 1997 and later
years, These waterways are currently the
most heavily subsidized mode of transpor-
tation in the United States and the only
Army Corps of Engineers program that is
still dependent on federal operating funds.
The Administration plans to move this sys-
tem of intercoastal waterways towards self-
sufficiency by increasing the tax on diesel
fuel for barges. The increased cost is ex-
pected to depend upon the amount of grain
and oilseeds shipped by barge, and competing
rail freight costs are assumed to also in-
crease somewhat. These increased transpor-
tation costs are expected to lead to some re-
duction in the prices that would otherwise be
received by the farmer, but increased defi-
ciency payments are assumed to help offset
the lower prices. Because the direct effect of
the increased waterways tax on the Kansas
farm is found to be guite small, it is difficult
to quantify with any accuracy the indirect
effect of increased rail fares. For this reason,
neither the direct nor indirect effect of the
increased waterways tax are included in the
example.

Farm program cuts

The Administration’s economic plan calls
for a reduction in some farm programs over
the next four years. The overall reductions
have been modified by the House Agriculture
Committee. The example includes the effects
of the estimated reduction in deficiency pay-
ments for wheat, corn, and sorghum for the
farm specified, taking into account the tim-
ing of the deficiency payments for the spe-
cific crops over the 1994-1997 period.

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S
PLAN ON AGRICULTURE
[Example of a Washington Farmer]

This example illustrates the economic im-
pact of the President’'s economic plan on a
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Wisconsin farm family. The example is that
of a family with income of $21,000. They have
$65,000 of debt, and a net worth of $300,000
(close to the regional average). The farm
consists of 250 acres, on which they raise 55
head of dairy cows: 110 acres of corn, 80 acres
of hay, 20 acres of oats, and 40 acres of pas-
ture.

Over the 1994-1997 period, the family in-
come will increase on average by $936 as a re-
sult of lower interest rates, the benefits of
the expanded earned income tax credit
(EITC), more generous investment incen-
tives, and extension of the health insurance
deduction for self-employed workers. The
family will lose $503 on average from reduc-
tions in farm program benefits and the pro-
posed Btu energy tax. The cost of the in-
crease in the inland waterways fuel tax on
the Wisconsin farm is estimated to be small,
but difficult to quantify with precision. As
described in the following pages, the pro-
posed programs phase in over time. The ben-
efits of the EITC should take into account
that not all farm families will qualify for the
EITC, and that the benefits depend upon the
number of children in the family. It is antici-
pated that benefits at least as generous as
the proposed extension of the deduction for
self-employved health insurance payments
will be provided over the period. For the
facts assumed in the example, the net result
will be an average increase in the farm fami-
ly's income of $443 (a gain of 2.1 percent)
under the Administration’s economic pan, as
shown below.

Economic impact

Average 1994-97 benefits:

Equipment expensing (present
R R O o T st s b g 3132
Reduced interest rates ...........eeee 553
Self-employed health insurance
deduction 112
Expanded EITC ....... 139
Total benefits .....ccccvwscirmiivirmse 936
Average 1994-97 costs:
BEN GNOERET CAX ..o isivismnsavavarvastnsiis 288
Cuts in farm Programs ....ccvieevennes 217
Total COBLE . .oenvmusivess 503

COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S
PLAN ON FARMING

The Administration's economic plan seeks
to accomplish the combined national goals
of reducing the federal budget deficit, in-
creasing investment, and restoring long term
economic growth. Increased growth helps
people and businesses by increasing our
standard of living.

The plan requires a shared contribution
form all Americans to achieve its goal, but
on balance, all Americans, including farm-
ers, will benefit. They will receive new in-
centives to invest in more productive equip-
ment. Lower interest rates, resulting from
deficit reduction, will lighten existing debt
burdens and will spur rural economic
growth, The nation will see a reform pro-
posal designed to control the rising cost of
health care. The Administration’s plan will
also assist low-income earners by expanding
the earned income tax credit. This will en-
sure that all families with two children earn-
ing at least the minimum wage will not live
in poverty.

Increased expensing

As modified by the House Ways and Means
Committee, the plan will encourage Ameri-
cans to invest in new equipment, commenc-
ing in 1893. Specifically, it increases the
level of capital investments allowed to be ex-
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pended from $10,000 to $25,000. These invest-
ments would, in general, otherwise have to
be depreciated over 7 years. Farmers as de-
scribed in the example are anticipated to in-
vest, over the 1994-1997 period, an average of
$15,000 each year in new and used equipment
and machinery, special structures, motor ve-
hicles, and farm and land improvements. The
present value (at an 8 percent discount rate)
of the increased reduction in tax liability (at
a 15 percent tax), attributable to the expend-
ing of the additional $5,000 of allowed invest-
ment, is $132.

Reduced interest rates

Financial markets view the Administra-
tion's program very favorably, calling it the
first true deficit reduction program in
twelve years. As a result, market interest
rates have declined significantly since the
November election. These lower rates should
stimulate new investment, and should, over
time, allow existing debtors to refinance
their high interest rate debt at more favor-
able levels. Based on Farm Credit System
data, which indicates an B5 basis point de-
cline in interest rates from December 1992 to
May 1993, this decline is assumed in the ex-
ample.

Ertending small-issue agricultural bonds

Some farmers receive low-cost interest
loans from state, county, or local govern-
ments. These governments are able to raise
lower-cost funds through small-issue agricul-
tural bonds, since the bondholders’-interest
is exempted from federal tax. The govern-
ment requires that at least 95 percent of
gross proceeds must be used to purchase ag-
ricultural land or equipment, and the size of
the issuance cannot exceed 51 million. The
Administration's plan proposes to extend the
rights of state and local governments to
issue these agricultural bonds.

Ezxtension of the health insurance deduction

Farmers need comprehensive affordable
health insurance, yet many can no longer af-
ford it. The Administration is addressing
this issue in two ways. First, the plan ex-
tends the 25 percent deduction for health in-
surance costs of self-employed workers and
their families through at least December 31,
1993. Second, the Administration initiated a
task force to examine ways to reform the
health care industry. The health care task
force seeks to control exploding costs and to
expand coverage to ensure all Americans re-
ceive some form of coverage.

The example shows the tax savings gen-
erated from extending the 25 percent deduc-
tion for self-employed health insurance,
based on an assumed premium of $3,000
(which is anticipated to be about the average
1994-1997 cost of such family policy) and a 15
percent tax rate.

Ezxpansion of the earned income tar credit
(EITC)

The Administration is committed to
“making work pay." The President's plan
would expand the earned income tax credit
to allow a credit of up to 39.7 percent of in-
come for families with two or more children.
Depending on a farmer’s income level, a fam-
ily with two children can receive up to $1,373
in additional annual assistance in 1995 and
later years (the maximum additional benefit
is $687 in 1994). The increased benefit is re-
duced for families earning more than $11,000
(as is the case in the example), and is fully
phased-out for two-children families earning
more than $28,000. Increased benefits of up to
$224 are available to a family with one child,
and up to $306 to taxpayers with no children.
The example assumes that 20 percent of farm
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families will qualify for the extra benefits
that are available to a family with two or
more children earning $21,000.

Phased-in Btu energy tar

To reduce the budget deficit, encourage
greater energy conservation, and stimulate
development of less environmentally damag-
ing processes, the Administration proposes
to impose an excise tax on fossil fuels, as
well as hydro- and nuclear-generated elec-
tricity. Petroleum-based fuels would gen-
erally be taxed at a higher rate. The Ways
and Means Committee, however, exempted
motor fuels used on farms from the higher
rate. The rates will be phased in at one-third
the full rate beginning July 1, 1994, and at
two-thirds the full rates beginning July 1,
1995. The full rates will be effective in July
1, 1996,

In the example, the average increased pro-
duction cost for the farm specified is $277, as-
suming that 80 percent of the increased cost
is borne by the farmer. Farmers are likely to
adjust both their crop mix and farming prac-
tices, as they have done in the past in re-
sponse to higher oil prices, and this, together
with market price changes, will shift a por-
tion of the cost from the farmer. Adding an
additional $59 for the family’s average house-
hold energy consumption accounts for the
$286 cost noted.

Inland waterways fuel tar increase

Farmers will experience a small increase
in freight costs for their crops due to the
proposed increase in inland waterways fuel
taxes (as modified by the Ways and Means
Committee) of 5 cents per gallon in 1994, 20
cents per gallon in 1995, 35 cents per gallon in
1996, and 50 cents per gallon in 1997 and later
years. These waterways are currently the
most heavily subsidized mode of transpor-
tation in the United States and the only
Army Corps of Engineers program that is
still dependent on federal operating funds.
The Administration plans to move this sys-
tem of intercoastal waterways toward self-
sufficiency by increasing the tax on diesel
fuel for barges. The increased cost is ex-
pected to depend upon the amount of grain
and oilseeds shipped by barge, and competing
rail freight costs are assumed to also in-
crease somewhat. These increased transpor-
tation costs are expected to lead to some re-
duction in the prices that would otherwise be
received by the farmer, but increased defi-
ciency payments are assumed to help offset
the lower prices. Because the direct effect of
the increased waterways tax on the Wiscon-
sin farm is found to be quite small, it is dif-
ficult to quantify with any accuracy the in-
direct effect of increased rail fares. For this
reason, neither the direct nor indirect effect
of the increased waterways tax are included
in the example,

Farm program cuts

The Administration’s economic plan calls
for a reduction in some farm programs over
the next four years, The overall reductions
have been modified by the House Agriculture
Committee. The example includes the effects
of the estimated reduction in deficiency pay-
ments for corn and milk production for the
farm specified, taking into account the tim-
ing of the deficiency payments for the spe-
cific commodities over the 1994-1997 period.

EcoNOMIC IMPACT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S

PLAN ON AGRICULTURE

[Example of an Upper Mid-Western Farmer]

This example illustrates the economic im-
pact of the President’s economie plan on an
upper mid-western farm family. The example
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is that of a farm family with income of
$17,600. They have $107,000 of debt and a net
worth of $500,000 (close to the regional aver-
age). The farm consists of 1,250 acres, produc-
ing four crops: 610 acres of wheat, 180 acres of
barley, 50 acres of oats, and 160 acres of sun-
flowers, with 250 acres fallow.

This farm family will benefit under the
President's economic plan, as currently
modified by the Congress. Over the 1994-1997
period, the family income will increase on
average by $1,345 as a result of lower interest
rates, the benefits of the expanded earned in-
come tax credit (EITC), extension of the
health insurance deduction of self-employed
workers, and more generous investment in-
centives. The family will lose $1,201 on aver-
age from reductions in farm program bene-
fits, the proposed Btu energy tax, and the in-
crease in the inland waterways fuel tax. As
described in the following pages, the pro-
posed programs phase in over time, [and it
will also take some time for the benefits of
the decline in interest rates to be fully real-
ized by the family). The benefits of the EITC
shown take into account that not all farm
families will qualify for the EITC, and that
the benefits depend upon the number of chil-
dren in the family. It is anticipated that ben-
efits at least as generous as the proposed ex-
tension of the deduction for self-employed
health insurance payments will be provided
over the period. For the facts assumed in the
example, the net result will be an average in-
crease in the farm family's income of §144 (a
gain of 0.8 percent) under the Administra-
tion’s economic plan, as shown below.

Economic impact
Average 1994-97 benefits:

Equipment expensing

value) ...........

Reduced 1nterest. ra.bea

(present

$132

909

Self-employed health insum ce da-
duction .... i 112
Expanded EITC . 192
Total benefits ........cccceamninrisnmnninnes . 1,345

Average 1994-97 costs:

Btu energy tax . 203

Increased lnland waterwa.ys I'uel
tax . 128
Cuts in fax‘m programa 2 870
Total costs . 1,201

COSTS AND BE‘NEFI’I‘B oF 'THE &DM!N‘IBTRAT]ON 8
PLAN ON FARMING

The Administration's economic plan seeks
to accomplish the combined national goals
of reducing the federal budget deficit, in-
creasing investment, and restoring long term
economic growth. Increased growth helps
people and businesses by increasing our
standard of living.

The plan requires a shared contribution
from all Americans to achieve its goals, but
on balance, all Americans, including farm-
ers, will benefit. They will receive new in-
centives to invest in more productive equip-
ment. Lower interest rates, resulting from
deficit reduction, will lighten existing debt
burdens and will spur rural economic
growth. The nation will see a reform pro-
posal designed to control the rising cost of
health care. The Administration's plan will
also assist low-income earners by expanding
the earned income tax credit. This will en-
sure that all families with two children earn-
ing at least the minimum wage will not live
in poverty.

Increased erpensing

As modified by the House Ways and Means
Committee, the plan will encourage Ameri-
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cans to invest in new equipment, commenc-
ing in 1993. Specifically, it increases the
level of capital investments allowed to be ex-
pensed from $10,000 to $25,000. These invest-
ments would, in general, otherwise have to
be depreciated over 7 years. Farmers as de-
scribed in the example are anticipated to in-
vest, over the 1994-1997 period, an average of
$15,000 each year in new and used equipment
and machinery, special structures, motor ve-
hicles, and farm and land improvements. The
present value (at an 8 percent discount rate)
of the increased reduction in tax liability (at
a 15 percent tax rate), attributable to the
expensing of the additional $5,000 of allowed
investment, is $132.

Reduced interest rates

Financial markets view the Administra-
tion's program very favorably, calling it the
first true deficit reduction program in
twelve years. As a result, market interest
rates have declined significantly since the
November election. These lower rates should
stimulate new investment, and should, over
time, allow existing debtors to refinance
their high interest rate debt at more favor-
able levels. Based on Farm Credit System
data, which indicate an 85 basis point decline
in interest rates from December 1992 to May
1993, this decline is assumed in the example.

Extending small-issue agricultural bonds

Some farmers receive low-cost interest
loans from state, county, or local govern-
ments. These governments are able to raise
lower-cost funds through small-issue agricul-
tural bonds, since the bondholders' interest
is exempted from federal tax. The govern-
ment requires that at least 95 percent of
gross proceeds must be used to purchase ag-
ricultural land or equipment, and the size of
an issuance cannot exceed 31 million. The
Administration’s plan proposes to extend the
rights of state and local governments to
issue these agricultural bonds.

Extension of the health insurance deduction

Farmers need comprehensive affordable
health insurance, yet many can no longer af-
ford it. The Administration is addressing
this issue in two ways. First, the plan ex-
tends the 25 percent deduction for health in-
surance costs of self-employed workers and
their families through at least December 31,
1993. Second, the Administration initiated a
task force to examine ways to reform the
health care industry. The health care task
force seeks to control exploding costs and to
expand coverage to ensure all Americans re-
ceive some form of coverage.

The example shows the tax savings gen-
erated from extending the 25 percent deduc-
tion for self-employed health insurance,
based on an assumed premium of §3,000
(which is anticipated to be about the average
1994-1997 cost of such family policy) and a 15
percent tax rate.

Ezpansion of the earned income tax credit
(EITC)

The Administration is committed to
“making work pay.” The President’s plan
would expand the earned income tax credit
to allow a credit of up to 39.7 percent of in-
come for families with two or more children.
Depending on a farmer's income level, a fam-
ily with two children can receive up to $1,373
in additional annual assistance in 1995 and
later years (the maximum additional benefit
is $687 in 1994). The increased benefit is re-
duced for families earning more than $11,000
(as is the case in the example), and is fully
phased-out for two-children families earning
more than $28,000. Increased benefits of up to
$224 are available to a family with one child,
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and up to $306 to taxpayers with no children.
The example assumes that 20 percent of farm
families will qualify for the extra benefits
that are available to a family with two or
more children earning $17,600.

Phased-in Btu energy tax

To reduce the budget deficit, encourage
greater energy conservation, and stimulate
development of less environmentally damag-
ing processes, the Administration proposes
to impose an excise tax on fossil fuels, as
well as hydro- and nuclear-generated elec-
tricity. Petroleum-based fuels would gen-
erally be taxed at a higher rate. The Ways
and Means Committee, however, exempted
diesel fuel and gasoline used on farms from
the higher rate. The rates will be phased in
at one-third the full rate beginning July 1,
1994, and at two-thirds the full rates begin-
ning July 1, 1995. The full rates will be effec-
tive on July 1, 1996,

In the example, the average increased pro-
duction cost for the farm specified is $144, as-
suming that 80 percent of the increased cost
is borne by the farmer. Farmers are likely to
adjust both their crop mix and farming prac-
tices, as they have done in the past in re-
sponse to higher oil prices, and this, together
with market price changes, will shift a por-
tion of the cost from the farmer. Adding an
additional $59 for the family's average house-
hold energy consumption accounts for the
$203 cost noted.

Inland waterways fuel tar increase

Farmers will experience a small increase
in freight costs for their crops due to the
proposed increase in inland waterways fuel
taxes (as modified by the Ways and Means
Committee) of 5 cents per gallon in 1994, 20
cents per gallon in 1995, 35 cents per gallon in
1996, and 50 cents per gallon in 1997 and later
years. These waterways are currently the
most heavily subsidized mode of transpor-
tation in the United States and the only
Army Corp of Engineers program that is still
dependent on federal operating funds. The
Administration plans to move this system of
intercoastal waterways towards self-suffi-
ciency by increasing the tax on diesel fuel
for barges. The increased cost is expected to
depend upon the amount of grain and oil-
seeds shipped by barge, and competing rail
freight costs are assumed to also increase
somewhat. These increased transportation
costs are expected to lead to some reduction
in the prices that would otherwise be re-
ceived by the farmer, but increased defi-
ciency payments are assumed to help offset
the lower prices. In the example, the average
1994-1997 cost, after taking these effects into
account, is estimated to be $128.

Farm program cuts

The Administration's economic plan calls
for a reduction in some farm programs over
the next four years. The overall reductions
have been modified by the House Agriculture
Committee. The example includes the effects
of the estimated reduction in deficiency pay-
ments for wheat and barley for the farm
specified, assuming that 45 percent of the
full cutback will be felt in 1994, and 90 per-
cent in 1995.

A RESPONSE TO THE TREASURY CLAIMS ON THE
FARM IMPACTS OF THE CLINTON RECONCILI-
ATION PACKAGE
On May 26, the Treasury Department sent

Members of Congress an “‘analysis’” of the

farm impacts of the Clinton Reconciliation

package. This “‘analysis is so full of decep-
tions and distortions that it merits a re-
sponse to correct the record. The Treasury

document outlines three ‘‘typical’ farms: a
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grain farm in northeast Kansas, a dairy farm
in Wisconsin, and a grain farm in the upper
Midwest. They then break down the effects
of the Reconciliation package by several cat-
egories as additional costs and expected ben-
efits.

BTU ENERGY TAX

The Administration continually seeks to
underestimate the negative impact of its
BTU tax on farming. Farmers will not be
able to pass through the costs of these added
production costs. And, to understand the
true effect of this new tax it must be cal-
culated on the basis of its permanent effect,
not the short-term cost during the brief
phase-in, as Treasury attempts to calculate
it.

Treasury  Real cost

Fam ype estimate  to farmers

NE Kansas grain ... $235 14850
Wisconsin dairy ... 286 23650
Upper Midwest grain ... 203 1$600

Uderived from farm impact analysis prepared by Food and Agriculture
Policy Research Institute (FAPRI) plus a conservative $100 for added per-
sonal living expenses.

from dairy farm analysis prepared by the National Milk Producers Fed-
eration (NMPF) plus a conservative $100 in added personal living expenses.

Iderived from farm impact analysis prepared by FAPRI plus a conserv-
ative $100 for added personal fiving expenses

In addition to distorting the analyses of
the described farms, the Administration con-
veniently omits irrigated farms and cotton
and rice farms where BTU added costs will be
double or even triple the examples used. The
BTU tax, even after the adjustments made in
the Ways and Means Committee consider-
ation, will be a devastating blow to farmers
already suffering from low prices and a weak
economy.

INLAND WATERWAYS FUEL TAX

Even after reducing the Clinton-proposed
increase by half, the inland waterways tax
will be increased by 250 percent, one of the
largest percentage increases ever proposed.
Since 40 percent of all grain moves on the in-
land waterways, the impact of this tax in-
crease will reduce prices received by farmers
all over the country. Once again, the Treas-
ury analysts attempt to minimize the effect
by showing the costs during the phasing pe-
riod, rather than looking at the true costs of
the permanent increase.

Using the analysis prepared by the Food
and Agriculture Policy Research Institute
and applying it to crops affected by move-
ment on the waterways, the true cost of this
tax increase would be $385 annually for the
Kansas grain farmer and $638 annually for
the Upper Midwest grain farmer. [Since the
dairy farmer would use his production on-
farm, it is assumed there is no effect on
him.] Overall, it is expected that the na-
tional return to farmers will drop from one
to two cents on each bushel of the billions of
bushels produced annually.

SELF-EMPLOYED HEALTH INSURANCE DEDUCTION

The Administration also attempts to list
benefits to be derived from the Clinton plan.
In one of the most bizarre items listed, the
Administration takes credit for “allowing"”
farmers to keep the inadequate 25 percent
tax deduction for health insurance pre-
miums. They completely ignore their refusal
to provide some equity for farmers by allow-
ing them the 100 percent deductibility farm-
ers requested. It is ludicrous to count as a
“benefit” something that farmers already
have.

EXPANDED EITC

In another interesting move, the Adminis-
tration has chosen to analyze farms at an in-
come level that would be eligible for the pro-
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posed increase in the Earned Income Tax
Credit. This assumes no off-farm income
which almost all farms of this size would
have. They only make passing reference to
the fact that the EITC is based largely on
families with minor children. This ignores
the fact that the average farmer is now over
50 years old and does not have children in
residence to give the family eligibility. At
best, only a handful of farmers would have
access to this “benefit", unless the Adminis-
tration intends to drive farmers' income so
low that all of them will be eligible even
without minor children.
REDUCED INTEREST RATES

Most deceptive of all is the claim of re-
duced interest rates. The Administration’s
own budget assumptions of only three
months ago clearly indicated no assumed in-
terest rate reduction from the President's
package. Now, desperate for perceived “bene-
fits’', they have decided to claim credit for
the slight decline in interest rates that has
occurred since November before any of the
Clinton plans are in place. Rather than as-
suming interest rate reductions, they should
assume increases in interest rates. It is dif-
ficult to imagine how tens of billions in new
spending and $250 billion in new taxes can
have a positive economic effect, especially
when the Clinton Administration’s own anal-
ysis assumes nearly $1 trillion in new federal
debt at the end of this five-year plan. In any
case, this self-serving assumption cannot be
counted as a ‘‘benefit” for farmers of this
plan.

ADDING IT ALL UP

When the deceptions and distortions are
discarded and the real facts are analyzed,
how do farmers fare under the Clinton plan?

Real effect
Treasury
Farm type on farm-
estimate ey
NE Kansas grain +$792 %1821
Wisconsin dairy +433 =735
Upper Midwest grain .. +144 4~ 1976

4BTU tax costs + infand waterway tax costs + cuts in larm programs —
equipment expensing = real effect on farmers.

Even though these examples are economi-
cally disastrous, it must be remembered that
even more devastating farm losses will be
found in the types of farms that the Admin-
istration studiously avoided analyzing (for
example, irrigated acreage, cotton and rice
farms). Because of the discriminatory Clin-
ton tax proposals and the cuts required in
farm programs, there is no doubt that farm-
ers are among the primary victims of the
President's tax and spend strategy. Despite
the Treasury Department’s feeble attempt to
cover up the facts, farmers can never be rec-
onciled to the Clinton Reconciliation pack-
age.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], a
classmate of mine who came here in
1978 and who is a real effective member
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr, Speaker, I oppose
this restrictive rule. The bill before us
is 1,500 pages long, and as unbelievable
as it may seem, the rule does not allow
us to debate and amend its most impor-
tant components.

The minority leader, Mr. MICHEL,
from Illinois, and I attempted to offer
an amendment which would replace the
President's Btu tax with spending cuts.
The spending cuts we proposed were all
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fully justifiable and would not have a
large impact on the delivery of services
to those who truly need them. Because
it contained spending cuts, and elimi-
nated President Clinton's proposed
spending increases, our amendment did
not increase the deficit.

The decision to report out a closed
rule is not about the merits of my
amendment. Rather, it is about fair-
ness and democracy. Throughout this
session, the majority party has relied
on closed rules to avoid tough votes.
This practice is wrong and it should
stop.

It is not the majority’s prerogative
to stifle debate or to isolate the legis-
lative process from public view. Nor is
it the majority's prerogative to evade
tough votes by manipulating the rules
under which this body operates. The
decision to allow amendments should
be limited to a single question: is my
amendment sufficiently substantive
and important that it deserves to be
debated before the American people in
the full House? On that there can be no
question.

Long ago Chief Justice John Mar-
shall stated that the power to tax is
the power to destroy. The energy tax is
a major component of the President's
economic package. It accounts for al-
most $72 billion, or over 25 percent, of
the $275 billion in new taxes raised by
this legislation. Yet this legislation
was debated in closed session in the
Committee on Ways and Means. The
public was totally excluded from this
process. Since my amendment was not
made in order, the public will be denied
any chance to see how its representa-
tives stand on this important compo-
nent of the bill.

I have heard much talk to the effect
that the minority's sole purpose is to
stalemate the President and deny him
the mandate his supporters claim from
the election. This rationale has been
used to justify excluding us, and our
constituents, from participation in the
formation of policy. This rationale
misses the point.

We have serious and legitimate pol-
icy differences with the approach of
this bill. It is disturbing that, at a time
when every other area of the world is
moving toward the free market, using
our country’'s history as an example,
this document moves us toward more
dependence on government. But our
policy differences do not void our right
to challenge the ground on which the
majority supports the components of
this bill. We should be allowed to try
and improve it. And the American peo-
ple have the right to hear the rationale
for the new taxes that the Democrats
are demanding of them.

In this case, we have asked for two
amendments, one to repeal the energy
tax and the other to repeal the Social
Security tax. Each amendment ad-
dresses a major component of the
President’s legislation and fully com-
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plies with the rules of the House. I can-
not believe that the majority would
tell the American people that these is-
sues are not worth 2 hours of debate, 1
on each amendment.

There is no question that my amend-
ment is a legitimate one. It offers suffi-
cient offsets to pay for the revenues
lost by striking out the President’'s en-
ergy tax. Roughly half of these savings
are achieved by eliminating increases
in spending contained elsewhere in the
bill. My amendment does not increase
the deficit. It merely substitutes
spending cuts for some of the tax in-
creases recommended by the President.
Nor is the issue raised by my amend-
ment a minor one. Unless the full
House is to cede all of its power to
committees comprising only a portion
of its membership, it must be willing
to debate amendments to the major
components of the legislation reported
out by these committees.

The energy tax will affect every sin-
gle household and business in this
country. Overnight, it will make some
sectors of the economy instant winners
while other sectors face severe struc-
tural transitions. There are serious
questions about whether the tax is
worth the cost of these impacts and
whether a better means of reducing the
deficit is available. I find it disturbing
that this body could make such an im-
portant decision without publicly de-
bating and voting on the issue in either
the committee or the full House,

I understand many members of the
Democratic majority will differ with
me over the relative merits of tax in-
creases and spending cuts. It does not
bother me that those who disagree
with me will vote against my amend-
ment. But it does bother me that my
amendment was not even made in order
because the House leadership does not
want to embarrass its members. I seri-
ously question the wisdom of any law
whose supporters are embarrassed to
have a specific vote on its merits.

I hope that in the future, the leader-
ship will give serious consideration to
increasing the openness of this institu-
tion. Our Government is built on the
tenet that the best policy is arrived at
through the clash of different views in
open debate, Our founders believed that
any attempt to close debate or con-
strain competition between philoso-
phies would produce worse, not better,
public laws. The House Rules Commit-
tee, with its ability to carefully struc-
ture debate on the floor, should have
acted in accordance with this tenet.

O 1450

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina [Mrs. CLAYTON], the president of
the freshman class.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to support the rule. I rise to support
the rule because the plan before us, the
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reconciliation plan, is the President’s
package which speaks first to the ac-
countability of the budget. It indeed
does address the Federal deficit. It in-
deed does address investment in people.

This package, whether we like it or
not, does reduce $250 billion in spend-
ing across the board. There are those
who would say it is only about raising
taxes. It is $250 billion that will affect
programs in my area, affect programs
that affect the people that I know need
them very much. It means all the peo-
ple will suffer, but it means all the peo-
ple will share in this.

Mr. Speaker, it therefore not only is
raising taxes, but it will affect farm-
ing, yes; it will affect Medicaid and
Medicare, yes; it will affect the poor,
yes. But it also means that it will give
opportunity to address the fiscal condi-
tion of our country.

Mr. Speaker, it also will provide for
investment. Those words mean taxes.
They mean revenues must be raised.
Those revenues will be addressed to
deficit spending. Those revenue in-
creases are fair. Those revenue in-
creases indeed do affect the wealthy
first.

Mr. Speaker, I support this plan. I
urge that we support the rule which al-
lows this plan to move forward.

Before my opponents on the other
side tell me how many jobs this will af-
fect, let me tell you that people have
been employed for many months and
years due to the failed procedures al-
ready at hand.

Mr, SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER].

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the rule and
against the inflationary Btu tax which
will increase debt service costs and re-
duce deficit reduction.

Mr. Speaker, the President spent a great
deal of his campaign discussing the way in
which he felt others' pain. He must be a glut-
ton for punishment because the pain his $300
billion tax hike will create is as real as his
promises of deficit reduction are false.

The President's plan to raise the taxable
portion of Social Security will increase by 3
years the payback time for seniors in the 31
percent tax bracket. The average retiree will
die before recovering their investment under
the President’s proposal. The President seeks
to break our contract with elderly Americans
by diverting revenue out of Social Security into
the general revenue fund.

The energy tax is regressive and inflation-
ary, it hits poor and middle class Americans
the hardest. The President's Btu tax focuses
like a laser beam on employee-intensive in-
dustries and is expected to eliminate up fo
600,000 jobs by 1998. A typical family of four
will pay $500 a year under the proposal. The
impact of the energy tax will be felt most by
the very middle-class families candidate Clin-
ton promised a significant reduction in their in-
come tax rate.

The new Democrat is recycled old Democrat
and that's why the administration’s approval
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ratings are plummeting. The President's budg-
et proposal flies in the face of the American
people’s demand that spending be cut before
taxes are increased. The discomfort Demo-
crals are experiencing is understandable. The
White House is embattled as it attempts to ex-
plain away the promises that brought it to
power and its congressional supporters are
walking the plank on the President's behalf. In
the words of the President, to those inclined to
support the largest tax increase in history, “I
feel your pain."

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT],
who has led the fight to take the oner-
ous tax off of Social Security benefits.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to let the distin-
guished gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina [Mrs. CLAYTON] know, since she
asked, that her district will have an
additional 799 jobs lost because of the
Btu tax. We call the Btu tax the big
time unemployment tax. My district
will lose 1,039 jobs because of the Btu
tax, the big time unemployment tax. It
is onerous, it is wrong, but it is moving
through this Congress.

There is another tax in this package,
a tax on Social Security, a tax that
should be called the granny tax, be-
cause it will tax every widowed grand-
mother in this country that earns
$25,000 a year.

In fact, if that widowed grandmother
has to earn wages to make ends meet
and she earns over $10,500, she will have
a marginal tax rate of 103.5 percent.
Mr. Speaker, that is shameful.

If you also happen to be in my dis-
trict and you happen to be a farmer or
commodity producer, the barge tax in
this bill will also add another 20-cents
per bushel to the cost of producing
crops and marketing those crops.

Mr. Speaker, it is very simple: if you
want to make a difference, if you want
to take away these taxes, if you want
to have amendments made in order,
then vote against this rule. Then you
can vote against the taxes that are in
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the people
of this House to stand up and be heard.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK], an official
member of the truth squad.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, it does not pay very well.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot
about the gag rule. Well, I was reading
a book the other day about how things
are done, and it talked about how to
become a sword swallower. You have to
learn how to master your gag reflex
and suppress it.

But my colleagues on the other side
have gone it one better: they have a
gag reflex they can turn on and off.
Sometimes they can swallow easily,
sometimes they cannot.
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I have been here since 1981. We had
the Gramm-Latta bill which cut Social
Security and other benefits. They said
no amendments. They all voted for no
amendments. We had the NAFTA fast
track. They were for no amendments.
We had the 1983 Social Security bill
which raised taxes on working people
and cut Social Security benefits, and
they overwhelmingly voted for no
amendments. We had the 1982 Reagan
tax increase, which was a very big one,
and they voted for no amendments.

They have consistently voted against
any amendments on a tax bill, until
Bill Clinton became President. And one
of his great accomplishments is he has
converted the Republican Party to de-
mocracy. They were never for it before,
but now they are for it.

Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. MCCRERY],
a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means and of the Committee on
the Budget.

Mr. McCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, accord-
ing to the Tax Foundation, the energy
tax will kill 1,710 jobs in the district of
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK]. In my district it will cost
11,500 jobs, that we cannot afford to
lose.

Mr. Speaker, there is a nasty little
secret lurking in this bill. Listen.

My colleague from TIowa, Mr.
GRANDY, and I appeared yesterday be-
fore the Rules Committee to ask that
we be allowed to offer one simple, but
crucial, amendment. Simple because it
would merely make the tax increases
in the plan prospective, not retro-
active. Crucial because, without our
amendment, no one who votes for this
program today can honestly claim to
have complied with the demand of peo-
ple all across this Nation to cut spend-
ing first. In fact, without our amend-
ment, which, under the terms of this
closed rule, cannot be offered, anyone
who votes for the President’s program
today will be vo’ nyg for exactly the op-
posite—they will be voting for tax in-
creases first, and a promise of spending
cuts later.

Now, I'm sure there are some Ameri-
cans listening to this debate—maybe
even some Members of Congress—who
are thinking right now, “What does
this guy McCrery mean—retroactive
tax increases?'’ Well, it's a well kept
secret, but it’s very simple. If this bill
we're voting on today becomes law, the
increase in personal income taxes, cor-
porate taxes, and inheritance taxes will
take effect as of January 1, 1993. That's
right, this bill will increase taxes on
income that's already earned. It will
mean that individuals, and small busi-
nesses taxed as individuals, have not
been withholding enough to pay their
tax bill for this year. It means that
many taxpayers will be surprised next
April when they discover that they owe
the Government more money. Now
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folks, I don’t care how you cut it—rais-
ing taxes on income already earned is
just not fair.

As far as my research has been able
to determine, there has only been one
other time that taxes have been raised
retroactively—during the Vietnam
war. And, according to published con-
gressional reports, the reason for such
a radical action was to slow down the
economy. I submit, Mr. Speaker, that
these retroactive tax increases are not
only unfair, will not only preclude the
possibility of cutting spending first,
but will have the effect of slowing job
creation and economic growth.

I urge the American people to call
their Representatives and, if this
stinker passes today, call their Sen-
ators to tell them that retroactive tax
increases are both unfair and unwise.
Put simply—cut spending first.

00 1500

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). The Chair would advise the
Members that the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 1 minute re-
maining, and the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] has 3
minutes remaining.

The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. DERRICK] has the right to close.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the distinguished gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, today I
address my remarks to our side of the
aisle. I wish I could to the other side,
but it was clear that the other side
made up their minds they were not vot-
ing with us no matter what was in the
package.

I say to my colleagues, we must vote
for this package for 3 reasons:

First, for our President. If we do not
vote for it, we cut him off at the knees
early in his term. We cannot do that,
none of us.

Second, for our party. We must show
the country that we can govern and
govern we can. We must show the coun-
try that we are a different Democratic
Party that cares about deficit reduc-
tion and cares about our future.

Third, for our country, most impor-
tantly of all. For 12 years the politi-
cians have misled the people and fed
them Pablum and not told them the
truth. Today we must look the Amer-
ican people in the eye and say, '‘For
our future, not only 20 years from now
but a year from now, that we will vote
for this package to set America right,
to stop eating our young and to get our
country back on track.”

We must vote for this package. We
have no choice. I urge everybody to
vote “yes’ on our side of the aisle.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the right to close.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, we have
21 additional speakers but only 1
minute left. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
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balance of my time to the distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Rules, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DREIER].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is
recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Glens Falls for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, my dear friend from
New York will kill 609 jobs in his dis-
trict, if he votes for this, according to
the Tax Foundation. I will lose 1,319 in
my Los Angeles County District. We
cannot afford to lose those jobs, nei-
ther of us can.

There are many Members who have
tried to argue that this is a fait
accompli, the deal is done. We have got
these alternatives. Baloney. That is
not true, Mr. Speaker.

We have a chance right now to repeal
the Btu tax, to repeal the Social Secu-
rity tax and to put into place the true
entitlement caps that were proposed in
the original Stenholm program.

How do we do that? By voting ‘“‘no"
on the previous question. If my col-
leagues really want to do those things
which their constituents want them to
do, join with us, vote “no.” Let us
bring back a rule that will give us an
opportunity to address those issues.

Mr., DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I might point out that
in the State of California, this package
creates 28,382 new jobs, and in New
York, it creates right at 20,000 new
jobs.

Let me tell those of my colleagues
who have not been here a long time,
there is nothing new about this debate.
The Republicans voted against their
own President’s budget in the Senate
in 1982. In 1983, they did not bring it up.
They voted against it in 1984, They did
not bring it up in 1985. They voted
against it in 1986. They voted against it
in 1987.

They did not bring it up in 1988. They
did not bring it up in 1989. They voted
against it in 1991, most of them did. So
there is nothing new about that.

They do not vote for any budget.
They do not even vote for their own
budgets. They do not vote for their own
President’s budgets.

What they are really telling is they
do not want to accept the responsibil-
ity for governing in the United States
of America. That is what this exercise
is all about.

We are the majority party, and we
have that responsibility. We have a
President who has come to us and said,
‘““‘We are ready to deal with the fiscal
problems of this country. We are will-
ing to reduce the budget deficit. we are
willing to create jobs. We are willing to
move ahead and get the economic af-
fairs of this country back on track.”
And, thank goodness, we have a Demo-
cratic party that is willing to govern,
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willing to vote for budgets, and we
have a President who is willing to lead.

I suggest to my colleagues that this
is a very fair rule, and I suggest to my
colleagues that we must vote yes on
the previous question and pass the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD an estimate of the increases in
1994 in personal income and jobs from
the President’s program, by State.

These figures suggest this package
will create 194,608 new jobs in the Unit-
ed States next year.

ESTIMATES OF INCREASES IN STATE PERSONAL INCOME
AND JOBS OF THE PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM IN 1994, BY
STATE

{In millions of daliars)

Personal in- Jobs {num-
State come bers)
United States . $9,925 194,608
2 1,804
kL
103 2.020
43 551
1447 28,382
137 2/
237 4652
krd 632
38 w
516 10,121
09 4094
55 1,094
al
544 10,658
170 3335
83 1,693
89 1,748
1,675
85 1,690
39 766
262 5,145
kLU 6,798
349 6,851
175 3437
3 619
175 3427
10 359
52 1,025
55 1,075
57 1,124
546 10711
28
999 19,581
194 3,
15 2
262 7101
by 1,407
94 Bdb
483 466
40 788
19 1,554
18 M7
134 2,628
530 10,393
2 635
19 380
a 5426
207 4,055
3 302
168 129
14 265

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Evi-
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 252, nays Allard

178, not voting 2, as follows:

[Roll No. 195]
YEAS—252

Abercrombie Green Pallone
Ackerman Gutierrez Parker
Andrews (ME) Hall (OH) Pastor
Andrews (NJ) Hall (TX) Payne (NJ)
Andrews (TX) Hamburg Payne (VA)
Applegate Harman Pelosi
Bacchus (FL) Hastings Penny
Baesier Hayes Peterson (FL)
Barcia Hefner Peterson (MN)
Barlow Hilliard iy
Barrett (WI) Hinchey Po:n 2
Becerra Hoagland Poshirr:]y
Beilenson Hochbrueckner Price (NC)
Berman Holden Rahall
Bevill Hoyer Rangel
Bilbray Hughes Reed
Bishop Hutto Reynolds
Blackwell Inslee Richardson
Bonior Jefferson Roemer
Borski Johnson (GA) Rose
Boucher Johnson (8D) Rostenkowski
Brewster Johnson, E. B Rowland
Brooks Johnston Roybal-Allard
Browder Kanjorski Rush
Brown (FL) Kaptur Sabo
Brown (OH) Kennedy Sanders
Bryant Kennelly Sangmeister
Byrae Kildee Sawyer
Cantwell Kleczka Schenk
Cardin Klein Schroeder
Carr Klink Schumer
Chapman Kopetski Scott
Clay Kreidler Serrano
Clayton LaFalce Sharp
Clement Lambert Shepherd
Clyburn Lancaster Sisisky
Coleman Lantos Skaggs
Collins (IL) LaRocco Skelton
Collins (MI) Laughlin Slattery
Condit Lehman Slaughter
Conyers Levin gmtl:élt (Ia)
Cooper Lewls (GA) il
Coppersmith Lipinski Stanholm
Costello Lloyd Stokes
s Long Strickland
Cramer Lowey

Studds
Danner Maloney Stupak
Darden Mann Swett
de la Garza Manton Swift
Deal Margolies- Synar
DeFazio Mezvinsky Tanner
DeLauro Markey Tauzin
Dellums Martinez Taylor (MS)
Derrick Matsui Tejeda
Deutsch Mazzoll Thompson
Dicks McCloskey Thornton
Dingell McCurdy Thurman
Dixon McDermott Torres
Dooley McHale Torricelli
Durbin McKinney Towns
Edwards (CA) McNulty Traficant
Edwards (TX) Meehan Tucker
Engel Meek Unsoeld
English (AZ) Menendez Valentine
English (OK) Mfume Velazquez
Eshoo Miller (CA) Vento
Evans Mineta Visclosky
Fazio Minge Volkmer
Fields (LA) Mink Washington
Filner Moakley Waters
Fingerhut Mollohan Watt
Flake Montgomery Waxman
Foglietta Moran Wheat
Ford (MD) Murphy Whitten
Ford (TN) Murtha Williams
Frank (MA) Nadler Yitson
Frost Natcher Woolse
Furse Neal (MA) Wyd o
Gejdenson Neal (NC) Wyan
Gephardt Oberstar Fite
Geren Obey
Gibbons Olver
Glickman Ortiz
Gonzalez Orton
Gordon Owens
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NAYS—178

Goodling Myers
Archer Goss Nussle
Armey Grams Oxley
Bachus (AL) Grandy Packard
Baker (CA) Greenwood Paxon
Baker (LA) Gunderson Petri
Ballenger Hamilton Pombo
Barrett (NE) Hancock Porter
Bartlett Hansen Portman
Barton Hastert Pryce (OH)
Bateman Hefley Quillen
Bentley Herger Quinn
Bereuter Hobson Ramstad
Bilirakis Hoekstra Ravenel
Bliley Hoke Regula
Blute Horn Ridge
Boehlert Houghton Roberts
Boehner Huffington Rogers
Bonilla Hunter Rohrabacher
Bunning Hutchinson Ros-Lehtinen
Burton Hyde Roth
Buyer Inglis Roukema
Callahan Inhofe Royce
Calvert Istook Santorum
Camp Jacobs Sarpalius
Canady Johnson (CT) Saxton
Castle Joh Sam Schaef
Clinger Kasich Schiff
Coble Kim Sensenbrenner
Collins (GA) King Shaw
Combest Kingston Shays
Cox Klug Shuster
Crane Knollenberg Skeen
Crapo Kolbe Smith (MI)
Cunningham Kyl Smith (NJ)
DeLay Lazio Smith (OR)
Diaz-Balart Leach Smith (TX)
Dickey Levy Snowe
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Solomon
Dornan Lewis (FL) Spence
Dreier Lightfoot Stearns
Duncan Linder Stump
Dunn Livingston Sund
Emerson Machtley Talent
Everett Manzullo Taylor (NC)
Ewing McCandless Thomas (CA)
Fawell McCollum Thomas (WY)
Fields (TX) MecCrery Torkildsen
Fish McDade Upton
Fowler McHugh Vucanovich
Franks (CT) Mclnnis Walker
Franks (NJ) McKeon Walsh
Gallegly McMillan Weldon
Gallo Meyers Wolf
Gekas Mica Young (AK)
Gilchrest Michel Young (FL)
Gillmor Miller (FL) Zeliff
Gilman Molinari Zimner
Gingrich Moorhead
Goodlatte Morella

NOT VOTING—2
Brown (CA) Henry

0O 1526
Mr. SMITH of Michigan and Mr.

HOKE changed their vote from ‘‘yea’
to “nay."

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuULTY). The question is on the reso-
lution.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I de-
manded a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 236, noes 194,
not voting 2 as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Applegate
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Barlow
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bishop
Blackwell
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cardin

Carr
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Colling (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Coppersmith
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
Eshoo

Evans

Fazio

Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Glickman

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton

[Roll No. 196]
AYES—236
Gonzalez Pastor
Gordon Payne (NJ)
Green Payne (VA)
Gutierrez Pelosi
Hall (OH) Penny
Hamburg Peterson (FL)
Harman Pickett
Hastings Pickle
Hefner Pomeroy
Hilliard Poshard
Hinchey Price (NC)
Hoagland Rahall
H brueckner R 1
Hoyer Reed
Hutto Reynolds
Inslee Richardson
Jefferson Roemer
Johnson (GA) Rose
Johnson (SD) Rostenkowski
Johnson, E. B, Rowland
Johnston Roybal-Allard
Kanjorski Rush
Kaptur Sabo
Kennedy Sanders
Kennelly Sangmeister
Kildee Sawyer
Kleczka Schenk
Klein Schroeder
Klink Schumer
Kopetski Scott
Kreidler Serrano
LaFalce Sharp
Lancaster Shepherd
Lantos Sisisky
LaRocco Skaggs
Laughlin Skelton
Levin Slattery
Lewis (GA) Slaughter
Lipinski Smith (IA)
Long Spratt
Lowey Stark
Maloney Stenholm
Mann Stokes
Manton Strickland
Margolies- Studds
Mezvinsky Stupak
Markey Swett
Martinez Swift
Matsul Synar
Mazzoli Tanner
McCloskey Taylor (MS)
McDermott Tejeda
McKinney Thompson
McNulty Thornton
Meehan Thurman
Meek Torres
Menendez Torricelll
Mfume Towns
Miller (CA) Traficant
Mineta Tucker
Minge Unsoeld
Mink Valentine
Moakley Velazquez
Mollohan Vento
Montgomery Visclosky
Moran Volkmer
Murphy Washington
Murtha Waters
Nadler Watt
Natcher Waxman
Neal (MA) Wheat
Neal (NC) Whitten
Oberstar Williams
Obey Wilson
Olver Wise
Ortiz Woolsey
Orton Wyden
Owens Wynn
Pallone Yates
NOES—19%4
Bateman Buyer
Bentley Callahan
Bereuter Calvert
Bilirakis Camp
Bliley Canady”
Blute Cantwell
Boehlert Castle
Boehner Clinger
Bonilla Coble
Bunning Collins (GA)
Burton Combest
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Cooper Hutchinson Pombo
Cox Hyde Porter
Crane Inglis Portman
Crapo Inhofe Pryce (OH)
Cunningham Istook Quillen
Deal Jacobs Quinn
DeLay Johnson (CT) Ramstad
Diaz-Balart Johnson, Sam Ravenel
Dickey Kasich Regula
Doolittle Kim Ridge
Dornan King Roberts
Dreier Kingston Rogers
Duncan Klug Rohrabacher
Dunn Knollenberg Ros-Lehtinen
Emerson Kolbe Roth
English (OK) Kyl Roukema
Everett Lambert Royce
Ewing Lazio Santorum
Fawell Leach Sarpalius
Fields (TX) Lehman Saxton
Fish Levy Schaefer
Fowler Lewis (CA) Schiff
Franks (CT) Lewis (FL) Sensenbrenner
Franks (NJ) Lightfoot Shaw
Gallegly Linder Shays
Gallo Livingston Shuster
Gekas Lloyd Skeen
Gilchrest Machtley Smith (MI)
Gillmor Manzullo Smith (NJ)
Gilman McCandless Smith (OR)
Gingrich McCollum 8mith (TX)
Goodlatte McCrery Snowe
Goodling MeCurdy Solomon
Goss McDade Spence
Grams McHale Stearns
Grandy McHugh Stump
Greenwood McInnis Sundguist
Gunderson McKeon Talent
Hall (TX) McMillan Tauzin
Hamilton Meyers Taylor (NC)
Hancock Mica Thomas (CA)
Hansen Michel Thomas (WY)
Hastert Miller (FL) Torkildsen
Hefley Molinari Upton
Herger Moorhead Vucanovich
Hobson Morella Walker
Hoekstra Myers Walsh
Hoke Nussle Weldon
Holden Oxley Wolf
Horn Packard Young (AK)
Houghton Parker Young (FL)
Huffington Paxon Zeliff
Hughes Peterson (MN) Zimmer
Hunter Petri

NOT VOTING—2
Hayes Henry

0O 1542

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 186 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 2264.

0 1543

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2264) to pro-
vide for reconciliation pursuant to sec-
tion 7 of the concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 1994 with Mr.
MURTHA in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO] will be recog-
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nized for 1 hour, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KasicH] will be recog-
nized for 1 hour,

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, November
1992, a new President was elected, a
new House was elected. We were elect-
ed for a very fundamental purpose, to
get our economy back on track, and we
are here today to continue that proc-
ess.

That process began when we passed
the budget resolution, which set spend-
ing targets for discretionary spending
at levels below those of 1993 for the
next 5 years.

We continue that process today with
the reconciliation bill which concludes
a process of passing in the House the
President’'s economic program, a pro-
gram of $500 billion of deficit reduc-
tion, of reordering priorities in this
country and making sure we lay the
foundation for getting our economy
moving again.

Let me be clear: The package we
have today is a $500 billion deficit re-
duction package over the next 5 years.
Over one-half of the cuts come from
cuts in spending, half from revenues; 70
percent of the revenues coming from
people—those revenues coming pri-
marily from the most affluent in our
society; 66 percent from those people
making incomes over $200,000 a year,
over 70 percent from those making over
$100,000 a year.

At the same time as we have signifi-
cant deficit reduction, this program
also deals with the people who are
working-poor in this country to make
sure that a family working full-time
has income above the poverty level.

As we deal with this package and as
we come to this conclusion today,
there are some who say do this a little
differently, do something here a little
differently, and, ‘I might vote ‘yes'.”

Well, my friends in the House, that is
what we call gridlock, endless debate,
endless quibbling.

We are faced today with a fundamen-
tal alternative that will change the
basic course of this country, and this is
by far the best package that this Con-
gress can consider.

Let me say to my friends on the Re-
publican side, I do not expect your
votes; you are in the minority. Even
when you had your own President, you
rarely voted for a President's budget.

So, my friends on the Democratic
side, it is our responsibility to produce
the 218 votes. We need to do it because
it is a vote fundamentally for the fu-
ture of our country. It is a vote for the
largest deficit reduction package this
Congress has ever seen. It is a vote to
end gridlock. It is a vote to do the
things the people sent us to do here, to
reduce the deficit, cut spending, reor-
der our priorities for the investment in
the future and in human resources for
our people.
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It is time to get our economy back
on track. My fellow Democrats, we
have that responsibility today. It is
that simple; we simply need to vote
i‘yes.”

0 1550

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very, very
sad saga today, starting all the way
back when President Clinton came to
Capitol Hill and made his State of the
Union speech and said, “If you don't
like my program, please give me your
specifics.”’

We just listened to the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee,
who the Tax Foundation argues there
will be 732 jobs killed in his district. In
my district it will be 1,239 jobs that
will be lost as a result of the tax and
spend program of the administration.

President Clinton came here and he
said, "'If you don’t like my taxes, if you
don't like my tax and spend policy,
give me your specific recommendations
to reduce spending."

And of course, we developed them.
We went to the Budget Committee and
we said to the Budget Committee, *“We
want to cut spending first and reduce
the job-killing taxes, the job-killing
bureaucrats who will create regulation,
that will further slow down this econ-
omy."

We went to the Budget Committee
and we offered a substitute that was
more specific than your substitute. We
said that we wanted to cut spending
first. We offered a full substitute. You
rejected it on party line votes.

Then we came through 10 hours’
worth of amendments, where we tried
to substitute specific spending cuts in
exchange for the job-killing tax in-
creases that you have in your bill, and
you defeated us hour after hour on a
party-line vote. We were the subject of
gridlock, and the American people are
going to be subject to unemployment
because of this tax and spend policy
that the President and the majority is
inflicting on us today.

Then we go to reconciliation and we
are told, ‘‘Develop $345 billion in cuts if
you want to offset our tax increases.”

By the way, their tax and spending
cuts, $4 in taxes to every dollar in
spending cuts.

Then we go into reconciliation, into
the markup yesterday morning and the
Rules Committee. We go in with $352
billion in deficit reduction with no tax
increases, and you folks have to meet
at 2 o'clock in the morning behind
closed doors to figure out how to
change the rules after we beat you then
also.

You see, every time you set a stand-
ard, we meet it. Every time you say
tax and spend, we have to tax and
spend, and we give you specific spend-
ing cuts that shrinks the size of gov-
ernment and reforms the bureaucracy
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in the United States, every time we
give you the specifics to meet the goal
you set, you change the rules.

And do you want to know why? Be-
cause you cannot resist anything but
tax and spend.

You put the record on. We are get-
ting tired of it. It is just tax and spend,
tax and spend, tax and spend. We want
to take the record off. We want to give
you these specific cuts, and all you
want to do is gridlock the Republicans.

And why do we want to shrink the
Government? Why do we want to cut
the spending? Why do we want to
eliminate the taxes? Because your eco-
nomic program is a job killer. Your tax
increases on the energy in this country
will affect people from the automobile
to the schoolhouse to the grocery
shelves.

Your energy tax is going to put peo-
ple out of work.

Your Social Security tax is abomi-
nable when you promised people a tax
cut. You turn around after the elec-
tion, not even 6 months after the elec-
tion and you raise their taxes.

Well, do you know what the Repub-
licans want to do? We want to cut
spending first. We want to downsize the
Government, because we believe the
answer lies in the individual in this
country with more incentives and less
government and less job-killing regula-
tion and none of these taxes that feed
the Federal monster.

We should do everything we can
today. I hope the people across this
country will flood your offices and say,
““‘Go with the Republicans. Cut spend-
ing first, Stay out of my wallet. No
more bureaucracy. No more regulation.
Please don’'t kill my job. Cut spending
first. Support the Republicans. Defeat
the President’s tax and spend plan.”

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM].

As I yield to the gentleman, I want
to pay special recognition to him for
his leadership in adding a provision
which deals with budget review and
also recognize two other Members, gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY]
who worked very closely with the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM],
and the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. SPRATT], who was absolutely
essential in arriving at this agreement.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this reconciliation
bill. I do so confidently but I did not
come to this point lightly. My con-
fidence is based on the addition of his-
toric entitlement spending discipline,
combined with an unprecedented freeze
in discretionary spending. My hesi-
tation was largely founded on grave
concerns about the Btu tax included in
the bill. I want to make perfectly clear
from the outset that my vote for mov-
ing this process forward is predicated
on the belief that improvements in the
Btu tax will be forthcoming as the bill
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proceeds to the Senate. I will reserve
my ultimate commitment to this legis-
lation until hose improvements appear
in the final conference report.

Days after President Clinton was
sworn in as President on these Capitol
steps, he offered a State of the Union
Address in which he outlined an ambi-
tious plan for our country which I
wholeheartedly endorsed. One of the
promises our President made at that
time was a commitment to reducing
our enormous Federal deficit. The
budget which President Clinton pro-
posed followed up that promise of defi-
cit reduction with a concrete proposal.

The Budget resolution subsequently
passed by the Congress established the
game plan, calling for $496 billion in
deficit reduction over the next 5 years
and bringing the deficit below $200 bil-
lion by fiscal year 1998. The budget res-
olution provided for a hard freeze in
discretionary spending, meaning that
actual discretionary spending in 1998
would be no more than it was in 1993.
Be assured that freezing discretionary
spending will have a major impact on
business-as-usual around here by forc-
ing us to make tough choices and set
priorities. One need only compare a
hard freeze to the discretionary spend-
ing which occurred during the first 5
years of the Reagan Presidency to un-
derstand just how different business
will be.

Total discretionary spending:

1982-8326.2 billion.

1983-$353.4 billion.

1984-8379.6 billion.

1985-$416.2 billion.

1986-$439.0 billion.

I have stated repeatedly throughout
the budget process that any deficit re-
duction package must be accompanied
by enforcement mechanisms to guaran-
tee the promises of our president’'s and
our own budget. This bill meets that
test.

In addition to the discretionary caps
which enforce the freeze on discre-
tionary spending, this bill will estab-
lish entitlement spending targets at
the levels provided in the reconcili-
ation bill. If in the future entitlement
spending is projected to exceed the cap
by more than one-half of 1 percent,
Congress and the President will be re-
quired to respond to the projected ex-
cess. First, the President will be re-
quired to submit a package to deal
with the excess by proposing spending
cuts, tax increases or increasing the
targets. The President's direct spend-
ing message will be introduced as a
concurrent resolution by the chairman
of the House Budget Committee. The
Budget Committee will be required to
include a separate title within the
House budget resolution that provides
reconciliation directives to the appro-
priate committees, recommending
changes in laws within their jurisdic-
tions to reduce outlays or increase rev-
enues by amounts equal to or greater
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than the President’s recommendations.
If the Budget Committee recommends
an increase in the entitlement targets,
there must be a separate vote on the
raising of the targets. A budget resolu-
tion conference report will not be in
order unless it deals with the overage
in one of the ways I just outlined. A
budget resolution that does not deal
with the overage will not be in order. If
Congress does not pass a budget resolu-
tion conference report that deals with
the overage, it will not be in order to
consider any general appropriation
bills, unless a resolution devoted solely
to the subject of waiving this require-
ment is first passed.

These procedures will take entitle-
ment spending off of autopilot and
force the President and Congress to
take concrete actions dealing with in-
creases in entitlement spending. The
underlying premise of this enforcement
mechanism is accountability on the
part of Congress and the President.
Having enacted a package which guar-
antees deficit reduction, we must stand
behind our promise. If entitlement
spending exceeds the targets, we must
vote to take action in response. If we
vote to raise the targets, or vote to
avoid action by waiving these proce-
dures, all of us here will be held ac-
countable for those votes. If there are
legitimate reasons why we choose not
to cut spending or raise taxes to re-
spond to the breech, we should be hon-
est about that, admit we are not hold-
ing to our deficit reduction, and have
the opportunity to explain why. If we
are honest with the public, they will
decide, based on good information,
whether or not they agree with our de-
cisions.

It is important to realize that even
with these caps, there still will be an
increase of $260 billion in entitlement
programs over the next 5 years. I must
say that I would prefer to do far better
than that in deficit reduction. None-
theless, the impact of taking entitle-
ment spending off of its autopilot path
for the first time ever is an accom-
plishment not to be minimized.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
charts:

Reconcili-
ation bill

547.9-1993
538.8-1994
541.3-1995
547-1996
547-1997
548-1998

Reagan
admin

308.1-1981
326.2-1982
353.5-1983
379.6-1984
416.2-1985

439-1986

Fiscal years

Base year ...
Year | ...
Year 2
Year 3
Year d .
Year 5 ..

O 1600

And we found that that created some
real problems for us, so we looked for
compromise. Our entire effort in this
has been to try and find 218 votes to re-
duce the deficit.

One can make the commonly heard
argument that these entitlement caps
would be detrimental to the poor and
underprivileged only if one believes
that the President and Congress' budg-
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et is detrimental to the poor and un-
derprivileged, because these caps en-
force our budget. I do not believe that
our budget is harmful to the poor and
so I reject that argument.

I also reject the argument that this
is not real. Eventually, sooner or later,
and I know we have bipartisan support
on this concept, we unfortunately will
not have bipartisan support for the
vote today, but I know the concept
that we set in place today on the enti-
tlement cap side will lay the ground-
work for doing that which we must
eventually do if we get the deficit
down.

I encourage my colleagues to vote for
this bill. It is not perfect. We will hear
all of the things that are wrong with it.
But remember these charts about what
is right with it. A discretionary freeze
and caps on entitlements that force us
to take entitlements off of autopilot
are a significant step forward for defi-
cit reduction.

To those who criticize all of it, Mr.
Chairman, I ask them to take a sincere
look at the good sides of this and to
recognize that there are good, and
there are bad, recognize that getting
the deficit down, to this Member, far
outweighs the negatives associated
with the problems of the bill.

I encourage the support of this bill
today.

Mr, KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, it is very easy to get
a flat line on discretionary spending
when you cut defense by $219 billion
and throw 2 million people out of work.
That is essentially what happened here
under this proposal.

I say to my colleagues, ‘‘You're not
only going to throw them out of work
by raising the energy tax,” and for the
people that are watching this debate
today and are worried about whether
they are going to have base closings, I
tell them one thing: ‘‘You ain't seen
nothing yet. Wait until this kicks in.”

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. MCMILLAN].

Mr. MCMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, ac-
cording to the Tax Foundation, the en-
ergy tax will kill 1,445 jobs in the dis-
trict of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM] who just spoke, and my dis-
trict, it is estimated, will lose 1,181
jobs, and I do not think either one of us
looks forward to that prospect.

But further, we have an opportunity
today to make a choice that can meet
the expectations of the American peo-
ple to balance the budget, stimulate
the economy, and hold the line on
taxes. Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman,
we will not do that because President
Clinton's tax-and-spend plan does not
cut it, and the right alternative is not
on the table. The Committee on Rules
ruled that out.

S0, Mr. Chairman, we are left with
Clinton’'s proposals, the largest tax and
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spending increase in history, and the
son of Kasich with two times the
spending reduction of the Democrat
plan and no new taxes. Neither go far
enough in reducing spending. If noth-
ing is done today, we will add another
$1%2 trillion to the debt over 5 years
with the annual baseline deficit going
from $286 billion in 1994 to $359 billion
in 1998.

The President’s proposal, Mr. Chair-
man, will add $273 billion in new taxes,
reduce spending by only $152 billion for
total deficit reduction to $425 billion,
and son of Kasich reduces the deficit
with no new taxes over 5 years by $352
billion. The fact is that neither plan
will reduce the annual deficit below
$225 billion a year, and in fact what we
are all only reducing is not the actual
amount of spending, but reducing pro-
jected increases in spending that we
have previously enacted or allowed to
happen by doing nothing.

All of this, my colleagues, is before
health care reform, which could be ex-
pensive. The President is talking about
maybe as much as $30 to $150 billion a
year. But both plans fail to adequately
address health care costs that are out
of control. Medicare and Medicaid are
increasing at 12.4 percent per year.
There is no deficit reduction plan that
would be effective that does not hold
the increases in entitlement programs
to the cost of living plus the popu-
lation increase.

Mr. Chairman, I made a proposal
which was disallowed before the Com-
mittee on Rules to do just that. It is
labeled H.R. 2172, and, if Congress and
the President could stick within the
targets set forth therein, that is, limit-
ing entitlement growth to the increase
in inflation plus population growth, or
otherwise it would have to find the rev-
enues to pay for the excess, the base-
line would be frozen. It would also do
away with baseline budgeting, our
Achilles heel. My plan would bring the
deficit down to $150 billion in 1998 and
balance it by 2002 without a tax in-
crease.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM] and the Democrat plan talk
about caps, but they do not set the
caps any lower than the unacceptable
rate that is already in the baseline
budget, and that is a 12'%-percent in-
crease per year. That is simply not
good enough. We cannot accept Medi-
care and Medicaid increasing at a rate
of 12% percent a year, and, if the Con-
gress will roll up its sleeve, we can ad-
dress the things that are driving up
those costs, which is exactly what the
authorizing process should be.

My colleagues, let us recycle this
hazardous waste of legislation and
come back to the kind of change the
American people are prepared to sac-
rifice for that truly maximizes spend-
ing cuts and promises a balanced budg-
et.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished chairman



11618

of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise first for pur-
poses of a colloquy with my very able
friend, chairman of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CLAY], and I would like to clarify
one matter if I could have the atten-
tion of my distinguished friend.

Mr. Chairman, various congressional
investigations of contracting by Fed-
eral agencies, particularly the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and the
Department of Energy, have revealed
waste and abuse by contractor employ-
ees. Many agencies have lost the core
staff capability needed to supervise
various contractor functions, contrac-
tors are performing inherently govern-
mental functions, and contractors are
often performing tasks that could be
more efficiently performed in-house.

I say to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CLAY] in view of these serious
problems, I wanted to clarify that the
reconciliation provisions reported by
the Post Office Committee, section
10004(e), do not require equal percent-
age cuts in the work force of each exec-
utive agency. In other words, I think
we should assure the House that these
provisions would allow adjustments in
the in-house work force of particular
agencies to ensure adequate contract
auditing and contract administration
and to address the overreliance on con-
tractor employees which has caused so
many problems in terms of waste,
fraud and abuse in these areas.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL] for yielding to me, and I say to
him that he is correct in his interpre-
tation. The provisions reported by our
committee specify limits on the aver-
age total number of civilian employees
in the executive branch but do not es-
tablish agency-by-agency limits.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1
thank my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. I
am sure my good friend, the gentleman
from Minnesota, agrees with those in-
terpretations.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO, Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the interpretation, and I must
also note that in contrast to some of
the allegations from across the aisle
this is another indication of real cuts
that are in this budget reconciliation
bill.
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABO].

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. It
is going to hurt. It is going to cost peo-
ple who are the beneficiaries of impor-
tant programs like Medicaid and Medi-
care. It is going to hurt in a significant
way the people who have the least. It is
going to call upon those who have the
most to begin to move toward picking
up their fair share of the burden.

The legislation has many worthwhile
provisions. President Clinton is pre-
pared to lead. He is prepared to resolve
the biggest single problem that this
country has economically, and that is
the budget which is out of control. This
will begin to reduce Federal expendi-
tures and get us in line where we can
now look forward toward a period of
economic development and growth un-
inhibited by the kind of excessive debt
that we have seen triggered over the
last 12 years of wildly inflated Federal
budgets.

The President's program is a good
one. The provisions by our committee
do a number of things which are impor-
tant, First, they cut Medicare and
Medicaid by $50 billion. Second, they
include the Emergency Telecommuni-
cations Technology Act which will
make available 200 megahertz of spec-
trum which will see to it that is auc-
tioned off among would-be spectrum
users in a way that conforms with a
broad public interest.
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I would like to talk a little bit about
the Btu tax. One of the great blessings
of this country is cheap energy. One of
the great curses is cheap energy. It is
one of the things which contributes
constantly to the unpreparedness of
this country to meet the problems of
another oil shutoff. Europeans who
have maintained their oil prices high
are able to address oil shutoffs without
expecting wild and crazy swings in
their economies occasioned by wild
price increases triggered by the events
which occur, unfortunately, all too
often in the Middle East.

Gasoline today is cheaper than bot-
tled water. Energy efficiency, energy
economy in these areas, becomes vir-
tually impossible.

While I do not like tax increases,
while I do not like increases in the cost
of energy, it must be recognized that
this is a package in which about one-
half is cuts in programs and about one-
half is taxes, which will be raised al-
most entirely on those most able to

pay.

This is the proposal which is going to
require real courage by the Members.
It has real deficit reduction. Real defi-
cit reductions hurt. Real deficit reduc-
tions demand courage, and they de-
mand the ability and the willingness to
accept risk.

I heard many of my colleagues during
the last campaign on both sides of the
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aisle speak about how it is needed to
end gridlock, how it is needed for this
country to set about making the coun-
try go. We will have a chance to see
how much those Members meant what
they said and whether they will have
the courage to address perhaps the
greatest single problem this country
has known in its history, and that is a
budget lobby out of control, by sup-
porting President Clinton as he sets
about trying to restore balance to the
American economy and to the Amer-
ican budgeting process.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr, Chairman, 218 to 16.
Two hundred eighteen to sixteen.
Those are the number of calls that we
have received in our district office and
in my Washington congressional office
today. Two hundred eighteen calls
from citizens, taxpayers, voters of the
10th District, against 16, encouraging
me to vote for this plan. Two hundred
eighteen to sixteen.

What does this plan do? It reflects
the President’s deeply flawed vision of
change for America. It reflects a com-
plete misunderstanding and misinter-
pretation of the mandate for change
which was laid upon the President by
the American people in November.

What is it that the people really
want? They want smaller Government,
not bigger Government. They want
lower taxes, not higher taxes. They
want less regulation, not more regula-
tion. They want more freedom, not less
freedom.

Two hundred eighteen to sixteen.
And, Mr. Chairman, this is in a district
in northeastern Ohio that is 2 to 1
Democrat to Republican in registra-
tion, that has had for 16 years represen-
tation by a Member of the other party.

Two hundred eighteen to sixteen.

Mr. Chairman, what will the effect be
on average Americans? Four hundred
seventy-one dollars for the average
family in additional taxes due to the
Btu tax. Four hundred eighty-three
dollars in additional taxes to the aver-
age senior for Social Security taxes.
Nine hundred fifty dollars for the aver-
age senior citizen in America in addi-
tional taxes as a combined result of the
Btu tax and the Social Security tax.

Mr. Chairman, 218 to 16 against my
voting for passage of this plan.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] has 44%
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KasicH] has 49% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE].

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to say a couple of things: The first is
that I am amazed at the reliance on
the ignorance of the public that many
in the majority party exercise when
they talk about the Reagan deficits
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and the Bush deficits, as though Con-
gress did not authorize and appropriate
every single penny of those deficits.

There is plenty of blame for Con-
gress, dominated by the Democratic
Party, to assume.

But look, we have in front of us the
very onerous tax called an energy tax.
It hits everybody: the poor, the middle
class, the wealthy, the farmer, the
worker. Everybody is going to be hit by
this odious, onerous tax. It is going to
help crush the economy.

In addition, you have a tax on Social
Security, on older people who have
been prudent enough to save a few dol-
lars. And if a single person on Social
Security has $25,000 in income, up go
his taxes through the roof. For a cou-
ple, slightly more. Up go their taxes.

Both of those should not be in this
program, but they are there, and there
is no opportunity to get them out, be-
cause the majority party has used its
powers to gag us so we cannot debate
nor offer amendments on those topics.
So voting for the substitute offered by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]
is the only way to get rid of those dis-
astrous, onerous taxes.

Certainly the Kasich substitute is
not perfect. There are many things in
it that many of us would want to
change. But yet it is the only response
to a terrible package that the Clinton
people are bringing forward that means
economic disaster.

So the only way to get rid of the en-
ergy tax, which is a killer, and the only
way to get rid of that unfair Social Se-
curity tax, is to support the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to re-
spond to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE].

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Illinois should read ““The Public Con-
fessions of David Stockman: The Tri-
umphs of Politics.”" Stockman's quote:

Kemp-Roth was always a Trojan horse to
bring down the top rate. It is kind of hard to
sell trickle-down, so the supply-side formula
was the only way to get a tax policy that
was really trickle-down. Supply-side is a
trickle-down theory.

He also explained how they developed
their numbers in Gramm-Latta, down
to 31 billion, by hook or crook. “*Mostly
the latter,” was Mr. Stockman’s re-
sponse.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER].

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, on be-
half of my five grandchildren, I rise in
support of H.R. 2264.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CLAY].

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLAY. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
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chairman of the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] and I were here in
1981 when President Reagan had been
recently elected on the promise that he
would make change in the country.
When he came in July before the Con-
gress, before the House of Representa-
tives with his tax plan, which was the
heart of his changed plan for America,
he got 133 Democratic votes.

If the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CLAY] remembers, this was joined with
190 Republican votes and the bill was
passed.

Mr. Chairman, I speak to my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle: every
single Republican except one voted
with their President, giving him a
chance to put his plans into effect. I
hope we all remember that today when
we vote for this very good bill.

| will just take a moment, but there is a point
| want to make that | would encourage my col-
leagues to consider.

In 1981, when Ronald Reagan became our
President, the heart of his economic plan was
his tax package. President Reagan was elect-
ed on a promise to make major changes in
the tax system, and in the summer of that
year the Congress had before it the Presi-
dent’s tax plan.

Although many Democrats had reservations
about the President's plan, 133 Democrats
joined with 190 Republicans in voting on July
29 to approve the package.

Those Democrats felt that the newly elected
President should have a chance to put his
programs in place.

To my friends on the other side of the aisle,
| say now we have another President who has
been elected on a platform of change—a plan
to reduce the deficit and revitalize our econ-
omy. The bill before us today is a key compo-
nent of President Clinton's economic plan.
Let's give the President a chance to make the
changes the voters elected him to make.

To my friends on this side of the Chamber,
let me note that in 1981 only one Republican
did not support President Reagan on the 1981
tax package.

President Clinton is our President. We must
support him. This is a good package. It is the
largest deficit reduction package in U.S. his-
tory. Let's help our President fulfill the prom-
ises he made to the American people. | urge
the adoption of the bill before us today.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, under the provisions of the
budget resolution, the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service was in-
structed to cut direct spending by $10
billion over fiscal year 1994 through
1998, and to reduce discretionary spend-
ing by $28.7 billion over the same 5 fis-
cal years.
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While the committee fully complied
with those instructions, the commit-
tee's budget reductions were not
achieved without a good deal of effort
and anguish.
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Given the committee’s limited juris-
diction over entitlement programs, the
budget resolution put the committee in
a very difficult and unenviable posi-
tion. I doubt any committee was asked
to come up with so much from so few.

The 4% million Federal employees
and retirees were asked to absorb over
$39 billion in pay, benefits, and pro-
gram cuts. That figure represents 16
percent of all the spending cuts con-
tained in this reconciliation bill.

Nevertheless, the committee did not
duck its responsibility. Rather, the
committee worked very hard to ensure
that the required spending reductions
were made in the fairest and most re-
sponsible manner. When the budget
process began back in February, I was
determined to have the committee ex-
plore every possible alternative source
of savings available to us.

I am generally satisfied that we have
met our goal, Mr. Chairman. Locality
pay was preserved. Benefit cuts for
younger retirees were rejected. The
committee refused to reduce survivor
benefits for dependent children and
surviving spouses, as was proposed.

Mr. Chairman, I know of no other
group in this country that is being
asked to suffer a greater reduction in
their standard of living. But as they
have in the past, the Federal workers
will rise to the occasion, because it is
in the best interest of the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, we must reduce the
deficit and yet continue to provide es-
sential government services. This bill
does that, and I recommend a ‘“‘yes"
vote.

Mr. Chairman, under the provisions of the
budget resolution, the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee was instructed to cut direct
spending by $10.6 billion over fiscal years
1994 through 1998 and to reduce discre-
tionary spending by $28.7 billion over the
same 5 fiscal years. While the committee's
recommendations to the Budget Committee
fully complied with those instructions, the com-
mittee’s budget reductions were not achieved
without a great deal of effort and anguish.

Given this committee’s limited jurisdiction
over entitiement programs, the budget resolu-
tion put the committee in a very difficult and
unenviable position. Only two other commit-
tees of the House were required to produce
more savings. | doubt any committee was
asked to come up with so much from so few.

President Clinton and the Congress are ask-
ing the 4% million Federal employees and re-
tirees to absorb over $39 billion in pay, bene-
fits, and program cuts. That figure represents
16 percent of all the spending cuts contained
in the reconciliation bill. A disproportionate
share of the sacrifices Americans are being
asked to make will be borne by Federal em-
ployees and retirees. Nevertheless, the com-
mittee did not duck its responsibility under the
budget resolution. Rather, the committee
worked very hard to ensure that the required
spending reductions were made in the fairest
and most responsible manner.

On May 13, 1993, the committee completed
action on reconciliation recommendations that
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preserved the locality pay system for Federal
workers, avoided reducing survivor annuities
and averted a multibillion dollar shift in health
benefit costs to Federal workers and retirees.

The changes in Federal pay will produce the
largest spending reductions. The reconciliation
bill will freeze Federal pay in 1994 by eliminat-
ing the January 1 2.2-percent pay adjustment.
The bill also reduced the pay adjustments for
calendar years 1995 through 1997 by 1 per-
cent and changes the effective date of annual
pay adjustments from January 1 to July 1 in
calendar years 1995 through 2003. Because
the pay adjustments for Member of Congress,
Federal judges, and employees in positions
under the executive schedule are linked to the
pay system for Federal employees, the effect
of these changes in pay adjustments is the
same for these Federal officials as it is for
Federal employees.

The committee's recommendations preserve
the system for locality pay established by the
Federal Employees Pay Comparability Act of
1990. The President had proposed a 1-year
delay, followed by a substantial revision of the
methodology for determining pay adjustments.
Instead, the committee will implement locality
based pay adjustments in 1994, just as the act
had provided, although the effective date of
the adjustments will be delayed 6 months to
July 1. The reconciliation bill also establishes
overall limits on locality-based payments to be
made in 1994 through 1998. In order to meet
these caps, the administration will have the
authority to reduce locality payments other-
wise authorized.

The reconciliation bill would delay by 3
months the cost-of-living adjustments under
the Federal employee retirement systems in
fiscal year 1994, 1995, and 1996. Under exist-
ing law, COLA’s are effective December 1 of
each year. Under this proposal, COLA's would
not take effect untii March 1 in the 3 fiscal
years. The COLA delay would apply to all an-
nuities payable under the civil service retire-
ment system, the Federal employees’ retire-
ment system, and the Foreign Service and
CIA retirement systems.

The reconciliation bill would repeal the
lump-sum retirement benefit for all employees
retiring on or after December 31, 1993, except
for employees who have a life-threatening af-
fliction or other critical medical condition. The
lump-sum option has been suspended for 5
years under the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1890 for all employees except this
same group and involuntary retirees. This
change in lump-sum benefits applies to the
Federal employee, Foreign Service, and CIA
Retirement Systems.

The reconciliation bill will extend for 5 years
the formula for determining the Government's
contribution under the Federal Employees
Health Benefits Program. The formula, which
was established in 1989 when Aetna withdrew
from the program, will expire this year. Unless
Congress extends it, the Government's share
of health premiums would be reduced by $688
million in 1994; enrollee costs would increase
by an average of 23 percent per month, an
amount in addition to the expected 8- 9-per-
cent increase in enrollees’ premiums resulting
from the overall increase in health care costs.

Other program cuts include a reduction in
the total number of civilian employees in the
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executive branch by 1998 by 149,300, which
is 10,000 more than the President proposed
and assumed in the budget resolution. The
reconciliation bill provides that to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, these reductions are
to be achieved through attrition or other vol-
untary measures. In addition, the bill suspends
cash awards to Federal workers and execu-
tives for fiscal years 1394 through 1998 and
eliminates the current exemption from the lim-
its on the accumulation of unused annual
leave for members of the Senior Executive
Service. The bill also would apply, beginning
in 1995, the Medicare part B limits on physi-
cians' services to health benefits program an-
nuitants who are 65 or older and do not par-
ficipate in Medicare part B.

In the postal area, while the committee pre-
fers that the Congress fully fund revenue for-
gone appropriations to support nonprofit mail-
ers, the budget realities preclude such action.
Therefore, the recommendation will reform
rate making for nonprofit mail. Except for ap-
propriations to cover free-for-the-blind and
overseas voting rights mailings, this reform will
eliminate the need for revenue forgone appro-
priations. The reform represents a delicate
compromise between nonprofit and commer-
cial mailers. It raises rates for nonprofit mail-
ers over 6 years, eventually 23 percent for
fund raising letters and 12 percent for publica-
tions. The reform also eliminates commercial
uses for nonprofit mail so that nonprofit mail-
ers cannot use reduced rates to compete with
profitmaking businesses. The bill authorizes
$29 million per year for 42 years in appropria-
tions to reimburse the Postal Service for phas-
ing-in nonprofit rate increase and for revenue
forgone losses in 1891, 1892, and 1993.

The recommendation also includes pay-
ments totaling $1.041 bilion by the Postal
Service to the civil service retirement and dis-
ability fund and the employees health benefits
fund for past retiree COLA's and health bene-
fits. The payments will be made in three equal
annual installments beginning in fiscal year
1995. The committee believed that Postal
Service payments required by the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 ended any
further Postal Service liability for past retiree
COLA's and health benefit. These additional
payments in the bill correct calculation errors
and, the committee believes, represent the
final chapter on this issue.

When the budget process began back in
February, | was determined to have the com-
mittee explore every possible alternative
source of savings within our jurisdiction in an
effort to achieve the fairest and most respon-
sible spending reductions. | am generally sat-
isfied that we have met our goal. Locality pay
was preserved. Benefit cuts for younger retir-
ees were rejected. The committee refused to
reduce survivor benefit for dependent children
and surviving spouses, as the administration
had proposed.

Federal workers and retirees are affected a
great deal by this budget reconciliation bill. |
know of no other group in this country that is
being asked to suffer a greater reduction in
their standard of living. As they have in the
past, Federal workers will rise to the occasion
to do their part for the greater good.

In conclusion, | commend the President and
the Congress for confronting the No. 1 public
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policy problem facing the Government, name-
ly, the Federal budget deficit. It has sapped
our strength. It has made us as a nation timid
in our commitment to solving the social prob-
lems facing out youth, the sick, and the poor.
Our problems are too great for the faint
hearted.

This is the first time in 12 years that we
have confronted the deficit issue head on. If
we succeed here, we will be in a better posi-
tion to do great things, as a country and as a
congress.

To their great credit, President Clinton and
the Congress boldly propose to reduce Gov-
ernment spending by over $246 billion over 5
years. This bill will reduce the Federal deficit
by a total of $496 billion over the same 5
years. Approving this reconciliation bill is the
first step toward creating the economic pros-
perity that will create jobs and improve the
standard of living of all American workers. The
Democratic Party is the party of prosperity and
equality. Without a strong economy, we will
never have either fully. President Clinton and
this Congress were elected to restore eco-
nomic prosperity to our Nation. To vote for this
bill is to do what the American people sent us
you here to do.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
change is not enough. What good is
change without progress?

I am a Democrat. I challenge any
Democrat to match my record point-
blank. But I am not a lemming. When
the interest of the Democrat Party
conflicts with the interests of my con-
stituents, it is an easy vote for me. I
will always vote for the interests of my
constituents.

I have lost jobs over the years, and I
am not going to vote to lose another
damn job, whether it is a Republican
plan or a Democratic plan.

Bottom line: This is the biggest tax
increase in our history. And what both-
ers me is it has been drafted by the
same Members, a small few select
Members that have given us the Tax
Code that rewards imports, kills our
exports, kills our jobs and allows an
IRS to feast on our own constituents,
afraid of our shadow.

Why do we not cut some foreign aid,
folks? What about all the billions going
to defend Japan and Germany? What is
it with a Congress that will shut down
the bases in Philadelphia, all over
America, but will not shut down the
bases overseas that say, ‘“Yankee go
home."

No one worked harder to elect Bill
Clinton than me, and I support him.
His heart is in the right place. But I
am not for this damn plan. And I say,
as a Democrat, shove this big tax in-
crease up your compromise.

We have had a number of com-
promises. We have had a number of
compromises, and we are compromised
out. I did not come here to associate
with Monty Hall.

Let me say one last thing. We do
have race wars in America. We have
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age wars in America, gender wars in
America. Now what do we have? A
class war. Just jump on the rich, folks.

Let me tell my colleagues what, my
district is one of the poorest and those
so-called rich people I want to hire my
people. I do not want them to have to
leave our country.

We have put them up to here with
the IRS, Social Security, unemploy-
ment comp, banking regulations, secu-
rity regulations. Why the hell invest in
America, Congress? They have not left
because they are not patriots. Congress
has not done their jobs. We have chased
American jobs the hell out of here, and
I will have no part of it.

I am going to vote today for my peo-
ple. This will cost me 1,000 jobs, and I
will be damned if I am going to lose an-
other job, whether it has a Republican
name or a Democrat name,

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
admonish the gentleman from Ohio not

to use profane language in his
speeches.
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL-
LER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of the legislation. Mr. Chair-
man, as they said in the movie, "All That
Jazz," “It's show time.”

For 12 years, we had Presidents who pon-
tificated about balancing the budget. But year
after year, they asked Congress to enact
budgets with bigger and bigger deficits.

For 12 years, red ink flooded our national fi-
nances because no President had the courage
to come before the American people and the
Congress and say what we need to do to get
our fiscal house back in order.

Last November, the American people voted
for change.

Not for easy change; not for symbolic
change. But for real change, beginning with
the budget and with deficit control.

Bill Clinton has responded to that mandate
with the equitable, effective, and enforceable
deficit reduction package that is before us
today.

It's show time, for Congress, for the press,
and for the American people.

Let us make a real stab at being honest
with the Nation. There is no alternative to the
Clinton deficit reduction plan.

The Republicans, who quadrupled the debt
to $4 trillion in just 12 years, have no alter-
native; they have rhetoric. And if rhetoric could
reduce the deficit, we would have had a bal-
anced budget years ago.

The Senate has no alternative: The
naysayers are offering a plan that protects en-
ergy companies by impoverishing millions of
elderly citizens. And everyone knows that plan
cannot pass.

And Ross Perot? Can we get serious here?
Mr. Perot's regressive plan calls upon the mid-
dle class, whose taxes rose to pay for the
Reagan-Bush tax and spend frenzy of the
1980's, to carry the greatest tax burden now.
That is exactly the reverse of the Clinton plan.
| guess it isn't all that simple.
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| know this budget plan is difficult for many
Members, and that they worry about voter ret-
ribution. Let me assure you: Whatever voter
anger you confront as a result of voting for
this bill will pale in comparison to the voter
outrage, press condemnation, and financial
collapse that would surely, and justifiably, re-
sult from the failure of this bill.

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES

The Committee on Natural Resources,
which | am honored to chair, has contributed
to this deficit reduction effort by introducing
greater equity, accountability, and managerial
improvements to the Departments of the Inte-
rior and Energy.

Fees. Rather than raise admission and
useage fees for national parks and forests
across the board, the Committee on Natural
Resources equalized our fee structure by im-
posing fees on commercial users of public fa-
cilities, by bringing certain fees up to fair mar-
ket value, and by only then raising certain fees
to individuals that had previously been ex-
cluded from the fee system.

Mining holding fee. We have continued the
$100 annual fee for claim location and mainte-
nance of mining claims, which makes perma-
nent a policy imposed previously through the
appropriations process.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission fees. We
extend current law to require the NRC to col-
lect fees sulfficient to pay for the cost of ad-
ministering its programs.

Mineral receipts sharing. In the past, the
Federal Government has paid for the entire
cost of administering the onshore mineral pro-
duction program on Federal lands, and shared
half of all receipts with the States. This bill
would share the costs of administration on a
50-50 basis with the States.

Irrigation surcharge. Water provided by Fed-
eral water projects in the west has been tradi-
tionally and notoriously subsidized, resulting in
overplanting of many crops and serious envi-
ronmental problems attributable to drainage
and diversions. Last year, with the enactment
of Public Law 102-575, the Congress imposed
a substantial fee on California irrigators to pay
for the costs of fish and wildlife restoration
programs. This bill imposes a modest sur-
charge sufficient to yield at least $10 million
annually for 3 years, and $15 million there-
after, to finance a restoration fund in other
States.

Grants for insular areas. Lastly, we impose
several qualifications on the provision of addi-
tional grant assistance to the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands. Current law
provides that the United States provide nearly
$28 million to the CNMI annually. This bill pro-
vides that for fiscal year 1994, only $3 million
will go to the CNMI for the purpose of com-
pleting a memorial to those who served in the
Pacific during World War Il, with the remaining
$19 million available for distribution to other
territories based on applications for capital im-
provement grant approved by the Secretary of
the Interior. Further funding for CNMI, which
has been wracked by serious scandals involv-
ing immigration policy, tax policy, enforcement
of labor standards, and abuse of immigrant
workers, would await passage of a future joint
resolution. In the meantime, several different
agencies, including the GAO, the inspector
general of the Department of the Interior, and
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the Department of Justice, are directed to in-
vestigate and report upon the record of the
CNMI government in improving these viola-
tions of law and other serious problems.

Mr. Chairman, our Committee also directs
the Secretaries of the Interior and Energy to
underiake thorough studies of the fees that
are charged for services, to modify those fees
to assure that all costs are fully covered by
the fees, and to impose fees where none exist
to reduce costs to the Government.

Lastly, our bill instructs that the President's
annual budget submission include, in the fu-
ture, an estimate of the unfunded liabilities of
the Federal Government. Most Americans, in-
cluding many in this Chamber, are unaware of
the tens of billions of dollars in liabilities that
our Government may well face as a result of
obligations to clean up toxic waste sites, aban-
doned mines and oil wells, contaminated fish
and wildlife habitats and many other costs that
are, or could become, the responsibilities of
taxpayers because those who caused the
damage are unable, unwilling, or unavailable
to do it themselves.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes the deficit re-
duction package approved by the Committee
on Natural Resources.

| want to stress that many members of this
committee cast tough votes for this package,
and | want to acknowledge their courage and
their dedication to deficit reduction, even at
risk to their own political careers. They have
demonstrated an unwavering commitment to
fiscal responsibility, and | deeply appreciate
their support of this important bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I have
an unusual array of participants to
thank today—Chairman CLAY, Chair-
man HOYER, Chairman SaBo, Director
Panetta, the organizations represent-
ing Federal employees, and as well, the
CBO, OMB, OPM, and GAO for hard
work that has led to a remarkable re-
sult. With their help, my Post Office
and Civil Service Subcommittee on
Compensation and Employee Benefits
has met the President’s requirement
that we bring in $39 billion in docu-
mented savings, including two-thirds of
his total discretionary cuts, all with-
out extracting an intolerable burden
from Federal employees.

To marry our mandate with concern
for employees, we found alternatives to
those originally proposed. The most
important was keeping the long sought
promise of locality pay to begin closing
the average 30-percent gap between
Federal and private sector employees
doing comparable work. Proceeding to-
ward this reform is especially nec-
essary next year when Federal employ-
ees will have their pay frozen and will
get sharply reduced annual increases
for the next 3 years. At least beginning
the 9-year process of closing the uncon-
scionable gap avoids mass demoraliza-
tion of the Federal work force and irre-
trievable losses in hiring and maintain-
ing skilled employees.

From two dozen suggestions, we have
found solid alternatives to avoid $700
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million in new health care costs for
Federal workers, a reduction in survi-
vor benefits, a limit on the child survi-
vor annuity, and a COLA cap and a
COLA reduction on retirees below
age 62.

Mr. Speaker, even with alternatives
that replace more painful ones, Federal
employees will absorb far greater sac-
rifices than other Americans. Thanks
to a collegial problem-solving effort in-
volving the subcommittee with other
Members, employee organizations,
Government agencies, and tireless staff
work the pain will be far easier to bear.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains on each side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has 44}2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] has 39 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HERGER]; a member of the
committee.

Mr. HERGER. Mr, Chairman, accord-
ing to the Tax Foundation, the energy
tax alone will destroy 1,121 jobs in my
district alone, jobs that we cannot af-
ford to lose. Mr. Chairman, to tax or
not to tax—that is the question we are
deciding today. Do we cut spending
first, by adopting the Republican alter-
native, which cuts the deficit by $352
billion over the next 5 years?

Or do we impose the largest tax in-
crease in American history on middle-
class Americans and senior citizens and
force the average American family to
turn over another $500 to the Govern-
ment in taxes each year?

Moreover, if we do impose this $355
billion tax increase, will that money do
anything to reduce the deficit, or will
it simply be squandered on new spend-
ing programs?

Under the Democrat’s proposal, our
national debt will not only not be re-
duced, but will actually be increased by
50 percent from $4.1 to $6.2 trillion over
the next 5 years. Why? Because the
Democrat plan does not control spend-
ing.

Once the floodgates are open and the
new tax money comes pouring in, do we
really believe a cardboard deficit re-
duction trust fund is going to keep
Congress from squandering the money?
President Clinton's Deputy Director of
OMB doesn't think so. Alice Rivlin said
the trust fund won’t change anything.

Mr. Chairman, if the Democrat plan
was a credible means of reducing our
deficit, there would be no doubt about
its passage. There would be no need for
the barrage of deal-cutting going on
last night, whose total cost to the tax-
payers is still unknown.

The Kasich amendment is the only
plan that does what our constituents
want us to do—it does not raise taxes
on the middle-class or senior citizens.
It cuts spending first.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. INHOFE].

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

Mr. Chairman, there are many rea-
sons to oppose the reconciliation meas-
ure. I am sure you are very excited
about going home for the Memorial
Day recess and facing the senior citi-
zens who have just found out that you
have voted for a 35-percent increase in
the Social Security tax, which hits
middle-income Americans hard. The
Btu tax that masqueraded behind that
nebulous title for several weeks is now
out in the open and middle-income
Americans now know there is a major
tax increase on them. You have heard
many speakers talk about these taxes,
but there are many more hidden within
this package that you may think you
can cram down the throats of America
with little or no notice.

Let me point out one tax that has
not been talked about, but will affect
250,000 of your most enthusiastic sin-
gle-issue citizens—the aircraft pilots of
America.

Contrary to what some would have
you believe, GA pilots are not fat cats.
They are single-issue people who eat,
sleep, and breathe aviation. In many
cases, flying is the one thing these peo-
ple enjoy and for many of them an ad-
ditional $40 is a lot of money. You have
probably been led to believe that GA
pilots currently pay only nominal fees.
In fact, the average GA pilot with a
basic four-place aircraft pays at mini-
mum $2,320 in federally mandated fees.
This does not include fuel taxes or
State imposed fees. So do not fool
yourselves, what you are voting on
today is not, as proponents would have
you believe, a reasonable user’'s fee on
a segment that pays little to nothing,
but is in fact an additional burden on
an industry that is already heavily
taxed.

Aviation is not just a dying industry
but is one that is almost dead. In 1979
we manufactured about 19,000 aircraft
in America. In 1992, U.S. manufactured
aircraft was 608. In less than 20 years,
a world-class industry has been deci-
mated. Although the lion’s share of the
blame for the decline of aviation prob-
ably belongs to the American trial law-
vers for blocking meaningful product
liability reform, today we are being
asked to finish the job by taxing the
industry out of existence.

Proponents of the tax increase argue
that GA does not pay its fair share.
First, it is important to recognize that
GA pilots only use a small percentage
of a system that has been designed and
maintained primarily for airlines. Our
airspace system is the most sophisti-
cated in the world but because it was
designed for commercial traffic, it of-
fers services far in excess of what most
GA pilots need or want.
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Second, GA does pay its fair share in
the form of Federal taxes on non-
commercial aviation fuel—currently at
15 cents per gallon on avgas and 17.5
cents on jet fuel. This of course does
not include the increased burden of the
Btu tax which could amount to an ad-
ditional $500 million over 5 years.

Third, GA’s contribution to aero-
space technology is irrefutable. Time
and time again, GA—not the commer-
cial sector—has developed and tested
the technology that is used in state-of-
the-art aeronautics. Breakthroughs
like lamiter-flow wings, honeycomb
construction, weeping wings, NACA
scoops, and advances in avionics, are
some of the many contributions GA
has made to the aerospace industry.

What happens to aeronautical inno-
vation if we push GA out of business?
Well, recent history has shown that it
stops. Since the decline of GA manu-
facturing in this country, innovative
technological developments have
moved overseas and cutting edge Amer-
ican technology is limited. In an indus-
try where we once led the world in de-
velopment, we are falling behind and
will shortly not be a significant player.

Before imposing this new tax, we
should ask how much it will cost to
collect. Unfortunately, it is rather dif-
ficult to say at this point. However
best estimates from the FAA appear to
suggest the following: $28 to register
the aircraft, $16 for renewal, $12 for a
pilot certificate, and $12 for renewal.
The proposal calls for a $12 triennial
pilot certificate; thus, the $12 pilot cer-
tificate fee will not generate any reve-
nue.

According to estimates, 80 percent of
GA aircraft are less than 3,500 pounds
and therefore are eligible to pay the
lower $40 registration fee. That means
that it will cost 85,774,944 to collect
$8,249,920 in revenue in that category.
Hardly effective. One has to wonder if
we would be better off saving the
$5,774,944 in collection costs.

Finally, before you vote on this tax,
consider the entire package. By that I
mean, the amount that an individual
with a small airplane will pay is not
just $40. It is going to be $40 plus the
triennial pilot certificate fee of $12;
plus additional fuel costs due to the
Btu at 100 gallons per month that
would be $100 per year; plus increased
medical examination cost because med-
ical examiners are going to pass on
their $500 license fee to their patients;
plus a $200 title and recording fee when
you trade your aircraft. Instead of $40,
we are conservatively talking an addi-
tional tax burden of $500 per year.

I was flying my plane back to Wash-
ington 2 weeks ago and I stopped at my
normal halfway point, Owensboro, KY,
partly because their gas is a few cents
cheaper. I can remember stopping at
that airport in the years past. The air-
port bustling with activity and enthu-
siasm, airplanes taxiing back and
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forth—a major industry in action. As I
taxied up to the gas pump, 2 weeks ago,
I was the only aircraft on the field with
a prop turning. You could have fired an
AK-4T7 360 degrees and have not hit a
soul. The aviation industry is near
death today. These discriminating fees
and taxes imposed upon the 250,000 re-
maining aviation enthusiasts will not
go unnoticed. I am sure the President
thinks that this number is too small to
be concerned with.

Democratic Senator, PATRICK MOY-
NIHAN, chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee, characterized the Clinton
increases that you are being asked to
vote on today as ‘‘the largest tax in-
crease of the history of public finance
in America or anywhere else in the
world.” The 250,000 pilots of America
will not forget this.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act and in opposition to
the Kasich substitute.

Mr. Chairman, as its part of the bill before
us, the title reported by the Committee on
Education and Labor would provide nearly $6
billion in savings over the next 5 years, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget Office.

The  committee's  reconciliation rec-
ommendations include three distinct items pro-
posed by the President: replacing the guaran-
teed student loan program with a new direct
loan program, requiring States whose student
loan default rates are excessive to pay part of
the cost, and amending the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 to permit
the identification and allocation of third-party li-
ability with respect to Medicare and Medicaid
coverage under health plans.

| want to focus on the direct loan proposal
for several reasons: It provides the biggest
portion of savings, it is a terribly important re-
form for young people and their families strug-
gling to pay college tuition bills, and it has
been the target of a full-court lobbying effort
replete with misinformation and misrepresenta-
tion.

Direct lending is based on the current pilot
program. Simply put, direct lending would
phase out subsidies to private lenders and
split the savings between taxpayers and stu-
dents, who would receive reduced interest
rates and fees.

Students pay, on average, 6.5 percent of
their loan in origination fees and insurance
premiums—an amount which is deducted from
the loan. Under direct loans, the origination
fee would drop to 3.65 percent by 1998. In ad-
dition, the loan interest rate would be about
0.6 percent below the guaranteed program.
Direct loans also would allow students a range
of flexible repayment options, including in-
come-contingent repayment. And students
would benefit from a simpler process of ob-
taining and repaying loans.

Like the guaranteed loan system, the Direct
Loan Program would be an entittement. The
mandatory spending would include all aspects
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of the program: the loan capital and adminis-
trative and servicing costs. There would be no
gap in access to loans. Even so, the new pro-
gram would save the Government $4.3 billion
through 1998 and $2 billion per year after that
compared to guaranteed loans.

The proposal would sweep away the system
of 7,800 lenders, 46 guaranty agencies, and
numerous servicers and secondary markets.
In this complex setup, students go to a bank
or other qualified lender, the loans are insured
by a guaranty agency, reinsured by the Edu-
cation Department and frequently resold in
secondary markets. Under direct loans, stu-
dents would obtain loans from their school.
Most would receive all their financial aid
through a single application at their school's fi-
nancial aid office.

Qualified institutions could originate loans,
receiving an administrative fee for each, but
no institution would be required to do so. For
those schools that decline to originate loans,
alternate institutions or contractors, competi-
tively selected, would handle loan paperwork.
Either way, students would deal only with their
school.

The committee recommendation is the resuit
of careful study over several years by CBO,
GAO, CRS, OMB, the Department of Edu-
cation, and other public and private organiza-
tions. During the committee’s deliberations on
the reauthorization of the Higher Education
Act last year, direct loans were discussed by
24 witnesses in 13 different hearings in Wash-
ington and around the Nation. The reauthor-
ization, as reported by the committee, con-
tained a phased-in direct loan program.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, the special in-
terests who benefit from the status quo con-
tinue to push a number of arguments against
this proposal.

First, they charge that schools are not pre-
pared to originate student loans. The fact is,
three out of four students never see the inside
of a bank to get their loans, they go to the
school. As | stated, no school would be re-
quired to originate loans.

Similarly, opponents cite their own surveys
indicating that institutions oppose direct lend-
ing. The surveyors, however, provide mislead-
ing descriptions of the direct loan proposal.
They told college administrators they would be
required to service the loans. Obviously, they
did not reveal details of the direct loan pro-
posal.

Next, opponents contend that the Depart-
ment of Education is incapable of administer-
ing the program. It is a point familiar to those
of us who watched the Reagan administration
attempt to destroy agencies to support their
argument that Government was the problem.
One of Ronald Reagan’s campaign pledges
was to abolish the Department of Education.
The Bush administration continued to starve
the Department of adequate resources fo exe-
cute its responsibilites and to use it as a
dumping ground for political patronage.

Despite this dubious record, the Department
successfully administered a direct loan pro-
gram, the Perkins loans, with a portfolio of
nearly $19 billion.

More importantly, we have a new President,
a new Secretary, and a revitalized Department
committed to the success of this program and
the other education initiatives this country so
sorely needs.
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Furthermore, the Department will not have
the full load of direct lending dumped on it in
October, when the legislation would take ef-
fect. The legislation would phase in the pro-
gram, beginning with 4 percent in the first
year, roughly the size of the current pilot pro-
gram. The proportion would increase over the
next 4 years, and the Department would report
regularly to Congress on its progress. We will
be watching that progress.

That leads me to the next argument—that
the advent of direct loans will mean the sud-
den end of guaranteed loans. This is not true
either. According to CBO, even after the direct
loan program is fully phased in, and outstand-
ing guaranteed loan portfolio in excess of $90
billion will yield profits to lenders well past the
year 2010.

Having made these arguments over the last
several weeks, special interests—the lenders,
led by Sallie Mae—contend that only they can
maintain the viability of the student loan sys-
tem.

To their credit, the student loan industry re-
cently has been peddling alternatives to pro-
tect the status quo.

| want to address the only alternative scored
as meeting the required CBO estimate, a bill
introduced by our colleague, BART GORDON. |
understand my friend decided not to present
his bill as a substitute to the committee rec-
ommendation. Nevertheless, | think it is appro-
priate to examine his bill, H.R. 2219, for my
colleagues who believe it represents a fair and
credible alternative.

H.R. 2219 would meet the reconciliation tar-
get by swiftly slashing Federal subsidies to
banks, guaranty agencies, and secondary
markets. Unfortunately, the proposal has dis-
tinct disadvantages.

First, by cutting bank subsidies, H.R. 2219
likely would spur a massive withdrawal of
lenders from the program and the collapse of
many guarantors and secondary markets. This
would immediately put at risk the availability of
loans to the 6 million students who borrow an-
nually.

Second, H.R. 2219 leaves in place the guar-
anteed loan system, universally criticized for
its unnecessary use of middlemen and vulner-
ability to fraud. The Department's inspector
general and the GAO investigated lenders
who systematically over billed the Federal
Government, students who defaulted because
they did not know who held their loans, and
guarantors who failed to ensure due diligence
in collections by lenders. These abuses have
resulted in the loss to the treasury of billions
of dollars.

Third, H.R. 2219 provides no relief for stu-
dent borrowers, only for the Government. Stu-
dents would get no reduction in interest rates
or fees, nor would they have the flexible re-
payment option of the committee’s rec-
ommendation. For the last 12 years, the budg-
et has been hard on students. They have
been forced to bear the origination fee. They
have had their loan checks delayed for 30
days as a savings gimmick. Their burden de-
serves relief.

Fourth, H.R. 2219 would provide $1 billion
in annual savings beyond 1997, only half the
savings of direct loans., It would do so by
making cuts that have not been examined by
the authorizing committee, education and
labor.
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| believe my colleague, Mr. GORDON, has
tried to offer a good-faith alternative. | wish |
could say the same about the industry that
pushes it and others. Instead, we have wit-
nessed a number of alleged grassroots cam-
paigns that have turned out to be fronts for the
banks and guaranty agencies who stand to
lose the gravy train long provided by the cur-
rent system.

This week, a number of our colleagues—led
by Senator PAUL SIMON, Representatives ToM
PETRI and RoB ANDREWS of our committee,
and Education Deputy Secretary Madeleine
Kunin—cast light on a number of these fronts.

One is an organization called Ohio Students
for Loan Reform, which is actually run by the
Student Loan Funding Corp., a secondary
market for student loans. This front group ran
ads in student newspapers, advertised a 1-
800 telephone number that students could call
to receive anti-direct-lending materials, and
ran a drive to get students to send postcards
to their Senators opposing direct loans.

We also learned of activities by the National
Council of Higher Education Loan Programs,
an organization of student-loan businesses.
The council organized a panel of students pur-
porting to represent the U.S. Student Associa-
tion to appear at the council's expense at a
council conference this week in San Francisco
and enforce its anti-direct-loan position.

The fact is, the U.S. Student Association,
which represents 3.5 million students at 350
member schools and State student associa-
tions, overwhelmingly endorsed direct loans at
its convention in August 1991 and supported
the direct loan pilot program that the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor included in the
1992 Higher Education Act reauthorization.
The council obviously attempted to misrepre-
sent the student association's position to fur-
ther its political ends. It reluctantly announced
at its conference that the panel it had recruited
had no connection with the student associa-
tion.

In Washington, Sallie Mae and the banks
with a stake in the status quo have spared no
expense to lobby Members of Congress to de-
feat the direct loan proposal. They have hired
many of the most powerful lobbying firms in
town.

It is unfortunate that the interest of banks
have become so intertwined with the sup-
posed interest of students, because this issue
is not about banks, guaranty agencies, and
secondary markets. It is about students and
families and the best deal we can give them
to help them pay for their educations.

As Deputy Secretary Kunin said in her
statement on May 26 to the Senate Labor and
Human Resources Committee:

One might well ask when we have such an
opportunity to make government work bet-
ter, who could argue with a plan to provide
better benefits to students while signifi-
cantly reducing federal costs and creating
more efficiency? The answer is obvious:
those who are enjoying substantial benefits
from the present system—the banks, guar-
anty agencies, Sallie Mae, state secondary
markets, and others.

Everyone in this town is talking about the
need to cut spending and reduce the deficit.
Under this proposal, we will do that, and we
will reduce the cost of getting an education for
millions of young Americans. Increasing op-
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portunity and making college affordable is the
purpose of the student loan program. It is one
of the reasons why | was attracted to the
Committee on Education and Labor. At least
as far as student loans are concerned, we are
not here necessarily to help the banking in-
dustry continue a profitable line of business.

Mr. Chairman, | hope my colleagues will join
the committee in supporting this important leg-
islation.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield such time
as he may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. MAZzOLI].

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of final passage of the rec-
onciliation bill, and against the offer-
ing of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KASICH].

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Washington [Mrs.
UNSOELD].

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, on
behalf of the country, I rise in strong
support of the reconciliation bill com-
ing from the President and the House,
and against the Kasich amendment.

Mr. Chairman, after 12 years of Republican
spend and borrow, after 12 years of Repub-
licans driving us to the brink of bankruptcy,
this Nation is engaged in a struggle to restore
economic health and fiscal sanity to our coun-

| rise in support of President Clinton's deficit
reduction package. Listening to the guardians
of gridlock, you could not guess that we will
be voting on the largest deficit reduction pack-
age in the history of this Nation—$500 billion
over 5 years.

On the heels of a decade where we doubled
defense spending, tripled the Federal deficit
and saw our national debt balloon toward $4
trillion, this President is engaging in real deficit
reduction. Over 5 years there would be ap-
proximately $117 billion less in domestic
spending, $110 billion less in defense spend-
ing, $90 billion in cuts to entitlement programs,
and $3 billion in cuts to foreign aid programs.
For every new dollar in new investments,
there will be $3 in cuts.

This President is also restoring tax fairness;
75 percent of the tax increases will be on fam-
ilies with income over $100,000. Every tax dol-
lar in the bill will go toward deficit reduction.
The relatively small additional energy tax to be
paid by middle and lower income families will
be offset by lower interest rates and an expan-
sion of the earned income tax credit.

The President is asking more from those
who can afford it the most. Under the legisla-
tion the richest 1 percent of American families
will give back many of the tax breaks they got
during the 1980's.

Besides leading us through the tough deci-
sions to shrink the deficit, the President is
tackling our economic problems. He is asking
for help to restore hope for the 7 million peo-
ple in this country who would rather earn a
paycheck than a welfare check. He wants to
invest in people again. | look at our State and
see double-digit unemployment rates in many
areas; | look at Skamania County and see al-
most 33 percent of the people out of work.

This bill includes $75 billion in tax incentives
for investment, jobs, and encouragement of
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work effort, aimed at small business and at
communities and individuals currently suffering
from low incomes. That will mean more real
jobs in the private sector.

By seriously addressing our Nation’s deficit
problems, cutting spending, and reprioritizing
current spending patterns which aren't effec-
tively addressing the needs of the American
people, President Clinton is trying to build a
strong foundation for our Nation's future. His
plan is bold, serious, comprehensive, and rev-
olutionary in its deficit reduction goals.

You will hear increasingly shrill cries that the
President's deficit reduction package is only
tax-and-spend. There is little credibility in
those cries coming from the same forces who
brought this country to the brink of bankruptcy
and want to protect the wealthiest Americans.
They are trying every trick in the political book
to prevent the President from enacting his
platform. They are fighting for the status quo
of borrow-and-spend.

Make no mistake about it. This is a deadly
serious battle. Our Nation's very future de-
pends on it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. VAL-
ENTINE].

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

For the last several days, many of
our offices have been inundated with
calls from constituents concerned
about this bill. The concerns voiced
varied widely, but the clear message I
have received is that the people expect
responsibility from this Congress and
our President.

Taking responsibility for our Federal
spending habits is not going to come
easily, or cheaply. This reconciliation
bill contains many provisions that I,
frankly, do not like and would not sup-
port if considered separately. It offers
more than enough pain to go around—
pain for the citizens we represent and
political pain for us.

But, the medicine we are taking, bit-
ter as it may be, is the only cure avail-
able today for the deficit disease that
afflicts us and that will ravage our
economy if not treated. For years, we
have chosen Band-Aids and aspirin to
mask the symptoms. But it is time to
seek the cure. We cannot afford to wait
for some magic bullet that might be
developed tomorrow or next year.

The reconciliation bill that we con-
sider today  represents a victory for
moderate Democrats who have asked
for, begged for, spending restraint and
deficit reduction for more than a dec-
ade. For the first time in political
memory, we are restraining all Federal
spending. We are taking some of our
spending off of autopilot—before we
crash headlong into the mountain of
debt.

It also represents a victory for mid-
dle-class Americans who have too long
borne the weight of uncontrolled
spending, spiraling deficits, and ever-
mounting debt.
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Finally, it represents a victory for
the President. Despite his initial oppo-
sition to entitlement caps, he has
proved that he is willing to listen. Un-
like the last two administrations, this
one is willing to confront our most
dangerous economic problem honestly
and directly.

Mr. Chairman, many of us could once
again choose the short term political
benefit of voting against this bill. It is
tempting—very tempting. But, I be-
lieve there comes a time when we must
act—a time to cut spending and to take
real steps to reduce the deficit. As
tough as it is, it is time to do the right
thing.

I urge my colleagues to support this
reconciliation bill.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY].

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, according
to the Tax Foundation, the energy tax
will kill over 3,000 jobs in the districts
of the four Members that just spoke. In
my district we will lose about 1,876
jobs. I think that is a very conserv-
ative figure, since I represent a lot of
petrochemical plants.

Mr. Chairman, what we are witness-
ing here today, and it is amazing, as I
watch it, reminds me of cartoons on
Saturday morning: A lot of fantasy,
and just the plot changes to fit the au-
dience.

The Democrats start out by blaming
all these problems and the deficits on
the last 12 years on the last two Repub-
lican Presidents. But the same people,
the same leadership, controlled this
House over the last 12 years. The last
election was supposed to bring change.
Well, we got it. We started out this
year with the Democrats wanting a big
stimulus package, which was actually
new spending, new deficit spending.
The American people rejected it. They
wanted spending cuts first.

Then we went from there to yester-
day. The Democrats passed two new
supplemental spending bills, with new
spending adding to the deficit. Then
the Democrats bring to the floor today
a tax package that will cost jobs. I defy
anybody to show me a tax increase of
this magnitude that does not cost jobs
and stall the economy.

Right now the economy is stalled
just talking about all this. The Presi-
dent of the United States has not
passed anything yet except those bills
that were vetoed by previous Presi-
dents, and just talking about this kind
of economic theory, this economic
package, the economy has stalled, and
promise all the spending cuts later.

What we have brought the Members
for their consideration is $430 billion in
new spending cuts and no taxes and no
gimmicks. I respect the gentleman
from Texas, who is trying to hold
spending down on entitlements, but I
say to the gentleman from Texas, if he
had come over to this aisle he would
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not have had to compromise with gim-
micks. He would have had real spend-
ing restraint.

Americans have asked us to change
and not have fantasies with new plots.
If the Members really want to be hon-
est, why would they not wait for spend-
ing cuts first? Why did they not wait to
go through the entire appropriations
process, where we could get at spending
cuts? Instead, they started off by rais-
ing spending, they followed that by
raising taxes, and we are promised
spending cuts in the distant future.
The spending cuts will never happen.
They never have.

The American family is already pay-
ing over 53 percent of their income on
the cost of government from the local,
State, and Federal levels. They cannot
afford any more taxes.

What you are doing is putting Amer-
ican families out of jobs, then raising
their taxes. This tax package is a car-
toon of horror.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER].

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, my
good friend from Texas sort of rewrites
history. If he will look back, up until
1986 the Republicans controlled the
other body, and through the support of
the Democrats in the House here had a
working majority with the Ronald
Reagan administration. So I would say
since 1986 that the $3 trillion, in excess
of $3 trillion that we are now having in
this country has been far, far more re-
sponsible for the loss of jobs in North
Carolina and in Texas than anything
that is going to be in this bill.

And the gentleman makes the point,
and we had a little confrontation about
this before, we have appropriated
money, but we cannot spend one dime
unless the President of the United
States signs the appropriations bills,
and I do not care what arguments you
make, the facts are the facts. Facts do
not lie, but liars figure.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. FAz10].

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would
love to address the ladies and gentle-
men of the whole House of Representa-
tives, but I have a feeling that it is
pretty evident by now that the Repub-
licans here today are in an opposition
mode. I have a feeling there is a certain
amount of denial going on, not only
about the results of the election, but
about 12 years of public policy in this
country.

But I think it is obvious to all that
the Democratic Party is taking respon-
sibility for all of that today. We have
been elected. Our President was elect-
ed. We have majorities in the Congress
and we are about to do the things that
have been put off for so long because of

the blame game, and the gridlock, and
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the inability to have a consistent view
on how we fix this economy.

It is painful. Nobody enjoys it. No-
body really wants to put up with the
details of deficit reduction. Everybody
is for it, in general, of course. Ross
Perot can develop his positive swell in
the polls by being an advocate for defi-
cit reduction. But when he gets to the
details of what he advocates, his popu-
larity plummets.

Nobody wants to really go on the line
and cut spending the way we have in
domestic discretionary spending, the
way we have in entitlements. And no-
body ever wants to raise taxes. Nobody
wants to pay them.

But this is a country that needs an
economic agenda. It needs a future. It
needs leadership, and it has a President
who is not into playing a waiting game
until his second 4 years, but who is
willing to put it on the line in his first
term.

Yet, what kind of response do we get?
It is not the kind of bipartisan re-
sponse that this party in some measure
gave to President Reagan 12 years ago.
No, we get unalterable opposition from
the Republicans. We get the burden
placed totally on the Democrats.

Frankly, I am proud of the fact that
we are about to pick it up, and we are
about to implement a plan, and we are
about to take our future in our hands
and see whether or not we can change
the direction of this country.

This party takes responsibility. I
think in the long term the American
people will reward us for our leader-
ship.

BILL IS PAST DUE

Judgment Day has arrived. The richest in
our Nation had a great party during the last 12
years and now the bill is due. President Clin-
ton is stuck with the tab and the Nation’s cred-
it line is overdrawn.

CHANGE PRIORITIES

A primal scream reverberated through the
Nation last fall—change our priorities—but
most of all, the American people want us to
perform, end our individual quarrels and put
our country above all. Today the Nation is tun-
ing in to see if we heard them.

LARGEST DEFICIT REDUCTION EVER

The President presented the American peo-
ple with a $500 billion deficit reduction plan—
the largest deficit reduction plan in the history
of our country.

THE 200 SPENDING CUTS

The President's plan has over 200 specific
spending cuts including $100 billion in entitle-
ment cuts.

CONGRESS ADDS $63 BILLION IN CUTS

The Democratic Congress added an addi-
tional $63 billion in spending cuts.

THREE OF FOUR NEW TAX DOLLARS ON THE RICHEST

This plan balances the tax burden on Ameri-
cans—the rich will pay their fair share. No in-
come tax increases on those who make under
$115,000. Families who make less than
$30,000 will not have any new taxes—period.

Three of four new tax dollars come from the
top 6 percent in our country—the richest in our
Nation.
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LEND THE PRESIDENT A SHOULDER

It is time for us to lend our President a

shoulder to get our country out of the ditch

and back on the economic road of a recovery

that promises new jobs and economic growth.
FOR CALIFORNIA 510 BILLION

By passing the President's economic plan
we will lower the deficit and the drain on pri-
vate savings, stimulate private investment and
long-term productivity. In my home State of
California, the lower interest rates, resulting
from deficit reduction, are estimated to stimu-
late an additional $10 billion increase in Cali-
fornia’s gross State output.

FISCAL DISCIPLINE

With this plan we will begin to restore fiscal
discipline.

GIVE OUR PRESIDENT SUPPORT

Give our new President the opportunity to
lead this country back from the deficits of the
last decade. He deserves our help.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Cox], a member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

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

Mr. Chairman, I just note for the
RECORD that according to the Tax
Foundation, the energy tax will cost
my colleague from California [Mr.
FAZ10] over 500 jobs in his own district.

It is time that we pierce the populist
fog and look at the truth about tax-
ation and economic growth.

This bill raises taxes. Of that we can
be certain. It is in fact the largest tax
increase in American history.

It does not cut spending. Of that we
can be certain. In fact, let me quote
the outlay figures. From §1.4 trillion in
1993, this budget will increase spending
to $1.5 trillion in 1994, $1.6 trillion in
1997, $1.753 trillion in 1998, for a total of
outlays over and above the Republican
substitute, which really does cut
spending, of one-quarter trillion dollars
of brand new deficit spending. That is
what this Clinton plan is all about.

You cannot fix the deficit by raising
taxes and increasing deficit spending.

Now, let us revisit this canard about
the 1980's. We are told that we had this
awful 12 years. Well, we had economic
growth throughout most of the decade
of the 1980's. The recession started
after the 1990 tax increase on the backs
of some of the seeds that were sown in
that awful 1986 tax increase.

But look what happened during the
1980's. Between 1980 and 1990, revenue
to the Federal Government increased
from $517 billion to over $1 trillion.

The problem was not that we did not
generate revenues through moderate
tax policies that created economic
growth. The problem was that for
every new dollar in revenue that Wash-
ington collected, this Congress spent
an additional $1.59.

It is deficit spending that is the prob-
lem, pure and simple.

Let us consider what happened dur-
ing the longest peacetime economic ex-
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pansion in American history. Over 21
million new jobs were created, poverty
and unemployment of African-Ameri-
cans, which increased under Jimmy
Carter, fell under Ronald Reagan.

Mr. Chairman, the lesson is that you
cannot reduce the deficit by tax in-
creases, only by bona fide spending re-
ductions.

The further lesson is that govern-
ment maximizes its revenue not by a
tax system designed to punish success,
but by a tax system that provides in-
centives to reward success.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. FRANKS],
a member of the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, President Clinton claims
that his budget is a bold, new initiative
that will finally let us tackle the Fed-
eral deficit and the growing national
debt. Well, I come from New Jersey,
and I want to tell you that President
Clinton’s program is not really new.
His prescription of higher taxes and
new spending has already been tried in
my home State and I want to share the
results of that experiment with all of
you today.

In 1990, our Governor imposed the
largest tax increase in the history of
our State. And let me tell you, the New
Jersey economy is still reeling from
the shock. Today, my State’s unem-
ployment rate is over 9 percent—the
worst among all of America’s industri-
alized States.

Mr. Chairman, this reconciliation
bill we are considering today—all 1,500
pages of it—would take this country
down the same road that New Jersey
has been on for the past 3 years. For
the citizens of my State, the Clinton
tax program would mean an additional
annual tax burden of almost $3 billion.
Over $1 billion of that amount would be
from the Btu tax that would hit New
Jersey citizens especially hard. Mr.
Chairman, my constituents cannot af-
ford another $3 billion in taxes.

Those new taxes would be a knock-
out punch to a State economy that is
not yet on its feet.

Moreover, the program the President
is calling for will not work. It will not
create more jobs and it will not reduce
our deficit. According to the Presi-
dent's own numbers, in 5 years we will
have racked up another trillion dollars
in the national debt because, for all the
talk of spending cuts, this bill fails to
eliminate even one Federal program.

And the case against these new taxes
goes beyond the fact they will not
work. They are also fundamentally un-
fair. The energy tax will erode the eco-
nomic strength of anyone making more
than $30,000; the proposed increase on
Social Security taxes will hit all those
seniors making more than $25,000.

So much for the easy campaign talk
of taxing just the millionaires to pay
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for deficit reduction and new Govern-
ment spending.

Mr. Chairman, faced with the unfair-
ness and economic dangers of these
proposed new taxes, let us cut spending
first.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time under general de-
bate to the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI],
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that he be permitted to yield
blocks of time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of my colleague the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. FRANKS].

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to H.R.
2264, the omnibus reconciliation of 1993. And
| do so with great frustration because | recog-
nize the need to take strong action to reduce
the budget deficit now. Unfortunately, this bill,
as the cornerstone of President Clinton's
flawed economic and budget plan, takes us
down the wrong path.

THE DANGEROUS DEFICIT

Clearly, the budget deficit and our declining
position in the global economy require firm ac-
tion and determined leadership. The accumu-
lating national debt poses a real and growing
danger to our economic well-being. The bil-
lions of dollars we spend on interest on that
national debt is money that is not available to
create one job, repair one bridge, pay one
medical bill, provide one student loan, or train
one young American. Indeed, interest pay-
ments are slowly strangling economic growth.

THE SPENDING SPIRAL

In structuring a credible deficit reduction and
economic growth package, we must first at-
tack the spending spiral. We must significantly
cut Government spending before we ask
Americans to shoulder a higher tax burden.

This is exactly where President Clinton's
plan fails. Despite the earnest pledges of OMB
Director Panetta earlier this year that any defi-
cit reduction plan would contain $2 in spend-
ing cuts for every $1 in new taxes, the oppo-
site is true. The legislation we are being asked
to approve today contains over $3 in in-
creased taxes and fees for every $1 in spend-
ing cuts. In fact, of the $343 billion in rec-
onciled reductions, only $70 billion is not from
higher taxes.

If that is not bad enough, | take strong ex-
ception to the ongoing expansion of the Fed-
eral bureaucracy. In fact, not one program, not
one, is eliminated here. Not even the now-fa-
mous wool and mohair subsidy or the honey
support program. And this legislation contains
$38 bilion in new or expanded entitlement
spending. | am astounded that anyone would
even consider such new levels of spending on
new programs before reaching tangible deficit
reduction targets.
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This is just more of the same—continuing a
dangerous fradition of profligate spending
without regard to the long-term consequences.

DIRECT LOANS

A prime example—the ill-conceived, ill-ad-
vised more in this legislation to get the U.S.
Government into the direct student loan busi-
ness.

There can be no doubt that the Guaranteed
Student Loan Program has had its problems
over the years. As a member of the Education
and Labor Committee, | have led the charge
for years in fighting for new taxpayer protec-
tions—measures that will sharply curtail the $3
billion a year loan default crisis.

| would go further with our reforms. But to
take our current GSL system, and replace it
with a direct loan program, run by the Federal
Government with all its bureaucracies and in-
efficiencies, unsought and unwelcome by
many of the institutions it will serve, seems to
be the height of recklessness. We are opening
up a budgetary Pandora's box here. CBO
claims we will save over $4 billion following
this route. | submit that when all the adminis-
trative costs are stacked up, when we add the
cost to the taxpayers of capitalizing this sys-
tem, and when we throw in the inevitable inef-
ficiencies of creating another Federal bureauc-
racy, the taxpayers will pay for our haste.

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

| am also deeply troubled by the deep cuts
we are proposing in Medicare and Medicaid.
Once more, we are trying to tell our aging
Americans that all we have to do is ratchet
down on waste, fraud, and abuse, and cut the
fees of those rich doctors and expensive hos-
pitals, and we will be able to cut costs and
maintain quality health care. Experience
shows us this is just not so.

Already, the Medicare Program is losing its
ability to attract and maintain the participation
of quality providers. Foremost, it is our senior
citizens who shoulder the burden of these
broad cuts. The last time we enacted cuts as
deep as these in Medicare, beneficiaries saw
their services and benefits decreased while
their financial contributions increased.

In 1980, seniors’ premiums jumped almost
20 percent, and deductibles were increased by
a full one-third. New limitations and restrictions
on services and shorter hospital stays have
made seniors pay more and get less. That is,
of course, when they were able to find a doc-
tor willing to see a Medicare patient, let alone
accept the fee that the government pays. The
plain fact is that fewer and fewer doctors can
afford to accept assignment, and more and
more of our seniors are feeling the bite of
ever-increasing copayments, premiums, and
deductibles.

Are we supposed to think that these deep
slashes in reimbursement will help this prob-
lem?

What we are doing here is in fact fanning
the flames of the health care fire for everyone
who is not serviced by Medicare, and cost-
shifting $48 billion onto the backs of hard-
working, insured, Americans.

It seems that once again, the sheer size of
Medicare has made it an easy target for. Dra-
conian cuts driven by budget considerations
instead of health care policy.

CHILD IMMUNIZATION

The committee has also failed to take re-

sponsible action on childhood immunization.
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Without any hearings or any legislative input,
the committee has included more than $2 bil-
lion for childhood immunization activities. We
all share the President's goal of immunizing
our Nation's children—it is a disgraceful indict-
ment of our Nation that our child immunization
standards rank with Third World countries. But
in simply throwing money at the problem, the
committee has failed to address the root
causes of this failure. Either through ignorance
or apathy, too many parents—especially in
rural areas and our inner cities—are failing to
have their children immunized.

As long as it is the children who suffer from
this failure, | continue to push the committee
and the administration to hold parents to re-
sponsible, enforceable standards. | have pro-
posed that we tie welfare benefits to child im-
munization: as a condition of receiving her
AFDC check, a parent must certify that her
child is up to date on immunizations. This
model works. Historically, when we have told
parents that their children absolutely will not
start school without proper immunization, lo
and behold, the parents get their children the
shots. Our success rate is upwards of 90 to
95 percent.

It is so painfully clear that we have here the
opportunity to take something that works and
make it work better, that | cannot understand
the logic of the committee in rejecting any
such attempt. This action does not start to end
welfare as we know it—indeed, | propose that
it sets us back further. The immunization of
our children is truly preventive medicine, and
a cost-saver. Medical evidence shows that
every $1 invested in child immunization saves
$10 in future health care costs. If we are look-
ing to get our fiscal house in order and make
prudent health policy, this is the way to do it.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great deal
of discussion these past few days regarding
entitlement caps. Yes, we need to control the
explosive growth of entitlements. But no
pledge, no promise, no good faith effort will
get the job done. We need credible, tough en-
forcement mechanisms.

Mr. Chairman, we must cut spending, halt
the introduction of new programs and develop
a Save and Invest in America Program of tax
incentives—targeted capital gains tax cut, in-
vestment tax credit, expansion of |RA's, et
cetera—that will encourage U.S. business to
invest in new plants and equipment to become
more competitive in the ongoing global eco-
nomic wars.

This is the blueprint that starts us down the
road toward genuine deficit reduction and eco-
nomic growth. We owe it to the American peo-
ple to take these important steps to regain our
national economic footing.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EMER-
SON].

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this giant act of sub-
terfuge being perpetrated on the tax-
paying American public.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to this
giant act of subterfuge that is being per-
petrated on the taxpaying American public.
This bill is a job-killer—the Btu tax, the barge
fuel tax and the Social Security tax are regres-
sive, ill-conceived and oppressive.
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No other nation in the industrialized world
taxes its basic energy sources. The 250-per-
cent increase in the barge fuel tax is confis-
catory. The Social Security tax—levied on
people with very fixed incomes—is cruel and
mean.

President Clinton campaigned on promises
of reduced taxes on the middle class. He
promised $2 of real spending cuts for every $1
of new taxes. This measure gives us at least
$3 in new taxes for every $1 of spending cuts.
No wonder the public is disillusioned. People
campaign and get elected on one set of rhet-
oric and then govern by a different set of prin-
ciples.

This is the largest tax increase in American
history. Since the end of World War Il Con-
gress has managed to spend $1.59 for every
$1 of new revenue. We must cut spending to
control the deficit. The history of the last 45
years proves that is the only way to cut the
deficit.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. SMITH].

Mr, SMITH of Oregon. Mr, Chairman
I rise today to speak on behalf of rural
Oregon in opposition to higher taxes
and more Government spending.

First, I want to express my general
opposition to this plan, then explain
why this plan will thrust the Pacific
Northwest into an economic tailspin.

Congress has tried this scheme be-
fore. This is no different than the 1990
budget agreement. Tax first to raise
revenues, and we’ll balance the budget
later. Gramm-Rudman I, II, and III
were the same too—champion the defi-
cit reduction plan when it passes, and
find a way to wiggle out of it later.

The message I am receiving from Or-
egonians is that they don’t trust us
with their tax dollars. They do not
want new taxes, they want us to cut
spending first.

Much of our discussion this week has
centered around very large numbers.
Hundreds of billions in new taxes, tril-
lions in debt and, sadly, considerably
less in spending cuts.

However, I would like to frame this
decision in a more local context. I
would like to present my colleagues
with an analysis of this package and
its impact on a typical wheat farm in
Oregon.

The Oregon Wheat Growers League is
fortunate to have as a recent past
president, Dr. Clinton Reeder. Dr.
Reeder has a Ph.D. in economics, and
he may be unique in his line of work
because he actually gives simple an-
swers to straight questions.

I have relied heavily on his work for
my own examination of this package
and I would like to share some of my
conclusions with you.

Raising flex acres from 15 to 20 per-
cent costs this typical farm $6,041 next
year.

The Btu taxes on fuel, lubricants,
and barge or rail transportation, even
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taking the so-called farm exemption
into account, will cost this same farm
$3,243 per year.

The costs of pesticides, fertilizers,
and other chemicals will go up by $1,641
as a result of the new Btu tax.

The 250-percent increase in the in-
land waterway user fee costs this farm-
er $599. I might mention here that this
is a cut from the originally proposed
500-percent increase, which some of my
colleagues are proud of for some rea-
son.

The Port of Portland, the largest
port in Oregon, has told me that be-
tween the inland waterways user fee
increase and the energy tax, the cost of
water transportation on the Columbia
River will increase 25 percent. How will
industry manage this 25-percent in-
crease? They will cut other -costs,
which inevitably means lost jobs.

Additional irrigation costs as a re-
sult of a 50 cent per acre surcharge on
Bureau of Reclamation water and the
Btu tax will cut this farm’s income by
$2,250.

Through a combination of all of these
surcharges, program cuts, user fees,
and energy taxes on fuel, chemicals,
and fertilizers, the Clinton proposal
will add $13,744 in additional costs to a
typical 2,500-acre wheat farm in Or-
egon.

This same farm currently earns
$50,849 before taxes. A $13,744 cost in-
crease means this farm family will
incur a 27-percent reduction in taxable
income as a result of the Clinton plan.

That does not mean you skip your
vacation this year. That means you let
your hired man go. It means your child
will not go to college. It means bank-
ruptey.

I have a chart which outlines these
dollar costs, and I encourage my col-
leagues to review it, and consider its
human costs, before voting.

Mr. Chairman, no matter how you
look at it, a 27-percent hit on pretax
income is outrageous. That is not sac-
rifice, that is robbery, and I will not be
a party to it.

Finally, I want to discuss the alu-
minum industry. It is one thing to tax
companies who can absorb the addi-
tional costs or pass them along to con-
sumers. It is quite another to tax an
industry, like the aluminum companies
in Oregon and Washington, that al-
ready operate on thin margins dictated
by world market prices. It chips away
at their competitiveness.

For example, Northwest Aluminum
of The Dalles, OR, in my district, will
probably be forced to export 500 jobs to
Canada. The energy tax, even with the
so-called exemption granted by the
Ways and Means Committee, will cost
Northwest Aluminum $2 million annu-
ally, which must come straight out of
operating expenses.

With the aluminum industry, we are
talking about 40,000 jobs in the North-
west that depend either directly or in-
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directly on our nine aluminum plants.
Speaker FOLEY knows what I am talk-
ing about: The largest employer in his
district is the aluminum industry.

Mr. Chairman, this plan is backward.
New taxes have never bolstered a drag-
ging economy. Instead of taxing first
and cutting spending later, we should
cut spending first. That's what the
American people want us to do.

The Agriculture Committee reported
out reconciliation instructions the
week before last. Ironically, the Demo-
cratic majority reduced spending for
farm programs by $3 billion and added
to the deficit at the same time.

How? While they cut farm programs
by $3 billion, they voted to expand the
$25 billion Food Stamp Program by an
additional $7.3 billion.

Why? To help offset the adverse im-
pacts of the largest tax increase in his-
tory. That is worse than ridiculous, it
is tragically irresponsible.

The primary victims of this plan will
be our Nation’'s farmers. The secondary
victims will be Members of Congress
who vote for the plan.

I urge my colleagues to reject the
President's tax and spend plan.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. BREWSTER].

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, it is
an opportunity today, an opportunity
for this House.

I want to talk just a moment not
about Democrats, not about Repub-
licans, because both have been respon-
sible for the last 12 years, getting us in
the shape we are in, but this deficit and
this debt are the most serious thing
that this Nation faces.

The deficit feeds the debt which
means more interest that our country
has to pay.

In 1980 this Nation's entire debt was
$800 billion. Today it is $4.2 trillion. We
cannot continue that.

Now, gentlemen, you keep talking
about the tax-exempt foundation that
says 50 many jobs will be lost. You can
find economists to develop whatever
numbers you want.

I am from an energy State. I have a
background in energy policy and un-
derstand energy policy.

This will mean positive things for
Oklahoma. It will mean additional jobs
in the natural gas industry. There are
very positive things for this Nation in
this bill.

In America today we have the lowest
total energy cost of any country in the
world, and we will have after this tax is
passed as well.

The deficit reduction trust means
every penny raised through taxes,
every spending cut goes into the trust
and has to be used for deficit reduction.
None of it can be spent for new pro-
grams.

The entitlement caps are very impor-
tant, but most of all, if you vote no
today, do not say you are for deficit re-
duction.
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You have an opportunity to start
today. This bill is not everything I
want, not everything you want, but if
you vote no and go out here and tell
your constituents you are for deficit
reduction, you are not being truthful
to them.

I would encourage my colleagues to
step forward, do the right thing, vote
yes, and start this country on a turn-
around to addressing the deficit and
the debt that we have.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to yield the bal-
ance of my time to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER], and, further, I re-
quest that he be permitted to yield
blocks of time as he sees fit.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have listened care-
fully to the debate, and I believe that
there is sincerity on both sides.

This country faces a massive deficit.
We need to move ahead to reduce it,
and we need to do so now. But there is
a vast difference between our twoe ap-
proaches.

I have heard from the other side that
it only takes courage to vote for tax
increases, as if it takes no courage to
vote for spending reductions. That is
far from the case.

I have heard from the other side that
only the Clinton Democrat proposal
shrinks the deficit, and that is not the
case, But the Clinton Democrat pro-
posal is so remindful of what occurred
under Gramm-Rudman and particu-
larly what occurred under the 1990
budget agreement.

The 1990 budget agreement, in fact, is
s0 very similar to the Clinton Demo-
crat budget agreement that I am sur-
prised by it, because in the negotia-
tions in 1990—and I was there every
minute of the meetings at Andrews
AFB and the other places they were
held—the Democrats insisted on taxes
on the rich. Those taxes were put in up
front, and they are still with us today.
The spending cuts were to occur, yes,
you know it, Mr. Chairman, in the
third, fourth, and particularly the fifth
years. As in Gramm-Rudman, the
spending cuts were very small in the
first 2 years, but we were going to get
big spending cuts in the third, fourth,
and particularly the fifth year.

In 1990 the Congress refused to let the
Gramm-Rudman spending cuts take ef-
fect, replacing Gramm-Rudman with
the 1990 budget agreement, and now
that we are at the threshold where we
should get the big spending cuts from
the 1990 budget agreement, this Presi-
dent will not let them go into effect.
So we start over again with the Demo-
crat budget from the President which
cuts no net spending in the first 2
years. In fact, there is a slight increase
in net spending in the first 2 years.
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But, yes, again there will be taxes on
the rich up front, and that is supposed
to get the deficit down. But the deficit
did not come down as a result of the
1990 budget agreement, and now in ad-
dition, we have major new taxes on
middle-income and job-creating activi-
ties that are part of this new Clinton
Democrat budget proposal.

What can the American people ex-
pect? In the Kasich budget, there is $86
billion of spending reductions in the
first 2 years. In the Clinton Democrat
budget proposal, there is over $90 bil-
lion of new tax increases in the first 2
years, and as I said earlier, no spending
reductions on a net basis.

Oh, yes, there are some so-called
spending reductions, but they are off-
set by the President's proposals for
new increased spending programs in
the first 2 years.

Why should we try 1990 all over again
when it did not work? Why do we not
really try change, something new, with
the Kasich alternative which gets the
deficit reduction totally from spending
cuts?

Second, will the approach be good for
the country or not? You heard our col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT], who really hit the nerve
center of this debate. Will this change
improve the conditions of the country
economically?

A program like the energy tax clear-
ly costs jobs. it will make American in-
dustry noncompetitive in the world
marketplace, because no other country
in the world taxes its Btu's or its raw
energy. Every product produced over-
seas from energy is going to be sold in
the world marketplace at a price
cheaper than our products.

I predict there will be no new refiner-
ies built in the United States in the fu-
ture, no new petrochemical industries,
no aluminum industry plants, glass
plants, other types of manufacturing
that uses a lot of energy. That result
must surely cost jobs across this coun-
try—high paying manufacturing jobs.
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I have not heard from the Democrat
side, Look at all of the job creation in
our program, because it is not there. It
is the other way around. Americans
should understand that as you reduce
jobs, you reduce the tax base, the pro-
ductive private sector that generates
revenue for the Federal Government.

It is clearly the wrong path. Let us
try something new that the American
people have cried out for: cut spending
and cut it in the first 2 years and cut
it again more in the third, fourth, and
fifth years.

That is what Kasich alternative
would do.

I urge my colleagues to have the
courage to vote for spending cuts in-
stead of massive tax increases that will
destroy jobs, that always destroy jobs
which are essential to improving our
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standard of living, our productivity
and our competitiveness in the world
marketplace.

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

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr, PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
2264, the Omnibus Reconciliation Act
of 1993.

This vote will be a very difficult vote
for many of us, in part, because the
public's attention has been shifted
away from exactly what it is we are
doing here today.

The fact is, by voting “yes’’ for this
bill we are saying to our constituents
that a majority in the House is willing
to reduce the Federal budget deficit by
nearly one-half trillion dollars over the
next 5 years.

By voting ‘'yes'’ we are saying to our
constituents that Congress and the
President are finally going to take re-
sponsibility for controlling the growth
of entitlement spending.

And by voting ‘‘yes" for this bill, we
are saying to our constituents that we
are serious about keeping interest
rates low and helping to create jobs—
good jobs—all across America.

None of us really looks to voting for
a bill that will both raise taxes and re-
duce spending on programs which are
popular with millions of Americans.
But this is the only way we will accom-
plish the goal of significantly reducing
the deficit and its crippling effects on
our economy.

By reducing the Federal budget defi-
cit by nearly one-half trillion dollars
over the next 5 years, we will increase
the capital available to businesses—
large and small—to expand and grow
and hire new workers.

By reducing the Federal budget defi-
cit by nearly one-half trillion dollars
over the next 5 years, we will reduce
the long-term cost of borrowing money
for every business in America.

Mr. Chairman, we can not fail here
today. For the price of failure for our
economy, for our Government, and for
our constituents is too high.

I urge my colleagues to vote “‘yes.”

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California. [Mr. MATSUI].

Mr. MATSUI I thank the chairman
for yielding.

The gentleman on the other side of
the aisle have talked about the fact
that there is going to be massive tax
increases to the American public. That
just is not so.

We are trying to increase taxes and
reduce the budget deficit because we
want long-term growth in the econ-
omy.

The fact is there has been a lot of
misinformation given: 78 percent of the
senior citizens in America do not pay
taxes now, and under this proposal 78

11629

percent of the seniors will not be pay-
ing taxes after the bill passes and be-
comes law.

In addition to that, two-thirds of all
the tax increases in this proposal over
the next 5 years will be paid by fami-
lies making $200,000 or more a year.
Now, I wonder who we are trying to
protect here. Are we trying to protect
the wealthy? In fact, those people who
make $20,000 per year actually have a
tax decrease in this particular budget.

So this proposal protects middle-in-
come people and reduces the budget
deficit in the future.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE], a member of the commit-
tee.

Mr. CRANE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, according to the Tax
Foundation, the energy tax will kill
over 1,000 jobs in each of the previous
two speakers districts. And in my own
district it is calculated to kill over a
thousand jobs, too. I thought I would
pass that on as just a little frame of
reference.

Mr. Chairman, Harry Hopkins was
probably the most brilliant political
adviser in the history of mankind.
Back in the thirties he taught our col-
leagues on the Democratic side the for-
mula for success: Tax, tax, tax; spend,
spend, spend; elect, elect, elect.

And it is brilliant, and they are still
engaged in it with a vengeance.

At the rate we have gone in past his-
tory, they can anticipate another 60-
odd years of virtually uninterrupted
control of the Congress, and now they
have the White House, too. They come
at us this time with the largest tax in-
crease in the history of this Nation,
the largest tax increase in the history
of civilization, as a formula for trying
to get economic growth and create
jobs? There is not an economist on the
face of this Earth either liberal or con-
servative who has ever attempted to
suggest that tax increases create
wealth in the economy, create growth
in the economy, create new job forma-
tion and create new jobs. The fact of
the matter is it is counterproductive
and as destructive as it could be.

Second, however, the components of
this bill, especially with that Btu tax
in there, imposes the most regressive
form of taxation imaginable.

In committee, I proposed, since there
was an independent foundation study
showing Btu tax input on health care is
a cost of over $4 billion a year, an
amendment to spare the health care in-
dustry. Yet in committee, it was shot
down on a straight party-line vote.

For goodness sakes, why don’t we ex-
empt health care, why don’'t we exempt
food? Whenever we pass sales taxes, we
traditionally exempt food and medical
prescriptions at the checkout counter.
You do not want to hammer those peo-
ple who arc hanging on by their finger-
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nails when it comes to the necessities
of life. Yet that is what we are doing in
that tax. I submit to my colleagues
this is a mistake, let us go back to the
drawing boards.

Mr. Chairman, given my time con-
straints, I would like to submit my full
and complete statement on the Clinton
package following these remarks.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to express my opposi-
tion in the strongest terms to the legislation
before us today.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1993, otherwise known as the Clinton tax bill,
will be an economic disaster for the economy
and the taxpayers. This is a tax increase
which is not only the largest in the history of
this country, but is the largest in the history of
civilization. Let me emphasize—nothing in the
history of taxes rivals the bill we have before
us today. Yes, Bill Clinton is certainly out to
make his mark on history.

Mr. Clinton’s tax bill does violence to any-
one who is trying to work for a living, save
money for retirement, or start and maintain a
small business. In addition, this bill will hurt
American companies in their efforts to com-
pete with foreign companies around the world,
a fact which means one thing—lost American
jobs.

But these are general observations, let me
recite some specifics, for as Ross Perot is ap-
parently fond of saying, “The Devil is in the
details."”

CLINTON ENERGY TAX

Perhaps the most damaging provision of the
entire bill is Mr. Clinton's $72 billion energy
tax.

This tax is regressive—that is, it hurls the
poor and middle income family because they
will pay a disproportionate share of this tax.
Unlike sales taxes, Clinton's energy tax does
not exclude basic necessities like food, medi-
cine and clothing—it hits literally every product
and service you can imagine.

This tax is hidden—unlike a sales tax, the
American consumer will not see a line item on
their bill identifying what portion of their ex-
penditure is a result of the Clinton energy tax.

This tax is anti-compelitive—it raises the
cost of American products and hurts our ability
to compete abroad.

This tax will significantly increase the cost of
health care in this country. One estimate sug-
gests that it could cost our health care provid-
ers over $4 bilion per year. | offered an
amendment in the Ways and Means Commit-
tee to provide a tax credit to health care pro-
viders to reimburse them for increased costs
attributable to the energy tax. In short, this
was an effort to keep health care costs from
rising anymore than they already have. My
amendment was defeated on a straight party
line vote. All 14 Republicans supported my
amendment and all 24 Democrats opposed it.

Did candidate Clinton not say he wanted to
hold down the cost of health care? Did can-
didate Clinton not say he was going to give
low- and middle-income families a tax break?
Did not candidate Clinton say he wanted to in-
crease our competitiveness and create jobs?
What was Mr. Clinton thinking when he pro-
posed this massive energy tax? Apparently all
his statements last year were simply meaning-
less campaign rhetoric.
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TAX ON SOCIAL SECURITY RECIFIENTS

Taxes on Social Security—this bill dramati- "

cally increases the taxes on Social Security
recipients. In other words if you have saved
for your retirement you are penalized for your
thrift. Retirees will be doubly hit by this tax in-
crease and the Clinton energy tax. How does
Mr. Clinton propose that seniors cope with in-
creasing taxes on fixed incomes?
TAXES ON SMALL BUSINESSES

Small businesses will be hurt by this pack-
age. Not only will the Clinton energy tax drive
up the cost of providing goods and services,
but this legislation directly hits the small busi-
ness community and their employees in other
ways. For example, Mr. Clinton proposes to
cut the deduction for business meals nearly in
half. Does Mr. Clinton understand the effect
this will have on restaurants and their employ-
ees? What will Mr. Clinton tell the waitress or
waiter who losses his job because of this pro-
vision? Moreover, does Mr. Clinton appreciate
the fact that small businesses who do not
have the huge advertising budgets of large
companies, use the business lunch as a vital
tool to bring in new customers and clients?
Does Mr. Clinton care about those of you out
there who want to pass your businesses on to
your sons and daughters when you die? Ap-
parently not, because Mr. Clinton has pro-
posed raising Federal estate tax rates as well.
No, even in death you cannot escape Mr. Clin-
ton's taxes.

IMPACT ON THE ECONOMY AS A WHOLE

Finally, and most importantly, how is our
economy supposed to grow and create jobs
when roughly $300 billion is taken out of the
private sector to be consumed by the Federal
Government? How does taking $300 billion
from the American people prompt consumers
to spend more money on goods and serv-
ices—consumption that stimulates economic
expansion? How does Mr. Clinton think small
businesses are supposed to get their hands
on capital to expand, when the pool from
which to draw that capital has just been dimin-
ished by billions of dollars?

MORE TO COME

Amazingly Mr. Clinton is not done. The
$322 billion in new taxes in this bill does not
include the billions of dollars in new taxes that
the Clintons propose to raise to finance their
health care proposals. Does Mr. Clinton think
that the pockets of the American taxpayers
are bottomless? Does he not understand that
the American people are not undertaxed?
Does he not understand that the problem is
spending?

Perhaps Mr. Clinton is not familiar with the
facts. Let me recite the facts for him. In 1980,
revenues to the Federal Treasury were $500
billion. By 1992, revenues had more than dou-
bled to $1.1 trillion. Yet our deficits continued
to grow, which means spending grew at an
even more alarming rate. No, Mr. Clinton, the
Federal Government does not need more tax-
payer dollars, and candidate Clinton was right
when he said that what Americans need is tax
relief. Unfortunately Mr. Clinton's ability to
keep promises is apparently rather limited.

LESSONS FROM HISTORY

| should not have to remind my colleagues,
but as a former history professor, let me, once
again, recite some very recent history—the
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1990 budget deal. Mr. Clinton's budget pro-
posal sounds a lot like the budget deal of
1990—except on a much grander scale. In
1990 the Democrats promised President Bush
that if he supported tax increases, Congress
would cut spending. Well, we got the tax in-
creases, but we never saw the promised
spending cuts. In fact, for every $1 increase in
taxes due to the 1990 budget deal, we actu-
ally got a $2.37 increase in spending in return.
Indeed, historically for every $1 increase in
taxes, Congress has increased spending by
$1.59.

Are we doomed to repeat the mistakes of
the past? How many times do we have to fall
for Mr. Clinton's line—the line that says "Il
give you tax increases today for spending cuts
tomorrow?”

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, my constituents have been
telling me to cut spending first. To that end |
supported the budget proposal offered by Re-
publicans which proposed real spending cuts
in order to reduce the deficit. Mr. Clinton has
proposed to increase taxes first, and his
spending proposals promised for later are
anemic at best. | will not be a party to this ef-
fort to repeat the mistakes of our past. In my
view, the leadership of the other party wants
to follow Mr. Clinton like lemmings over a cliff.
If they were doing so at the expense of only
themselves that would be one thing—unforiu-
nately, if they follow Mr. Clinton's lead it will
be at the expense of the American taxpayer
and the economic prosperity of this country.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to
take this time to respond to the wacko
study on job loss that has just been
quoted on this side of the aisle. What
that study by the Tax Foundation does
is stitch together two separate eco-
nomic studies, one by DRI, which runs
six scenarios. They use the worst pos-
sible scenario, make no adjustment
whatever for lower interest rates, and
somehow come up with the conclusion
that there is a job loss in everybody's
district.

DRI very specifically said they have
not authorized the use of their study in
that manner; they have run no studies
of the Btu tax by congressional dis-
trict. It is a phony use of it, as far as
I am concerned.

Then they stitched together a second
study done by—guess who—the Amer-
ican Electric Power Company. Now, if
you think that is an independent anal-
ysis to determine job growth, I have
got a bridge I will sell you.

The stock market, in contrast, is
voting on this package, second day in a
row, new record highs. They are bet-
ting this program will succeed; we
should, too. :

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. JEFFERSON].

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
am privileged to serve as a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means and
a Member of this House of Representa-
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tives at this time which is so critical
to the fiscal and economic future of our
country. We, my colleagues, are all
privileged. For the time rarely comes
in public service that a singular enact-
ment—act—can literally change the
course of our country for years to
come.

The arguments against reconciliation
are broadly mischaracterized. In my
State of Louisiana, an energy State,
the effect of the administration’s pro-
gram is not a net loss due to new taxes,
but actually a net gain of $528 million
dollars in economic growth when the
benefits of the overall plan are figured
in.
It is important that we recognize the
solemnity of our decision here today
and that we posit the right question.

While the discussion has focused
principally on the drawbacks of the
choices placed before us today, the
larger question is not what will happen
if we do act, it is what will happen to
our country should we fail to act at
this crucial hour.

If we fail to act today to cut $496 bil-
lion over the next 4 years, we will add
$4,000 in public debt to each of 106 mil-
lion households in our country over
that period.

If we fail to act, we will see interest
rates grow, costing a middle-class fam-
ily in our country far more to buy a car
or a home than the modest tax in-
creases involved in this Budget Rec-
onciliation Act.

If we fail to act, we will miss the
fresh opportunity offered by this bill to
small businesses, to real estate inves-
tors, and to the larger corporate com-
munity to create jobs and grow our
economy.

It is hard to think of this messy,
complicated deficit reduction package
as having historic and heroic dimen-
sions, but it does. And it's hard to
think of some of our Members who are
making tough and politically risky
votes for it as heroes or heroines, but
they are.

By how we see our work today, will
we define our future. Let us see the
proposition and the duty that now lies
before us. Let us rise to the call for ac-
tion as this House and our institutions
of government have managed to do
over the life of our great country. It is
our time. This is our moment. Let us
not fail to seize it. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes."”
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, it has
been said here by the ranking minority
Member that there is a vast difference
here. There is. It is not between those
who support taxes and those who do
not. It is a difference between real stuff

and rhetoric.
There has been much talk on this
floor about jobs. A key to jobs is deficit
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reduction, and I stand up and proudly
say that as someone coming from the
industrial heartland.

The plan before us is the best, indeed
the only hope for deficit reduction.
There will have to be a deficit reduc-
tion II relating to health care. When
you look at the figures in the seven-
ties, Medicare and Medicaid, the
growth in them were less than 20 per-
cent of the total growth in entitle-
ments that went up in the eighties to
45 percent. It is estimated that in the
mid and late 1990’s, unless there is a
change, it would represent two-thirds
of the growth in entitlements. We took
a step toward controlling that with the
provision in here relating to entitle-
ments, We are going to have to go fur-
ther in deficit reduction II reforming
the health system of this country.

We have a chance now to pass deficit
reduction I. Let us do it and do it
proudly.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, today we take a hard step toward
reducing the bloated Federal budget
deficit, a $500 billion reduction, half of
that coming from hard spending cuts.

On the discretionary side, a freeze for
5 years at 1993 levels. No increased
spending.

On the entitlement side, for the first
time a hard discipline, forcing the
President and the Congress to act to
keep spending within the budget that
was just enacted by the House.

Second, the Btu tax has been modi-
fied. Changes have been made in that
tax and further changes will be made
to ensure that our energy industry can
compete in an international market-
place.

Let me mention one aspect of this
reconciliation bill that is important,
important to the real estate industry,
in my part of the country, in the south-
west, and in New England, areas that
have been hard hit by a recession and a
lagging economy. The real estate in-
dustry was singled out in the late
eighties and hit very, very hard in the
Tax Code and in the marketplace.

What we have done in reconciliation
is to allow real estate professionals to
offset their losses from their gains, like
any other professional business.

In addition, we are allowing real es-
tate professionals with debt service to
pay that out over time as opposed to
being forced into foreclosure and forced
to walk away from properties, an act
that is happening over and over again
in my part of the country.

This is an important step. Yes, you
can run, but you cannot hide from this
budget deficit. Today is an important
day to make a first step. It is not fun.
It is going to be harder before we are
there. To get to a balanced budget, we
have got to cut spending and we have
got to raise reasonable revenue,
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. THOMAS], a member of the
committee.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I would just tell my friends
on the other side of the aisle who pre-
ceded me that, according to the study
by the Tax Foundation, about 4,500 jobs
would be lost; but let us agree that the
study was somewhat flawed. Let us cut
it in half, that 2,000 people are going to
lose those jobs. I still believe those
should be retained.

Let me tell you, what you do not
know can hurt you. I told you earlier
today that despite all of my searching
through all the language written down
on the administration's position, on
the joint tax position, and on the com-
mittee's position, that those rate in-
creases were going to be indexed. They
all said it.

In response to a question, the chair-
man said, ‘“What is written down is
what will be done.”

I showed you, and this bill shows you
that in fact bracket creep is back with
us, that what was said cannot be be-
lieved.

Now, let me tell you, for those of you
who have not read every page, let me
tell you what is in this bill, and espe-
cially for those of you on this side of
the aisle who are my friends who were
called by the chairman of the Health
Subcommittee crackers for health
care, and who might have an interest
in a managed competition concept that
we are going to be dealing with in a few
short months, and who do not believe
that this is Armageddon and every-
thing has to be done today or not at
all, I invite you to look at title XIII,
chapter 3, in sections 13-521 to 13-530. If
you believe managed competition is an
idea that will meet some of our health
care needs, if you believe that profes-
sionals organized together in various
associational groups will help us solve
our problem, as I believe the First
Lady's task force does, then you should
not vote for this bill.

A simple example. Under the 1993
open enrollment plan for all members
in the Federal Government, were this
bill to be law, of the 14 plans available
to you, 9 would no longer be available.

The one plan available to all mem-
bers—a Governmentwide plan—Blue
Cross and Blue Shield, would not be
available.

The plans open to all, six of them not
available.

The BACE plan, which I think most
of you are in, the Beneficial Associa-
tion of Capitol Employees, would not
be available.

You could, in terms of those plans
open to specific groups, belong to the
Panama Canal area plan. You could be-
long to the Secret Service plan.

You are going to have very few plans
available; 9 of the 14 plans currently of-
fered are not going to be available if
the health care section becomes law.
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Believe me, what you do not know in
this bill can hurt you.

Then of course, what you thought
you knew can hurt you also, because
they simply are not honest.

Mr. Chairman, | have a very personal rea-
son for opposing this tax bill: It puts thousands
of jobs in my district at risk. In fact, anyone
voting for this bill is voting to put people out
of work and curtail oil production in Kern
County, CA. When the administration is saying
our goal should be increasing employment
and competitiveness, the bill clearly goes in
the wrong direction.

The administration would like people to be-
lieve that the bill has addressed the most im-
portant Kern County production problems by
taking the Btu tax off natural gas used for en-
hanced oil recovery and by allowing producers
to burn their own crude oil tax free. Let me as-
sure you, the administration's so-called Kern
County fix does not fix anything at all. In the
very real, competitive world of oil production,
the Btu tax will put many producers out of
business.

To put the situation in perspective, Kern
County produces over 600,000 of the nearly
850,000 barrels of oil California produces
every day. The bulk of Kern County's produc-
tion is heavy oil, defined as 20 degrees API|
gravity or less. The average yield of residual
fuel oil on Kern County heavy oil is 65 per-
cent, meaning that refiners’ and producers'
survival depends on sales of a low-value prod-
uct. Refiners cannot avoid producing residual
fuel oil. They can invest in new equipment that
might alter the amount of residual refining
yields, but such equipment is expensive and
many California refiners are already having to
make difficult investment choices just to meet
Federal and State environmental laws.

Residual fuel oil, oddly enough, has a high
Btu content; the bill before us reflects that by
assigning residual fuel oil the highest Btu fac-
tor 6.486 of any refined petroleum product.
The Btu tax on residual fuel oil, $3.95 per bar-
rel, is 25 percent to 28 percent of current price
of resid. Blunily, the Btu tax in this bill threat-
ens all those people who work in and depend
on this industry.

In spite of changes in the President's Btu
tax made by the Ways and Means Committee,
Kern County oil producers and refiners will still
have a problem selling residual fuel oil. Under
the bill before us today, utilities will collect tax
on electricity based on the fuels each utility
uses. Taxes will be determined on a utility-by-
utility basis. Rates will be set monthly. Be-
cause residual fuel would carry a high tax
rate, $3.95 per barrel, utilities would be dis-
couraged from buying it even though the utili-
ties get to pass the tax through to consumers.

The consequences of this tax will be drastic
for California oil producers, refiners, and their
employees. This tax will clearly cut California
oil production by 81,000 to 127,000 barrels a
day in the first 5 years. In total, anywhere from
150,000 to 300,000 barrels a day would be
shut in in the decade following the tax's full
implementation.

Those production losses mean lost jobs in
California. One estimate shows a loss of 6,154
to 11,529 jobs 5 years after the tax takes ef-
fect, and 9,244 to 16,955 in 10 years. Be-
tween 40 percent and 50 percent of the im-
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pact will fall in Kern County. Other estimates
show the job loss could be anywhere from
16,000 to 22,000 jobs.

These are good jobs. The average salary in
the industry is $45,000. If this bill passes, Cali-
fornia will ultimately lose anywhere from $200
million to $400 million in wages every year.
That is a tough burden to bear in a State like
California where unemployment is over 9 per-
cent and especially in Kern County where un-
employment is almost 2'%4 times the national
rate.

| cannot support a bill with such serious im-
plications for people in my district.

Mr. Chairman, | have a procedural reason
for opposing the bill, one that should concern
every Member of the House. This bill contains
a provision that is not before us as a result of
appropriate procedure. Every Member of the
House should be outraged at its appearance
in the bill because the process through which
it was included threatens every Member's abil-
ity to protect his or her constituents by relying
on the procedures of the House.

The section | am concerned about says that
indexing the President’s two new tax rates to
protect taxpayers from inflation-induced brack-
et-creep will not begin until 1995—2 years
after those rates go into effect on January 1,
1993. The delay, which takes another $636
million from Americans, is hardly insignificant.
Its use is also totally inappropriate for anyone
who believes in truly representative Govern-
ment.

| can assure you that this indexing delay
was never discussed when Ways and Means
reported the tax bill May 13. It was not re-
vealed in the documents presented to Mem-
bers. Staff did not mention it in their expla-
nation of those documents. When | specifically
asked the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means if the documents lacked
anything that would appear in the actual bill
language, | was assured they did not. The
only possible way this provision should be in
the bill is to accept a disingenuous explanation
that the indexing delay, which was never re-
vealed prior to the committee’s vote to report
the bill, was a technical change staff was
given permission to make after the bill was
adopted to ensure Members' intent was real-
ized.

No one can realistically claim that $636 mil-
lion is a small sum or that a significant change
in the effective dates on a key tax provision is
somehow technical. Yesterday, | asked the
Rules Committee to address this impropriety
by striking the provision from the bill. As a re-
sult of the Rules Committee's failure to do so,
none of us can guarantee our constituents that
their rights have been protected through the
procedures upon which every Member of this
House relies. Every Member should put aside
the politics involved in this bill and consider
just what accepting the indexing provision will
mean: It would be sanctioning procedures that
allow Members to be incorrectly informed
about key components of a bill which they are
asked to address in the name of the people in
their districts. The procedure used here is un-
acceptable to me and it should be to my col-
leagues as well.

Even Members who are willing to pass the
biggest tax bill in history, who are willing to
distot U.S. energy production and cause

May 27, 1993

chaos throughout industry, should be con-
cerned about this matter. What some would
term a minor provision is in fact a threat to the
processes our constituents expect us to em-
ploy in their interests. The bill is worth reject-
ing on that basis.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. CARDIN].

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, the time
to act is now. The bill before us is a
good bill. It is a bill that will be real in
deficit reduction. It is balanced, half in
real spending cuts, half in revenues, all
calling for deficit reduction, and it is
fair.

Despite the emphasis that my col-
leagues are putting on the Btu tax,
what impact that will have, the Btu
tax will raise revenue for deficit reduc-
tion. It will help us in energy conserva-
tion.

When the tax is fully implemented in
1998, including the Btu tax, for an indi-
vidual whose income is $50,000 or less
on average, will pay an extra $23 a
month.

For those at $200,000 or more, $1935 a
month more.

It is a fair, balanced package.

My constituents want action. I urge
my colleagues to support the bill.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the rec-
onciliation bill. It represents the most honest,
serious plan for deficit reduction that we have
ever considered in the House of Representa-
tives.

For the past dozen years, Republican ad-
ministrations and Democratic Congresses
talked about the deficit, but nobody did any-
thing about it.

This bill marks the end of the talking, and
the start of doing something. It's about time.

Over the past dozen years, the Federal
budget deficit has risen steadily from under
$100 billion, to $200 billion by the middle of
the decade, to over $300 billion by the end of
the decade.

The deficit in fiscal year 1994 will be $300
billion if we do nothing, if we just go on talking
about the deficit. This reconciliation bill chops
$500 billion off the deficit total over the next 5
years. Along with the limits on appropriations,
it will reduce the deficit in the fiscal year that
starts in October by $42 billion.

In the fifth year of this bill, it will reduce the
deficit by more than $160 billion. If you want
to cut the deficit, if you want to put an end to
the growth of Government borrowing, if you
like low interest rates, if you want to make
more capital available for private investment,
you should act now and support this program.
The amount of deficit reduction in this bill will,
in the opinion of two Nobel Prize-winning
economists, make room for a 40 percent in-
crease in spending on capital equipment, fi-
nanced by private saving that otherwise would
get consumed by Government borrowing.

This plan cuts spending. It cuts $87 billion
in net direct spending. It includes enforcement
provisions that will cut another $102 billion
through appropriations process. It will achieve
savings of $55 billion in interest costs.

The spending cuts are real, and tough, and
they will hurt. The plan cuts $59 billion just in
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Medicare and Medicaid. It doesn't make prom-
ises, it makes cuts.

The bill includes another $28 billion in enti-
tlement cuts, in agriculture, education, hous-
ing, natural resources, veterans, and Federal
employee and retiree benefits. This is strong
medicine, to get the job done.

In addition to the program spending cuts,
the package will reduce Federal borrowing
costs by $55 billion over the 5-year period. For
too long, interest payments on the national
debt have been the fastest rising area of Fed-
eral spending. These payments don't buy a
single scholarship, feed a single child, repair a
single highway, or meet any other Federal pol-
icy priority. Under this plan, we start to turn
things around, and slow the growth of interest
payments.

Actually, the bill reduces interest payments
in two ways. First, by reducing the deficit, it
will lower our outstanding indebtedness, on
which we pay interest. Second, and more im-
portant for the economy, the bill sends the
clear signal to the bond markets that we are
serious about deficit reduction, which encour-
ages the market to keep interest rates low.

In addition, the bill includes the enforcement
provisions that will freeze discretionary spend-
ing at current levels for the next 5 years. This
provision will save $102 billion over the next 5
years.

The other half of the deficit reduction comes
from taxes. The tax increases included in the
bill are imposed overwhelmingly on the
wealthiest 2 percent of Americans and cor-
porations with incomes greater than $10 mil-
lion.

Over 95 percent of American families will
have no increase in their income taxes. After
the Btu tax is fully phased in, in 1998, the
monthly tax increase from the President’'s en-
tire package, including the Btu tax, on a family
with income under $50,000 will be less than
$23 a month. Those with incomes above
$200,000 will pay an additional $1,935 a
month.

Mr. Chairman, this program is real. The
spending cuts and new revenues go for deficit
reduction. The program is balanced. New rev-
enues are matched by spending cuts. The
program is fair. It puts the tax increases on
those who can most afford to pay. And the
program will work. It puts our country on the
road to fiscal stability and economic growth. |
support it, and | urge its passage.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, in this debate
on whether to pass the largest tax increase in
our Nation's history, I'm appalled by some of
the arguments my colleagues on the other
side are utilizing. Several of my Democrat col-
leagues have said that we need to pass this
bill in order to cut the deficit that Presidents
Bush and Reagan produced.

Excuse me? Presidents Bush and Reagan
increased the deficit with their budgets? Mr.
Speaker, unless there have been some con-
stitutional changes of which no one has been
apprised, it is the responsibility of Congress to
enact and pass the annual budget. Regardless
of whether a budget comes before us from a
Democrat or Republican White House, Con-
gress deliberates and amends that proposal,
and the product that is sent to the White
House is the handiwork of the House and
Senate.
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Mr. Chairman, we have an enormous na-
tional debt. | don't think you'll hear anyone
questioning that fact. But it appears to me that
placing the blame on the shoulders of past
Presidents is not only dubious rhetoric, it is ar-
rogance. Do my colleagues on the other side
actually believe that the American people are
so gullible as to believe that Congress has no
say in how Federal funds are spent? Does the
majority leadership actually believe that their
strained attempt at shifting blame will assuage
the public’'s genuine concern over our fiscal
problems? To even suggest such is an insult
to the intelligence of the American people.

Mr. Chairman, a few months ago, we heard
about a new era dawning in Washington, a
new approach to government, a call to na-
tional service. According to what | have heard
in these hours of debate, | would have to
agree there's a new approach all right. It's
called the contribution and denial approach;
Congress will require the American taxpayer
to contribute more, and then Congress will
deny it ever asked for it.

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
voice my opposition to the proposed Btu tax,
and my support of the Kasich amendment as
a Representative from Texas and as a mem-
ber of the House Committees on Energy and
Commerce, and Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries, | have spent considerable time on en-
ergy related issues.

First of all, as a revenue raiser, this pro-
posed tax fails to pass a critical test: the test
of fiscal responsibility. Since the tax was first
proposed, various interest groups have
chipped away at the package until the reve-
nues that the tax would raise are considerably
lower than expected. Originally, the tax was
expected to raise $25 billion annually by 1997.
But, according to the Institute for Research on
the Economics of Taxation, $20 billion of
those revenues will be needed to offset pro-
posed credits, assistance to those on low in-
comes, and reduced revenues from other
sources due to depressed economic activity.
We are being asked to vote for an energy tax
that will cost this country more than 400,000
jobs, and that will raise just $5 billion? If we
pass this misguided tax, never in our Nation's
history will so many have sacrificed so much
for so little.

Another argument for the energy tax, that
we have heard from the administration, is that
the tax is environmentally friendly—that Ameri-
cans will become more energy efficient and
move toward greater use of clean fuels. | be-
lieve that this is another argument that fails to
pass an important test: the reality test. While
shutting down 26 refineries may improve the
environment in this country, what will it do to
the global environment as refineries are built
in countries with less stringent environmental
regulations? What will increased tanker traffic
do to our coastal communities? How many
more oil spills will we have? How will the
country get its supply of reformulated gas and
other mandated clean fuels? What impact will
increased imports have on our trade deficit?
What about national security? About the only
positive environmental impact this tax package
will produce is that in destroying 400,000
American jobs, there will be fewer commuters
driving their cars to work each day!

Between the Clean Air Act and this pro-
posed tax, this country will lose almost 20 per-
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cent of its refinery capacity by the end of the
decade. In addition to the refinery problem,
the tax is punitive to clean fuels, providing little
incentives for industries to switch to more en-
vironmentally sound fuels like natural gas.

Third, the administration has argued that the
reason it proposed a Btu energy tax is that it
is fair to every region of the country. If this tax
is so fair, why will Texans be paying 75 times
more in energy taxes than people who live in
Vermont by the year 19967 The national aver-
age for energy use per capita in 1989, was
330 million Btu's, in Texas it was 495 million
Btu's. Texas residents and industries are
major consumers of energy as well as major
producers. It is ludicrous to assume that they
will pay equal taxes as other parts of the
country. A study by Texas A&M University
predicts that the State will lose $3.089 billion
per year by 1998, in gross State product
[GSP]. The energy tax will reduce personal in-
come by $3.26 billion in Texas, with the aver-
age family of four paying an additional $708 a
year in energy taxes. This increase is more
than twice what the administration is predicting
for the rest of the country.

But Texas is not alone. Other States that
are highly energy-intensive and whose resi-
dents travel long distances will also feel a
much greater impact from the proposed tax
than currently predicted by the administration.
So, this proposed tax fails to pass another
test: the fairness test.

The proposed Btu tax which, at best, will
raise $71.5 billion through fiscal year 1998,
but, at worst, will cost more than 400,000
Americans their jobs—will also, lower our
gross domestic product [GDP], make it difficult
for senior citizens and others living on fixed in-
comes to afford the energy they need, and will
continue the decline of our domestic energy
industry. There are other less costly ways to
decrease the deficit, improve the environment,
and become more energy efficient.

Many Members have put forward proposals
to achieve deficit reduction without this oner-
ous energy tax and other proposed taxes. |
wrote to President Clinton on March 8 of this
year, with a list of spending cuts and freezes
that would result in a savings of $384 billion
over a 5-year period. This could be accom-
plished without imposing even 1 cent in new
or increased taxes.

Congress has passed two major laws in the
last 3 years that will improve our energy effi-
ciency and our environment. The Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1980, and the National
Energy Policy Act of 1992 provide additional
programs and incentives to use environ-
mentally friendly fuels, cut back on many air
pollutants, switch to cleaner fuels, and so
forth. Why don’t we give these laws a chance
to work before inflicting even greater financial
pain on the consumer and the energy industry
for very few, if any, benefits?

Mr. Chairman, generally when someone or
something fails to pass the test, it is time to
go back to the drawing board, to relearn, or
reinvent. | believe that this is what we need to
do with this reconciliation bill, especially the
proposed Btu tax. That is why | urge my col-
leagues to support the Kasich amendment to
reduce the deficit in a fiscally responsible, fair,
and real way.

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Chairman, voting
against this deficit-reducing package would
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raise an impassable stop sign on our road to-
ward economic recovery. Our $4 trillion deficit
did not sprout up overnight and we cannot cut
it down in 1 day either. Bul this package offers
us the first real attempt at deficit reduction that
this Nation has seen in 12 years. The entitle-
ment caps and deficit reduction trust fund that
this legislation provides are key to getting our
Nation back on track.

President Clinton’s plan is a real step to-
ward reducing the deficit and it's a step which
the American public has repeatedly cried out
for in the last year. Within 5 years, this plan
will reduce the deficit from nearly 5 percent of
our gross domestic product to 2.6 percent of
the GDP. The deficit trust fund offers the
American people a legally binding promise
that spending cuts and tax increases will go
toward reducing the deficit.

The people of the First District of Arkansas
have called for spending cuts and we have
answered by freezing discretionary spending
at 1993 levels for 5 years. This will save $102
billion.

The proposed tax increases and spending
cuts are not easy to swallow. But they present
a sincere effort at reigning in the feel-good
spending of the last 12 years, under which our
national debt grew. | am especially pleased
with the addition of entittement caps that will
sound an alarm to be heard by Congress and
the President if entittement spending goes too
high. These caps will force Congress to come
together and vote before allowing spending to
exceed the caps.

As a representative of the agriculture-inten-
sive First District of Arkansas, | have shared
our farmers’ concern over the proposed Btu
tax. | have stood at this very podium and spo-
ken on radio and TV against the Btu tax be-
cause | believe it will place an unfair burden
on farmers who cannot pass added costs on
to consumers. But Senator BOREN's alternative
to the Biu tax would cut Social Security. And
no one from the First District of Arkansas has
called asking me to cut Social Security spend-
ing.

| continue to oppose the Btu tax, but | feel
confident from the commitments | received in
phone calls this morning that the Btu tax will
be reduced or eliminated in the Senate or in
conference committee. Today's vote does not
flash a green light for the Btu tax, and | urge
the farmers in Arkansas to be patient with
Congress as we work over the next few
months to eliminate this tax.

In conclusion, having talked to Arkansans
who have repeatedly asked for spending cuts
and deficit reduction, | cannot in good con-
science vote against this package which goes
so far toward fulfilling their request. Therefore,
| stand in support of this legislation under the
blinking yellow light of caution. | will continue
to work toward necessary changes in the Btu
tax, but | firmly believe the remainder of this
proposal puts us in the express lane toward
economic recovery.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, the public de-
bate raging in this country about the role of
Government, the responsiveness of public in-
stitutions, and the size of our Federal debt,
are joined in the debate on the budget rec-
onciliation measure before us today. The
American people have been rightly critical of
the inability of the Congress and the President
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to responsibly resolve the budget deficit in re-
cent years. While gridlock gripped Washing-
ton, the American people have struggled with
the consequences of our inaction.

The 1992 election brought a new President
dedicated to making Government work—dedi-
cated also to reducing the budget deficil.
While we can be critical of his handling of this
measure, | believe the President has not been
given sufficient credit for putting before the
country the very real and painful choices that
are necessary to reduce the budget deficit.

Some here do not like the President’s prior-
ities and have suggested alternatives, others
among us continue to talk about deficit reduc-
tion as if solutions will appear out of thin air.
Well, the choices are tough—very tough. |
doubt it any Member of Congress truly likes
this measure; there are no cheerleaders for
higher taxes and program cuts for their own
sake. But eliminating the deficit requires taxes
and cuts. Those are the choices—and they
are difficult for all of us.

| had hoped this bill would contain more
cuts, less taxes, and more deficit reduction.
But, as Benjamin Franklin once said, "He that
lives upon hope will die fasting." At some
point, consensus among the alternatives must
be reached. And what we have before is not
perfect, but it is the best we can do at this
time, and it is certainly preferable to doing
nothing.

Let me just speak briefly to the bill because
there are a number of important provisions.
The entitlement cap in this bill, which | helped
to negotiate, is unprecedented. For the first
time, a process is established for reviewing
the growth of mandatory spending programs,
which together represent almost one-half of all
Federal outlays. For too long, one half of all
spending has been on automatic pilot, unre-
strained by the annual budget process. With
the passage of this bill, that will change. Both
the President and the Congress will now be
forced to propose changes to entitiement pro-
grams to rein in their growth. That is a very
important reform. It will lead, | believe, to real
long-term deficit reduction. It will force the
Congress in the future to face the deficit issue
squarely and honestly.

The extension of the discretionary budget
caps in this measure—the only real brake on
the growth of Federal spending since 1890—
is also an important reform.

This measure contains nearly $500 billion in
real deficit reduction over the next 5 years.
With tough enforcement on entitlement and
discretionary spending, real long-term deficit
reduction will occur.

Someone once said: “It is natural for man to
shut his eyes against a painful truth, * = *"
Today, we open our eyes and make a few
tough decisions. | urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting this measure.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON].

Mr, BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing this time to me.

I just would like to say that my col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. CARDIN] who just spoke, if this bill
passes it is going to cost his district
1,219 jobs, and I hope he thinks about
that.
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Now, many of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle said they were
going to control entitlements. Let me
tell America about an entitlement that
they have not talked about. They put a
new entitlement in here for emergency
health care for immigrants costing $300
million, a new entitlement, not an old
one.

Now why are they doing that? Be-
cause they want to help some of those
States that have illegal aliens coming
in that are having children.

But let us look at what has been
going on. In California they have a pro-
gram called the MediCal Program, and
I want to read to my colleagues from a
brochure from California about what
they are doing.

They say that the law has changed
and the new law will help you if you
are going to have a baby even if you
are an illegal alien or if you are here
under an amnesty program. Will it af-
fect my amnesty? No. If T am here ille-
gally, will it be reported? No. And fi-
nally they say: Remember the informa-
tion you give to the worker is confiden-
tial. It will not be reported to immigra-
tion.

Last year in Los Angeles County
alone, and get this, America, there
were 37,000 illegal alien babies born,
and each one can get AFDC totaling
$620 a month. That is $25 million a
month that is being paid out for AFDC
for illegal alien children.

And what are they doing about it?
They are adding a new entitlement for
$300 million to help pay the State’s
portion of that cost. Up until now the
State paid half of it. But now they are
going to pay all of it from the taxes
from around the country.

They say this is a responsible budget.
It is going to cost more in taxes, the
largest tax increase in history. It is
going to cost jobs. It is going to hurt
the economy.

And what else are they going to do?
They are inviting illegal aliens from
Latin America and Mexico to come to
this country to have babies that our
constituents are going to pay for with
AFDC payments, and they are going to
be American citizens. I say, ‘‘We
shouldn’t be doing this. It's a mistake.
It's a new entitlement, and they are
putting it on your backs.”

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 4% minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the President’s economic plan
for reducing the deficit and revitalizing
the economy. The 103d Congress is
about to be tested, and the entire coun-
try will be watching.

Taxpayers all across America are
tired of the constant bickering in Con-
gress and demand action to reduce the
deficit. And our constituents want to
know if we have the fortitude to take a
tough vote to improve the economy.

We cannot shrink from this chal-
lenge, even through our Republican
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colleagues will not, by choice, join us
in making the difficult decisions nec-
essary to govern our great Nation.

Mr. Chairman, when we passed the
budget resolution conference report 2
months ago, the Committee on Ways
and Means faced an ambitious task: ap-
prove nearly $300 billion in deficit re-
duction. I am proud to stand here
today and report that the committee
was on time and on target. We ap-
proved the President’'s plan, with some
modifications, to ensure that those
taxpayers with the ability to pay fulfill
their responsibilities and that program
cuts are fair and protect the needy.

Some claim this bill includes the big-
gest net tax increase ever. The are
wrong. The tax bill that Ronald
Reagan signed in 1982, measured in 1993
dollars, was over $50 billion bigger.

What we do face, however, is the big-
gest deficit in history—three times as
large as it was in 1982, It is not a small
problem, and it will not be cured by
small talk and political posturing. It
demands a vigorous yet fair response.
This bill provides that response.

I want to be clear—this bill requires
sacrifice. But the sacrifice is small
compared to the price of continuing on
our present course, risking our fiscal
integrity and the standard of living for
ourselves, our children, and our grand-
children.

THE REVENUE INCREASES IN THE LEGISLATION
ARE FOCUSED ON UPPER-INCOME TAXPAYERS
About two-thirds of the revenues in

the legislation will come from persons
making over $200,000. And even for
these persons, the increases are mod-
est. The bill creates a new 36-percent
bracket for married couples with tax-
able income over $140,000 and a 10-per-
cent surtax on incomes over $250,000.
These new rates are still well below the
top rates that had been in effect prior
to tax reform in 1986.

Business, as well as individuals, are
required to contribute to deficit reduc-
tion. The bill provides for a l-percent
increase in the corporate tax rate for
taxable income over $10 million—a pru-
dent increase, large enough to be
meaningful but not so large as to be
disruptive to economic recovery, com-
petitiveness and job development.

THE BROAD-BASED ENERGY TAX IS A POWERFUL

ENGINE FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION

It raises over $70 billion over the
budget period. But it also serves other
goals. It is fair to taxpayers in all re-
gions of the country. It encourages use
of clean fuels and renewable, and it en-
courages conservation.

But the impact on U.S. households is
modest—an average of about 17 dollars
a month, counting all direct and indi-
rect costs, beginning in July, 1996,
when the tax is fully phased in. To en-
sure that this burden does not fall on
those least able to pay, low-income
families will benefit from increases in
the earned income tax credit, and other
programs.
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The Committee on Ways and Means,
working closely with the administra-
tion, has attempted to ensure that no
one is unduly burdened by the energy
tax.

Under the bill as modified in commit-
tee, a partial exemption for hearing oil
cushions the effects of the tax on re-
gions of the country that rely exten-
sively on heating oil. Similarly, a par-
tial exemption for on-farm diesel and
gasoline use protects farmers who
consume large amounts of energy in
farm operations. Adjustments are also
made for industries that use energy as
feedstocks, such as the fertilizer and
aluminum industries, to ensure that
they are not unfairly taxed. A border
adjustment for imports of energy-in-
tensive products ensures that domestic
manufacturers are not placed at a com-
petitive disadvantage in our domestic
markets,

THE BILL CREATES WORK INCENTIVES AND JOBS

Under this bill, through expansion
and simplification of the earned in-
come tax credit, no American family
with a full-time worker need live below
the poverty line.

Furthermore, the bill promotes op-
portunities for jobs and enhanced skills
by permanently extending the targeted
jobs tax credit and expanding it to in-
clude a new school-to-work program.
The employer-provided educational as-
sistance program would be extended
permanently.

Also included is a $5.3 billion invest-
ment in enterprise and empowerment
zones designed to help rebuild Ameri-
ca’'s distressed cities and rural areas.

In addition, the bill increases oppor-
tunities to find affordable housing by
permanently extending the low-income
housing tax credit and enhancing its
availability in the 110 empowerment
zones and enterprise communities that
will be designated under this legisla-
tion.

THIS BILL CREATES JOBS FOR AMERICAN

BUSINESS
To free up cash-flow for small busi-
nesses, the bill allows immediate

expensing of $25,000 in depreciable as-
sets—well above the current $10,000
limit.

In addition, the legislation provides
small businesses with greater access to
tax-exempt financing and provides in-
centives for people to invest in special-
ized small business companies, to make
it easier for these companies to attract
much-needed equity capital.

The bill also provides needed assist-
ance to the real estate industry by pro-
viding relief from the passive loss rules
for business men and women who mate-
rially participate in real estate busi-
nesses. It provides a boost to local real
estate markets by providing tax relief
for the restructuring of business debt
secured by real property. To encourage
the construction of additional housing
for low-income families, the bill ex-
tends the low-income housing credit
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and mortgage revenue bonds program
permanently.

The bill extends the 25-percent deduc-
tion for health insurance premiums
paid by self-employed business men
and women.

THE BILL WILL HELP US COMPETE IN THE
GLOBAL MARKET

It extends permanently the research
and development credit and ends years
of uncertainty by providing a perma-
nent 50-percent research and develop-
ment allocation rule for U.S. multi-
national companies. These changes will
enhance incentives for domestic com-
panies that conduct long-range re-
search and development in this coun-
try.

The bill also encourages U.S.-con-
trolled foreign corporations to repatri-
ate amounts that are earned abroad
and that are not re-invested in an ac-
tive business. However, in response to
concerns about harming U.S. competi-
tiveness abroad, the Ways and Means
Committee agreed not to include the
administration’s proposal to increase
taxes on royalty income earned abroad
by U.S. companies.

Foreign persons doing business in the
United States are also required to pay
their fair share of tax, through changes
in transfer pricing rules and changes in
the so-called earnings stripping rules.

It also extends the generalized sys-
tem of preferences. Known as “GSP,"”
these tariff suspensions for non-sen-
sitive imports foster economic develop-
ment and overseas markets for U.S. ex-
ports to developing countries. They
also provide leverage to reduce barriers
and enhance protection of intellectual
property rights in those countries, and
they lower input costs for U.S. manu-
facturing. A 3-year extension of the
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program
for workers is also included to insure
continued retraining and income sup-
port for workers dislocated by foreign
competition.

The bill extends, as well, the *‘fast-
track” negotiating authority or the
Uruguay round of multilateral trade
negotiations. President Clinton has in-
dicated that, assuming he is granted
this authority, he will bring these ne-
gotiations to a close by the end of this
year on terms favorable to the United
States. A conclusion of the Urugunay
round should provide a much-needed
boost to world economic growth.

The bill also includes a 3-year exten-
sion of the authority to impose cus-
toms user fees to offset the costs of
U.S. Customs Services, and 2-year au-
thorizations of appropriations for the
U.S. Customs Service, the Office of the
U.S. Trade Representative, and the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
THE BILL ALSO PROVIDES NEEDED BROAD-BASED

TAX INCENTIVES THAT HAVE CONSENSUS SUP-

PORT IN THE HOUSE

The bill promotes capital investment
by providing more generous deprecia-
tion schedules for companies subject to
the alternative minimum tax.
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The legislation repeals the luxury
tax on boats, airplanes, jewelry, and
furs, and indexes for inflation the
$30,000 threshold for cars.

The bill encourages gifts of appre-
ciated property to universities, muse-
ums, and charities by reinstating the
minimum tax benefits for gifts of tan-
gible personal property and expanding
it to cover other types of property.

This bill delivers on the President’s
commitment to meet basic needs while
controlling spending.

It authorizes $1.5 billion in spending
on family preservation programs that
can help families avoid foster care, and
it creates a $2.1 billion trust fund to fi-
nance childhood immunizations for
Medicaid-eligible children and those
without health insurance coverage for
immunizations.

We take steps to control Medicare
costs, by approving interim controls on
reimbursements, pending the passage
of health care reform. Together, the
Medicare reductions total $50.4 billion
over 5 years.

The bill would extend several expir-
ing programs that provide assistance
to rural and inner-city hospitals. These
include continuation of special pay-
ments for small, rural Medicare-de-
pendent hospitals and regional referral
centers through fiscal year 1994. Au-
thorization for the Essential Access
Community Hospital Program and the
Rural Health Transition Grant Pro-
gram would also be extended. In addi-
tion, the separate Medicare reimburse-
ment for the reading of electrocardio-
grams would be restored.

The bill would also extend the cur-
rent physician ownership and referral
prohibition beyond public health pro-
grams and to additional services and
payers. The exceptions in current law
to the general ban on referrals would
be continued with a series of modifica-
tions.

In addition, the bill contains a 2-year
extension of the existing 0.2 percentage
point Federal unemployment surtax.
This surtax was first passed in 1976. It
has been extended three times, in 1987,
1990, and 1991. The administration
asked for this extension as part of the
President's additional proposals to help
the committee meet its deficit reduc-
tion target and to help refinance the
extended benefits program. With this
extension, the extended benefits pro-
gram is projected to be nearly fully
funded by the end of 1998,

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
make technical comments on two pro-
visions of the bill:

First, in permanently extending the
research credit, the Committee on
Ways and Means affirmed congres-
sional intent that neither the enacting
of the credit in 1981 nor the targeting
modifications to the credit in 1986 af-
fected the definition of ‘‘research or ex-
perimental expenditures'' for purposes
of section 174, The reasons for passing
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H.R. 1137 in 1954 were to provide cer-
tainty with respect to the tax treat-
ment of R&D expenditures and to en-
courage taxpayers to carry on research
and experimentation. Those reasons for
enacting section 174 are even more im-
portant today given the increasing
global market competition our indus-
tries now face.

Toward this end, the newly proposed
Treasury regulations under section 174
contain modifications to clarify the
broad scope of the section by pointing
out that research and experimental ex-
penditures are the costs related to ac-
tivities intended to obtain data needed
to eliminate uncertainty concerning
the development or improvement of a
product. I believe this action under-
scores and clarifies that it is Congress’
intent that expenditures for the ap-
plied engineering required to develop a
commercially feasible product and cre-
ate U.S. jobs are deductible under code
section 174.

Second, the bill provides an exemp-
tion for the feedstock portion of elec-
tricity used in electrolytic processes.
Electrolytic processes are used to
produce aluminum, chlor-alkali prod-
ucts, copper, magnesium, sodium, zine,
and other products. This exemption
only covers the portion of electrical
energy incorporated into the manufac-
tured product. For example, in the case
of aluminum smelting, it is my under-
standing that approximately half of
the direct current electricity provided
as an input to the electrolytic cell is
incorporated in aluminum. I under-
stand that approximately 70 percent of
the direct current electricity is incor-
porated in the chlorine, caustic soda
and hydrogen produced in the electro-
lytic process. It is also my understand-
ing that the Secretary of the Treasury
may determine a different percentage
to be appropriate based upon review of
the processes involved.

Mr. Chairman, this is the first rec-
onciliation bill I have processed
through my committee under a Demo-
cratic President. It wasn't easy—writ-
ing legislation to raise taxes and cut
spending never is.

Mr. Chairman, I say to my colleagues
that the President's revenue package
calls for vigorous deficit reduction, but
it is fairly apportioned among tax-
payers in our society who have the
ability to pay. There is no credible al-
ternative.

We have but one choice—to lead. Our
constituents, our country and the
President rightfully expect us to place
the good of the country first—I urge
my colleagues to support the President
and to vote for this bill.

If we cannot govern, if we do not
have the strength to vote for positive,
significant change, then we do not de-
serve to represent our great Nation.

Mr. Chairman, | firmly believe that this bill is
necessary to begin to set straight our eco-
nomic house. My belief has been reinforced
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by the reaction of hundreds of business lead-
ers and associations from across the land who
support this package before us today.

Many of them will pay increased taxes
under the bill. They do not support this bill as
a result of altruism; rather they know that their
economic well-being, and that of the Nation,
depends on our efforts to reduce the Federal
budget deficit.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to include in the
RECORD a small sampling of the many letters
of support | have received in favor of this bill.

MaAY 25, 1993.

Hon. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,

Chairman, Committee on
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The undersigned com-
panies commend you and your Committee
for recent actions which improve the tax
provisions of the reconciliation bill. We ex-
pect better economic results and better em-
ployment prospects to follow from the re-
ported bill. We support the tax bill as
restructed and reported by the Committee,

AFLAC Incorporated, AlliedSignal Inc.,
Ameritech Corp., Anheuser-Busch Compa-
nies, Inc., Associated Financial Corp.

Avon Products, Inc., Beneficial Corpora-
tion, B. P. America, Colgate-Palmolive Com-
pany, Delta Air Lines, Inc.

Dow Corning Corporation, Electronic Data
Systems, Emerson Electric Co., The GAP,
Inc., GenCorp Inc.

General Electric Company, General Mills,
Ine., General Motors Corporation, General
Signal Corporation, Hallmark Cards, Inc.

Honeywell Inc., Hughes Aircraft Company,
IBM, Jim Walter Corporation, Kellogg Com-
pany.

Levi Strauss & Co., 3M, Marriott Corpora-
tion, Mars Inc., Mercantile Stores Co., Inc.

Owens-Corning  Fiberglas Corporation,
Philip Morris Companies, Inc., PLY GEM In-
dustries, Inc., Premark International, Inc.,
The Procter & Gamble Company.

Puget Power Corp., The Quaker Oats Com-
pany, Ryder System, Inc., Sara Lee Corpora-
tion, Service Merchandise Co., Inc.

Southern California Edison Co., Southern
California Gas Co., Southland Corp.. South-
west Airlines Co., Tektronix, Inc.

Tenneco Inc., Time Warner, Inc., Valero
Energy Corporation, The Walt Disney Com-
pany, Westinghouse Electric Corporation.

WHAT CORPORATE EXECUTIVES ARE SAYING

“The Ways and Means Committee signifi-
cantly improved the corporate provisions of
the President’s tax proposal, and we, there-
fore strongly support H.R. 2141, the bill re-
ported by the Committee, Although business
will pay several billion dollars more under
H.R. 2141, the tax structure is far better than
the original proposal for investment and job
creation."—E.L. Artz, Chairman of the
Board and Chief Executive Officer, The Proc-
tor & Gamble Company.

“By eliminating the investment tax credit
and reducing the proposed corporate rate,
the Ways and Means Committee substan-
tially improved the corporate tax provisions
in the reported bill. Their actions keep those
provisions much closer to the bedrock prin-
ciples of tax reform—the broadest possible
base with the lowest possible rates—than did
the original proposal and, therefore, we sup-
port H.R. 2141,"—Bruce Atwater, Chairman
of the Board and Chief Executive Officer,
General Mills, Inc.

“The tax bill, as modified by the Ways and
Means Committee, improves the prospects
for better economic growth and inter-

Ways and Means,
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national competition.”—Warren L. Batts,
Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive
Officer, Premark International, Inc.

“1 strongly support passage of the House
budget reconciliation bill. The defeat of the
package would mean chaos in the financial
markets and would lead to an increase in in-
terest rates. This, in turn, would slow eco-
nomic growth and job creation."—Clark
Matthews, President and Chief Executive Of-
ficer, Southland Corp.

‘'The tax elements which were recently re-
ported by the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee and supported by President Clinton
represent a reasonable balance between the
need to increase revenues, stimulate invest-
ment, and ensure the fairness of the tax sys-
tem.—Michael Walsh, Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Tenneco Inc.

“To create jobs and growth, the U.S. tax
system should have the lowest possible uni-
form rates and no special preferences. By
eliminating the investment tax credit and
mitigating the increase in corporate rates,
the Ways and Means Committee tax bill
moves us in that direction and is worthy of
support. However, we also believe that mean-
ingful deficit reduction cannot be achieved
without real spending cuts."—John F.
Welch, Jr., Chairman and Chief Executive
Officer, General Electric Co.

May 25, 1993.
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROSTENKOWSKI: The under-
signed 90 groups and the millions of Ameri-
cans they represent support the President's
plan as reflected in the budget reconcili-
ation.

We support President Clinton’s objectives
of creating new jobs, encouraging growth
and investment and reducing the deficit. We
believe this package is a requisite first step
in achieving our mutual goals and objec-
tives.

We urge you to support the budget rec-
onciliation and to vote in favor of its pas-
sage.

Sincerely yours,

AFSCME,

AIDS Action Council.

American Agricultural Movement.

American Association of Museums.

American Council on Education.

American Education Association.

American Federation of Government Em-
ployees.

American Federation of Teachers.

American Insurance Association.

American Planning Association.

American Resort Development Associa-
tion.

American Seniors Housing Association.

Americans for Democratic Action.

Association of Local Housing Finance
Agencies.

Bread for the World.

Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Em-
ployes.

Center for Community Change.

Child Welfare League of America.

Coalition on Human Needs.

Coalition to Preserve the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit.

College and University Personnel Associa-
tion.

Communications Workers of America.

Consumer Federation of America.

Council for a Livable World.

Council for Rural Housing and Develop-
ment.

Council on Research and Technology
(CORETECH).

Defenders of Wildlife.
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Direct Selling Association.

Environmental Action.

Environmental and Energy Study Insti-
tute.

Families USA.

Friends of the Earth.

Human Rights Campaign Fund.

Institute for Responsible Housing Preser-
vation.

International Ladies' Garment Workers
Union.

International Union of Electronic, Elec-
trical and Furniture Workers, IUE-AFL~CIO.

Jim Walter Corporation.

League of Conservation Voters.

Manufactured Housing Institute.

National Apartment Association.

National Assisted Housing Management
Association.

National Association of Childrens’
pitals and Related Institutions.

National Association of College and Uni-
versity Business Officers.

National Association of Community Health
Centers.

National Association of Home Builders.

National Association of Homes & Services
for Children.

National Association of Independent Col-
leges and Universities.

National Association of Life Underwriters.

National Association of Real Estate In-
vestment Trusts.

National Association of REALTORS.

National Association of Retail Druggists.

National Association of Social Workers.

National Association of Targeted Jobs
Companies, NATCO.

National Audubon Society.

National Coalition for the Homeless.

National Consumers League.

National Council of La Raza.

National Council of Senior Citizens.

National Council of State Housing Agen-
cies.

National Council on Independent Living.

National Education Association.

National Employment Opportunities Net-

Hos-

-work, NEON,

National Housing and Rehabilitation Asso-
ciation.

National Housing Conference,

National Leased Housing Association.

National Marine Manufacturers Associa-
tion.

National Multi Housing Council.

National Neighborhood Coalition.

National Realty Committee.

National Urban League.

National Wildlife Federation,

National Women's Law Center.

Natural Resources Defense Council.

NETWORK: A National Catholic Social
Justice Lobby.

NHP, Inc.

NRG Bariers/Saco Maine,

Nuclear Information and Resource Service.

Office of Management and Budget Watch.

Parent Action.

Peace Action,

Physicians for Social Responsibility.

Ryder Systems, Inc.

Truck Renting and Leasing Association.

United Auto Workers.

United Methodist Church, General Board of
Church and Society.

United Transportation Union.

Valero Energy.

Women Strike for Peace.

Woman's Action for New Direction.

YWCA of the USA.

SALOMON, INC.,
New York, NY, May 25, 1993.
Hon. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Chairman on Ways and Means, Washington,
DC.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: As one of the original

corporate Chief Executives who endorsed the
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President’s economic program, I want to
commend you and your committee for recent
actions which improve the tax provisions of
the Reconciliation Bill. With the reduction
of the deficit accompanied by the decline in
long-term interest rates, we anticipate bet-
ter long-term economic results to follow
from the passage of the reported legislation.

I support the efforts of the President to
achieve deficit reduction and the efforts you
and the other members of your committee
made to perfect this important legislation. I
am taking the liberty of enclosing a copy of
the op-ed piece I wrote in support of the
President’s program.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. DENHAM,
Chairman and CEO.
HUMAN CAPITAL INVESTMENT IN THE PRESI-

DENT'S EcoNOMIC PACKAGE: DANCING WITH

THE ONE WHO BRUNG YOU
(By Robert E. Denham, Chairman and Chief

Executive Officer, Salomon Inec.)

The deficit-reducing impact of President
Clinton's economic package, and the bond
market's resulting display of confidence,
have received abundant attention from fi-
nancial commentators. In the long run, how-
ever, the most important economic impact
of the package may be its shifting of funds
toward production-enchancing human cap-
ital investments and away from military
spending and other production-consuming
activities.

Anyone who hires significant numbers of
employees in skilled positions knows that
many Americans are ill-prepared for the in-
creasingly complex jobs that are being cre-
ated. Meanwhile, layoffs occurring prin-
cipally in less-skilled jobs or in jobs requir-
ing obsolete skills are creating a growing
pool of the hard-to-employ. In Salomon's
businesses, which include securities and
commodities trading, investment banking
and oil refining, we have seen a steady mi-
gration toward jobs that demand increas-
ingly complex skill sets. On our trading
floors we need people with advanced math
and economics degrees, not high school grad-
nates who develop a *‘feel” for the markets.
In administration and finance, we need ad-
vanced computing, accounting and mathe-
madtical analysis skills, not bookkeepers.

The same story, in different words, could
be told by company after company across the
United States, yet educational institutions
and company training programs have re-
sponded slowly and ineffectively to the high-
er standards required by today's jobs. A re-
cent study of illiteracy among young Amer-
ican adults found 38.5% unable to read at an
11th grade level and 20.2% unable to read at
an eighth grade level. Schools have often
been so0 swamped by the social needs of chil-
dren growing up underfed, ill-housed and in
the midst of drugs and violence that they
have been unable to respond to their need for
an increasingly complex education. Corpora-
tions have generally not taken on the re-
sponsibility for basic skills training, prefer-
ring to invest in more advanced and job-spe-
cific training for people who already have
substantial basic skills. The realities of a
cold war economy created a paradox that
was becoming a trap: defense expenditures
impaired our ability to afford human capital
investments, while the failure to make these
investments impaired our long-term secu-
rity. Increasingly, we are living off the di-
minishing returns from past waves of human
capital investments.

President Clinton’s economic plan carries
out a dramatic shift from expenditure to in-
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vestment, particularly in the critical area of
human capital. The human capital invest-
ment increases over four years include $8 bil-
lion for Head Start, $2.6 billion for the
women, infants and children program, $7.4
billion for a national service program that
will fund college education, $4.6 billion for
work re-employment and training assist-
ance, and $1.2 billion for apprenticeship pro-
grams. At the same time he proposes dra-
matic decreases in defense spending and
other decreases in non-productive expendi-
tures such as agricultural subsidies. Besides
accomplishing the deficit reduction for
which the President's program has been just-
ly praised, these changes also make a mean-
ingful start on the investments in human
beings that are essential for our long-term
economic security.

President Clinton has recognized that with
the end of the Cold War it is possible to re-
place government programs driven by fear
with programs that are inspired by hope.
Governor Clinton became President Clinton
by enunciating a vision of an America that
demonstrates belief in its future by willing-
ness to invest in that future today. During
the remaining years of his Presidency there
will be many events to distract him from
this vision. As a guide to making the nec-
essary choices about priorities, he needs only
to remember the old country adage: ‘'‘Dance
with the one who brung you."

SMALL BUSINESS
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, May 27, 1993.
Hon. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On the day of this
critical vote, I wish to again affirm the sig-
nificance of the increase in the direct
expensing provision from $10,000 to $25,000 for
small business. We want to commend you
and the President for championing this im-
portant revision.

As you know, the investment tax credit in
the original proposal did not live up to the
expectations of the small business commu-
nity. Because of the many limitations im-
posed upon it, its effective rate was far lower
than the publicized nominal rate.

The direct expensing increase from $10,000
to $25,000 is a clean, simple alternative.
Many small businesses wanted it. (The small
business delegates to both the 1980 and 1986
White House Conferences on Small Business
made it a high priority.) Many small busi-
nesses can use it. We know some 11 million
businesses took a depreciation deduction
based on the last available data. Most of
those businesses will be candidates for tak-
ing advantage of the $25.000 first year write-
off.

We were pleased to to work with you in
1981 when you first introduced the concept of
direct expending, and we are pleased to be al-
lied with you and the President in making
this dramatic improvement to the budget
reconciliation bill. The President must be
given credit for recognizing the need to
strengthen the bill's value to small business.

I must note we are heartened by reports
that the House may take further steps to
rein in federal spending, particularly in enti-
tlement programs. It surely is no secret that
small business will take every dollar of
spending cuts that can be wrung out of fed-
eral entitlement programs.

In the months ahead, we look for small
businesses, as they lead the nation to eco-
nomic recovery, to avail themselves of the
full $25,000 direct expensing deduction. It
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would certainly be a good sign for the econ-
omy.
Sincerely,
JOHN 5. SATAGAJ,
President.
AMERITECH,
Chicago, IL, May 5, 1993,
Hon. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Chairman, Commitlee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR DAN: It is my understanding that the
Committee on Ways and Means will soon be
addressing budget reconciliation legislation.
On behalf of Ameritech, I want to applaud
and encourage your efforts to achieve mean-
ingful deficit reduction.

As a capital intensive company with a very
large Federal income tax liability,
Ameritech would have preferred to see cap-
ital incentive proposals, such as an Invest-
ment Tax Credit, that could achieve the goal
of genuine capital formation and job cre-
ation for business. Unfortunately, the In-
vestment Tax Credit as proposed would not
help Ameritech and most large employers
reach this goal. We are realistic enough to
understand that a more meaningful capital
incentive package is not doable at this time
given the primary goal of deficit reduction.

We strongly encourage your efforts to min-
imize any increase in the federal corporate
tax rate through the elimination of the pro-
posed Investment Tax Credit. We look for-
ward to working with you and other Mem-
bers of Congress in passing a pro-growth rec-
onciliation bill that will result in real deficit
reduction without burdening the business
community with a large increase in the cor-
porate rate.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM L. WEISS,
Chairman and CEQ.
MaRgs, INC.,
Chicago, IL, May 6, 1993.
Hon. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Tax Reform Act
of 1986 made a fundamental change in this
country’'s income tax policy. President Clin-
ton's tax package threatens to reverse that
change, and that would be a serious error. I
urge you to lessen the adverse effects on the
overall tax increase package by holding the
line on the corporate tax rate and setting
aside the proposed investment credit propos-
als.

For decades, high tax rates were imposed
on businesses while a series of special rules
enabled many industries to avoid those rates
by making certain investment decisions. In
that environment, far too many business de-
cisions were based on tax planning rather
than on economic and financial common
sense.

It is doubtful that the combination of high
rates plus offsetting investment credits and
other preferences were ever very beneficial
to the economy overall. But the President's
package clearly offers little “‘stimulus” for
business investment. A temporary credit of
seven percent on incremental investments
will not make any difference to my compa-
ny's investment decisions.

But a two percentage point increase in the
corporate tax rate will make a difference—
an adverse difference. That is a permanent
rate increase which will affect the return on
our past and future investments for years to
come, while the investment credit will be of
use only with respect to a modest amount of
our investments during the next two years.
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I understand that the cost of the credit
proposals is about equal to the higher reve-
nues from the rate increase. Given the lim-
ited value of the credit and the ill effects
from the rate increase, the tradeoff does not
seem rational. Why not delete both from the
package?

Your leadership role on the 1986 legislation
was critical to its enactment. I understand
that you are committed to the proposition
that a low rate broad-based income tax is the
best way to limit the effects of taxes on busi-
ness decisions. I urge you to help retain that
policy by setting aside both the rate increase
and the investment credit provisions in the
President's package.

Sincerely,
W.B. HELLEGAS,
President.
AMERITECH,
Chicago, IL, May 24, 1993.
Hon DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR DaN: We recently joined a group of
companies in commending you and your
Committee for recent actions which improve
the tax provisions of the reconciliation bill.
We expect better economic results and better
employment prospects to follow from the re-
ported bill. We support the tax bill as re-
structured and reported by the Committee
on Ways and Means.

We believe that deficit reduction efforts
are critical to a robust economy that will
allow Ameritech and other companies to
compete successfully at home and abroad.
We continue to applaud your hard work to
achieve real deficit reduction for the coun-
try.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM L. WEISS,
Chairman and CEO.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. FOWL-
ER].

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to the bill.

The people of my district in Florida sent me
here last fall to do three very important things:
Cut spending, keep their taxes down, and pro-
mote an environment that will allow jobs to be
created.

This bill will not do any of these.

The tax and spend package before us today
will increase taxes on all Americans, it will
delay any real spending cuts to some future
date uncertain, and—worst of all—it will cost
Americans their jobs.

According to the Tax Foundation, the Btu
tax alone will send more than 1,000 of my
constituents to the unemployment office. They
will be joined there by nearly 20,000 other Flo-
ridians who will lose their jobs just so this
Congress can increase the pool of money it
can spend.

And let's be clear. When nearly half a mil-
lion Americans lose their jobs due to this tax
increase, it will not result in the kind of deficit
reduction the other side claims. In the very
first year of this plan, for every $20 in tax in-
creases, there will be just $1 in spending cuts.

Mr. Chairman, the American people want us
to cut spending first. Instead, they are now
facing huge tax increases, many of which are
retroactive to the first of this year. Mr. Clinton
may very well be the first President who found
a way to raise taxes on the American people
even before his inauguration.
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And who will pay those taxes? Everyone.
Not just the rich. Under President Clinton’s bill,
a middle-income senior couple will see the
taxes on their Social Security increase about
$370. ;

Even more disturbing is the fact that this
money will not go to the Social Security trust
fund.

It is unfair to raise revenues on the backs of
middle-class senior citizens and it is irrespon-
sible to put that money in the general fund.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, as we debate the
largest tax increase in American history | am
reminded of a line | read that said, “If you tax
everything that moves, things tend to stop
moving,” and that includes this economy.

| urge my colleagues to vote “no."

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR-
NAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the words of every Repub-
lican spoken today and to associate
myself with the remarks of a fighting,
commonsense Democrat, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. Chairman, with all the White House has
been doing over the last couple of weeks, the
American people are justified in asking, what
in blazes is going on with the Clinton adminis-
tration? And specifically, what is up with his
budget? While the concern is real, the focus
may be a little off. Indeed, many things are
going up with the Clinton budget we are con-
sidering today, but the worst things about it
are what things are going down. | want to
bring my colleagues attention to both the ups
and the downs of the so-called plan.

Needless to say, Mr. Chairman, spending is
up. Despite OMB Director Leon Panetta's
comments earlier this year that the administra-
tion's budget would contain $2 in spending for
every $1 in new taxes, this reconciliation bill
reverses this plan. It actually contains $6 in
taxes and fees for every $1 in spending reduc-
tions—and it is a 20-fo-1 ratio over the first 2
years. Call me a cynic, but that is more in line
with what some of us expected.

Indeed, whether spending reductions will
ever occur is open to question. But one thing
is clear: The President and the majority Demo-
crats in Congress are interested only in paying
lip service to spending cuts. In its exhaustive
search for domestic programs that don't work
and are no longer needed, the administration
came up with only 11 programs totaling less
than $3 billion out of the $1.427 trillion in non-
defense outlays in 1997. And of the $343 bil-
lion this bill contains in reconciled reductions,
less than $70 billion is not arrived at by higher
taxes. Overall, this budget adds nearly $38 bil-
lion in new or expanded entitlement programs,
which have, after all, been the problem with
this budget all along. While the administration
has been forced into negotiating with Con-
gress over entittement caps, little has been
said -about the entitlement programs the budg-
et creates. Even though half a dozen human
resources provisions were cut by $1.2 billion
over 5 years, incredibly, 20 other programs
were expanded by $1.9 billion, creating a
spending increase of $700 million. So what did
the Ways and Means Committee do? Charac-
teristically, it added new taxes, including ex-
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tending the Federal unemployment tax
[FUCA], which now enjoys permanent status
as a temporary tax. Only in Washington.

The new immunization program is a good
example of how the Democrals pass up op-
portunities to reform social services and sim-
ply resort to throwing dollars at problems. De-
spite evidence that Government-provided im-
munizations will have no impact on the immu-
nization rate, the Democrats passed on a Re-
publican plan to allow States to use rewards
and punishments to encourage wellare recipi-
ents to immunize their children, thereby add-
ing another $2 billion to the cost of this bill.

There is not even a pretense that the re-
gressive energy tax portion of this tax bill will
not be used for more spending. The White
House has stated that the energy tax will help
reduce the deficit and put the Government on
a pay-as-you-go basis for needed public pro-
grams. That's more spending, folks. And it is
interesting to see how the Democrats have
tried to hide the tax's regressivity, by robbing
one class of taxpayers to pay off another. This
budget spends at least one-half of the $71.5
billion expected to be raised over 5 years on
low-income families and individuals, including
a $28 billion increase in the earned income
tax credit [EITC], $7 bilion in additional food
stamp payments, and $1 billion for Low-In-
come Home Energy Assistance Program
[LIHEAP] payments. This forces middle-in-
come families—hardly our Nation's richest tax-
payers—to pay an excessive share of the ad-
ministration’s revenue goal. And as the energy
tax increases yearly, it is impossible for the
middle class to know the size of the bag it is
left holding. It truly is a stealth tax.

Which brings me to the next item that is up
with the Clinton budget—taxes. All of this in-
creased spending will require passage of the
most massive tax hike in history. It calls for
$332 billion in tax increases over the next 5
years, and adding the various hidden in-
creases, the tax bite will grow even larger in
later years. It creates a new individual income
tax rate brackets at the 36 and 39.6 percent
levels which reach even lower down the in-
come scale than now. These new tax rates
are supposed to raise $31 billion of the $39
billion in deficit reduction for 1994 under this
plan. Gone, at least, from this reconciliation
bill is all pretense of a millionaire surtax. The
White House no longer pretends that it is any-
thing more than another rate bracket, with mil-
lionaires defined now as those earning more
than $250,000. And of course, this tax is retro-
active to the beginning of 1993.

Even families with incomes under $20,000,
contrary to the President's claims, will bear the
burden every time they pay their heating bills,
fill their gas tanks, or make a purchase of al-
most any kind. The Clinton energy tax alone
will cost every American family $471 a year.

Individuals with adjusted gross incomes
over $150,000 who pay estimated taxes must,
under the Clinton budget, pay 110 percent of
current year taxes as next year's estimated
taxes to qualify for a safe harbor. So individ-
uals with no increase in income or tax liability
during that year are effectually giving the Gov-
ernment an interest-free loan. This is out-
rageous, but it is even worse for corporations.
Even though this bill sets the maximum cor-
porate tax rate at 35 percent, large corpora-
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tions which pay estimated taxes must pay a
full 100 percent estimation, rather than the 97
percent under current law. This reduces the
margin of error in computing estimated taxes,
and virtually assures the assessment of pen-
alties. The administration hopes to gain $2.7
billion from this unfair, illusory deficit reduction
provision which will only speed up the pay-
ment of corporate taxes by a few months, and
make a cheap profit from hard-to-follow rules
which are broken.

There is a hidden rate bracket increase in
this reconciliation bill on small businesses and
family farms, the biggest job creators through-
out the 1980's. The bill would phaseout the
permanent personal exemption, limiting item-
ized deductions, and removing the cap on
wages subject to the health insurance tax.
There is also a new maximum marginal tax
rate of nearly 44 percent. As my colleagues
know, the maximum marginal tax rate—cur-
rently almost 32 percent—represents the true
incentive for entrepreneurs to earn extra
money. So once a person pays the highest
stated tax rate of 39.6 percent, adds in a Med-
icare tax for self-employed individuals of 2.9
percent, and tacks on an itemized deduction
limit at about 1.2 percent, tell me what is the
incentive for him or her to engage in the type
of economic activity our economy needs? This
new marginal rate is a 37 percent increase in
the current rate. Before 1986, the rate was 50
percent. Goodbye tax reform.

So what else is up with the Clinton budget?
How about Government regulations and bu-
reaucratic redtape. What would the Carter |
administration be without this? We should not
be surprised, as we have come to see one of
the most radical environmentalists in Congress
elevated to second-in-command. But in case
there was any doubt, this budget reconciliation
is a validation of Mr. Clinton's commitment to
big government.

Contrary to its own wishes, it will not be
possible for the Clinton administration to reach
the environmental goals of the Rio Earth Sum-
mit by the use of the new energy tax alone—
though for some in the administration it is the
first step. Still, the $71 billion energy tax is the
largest regulatory intrusion by big government
we have seen in a long time. In effect, admin-
istration of the energy tax has been unilater-
ally ceded to the U.S. Treasury Department,
which will have complete and arbitrary control
over its regulation.

The Treasury Department will have the
power to not only change the tax rate on var-
ious energy products, but also to expand or
contract the list of products subject to the tax
in instances where such exemption is war-
ranted. This is very wide authority. As well,
even though the Internal Revenue Code
would, under this bill, set forth the relevant Btu
contents of specific fuels—ostensibly the
measure of this energy tax—it also will permit
the Treasury Secretary to override the statu-
tory language by regulation. The Treasury De-
partment could modify Btu contents enumer-
ated by the statute if it determines they do not
properly reflect the Btu content per unit, and it
could also prescribe Btu content, and there-
fore the tax rate, for any energy product not
prescribed. Thus, if the Treasury Secretary
concludes that the tax statute rate is wrong,
he or she could change it unilaterally, rather
than by legislation.
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But even outside of the energy tax, this rec-
onciliation bill also extends wide regulatory
latitude to the Treasury Department on other
tax matters. For instance, the Secretary may
reduce the types of investments that would
normally qualify for capital gains treatment.
The implications of this item under a Democrat
regime hostile to capital gains are simply stag-
gering.

The point, of course, is that the administra-
tion is overstepping its bounds. It is one thing
for the executive branch to request regulatory
discretion in an administrative matter. But the
power the Clinton administration is asking for,
Mr. Chairman, should only be entrusted to the
people's representatives in Congress.

Increased interference by the Federal Gov-
ernment means more bureaucracy. The Presi-
dent's energy tax will require companies to es-
tablish new types of recordkeeping. It will also
force the Federal Government to hire and train
new agents, and both companies and Govern-
ment will spend increased resources on en-
forcement and compliance.

The investment tax credit for small business
contained in this bill requires nearly 19 pages
of statutory language providing endless detail
on gross receipts of the businesses to see if
they are small and to list the kinds of property
which qualify. All of this for a tax credit that
will provide at most $8,000 in benefit to the
largest qualifying business and far less for the
average small business.

Capital gains is singled out for an enormous
complexity penalty, again, at the sole discre-
tion of the Treasury Secretary. Effectively, 75
years of settled tax law on the treatment of
capital asset sales will be thrown out the win-
dow.

And there are numerous bureaucratic time
bombs in this reconciliation bill, including retro-
active tax rates and schedules. None of this
will make our economy more competitive, or
reduce our deficit. Not to mention the national
debt—which is also up. The Clinton adminis-
tration’s own figures show that his spending
and taxing plan will raise the national debt by
over $1 trillion over 4 years. And the energy
tax will simply allow the administration to
spend more—regardless of any deficit reduc-
tion trust fund gimmick the President puts for-
ward.

It stands to reason that if the President suc-
ceeds in his budget plans, inflation will also be
up. A recent NFIB survey of more than 2,200
small firms reflected declining sales expecta-
tions, a flattened employment outlook, tighter
credit conditions, and yes, inflation. The sur-
vey picked up hints that inflationary pressures
could be on the rise among small firms hoping
to take advantage of what little strength is in
the economy to improve profit margins.

The energy tax in particular will raise the
cost of practically all goods and services. The
President's chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisors recently testified that the en-
ergy tax alone could result in an overall infla-
tion increase of 0.3 percent—a 10 percent in-
crease in last year's rate. And recent data in-
dicates that inflation is beginning to resurface.
So shouldn't the administration be taking steps
to prevent it rather than exacerbate it?

As inflation rises, another indicator of a re-
turn to the Carter presidency will go up too—
unemployment. Rising energy costs will make
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American workers less productive and encour-
age the transfer of energy-intensive manufac-
turing overseas. It will kill jobs. My home State
of California will rank No. 1 in job loss due to
the energy tax, with 54,400 thrown out of
work, almost 1,200 of them in my district
alone. One study estimates that 600,000 jobs
will be lost because of the energy tax alone.

So as we contemplate the ups and downs
of the Clinton budget, it is fair to ask, what's
going down?

Productivity. Many economists are increas-
ingly pessimistic on the U.S. economy in light
of the Clinton tax and health plan prospects.
Indeed, why should Americans be more pro-
ductive when the cost of being productive will
increase by 35 percent or more? Some have
estimated that the President's energy tax
alone will lower economic growth by $35-50
billion each year. Many companies will face in-
creased costs far in excess of the administra-
tion's 3—4 percent estimate for energy-inten-
sive products. And even small increases will
irreparably harm companies producing low-
margin, price sensitive goods, particularly
those that compete in foreign markets, and
which will also not be able to pass along the
costs. So as U.S.-manufactured products will
bear the brunt of the energy tax, while foreign
products will not, it is not surprising that the
National Association of Manufacturers predicts
that GDP will be $38 billion lower than it would
without the Clinton plan. Add to this the new
taxation of international operations, and it is
clear that American businesses will be at a
competitive disadvantage.

Investment and personal savings will also
be on the decline if this reconciliation passes.
In the above-mentioned NFIB survey, only
one-third of small businesses tallied said they
plan to make capital outlays in the next 6
months, although nearly two-thirds of those
same firms spent money on their businesses
in the previous quarter.

As for individuals, the future under Mr. Clin-
ton’s budget is just as bleak. Tax rates on in-
vestment earnings will definitely increase by
35 percent or more, slashing incentives to
contribute to pensions for retirement. Many re-
tirees will be subject to a 52 percent marginal
tax rate on interest, dividends, and pension in-
come. If a senior citizen is unlucky enough to
be caught in the earnings limitation trap, their
marginal tax rate could be over 90 percent.
And an increase in the estate tax rate pun-
ishes lifetime savings even further. It seems
that the President would make the Govern-
ment the greatest beneficiary of an individual's
lifetime work.

And the savings of seniors will not be all
that are hit. The one benefit every senior
American can, at least for now, count on re-
ceiving upon retirement is Social Security.
Every person must pay in, but everyone re-
ceives benefits. And now, most seniors will
pay taxes on those benefits.

The Clinton budget plans to extract $32 bil-
lion over 5 years from Social Security recipi-
ents in what is a near doubling of Social Secu-
rity taxes. Under current law, single and dis-
abled Social Security recipients with incomes
over $25,000 a year, and married beneficiaries
with incomes over $32,000 a year pay taxes
on up to 50 percent of their benefits. This rec-
onciliation bill will move that figure up to 85
percent.
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What does this mean in real terms? The
American Association of Retired Persons says
that 6 million families will see a significant in-
crease in their Social Security benefits being
taxed, while another 1 million families will
have their Social Security benefits taxed for
the first time ever. The Congressional Budget
Office estimates are more dire. They say that
23 percent of all Social Security recipients—10
million of them—will be affected in 1994 alone,
while 30 percent, or 14 million will be hit by
1998. And the percentage goes higher every
year after that. You will be astounded to see
how big a problem this Social Security tax be-
comes.

And that is not all. Under this budget, the
rules on requiring that benefit taxes be used to
shore up the Social Security trust fund are ab-
rogated. This should serve as a warning to
those who think the administration is sincere
about his deficit reduction trust fund. The plain
truth is that this is revenue recovery. Indeed,
the administration has been playing fast and
loose with the facts on this tax all along. Mr.
Clinton originally attempted to portray this tax
as a spending reduction, arguing that it was
because it was a cut in benefits. The adminis-
tration now publicly acknowledges that it is a
tax. Yet they still cannot bring themselves to
include it among the budget's revenue propos-
als.

And what is the justification? The President
says that Social Security benefits must be
taxed more like regular pensions, meaning
only 15 percent of the benefits escape tax-
ation. But what he ignores is that many Social
Security recipients are already taxed on their
contributions when they are made and then
again when the benefits are distributed. This is
double taxation, pure and simple. So much for
savings. In short, many retirees will see a big-
ger tax hike and a higher marginal tax rate
than the so-called rich who make over
$140,000. So much for socking it to the rich
and leaving the rest of America alone.

All of this means, of course, that revenues
will actually decrease under this plan, despite
whatever the White House intends. Revenues,
Mr. Chairman, are what the President is trying
to collect. But the Clinton package restores all
of the old incentives to seek tax shelters,
which Congress did away with in 1986. And it
won't be the poor who take advantage of
those. Upper-income individuals will defer in-
come, buy tax-free bonds or low-dividend
stocks, take more tax-free fringe benefits than
before, increase their home mortgage interest
deductions, or simply work less. It's a vicious
cycle, this taxing the economy out of produc-
tivity.

!g:onomist Martin Feldstein explained this
cycle very well in a recent Wall Street Journal
editorial which | will submit for the RECORD fol-
lowing my remarks. The Clinton plan makes
that same mistake tax and spend Democrats
always make—it assumes people will go about
their business as usual, no matter how the
Government chooses to involve itself with their
checkbooks. The raise in the marginal tax rate
raise will produce little or no additional reve-
nue, but it wil weaken the economy and
waste scarce investment dollars. A couple
making $180,000 taxable could easily choose
to cut their income by only 5 percent, and
Treasury would actually collect less revenue
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under the Clinton plan than today. If these
people reduce their income by 10 percent,
Feldstein concludes that virtually all of the
President's projected revenues would dis-
appear. No revenue equals no deficit reduc-
tion. Yet the spending, like the Energizer rab-
bit, just keeps going, and going, and going.

Mr. Chairman, as George Snydor of the Na-
tional Association of Wholesaler-Distributors
recently pointed out, there is no example in
history of a country successfully taxing its way
fo job growth and prosperity. Prosperity comes
from a productive workforce with a sustainable
tax base to cover the necessary government
functions. But a confiscatory tax policy will
drive lower any incentive for increased produc-
tivity. Even the draconian bureaucratic control
of the failed Soviet system couldn't confiscate
enough of its own earnings to finance its mon-
olithic spending needs. The President's pack-
age attacks the philosophical underpinnings of
1986 tax reform, returning us to days of loop-
holes, sheiters, and preferences. The resulting
Tax Code could stifle any economic recovery,
and make debt reduction a pipedream.

Let's look at the direct lending portion of this
bill. While | believe we need to reform the cur-
rent student loan system in order to produce
savings and reach the neediest students, |
strongly oppose the Clinton administration’s
proposal to replace the guaranteed student
loan systemn with federally administered direct
lending. It is an untested program that will not
only result in disaster for students needing col-
lege loans, but it will also end up costing the
Government more money, not less.

The Clinton administration’s estimates of
cost savings under direct lending are mislead-
ing. Indeed, the $4.3 billion in savings over 5
years claimed by OMB and CBO and included
in the budget resolution will never materialize.
Both the OMB and CBO analyses rely on
budget gimmicks that ignore the significant
costs of converting to a direct lending pro-
gram. The Congressional Research Service
has determined direct lending would actually
cost an additional $200 million in the first 2
years.

Moreover, since when is the Federal Gov-
ernment, in particular the Department of Edu-
cation, qualified to handle the administration of
such a complex program? A recent study by
the Congressional Research Service shows
there are a number of administrative and fi-
nancial risks associated with direct lending
and that such a program is likely to increase
budget outlays and reduce national income.
The result? An increase in the deficit. The
General Accounting Office agreed, finding that
“the inventory of known problems in the [Edu-
cation] Department’'s administration of guaran-
teed student loans raises questions about its
ability to adequately manage a direct lending
program.” Even the Department’s own inspec-
tor general has judged the Department incapa-
ble of administering this program.

With all this in mind, it is beyond me that
Congress and the President would get the cur-
rent loan system as well as the direct lending
pilot program in order to put on the fast track
such a dubious program that will further bur-
den a Government whose excessive borrow-
ing has left us with a $4 trillion debt.

At a time when we are supposed to be re-
ducing the deficit, direct lending is a program
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that this country can ill-afford. Furthermore,
the Federal Government is simply incapable of
administering such a complex program without
hurting students ability to receive loans. If
Congress is to improve the current program of
student loans, it should focus on reducing de-
faults, reducing lender subsidies, improving
guarantee agency financial stability, and in-
creasing guaranteed student loan
accountability for all program recipients. By
carrying out reforms in this manner, we will be
able to run this program more efficiently so
that needy students receive the financial as-
sistance they deserve.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it should occur to the
President that his one unrecoupable loss is
the public trust. This is already down. Way
down. For weeks, we have been insulted by
the arrogance with which this President has
attempted to operate in a policy vacuum, tak-
ing on such pressing issues as incorporating
homosexuals into our armed services and cut-
ting the White House travel office. His public
trust hasn't been helped by these fiascos, and
now his budget plan is lowering it further.

Mr. Clinton promised the middle class a tax
cut. Instead, he handed them a massive tax
increase in the form of an energy tax. And this
political maneuvering to sneak his energy tax
barely past Congress doesn't play in Peoria.
The American public will still be saddled with
a huge tax increase, all across the board. And
now, to regain their support, Mr. Clinton
vaguely talks about a middle-class tax cut at
a late date. We're supposed to trust him.
Yeah, right.

His latest gimmick, intended as the sugar
for the medicine, is the creation of a deficit re-
duction trust fund. Give me a break. Mr. Chair-
man, are there any naive Americans left over
the age of 40 who still believe the creation of
a trust fund guarantees funds designated for a
particular purpose will be used for such? Ask
any senior citizen how they think the Social
Security trust fund has been handled.

And the administration knows this. CBO Di-
rector Robert Reischauer recently testified that
the purpose is “to assure the public that the
tax increases and spending cuts * * * would
actually reduce the deficit.” Good public rela-
tions. He also admitted, quite frankly | think,
that claiming deficit reduction has occurred is
very different from actually achieving any cer-
tain deficit targets. It is clear that Mr. Clinton's
new deficit reduction trust fund proposal is
really nothing more than a cheap accounting
gimmick more capable of boosting the Clinton
trust deficit rather than our Nation's deficit
trust.

So there you have the ups and downs of
the Clinton budget. And the question now be-
comes, what's going on here? As we meet to
debate a budget reconciliation bill, Mr. Chair-
man, | can't help but notice that nothing in this
bill can be reconciled with the promises Bill
Clinton made during the campaign. I've heard
the Democrats talk a lot about the need for
bold, new ideas. But all | hear them offer is
bold, old ideas. The Clinton administration is
going the way of the last failed Democratic
Presidency. Bill Clinton simply doesn't under-
stand. As | said before, there are no examples
of a country taxing itself into prosperity yet
taxes are quickly becoming the defining fea-
ture of the Clinton administration. | urge my
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colleagues to vote against this truly disastrous
budget reconciliation. Think of this as merely
the first installment—just wait until health care
reform.

And here, Mr. Chairman, follows the solid
article by Prof. Martin Feldstein.

CLINTON'S PATH TO WIDER DEFICITS
(By Martin Feldstein)

As someone who has been urging deficit re-
duction for more than a decade, I was ini-
tially pleased by President Clinton's seeming
emphasis on cutting the deficit and his call
for tough medicine to achieve that goal. Un-
fortunately, careful analysis of his plan
shows that it would not shrink the deficit's
share of national income. The projected in-
creases in spending on social programs would
far outweigh the proposed changes that re-
duce spending or raise revenue, leaving the
nation with a wider deficit four years from
now.

Even under the optimistic calculations of
the Clinton team, there is virtually no re-
duction of the relative deficit over the next
four years. If every tax and spending change
called for in the plan occurs and the econ-
omy returns to ‘“‘full employment' in 1997,
the Clinton calculations place the budget
deficit at 2.7% of gross domestic product.
Back in 1990, when the economy was last at
full employment, the deficit (net of deposit
insurance outlays) was 2.9% of GDP.

With a deficit of 2.7% of GDP, the govern-
ment would be borrowing about half of the
net savings generated by households, busi-
nesses, and state and local governments. The
remaining savings would be too low to fi-
nance enough investment to keep up with
the growth of the labor force. And the ratio
of the national debt to GDP, now more than
50%, would still be rising.

FAR TOO OPTIMISTIC

Those gloomy figures are actually far too
optimistic, because there is no possibility
that the Clinton plan will produce the deficit
reduction that it projects.

Consider first the tax increase that is the
centerpiece of the deficit reduction plan. For
1994, the plan projects deficit reduction of $39
billion, $31 billion of which is supposed to
come from raising the personal income tax
rates on individuals with taxable incomes
exceeding $140,000 and from adding a 2.9%
Medicare payroll tax to all incomes exceed-
ing $135,000.

The Clinton revenue estimates are based
on the fallacious assumption that taxpayers
will not change their behavior in response to
a 37% jump in their marginal tax rates (from
31% today to the 42.5% that results from the
new 36% rate plus the 10% surcharge and the
2.9% Medicare tax). In reality, taxpayers will
find ways of converting taxable income into
nontaxable income. Tax shelters and de-
ferred compensation will become more prev-
alent, and some individuals, especially in
two-earner households, will opt to work less,

If the higher marginal tax rate causes
these taxpayers to reduce their taxable in-
comes by 10%, virtually all of the president’s
projected revenue gain would disappear. For
a taxpayer with $400,000 of taxable income,
the rate hike would produce $26,086 of addi-
tional revenue if there were no behavioral re-
sponse, But if taxable income is reduced to
$360,000, the additional revenue would be
only $7.935.

The effects on Treasury revenue are even
more startling for those with slightly lower
incomes. At $180,000 of taxable income, the
marginal tax rate would rise by 25%. Even a
very small 5% reduction in taxable income
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(to $171.000) for such individuals would mean
a net reduction in total taxes paid: Although
the Treasury would collect $2,594 of addi-
tional taxes on the income up to $171,000, it
would lose $2,790 by not taxing the remaining
$9,000 at the current 31% rate. The net effect
would be a revenue loss of $196 instead of the
projected revenue gain of $3,305. With a 10%
reduction in taxable income (to $162,000), the
higher rates would actually cost the Treas-
ury $3,697 for a couple with §$180,000 of cur-
rent taxable income.

According to the Clinton plan document,
half of all taxpayers with incomes over
$140,000 have incomes under $180,000. Thus
even a 5% reduction in taxable incomes in
response to the 25% marginal tax rate in-
crease would reduce the taxes paid by the
majority of those who faced higher rates. It's
all pain for them with no revenue gain to the
Treasury and therefore no deficit reduction.

The second implausible feature of the plan
is the assumption that Congress will cut real
defense outlays by a massive 25% over the
next four years. Defense outlays in the cur-
rent fiscal year will be $294 billion, or 4.8% of
GDP—down sharply from the 5.9% of GDP in
1989 before the fall of the Berlin Wall and the
collapse of the Soviet Union. Maintaining
the present real level would require $328 bil-
lion of defense outlays in 1997 even if infla-
tion averages the very modest 2.8% a year
projected by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice.

The Clinton plan’s projected $249 billion in
1997 defense outlays is thus 25% below the
amount needed to maintain today's real
spending level and 33% below the amount
needed to maintain our current 4.8% of GDP
spending on defense. Mr. Clinton would re-
duce defense spending to 3.3% of GDP, lower
than in any year since 1940 and less than a
third of its share in 1959, when John F. Ken-
nedy warned that we were spending too little
on defense.

Although the Clinton defense outlays in
1997 are projected at $79 billion less than the
$328 billion needed to maintain the current
real level, the Clinton documents claim his
“proposed policy changes’ cut 1997 defense
outlays by “only" $37 billion. This budgetary
sleight of hand is achieved by reducing the
“‘baseline’’ from which the Clinton defense
cuts are calculated.

Instead of taking as a standard the level of
1997 spending needed to maintain today's
real defense outlays, the Clinton budget as-
sumes that the 322 billion of cuts agreed to
in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
and the additional $20 billion cuts subse-
quently proposed by President Bush have al-
ready been made, Subtracting these two cuts
from the $328 billion gives President Clinton
a 1997 “starting” point of $286 billion. His ad-
ditional projected cuts of $37 billion result in
projected defense outlays of $249 billion.

But playing games with the baseline
doesn't change the results. At a time of in-
creasing military uncertainty and conflict
around the world and a new proliferation of
nuclear arms and ballistic missiles, there is
good reason to doubt Congress' willingness
to accept such drastic cuts.

The third piece of implausible budgeting is
the projected domestic spending cuts. By
President Clinton's reckoning, nondefense
spending in 1997 would be cut by $61 billion
(before taking into account his plans for new
spending of $55 billion on “‘investments and
incentives''—a label that is divorced of all
meaning by extending it to every type of so-
cial program and income redistribution).
Just how likely is the $61 billion of projected
spending cuts?
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About half the “spending cuts’ are really
revenue increases. Raising the tax on Social
Security benefits for retirees with more than
$32,000 of income would raise $7 billion in
1997. A wide range of user fees would produce
$9 billion. Higher Medicare premiums would
yield $4 billion if Congress goes along. A va-
riety of changes in hospital reimbursement
rules for Medicare and Medicaid would shift
$6 billion of costs from the government to
private insurers and therefore eventually to
wage earners. Add the $4 billion that the
government hopes to save by betting that fi-
nancial markets are wrong and shortening
the maturity of the debt and you have a
total of $30 billion of 1997 ‘‘spending cuts"
achieved without a single dollar’s worth of
benefit cuts or activity reduction.

The Clinton team's extensive search for
programs that “don't work or are no longer
needed" came up with less than $3 billion out
of the $1.427 trillion in nondefense outlays in
1997—0.25%. Much of the remaining $28 bil-
lion of projected “‘spending cuts" are the
kinds of wishful-thinking numbers that tra-
ditionally help budgeteers project narrower
deficits but don’t actually produce any sav-
ings. In the language of the Clinton plan,
there are 1997 savings of $3.3 billion from
“streamlining government.'” $6 billion from
unspecified ‘“administrative efficiencies,"”
and more than a billion dollars from better
management of particular programs.

ADVICE IGNORED

It is unfortunate that President Clinton
did not take the advice of his own budget of-
ficials, Leon Panetta and Alice Rivlin, when
they called for a much broader framework
for deficit reduction. The president's deci-
sion to avoid real cuts in nondefense spend-
ing and to adopt a counter-productive struc-
ture of higher tax rates leaves us with no
credible reduction in the deficit. His plans to
increase nondefense spending labeled *“‘in-
vestments and incentives' by $160 billion
over the next four years and by $55 billion in
1997 alone virtually ensures that the Clinton
plan would produce a sizable increase in the
share of national income absorbed by the
budget deficit. What makes this particularly
disturbing is that the president either does
not understand this or is not leveling with
the American people.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. SUNDQUIST].

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, I
want to address my remarks to my col-
leagues on the Democratic side of aisle.

I know this is a tough vote for some
of you, a choice between voting your
conscience or standing by your Presi-
dent. I have been there.

In 1986, I voted against my President,
Ronald Reagan, on tax reform. And in
1990, I wvoted against my President,
George Bush, on the budget agreement.
I didn’t enjoy doing that, but I'll tell
you, those are two of the smartest
votes I have cast here.

George Bush promised the voters he
would not raise taxes, went back on his
word, and lost. Many of you got elected
last fall promising to come to Washing-
ton and cut spending first.

Do not make the mistake of believing
that your constituents will let you
break your commitment to them with-
out cost.

This package contains the biggest
tax increase in U.S. history, and the
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taxes are retroactive to the first of this
year.

This package punishes the elderly
who have saved and invested for retire-
ment, and those who choose to keep
working beyond age 65, by making 70
percent more of their Social Security
benefits subject to tax. And, because
the income thresholds for this tax are
not indeed for inflation, the number of
seniors subject to the tax could double
in just a few years.

This package has Btu tax that will
increase the cost of virtually every-
thing produced in America, fueling in-
flation and destroying jobs.

Your constituents want you to cut
spending first. This package raises
taxes first and promises that someday,
someday, we will make some cuts.

Your constituents want deficit reduc-
tion. But under this package, in 1997—
despite $332 billion in new taxes—the
deficit will be only $50 billion less than
it is today.

My colleagues, this is not what you
campaigned for back home. And you
are kidding yourselves if you think
your constituents do not know that.

Sometimes doing the right thing for
the country means saying no to your
President. It is not pleasant. It is not
easy. But in this case, it is the right
thing to do.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs.
COLLINS].

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. Mr. Chairman,
today, | rise in support of H.R. 2264, the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. Sup-
porting this legislation is by no means easy for
this Member. It includes many provisions
which are not perfect and will require tremen-
dous sacrifice on the part of my constituents,
both rich, poor and middle class. But, in spite
of all its challenges, this reconciliation pack-
age has been constructed fairly, with balance
so that no one group is extraordinarily bur-
dened.

Today, we must accomplish what the people
of this country sent us here to do and that is
to make difficult choices. Obviously, in a time
of decreased resources, many of our deci-
sions will result in some pain, but we must all
pony up to the table for the good of the coun-
try and that is precisely what this bill accom-
plishes.

Much has been made of the unpopular

taxes which are raised in this package, and
certainly we are all called to some sacrifice,
but the sacrifice requested occurs in a pro-
gressive way, with 75 percent of the burden
falling on taxpayers making over $100,000 a
year.
The authors of this bill have made a special
point of ensuring that low-income workers re-
ceive some relief by expanding the earned in-
come tax credit. In my city of Chicago, ap-
proximately 150,000 working families will ben-
efit from the expansion of this credit. In many
ways this measure will be the strongest anti-
poverty, prowork measure that we have
passed in a long, long time.

Left out of the statements by critics of this
bill are all of the important tax measures which
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will not only stimulate the economy but will en-
sure that the average workers, as well as the
poorest of, us are not unduly hurt. These in-
clude the following programs which will be
permanently extended under this legislation:

First, the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
Program which has already increased the
number of units of affordable housing around
the country. In Chicago it has been respon-
sible for nearly 6,200 units of low-income
housing.

Second, the Mortgage Revenue Bond Pro-
gram, which has been especially successful at
granting the dream of home ownership fo
many middle-income families. In the past dec-
ade, the State of lllinois has made over 2,700
loans to first-time buyers in my city of Chicago
through this program.

Third, the Targeted Jobs Credit Program
which has proven to be good for business and
is certainly good for the poor unskilled youth
of our communities has been tremendously ef-
fective at getting youth into private sector jobs.
It has been lauded by most companies which
have used it and by the communities where it
has been put into practice.

Fourth, the Small Issue Industrial Develop-
ment Bonds Program which has been an im-
portant source of jobs by providing low-interest
loans for industrial expansion and extension.

Permanently extending these four prudent,
successful programs is not only good for busi-
ness, it is clearly good for America. They help
create jobs and thereby stimulate the econ-
omy.

Tyhis omnibus reconciliation bill includes
other initiatives which should bear mention, in-
cluding the empowerment zones proposal
which will be extremely important to commu-
nities like Garfield Park, Lawndale, and Austin
on Chicago's west side as we try to encour-
age economic development.

Of course this bill is not without its prob-
lems. | myself am concerned about several of
the cuts in funding proposed in the Medicare
and Medicaid Programs. A particular one that
| hope we can resolve is the formula provided
for payment to hospitals which have a dis-
proportionate share of indigent patients. The
provision currently included in the bill could
have a profoundly negative affect on the Cook
County Hospital system which provides health
care to myriad of Chicagoans. As this meas-
ure proceeds along the legislative path, |
would like to enlist the help of my colleagues
in working to alleviate other possible prob-
lems.

Mr. Chairman we can all find plenty of small
reasons not to support this bill. Sure it prob-
ably causes all of us reason for pause, but as
the people charged with making the tough de-
cisions on what is best for not only our individ-
ual constituencies, but of the Nation, we must
take a broad view. This package requires that
we all pony up to the table. The American
people are counting on us. | urge my col-
leagues to do the right thing and vote for H.R.
2264, the Omnibus Reconciliation Act.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. EsHOO].

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this deficit reduction
reconciliation.
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
COYNE].

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Budget Reconciliation Act and
President Clinton's plan to reduce the deficit
and promote economic growth and increased
job opportunities.

This budget plan will reduce the Federal
deficit by a record $496 billion over 5 years.
Equally important, this legislation sets a new
investment-oriented direction for Federal
spending. This shift from consumption to in-
vestment is vital for the creation of new good
paying jobs and an expanding economy.

House passage of the Clinton administra-
tion's budget plan is essential to show Wall
Street and the American people that Congress
is serious about stemming the flow of the red
ink. No one likes raising taxes, but the deficit
cannot be reduced without a balanced pro-
gram of both new taxes and spending cuts.
This fact is recognized by over 100 major U.S.
companies, including General Motors, General
Electric, I1BM, Delta Airlines, and Westing-
house Electric. This plan is also supported by
numerous organizations representing U.S.
workers, including the AFL-CIO.

The House Budget Reconciliation Act pro-
vides for more than 100 specific cuts in Fed-
eral spending. Unnecessary programs are
being eliminated, such as redundant commis-
sions, special purpose HUD grants, and the
current and outdated student loan program.
Over $4.6 billion is saved solely by abolishing
the old student loan program in favor of a di-
rect student loan program.

President Clinton has stated plainly and
honestly that tax increases must play a role in
deficit reduction. He recognizes that $496 bil-
lion in deficit reduction over 5 years cannot be
achieved fairly by asking only some to sac-
rifice through Federal spending cuts while
those who benefited most economically from
the policies of the 1980's sit on the sidelines.

The key point to remember is that President
Clinton has insisted that tax fairness be the
first priority during consideration of new taxes.
The administration's recommended tax pro-
posals place the heaviest burden on those
who can most afford it—individuals who bene-
fited from upper income tax cuts in the past
decade. The Congressional Budget Office re-
ports that 75 percent of the taxes raised under
the administration's plan fall on the top 6.5
percent well-off families—those making over
$100,000.

The Clinton administration has called for a
Btu excise tax based on the heat content of
energy sources. The Blu excise tax is a
broad-based tax which has the added benefit
of promoting energy conservation. Although a
lot of attention has been focused on the Btu
energy tax, its impact on middle-class and
low-income families will be limited or nonexist-
ent. The Btu energy tax will not be fully effec-
tive untii 1996. In 1994, a family making
$40,000 will pay only $1 a month more. In
1995, the same family would pay only $7
more a month, and then only $17 dollars a
month when the tax is fully phased in.

Most middle-class families can expect any
additional cost from the administration’s tax
proposals to be compensated for through
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lower interest rates which are at a 20-year
low. A family who refinances their 10 percent
$100,000 mortgage at 7.5 percent saves $175
a month or $2,100 a year. Lower interest rates
also allow businesses to borrow money more
easily for expanding their operations or hiring
new employees.

Low-income families will be fully insulated
from the Btu tax and other tax proposals
through increased funding for programs like
the earned income tax credit for poor working
families and the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program. The expanded earned in-
come fax credit will benefit working families
with incomes below $28,000. In my own State
of Pennsylvania, total earned income tax cred-
it benefits will be increased by $240 million
next year above the $363 million in EITC ben-
efits received in Pennsylvania during 1992.

While attention is rightly focused on the
record deficit reduction achieved under the
Clinton administration’s plan, it is vital that the
economic growth benefits of this legislation not
be forgotten. The Budget Reconciliation Act
before the House provides targeted invest-
ment incentives for private business and shifts
Federal spending toward programs that will
strengthen the ability of our country to com-
pete internationally.

This budget resolution provides an eco-
nomic strategy that will put the average Amer-
ican first once again. Increased investment is
intended lo put an end to the stagnation in the
real incomes of the average American family.
This resolution also seeks to reverse the trend
of increased poverty rates and greater in-
equality of income and wealth which arose
during the 1980’s.

The House Ways and Means Committee
has reported budget reconciliation provisions
which will promote public and private invest-
ment in the Nation's productive resources.
This plan provides for an increase in the busi-
ness equipment expensing allowance, an ex-
tended research and development tax credit,
the targeted jobs tax credit, mortgage revenue
bonds, and industrial development bonds.

A number of the Clinton administration’s tax
proposals are intended to promote small busi-
ness growth in particular. A key example is a
targeted capital gains tax break for long-term
investment in a small business. President Clin-
ton understands that small businesses are a
key engine for economic growth and histori-
cally have been responsible for most new job
creation.

Finally, | am pleased that the House Budget
Reconciliation Act would extend permanently
the Industrial Development Bond Program. On
February 4, 1993, | introduced legislation to
extend permanently the Industrial Develop-
ment Bond Program which provides low-cost
loans to small manufacturers planning to cre-
ate new jobs, expand their facilities or build
new plants.

IDB's are a proven program for creating
jobs. Pennsylvania, for example, has used In-
dustrial Development Bonds to create 8,975
new jobs and helped retain 17,724 jobs that
might have otherwise been lost between 1987
and 1992. Nationwide, IDB’s have created an
estimated 182,000 new manufacturing jobs
and facilitated the retention of 169,000 jobs
through the financing of roughly 3,800
projects.
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Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to vote
for this Budget Reconciliation Act and to sup-
port President Clinton’s efforts to cut the Fed-
eral deficit. The overall impact of this deficit
reduction and investment plan will be to make
the U.S. economy stronger and provide more
opportunities for American families. It de-
serves the support of the House.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI].

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman,
every generation that has come to this
Congress has made a contribution to
the power and wealth of America, This
generation has been different. We have
presided for a decade over the slow but
steady decline in the power and wealth
of this country. Either these massive
debts and this eroding power were an
aberration of an unfortunate decade, or
they are permanent change in our abil-
ity to govern ourselves.

To reverse it it is said that we need
courage, that it is difficult. Courage is
not coming to this Congress and voting
for what you know is right. Courage
has been generations in this country
that have fought, people that have sent
their children to war, people who have
paid high prices.

All you are asked to do is respond to
the truth that every one of you know,
truth that there is one plan before this
Congress that will reduce debts that
are consuming us, specific plans to re-
duce spending that is overwhelming us.

What you are asked to do is to re-
spond as you said you were going to do,
to keep a basic commitment, and that
is to deal with a debt that is consum-
ing this country every single day.

Mr. Chairman, that is the basic
choice. I ask every Member of this
House to put aside what you said you
were going to do after the election.
You said we were going to have one
President; that the election had con-
cluded and you were going to give him
a chance.

This is that chance. Democrat and
Republican alike, do what you know is
right: Give Bill Clinton the chance to
govern and prove that the eighties are
over,

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SHAW], a member of the commit-
tee.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to point
out to the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. TORRICELLI] that according to the
Tax Foundation, the energy tax will
kill 1,833 jobs in his district. I might
say, Mr. Chairman, that it will cost us
1.069 jobs in my district, and those are
1,069 jobs that I cannot afford to lose.

The Clinton administration has
promised us a budget that would cut $2
in spending for every dollar in new
taxes. But what this House is voting on
today is a budget that would raise over
$3 in taxes for every dollar in spending
cuts.
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1t is, practically every American has
heard, the largest tax increase in
American history, $332 billion in tax
increases. The Clinton administration
promised us a budget that would cut
the deficit in half in 4 years and put us
on a continuing path toward a balanced
budget. But what the House is voting
on today is a budget that would still
leave incredibly overtaxed Americans
with a $200 billion budget deficit in
1998, and a deficit, which according to
estimates, will reverse the course and
increase in years after that.

The Clinton administration promised
us a budget that would not raise taxes
on middle-class Americans. But what
the House is voting on today is a budg-
et that would slap Americans, rich and
poor alike, with over $70 billion in new
energy taxes alone, that would raise
taxes on Social Security benefits on a
senior who makes only just over $25,000
a year, and would slash legitimate
business deductions for the small busi-
nessman struggling to make a living.

Mr. Chairman, I encountered a Mem-
ber on the floor today from the other
side of the aisle, a Democrat, who said
he has only had one call today in favor
of this tax and told him to vote in
favor of this tax. I said to him, “That
was your next opponent calling.”

Mr. Chairman, please, let us defeat
this tax, it is a bad bill, and let us
work together to do some honest defi-
cit cutting.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER].

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I am
just curious, my dear friend the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. SUND-
QuisT], who is running for Governor,
made a statement on the floor a while
ago and said that senior citizens’ taxes
would be doubled. I just think the gen-
tleman would certainly want to correct
that, because nowhere in this legisla-
tion would senior citizens' taxes be
doubled.

Would the gentleman agree to that?

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, on
the margin, they are. It is absolutely
correct.

Mr. HEFNER. It goes from 50 percent
to 80 percent counted income. That is
the only place in this package.

Mr. SUNDQUIST. I stand by my re-
marks.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the budget reconcili-
ation and to talk about the Btu tax.

Raising taxes is never easy because
every American, if asked, would say
that he or she already pays his or her
fair share. But as a nation, we have
made a decision to cut the deficit and
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that means a package that includes
taxes.

The President has presented an eco-
nomic package that reduces the deficit
and makes critical investments in the
Nation's future. The President’'s plan
contains approximately $500 billion in
deficit reduction over 5 years including
$250 billion in taxes, and $87 billion in
entitlement cuts, and $102 billion in
cuts in discretionary spending. The
taxes and the entitlement cuts are con-
tained in this bill while the discre-
tionary cuts are automatic in that
they translate into lower spending caps
for the Appropriations Committee.

There are many things in this bill
but as so often happens, the debate on
this bill seems to have centered on the
Btu tax. Remember where we were as a
nation only a few short months ago.
The Nation was anxiously awaiting
President Clinton's economic plan. The
President, I believe correctly, laid out
a plan to the American people that
called for deficit reduction and critical
investments in our Nation’s future.

I think one of the things that has
been lost in this debate about the Btu
tax is that the President and the ad-
ministration looked at the alternatives
and came up with the Btu tax because
it was the fairest possible energy tax.

They looked at a carbon tax and dis-
carded it because it would devastate
the coal producing regions of our Na-
tion.

They looked at a gasoline tax and
discarded it because it would unduly
burden those Americans who live in
rural areas and must drive long dis-
tances. And to my colleagues who in-
sist on pushing a gasoline tax as an al-
ternative, let me remind you that the
Ways and Means Committee reported a
5 cent a gallon gasoline tax a few years
ago to pay for the highway bill and we
could not pass it on the floor.

The administration looked at a tax
on imported oil and thankfully re-
jected it because it would have dev-
astated New England and my home
State of Connecticut.

So the President did examine the al-
ternatives. However, even the Presi-
dent would admit that the Btu tax was
not perfect, so he worked with us in
the Ways and Means Committee to im-
prove it.

To make the tax fairer to those
Americans who have no choice but to
heat their homes, the President agreed
to exempt heating oil from the supple-
mental tax.

To make the tax fairer to farmers,
the President agreed to exempt farmers
from the supplemental tax on oil.

To make sure that critical industries
were not put at a competitive dis-
advantage, the President agreed to an
energy border adjustment. This means
that industries like steel won't be un-
dercut by imports. The Btu tax will be
collected at the border on these criti-
cal products. This makes the tax more
fair.
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And to make sure that American
products can compete here and abroad,
the President agreed to expanded feed-
stock exemptions. This means that
where energy is used as a raw material
as opposed to an energy source, such as
in the production of plastics and petro-
chemicals, it is exempt from the tax.

The Btu tax, as reported by the Ways
and Means Committee, is the fairest
possible way to raise $71.5 billion for
deficit reduction. So I would ask my
colleagues who oppose the Btu tax, if
not this, then what? We have already
looked and rejected the other options. I
would contend that it is better for all
Americans to pay a small amount—S$1
per month in 1994; $7 per month in 1995
and $17 per month in 1996—than to se-
lect one of the other options which
would require some regions of the
country to pay much more than this so
another region could escape a tax. That
would not be fair and it does not make
much sense either.

So I would say to my colleagues that
while it may be difficult to support the
Btu tax, it is both fair and necessary.
Support deficit reduction and pass rec-
onciliation.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BUNNING], a member of the
committee.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this tax monstrosity.

This bill is a lot like President Clin-
ton's hair cut—it is a lot more expen-
sive than it looks,

This thing is a world record. It is the
world's largest tax increase ever.

And yet, it does not reduce the defi-
cit. Even the President’'s own figures
admit that.

If everything in this bill works the
way the President wants it to, we will
still add over $1 trillion to the deficit
over the next 5 years. That is if every-
thing works.

But we know, going in, that it is not
going to happen. We know that $322 bil-
lion in new taxes will slow the econ-
omy down, We know that people will
lose their jobs because of this bill.

We know that the deficit will get
worse—not better. Recessions always
make the deficit worse. And this bill is
a prescription for recession.

Calling this monstrosity a deficit re-
duction bill is like calling derby pie—a
diet snack. It doesn't put the Federal
Government on a diet at all. It just
force feeds the Federal Government
$300 billion more of taxpayers money.

It is a bad bill. It should be defeated.

1 keep hearing my colleagues saying,
*Bill Clinton won the election. He de-
serves a chance to put his program into
effect.”

That's garbage. Bill Clinton was
elected on promises—promises to cut
the deficit in half in 4 years. Promises
to cut taxes for the middle class. Prom-
ises to enact the line-item veto.

This bill today is not what Bill Clin-
ton promised the American people.
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Yes, indeed, Bill Clinton deserves a
chance. He deserves a chance to live up
to his own promises. And when he does
that, then, I will give his program a
chance and vote that way.

0 1740

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from Arkansas
[Ms. LAMBERT].

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this strong Democratic

ill.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RANGEL].

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, the pre-
vious speakers have indicated that
President Clinton won because of his
promises. I think it is abundantly clear
that he won because people wanted a
change. And they did not expect that
people, because they are Republican or
Democrat, would decide that their
party affiliation was more important
than what affected the Nation and that
we have one President at a time.

No matter what anyone thought
about the Reagan and Bush budgets, he
depended on bipartisan support. And by
God, he has got it.

Any time we can find that we have an
issue before this Congress and every
Republican, to the man and woman,
has decided that they would rather
gridlock than to give the President a
fair chance, then it means that this is
a terrible day in our Nation's history
and a terrible day in this Congress.

Can we believe that just because a
Member is a Republican that they do
not want to help the working poor,
that just because they are Republican
that they do not want to have people
have jobs?

No, I think what it amounts to is
that they cannot tax the rich and
refuse to ignore the oil barons.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] has
11%4 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has 11
minutes remaining.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, the
adoption of this Reconciliation Act is
critical to the economic future of our
Nation. The American people under-
stand the need for Federal deficit re-
duction and they want an end to the
politics of denial that drove our pros-
perous Nation deeper and deeper into
debt.

Mr. Chairman, there is no perfect so-
lution; there are no easy answers. No
matter how long committees delib-
erate, no matter how many speeches
we hear today, perfect agreement on
each and every provision in a reconcili-
ation bill of this magnitude will elude
us.

The debate today is not about get-
ting everything we want—to protect
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the special interests of one group, one
congressional district or one State.
This debate is about courage and sac-
rifice.

We must have the courage to put the
interests of America first. And we must
accept the harsh reality that real defi-
cit reduction will require real sacrifice.

But over the last few months, we
have heard a distorted view of the sac-
rifices contained in this package. Let
us set the record straight:

During the 1980’s, when the wealthi-
est Americans saw their tax rates cut
20 percent, the middle class saw no tax
relief at all. This deficit reduction plan
restores fairness to the Tax Code.

Remember, 73 percent of all of the
tax revenues will be paid by the top 5
percent of the highest income earners.
Most Americans will experience no in-
crease in their income tax rates. In
fact, a family of three making $25,000
would see their taxes fall by several
hundred dollars.

Those senior citizens who currently
pay no taxes on their Social Security
will still pay no taxes on those bene-
fits. But even those that do pay will
still pay less than the working family
in their bracket.

The Btu tax contained in this pack-
age will be phased in over three years
and will cost the average American
family only $1 a month more in 1994,
only $7 the year after and then only $17
a month when it is fully phased in.

And there has been little recognition
that this reconciliation bill contains
$75 billion in tax cuts, tax credits, and
tax exemptions. These tax changes will
lift working families out of poverty
through an expanded earned income
tax credit, boost small business expan-
sion, and stimulate the real estate in-
dustry all hard hit by years of slow
economic growth.

This reconciliation bill contains seri-
ous deficit reduction that will lower
our Federal debt by a half a trillion
dollars over 5 years. It mandates that:

Discretionary spending will be frozen
at 1993 levels for 5 years; Federal
spending will be cut $50 billion more
than the President originally proposed;
a trust fund will be established to in-
sure that all revenues raised will go to
reduce the deficit; and for the first
time entitlement spending, the major
cause of our budget shortfalls, will be
capped.

The deficit cannot be eliminated by
shielding the wealthy and the big oil
companies from higher taxes and once
again shifting the enormous burden of
deficit reduction to the poor, the elder-
ly and the middle class.

The American people need to know
that there will be a substantial cost if
we fail to pass this reconciliation bill.
Failure to enact this deficit reduction
bill, today, will increase the public
debt by nearly $4,000 per American
family over 5 years. Our obligation to
reduce the deficit for the sake of future
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generations, for the sake of economic
growth, will not disappear. In short,
the rhetoric of just say no, just will
not do.

It is time we face our obligation. We
have seen what 12 years of ignoring the
escalating Federal deficit has wrought.
Last November, the American people
voted for change. Let us make the
choice for change. Let us give this
President a chance to pursue his eco-
nomic plan for this country, a plan of
deficit reduction, investment, and fair-
ness.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of the Budget Reconciliation Act.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUYER].

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | represent a rural district in
Indiana, all or part of 20 counties. | urge my
colleagues to say “no” to the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993.

This proposal is merely a shift in spending
priorities to redistribute the wealth while in-
cluding a tax increase disguised as a reduc-
tion in Government spending. We cannot con-
tinue this reckless fiscal policy. In my view we
must limit Government spending to control the
deficit before we consider raising taxes. This
budget proposal is the largest tax increase in
history that includes energy taxes and new
taxes on Social Security.

The ‘Btu tax sets out to raise $71 billion in
additional revenue for new spending. There is
no need for this erroneous new tax. In fact, |
can identify four items that could be cut to
produce the same amount of revenue. Phase
out funding for the National Endowment for
the Arts—85.2 billion; privatize the Tennessee
Valley Authority—$2.8 billion; freeze the an-
nual growth and overhead of executive agen-
cies of the Government beginning with fiscal
year 1995—$36.8 billion; eliminate the pro-
posed budget’s increase in the earned income
tax credit $28.3 billion, which is included only
to counter the negative effects of the Btu tax;
and eliminate the proposed budget increase in
food stamps by $7.3 billion. Total budget sav-
ings of $80.4 billion. We do not need the en-
ergy tax as a source of revenue.

The energy tax is a regressive tax that
would be devastating to our economy. It would
hurt Indiana's economy by decreasing produc-
tivity, and decreasing the infusion of dollars in
the local economy while increasing unemploy-
ment. The effects upon the business, manu-
facturing, and agriculture communities would
be enormous and cause the economy in rural
America, that is crawling on its knees, to fall
flat on its face.

The energy tax would mean the loss of tens
of thousands of jobs in rural Indiana and over
a half million jobs in the country. This tax will
reduce output, reduce employment, and re-
duce investment at a time when we need to
adopt policies that encourage sustained and
long-term economic growth.

Studies of my district alone show that the
impact of the proposed energy tax on farmers
with regard to corn, soybeans, and wheat
using 1992 yields will cost over $12 million.
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Three counties in particular will be impacted
over $1 million each.

As you well know farmers do not set the
price of their commodity and must take what
the market gives them. Farmers have no way
to pass these expenses to the consumer like
other industries do. A local farmer from
Rensselaer, IN, who farms 1,200 acres of
corn, soybeans, and wheat, projects the costs
to him annually would be over $1,600 alone
as well as another $600 in additional living ex-
penses.

The reason we have a deficit problem is not
because the American people are taxed too

“little, but that Government spends too much. It

is not possible to tax a nation into prosperity,
we must cut spending first.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentileman from  Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD}

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the KASICH substitute to
cut spending first.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong support
of the Kasich Republican plan.

The Republican plan cuts spending first—
the Democrat plan taxes people first.

The Democrat plan imposes the largest tax
increase in American history—$355 billion
over 5 years. Tax increases represent 81 per-
cent of the Democrat package, which will raise
the national debt $1.5 trillion over the next 5
years—according to their own figures.

The Democrat plan will increase the deficit,
destroy jobs, and stifle the economy just as it
is struggling to recover.

The energy tax alone will cost 8,500 jobs in
my home State of Minnesota, and almost
1,000 jobs in my Third District. As many as
610,000 jobs will be lost nationally because of
the energy tax, according to the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers [NAM]. And the en-
ergy tax will cut gross domestic product [GDP]
by at least $30 billion each year, according to
the independent economic consulting firm DRI/
McGraw-Hill.

In addition, Northwest Airlines and its
24,000 Minnesota jobs, will be put in serious
jeopardy by the new energy tax.

The energy tax is a big hit on the middle
class. The average family of four will see its
energy bill go up by $425 a year, according to
the nonpartisan Tax Foundation.

Middle-income families will be hit the hard-
est—just because the President and Congress
refuse to cut spending.

Mr. Chairman, we need to cut spending first,
and that is exactly what the Kasich Republican
plan does. It reduces the budget deficit by
$352 billion in spending cuts over the next 5
years—and without increasing taxes.

Congress must say no to the largest tax in-
crease in American history and say no to the
energy tax which will kill American jobs.

Congress must cut spending first. Say "yes”
to the Kasich substitute.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP].

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to this bill.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposition to
H.R. 2264, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993. This so-called deficit reduction
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measure foists the largest tax increase in U.S.
history on the American people and fails to
eliminate even one Federal program. It is part
of an economic plan which will see the na-
tional debt increase by $1 billion—from $4 to
$5 billion—over the next 4 years. Why? be-
cause it ignores the real cause of the deficit:
Too much spending.

| also rise in strong opposition to this meas-
ure for what it does to the veterans of this Na-
tion. America's veterans have a deserved ex-
pectation that, in return for military service to
their country, sufficient resources would be
provided to ensure that the benefits they have
earned can be delivered. Unfortunately, such
resources are nol being provided.

Federal spending on veterans' programs in
inflation-adjusted dollars has not increased in
more than a decade and its overall share of
the Federal budget has been steadily decreas-
ing. Spending in constant dollars for all Fed-
eral social programs has increased by 361
percent since 1965, while spending for veter-
ans programs increased by only 36 percent.
Since fiscal year 1988, discretionary spending
on veterans' health care has been inadequate
to maintain current services.

Over recent years of runaway Federal
spending and budget crises, and despite
chronic underfunding of veterans programs,
veterans have expressed a willingness to par-
ticipate in deficit reduction efforts. However,
veterans have also stated the belief that they
should not bear a disproportionate share of
that burden.

Yet, it is veterans, including military retirees
and active duty military personnel—the people
most responsible for winning the cold war—
who are bearing the brunt of the President's
deficit reduction efforts. Veterans programs
are being cut by $2.6 billion over 5 years in
this reconciliation bill—despite chronic under-
funding. Military retirees’ COLA’s are being re-
duced and delayed. And, military pay is frozen
in fiscal year 1994 and future raises are lim-
ited. It is not unreasonable for these people to
ask "Where's the peace dividend?"

If it is true that to the victor goes the spoils,
then the victors of the cold war must be food
stamp recipients who will get an extra $7 bil-
lion over 5 years, even though there has been
no reform of the welfare system. It must also
be the illegal immigrants who will receive
health care paid for by the $300 million in new
spending put in the bill. In fact, the President's
budget proposes $180 billion in new spending
over 5 years—uvirtually none of which benefits
veterans. One thing is for sure, for veterans
and the military, winning the cold war has
been a hollow, costly victory.

This Nation has no greater obligation than
to deliver on its commitments to its veterans.
This reconciliation bill fails in meeting this obli-
gation. | urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], a member of
the committee,

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I have only one interest,
jobs. The people in my district care
only about jobs. They expect me not to
vote as a Democrat or a Republican but
on the basis of whether this bill will or
will not create jobs.
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This bill is a massive tax shift from
the investing sector to the consuming
sector. Through all the years I have sat
on the Committee on Ways and Means,
everyone has testified that we should
encourage savings. We should encour-
age investing. And best of all, we
should encourage long-term investing.

Yet this bill takes more money than
we have ever taken at any one time
from the very sector that creates jobs,
that invests in America. Have we lost
our senses?

In a period of prolonged economic
weakness, why would we want to give
to Government the very dollars that
create jobs? Small business, the bone
and marrow of job creating, is holding
on by its fingertips in my State of Con-
necticut, and those very small busi-
nesses that are the job creators in
America are going to pay more energy
taxes, not once, not twice, but three
times: once to the Federal Govern-
ment, once to the State government,
and once to offset the increase in the
local property taxes, because those
taxes are going to rise as we pay more
to heat every school building through-
out the cities and towns of our Nation.

And Medicare, every small business
is going to pay higher Medicare taxes.
Why? Because the majority would not
even allow me to bring to the floor a
bill that would have reduced Medicare
expenditures responsibly. In the pri-
vate sector, all but 5 percent belong to
managed care plans. In Medicare, only
5 percent belong to managed care
plans. And yet there was no support,
not even the right to debate on the
floor to bring that kind of cost-saving
proposal to Medicare.

Instead, raise our taxes and particu-
larly get those small businesses, be-
cause they are the job creators of
America.

I am sorry that the two preceding
speakers will lose 2,886 jobs as the re-
sult of the energy tax, and my district
will lose 873.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the committee for
yielding time to me.

He, and the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO] and the President de-
serve a great deal of credit for giving
us this opportunity today to vote for
legislation, this Budget Reconciliation
Act for jobs and for change.

Contrary to the suggestions of our
Republican colleagues, this will be a
job creation bill: 185,000 jobs will be
created in our country. Over 28,000 of
those in my State of California, and I
know the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
CRANE], who was concerned about jobs,
will be pleased to know that there will
be over 10,000 new jobs created in Illi-
nois; the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SHAW], who is concermed about jobs,
over 10,000 jobs created in Florida.
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These jobs will be created mostly be-
cause of deficit reduction, which will
reduce the cost of capital to business,
thereby allowing business to expand
and create jobs.

It will also reduce the deficit by a
quarter of a trillion dollars.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, may I ask
that at this graduation season, let us
give our graduates this present of jobs
and of a brighter future.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSL. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, what is
the source of the gentlewoman's fig-
ures that she has just read from?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I would
be pleased to share the information
with the gentleman.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentlewoman will continue to yield,
will she share it with the House?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, the in-
formation is the information of the
Treasury Department, and I will stand
by the figures.

Mr. ARCHER, Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. GRANDY], a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Chairman, accord-
ing to the Tax Foundation, the energy
tax will kill 2,364 jobs in the district of
the Member who just spoke, and in my
district, we will lose 880 jobs that we
cannot afford.

But of course, this is rhetoric, and we
will have none of this. Next we will be
listening to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

What we should be doing is buttress-
ing our diatribe with some detail or, as
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN] said, also a member of the com-

mittee, ‘“We should have the real
stuff.””
So here is some real stuff.
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The top rate is going to go to 36 per-
cent in this bill, except if you are not
just a rich person, if you are a small
business, a sole proprietorship, some-
one who cannot go out and buy a law-
yer to get under the rate. Then you
will find that you will pay considerably
more, and particularly if you make
money.

If you make $250,000, in other words,
a millionaire, you will pay another 10
percent, which will bring your rate to
39.6 percent. If you are self-employed,
you double your Medicare taxes, which
will go another 2.9 percent, and raise
your rate to 42.5 percent.

Finally, the personal exemption
phase-out and the Pease deduction for-
mula left over from the last deficit re-
duction plan in 1990 effectively raise
your rate to 44.5 percent. Remember, 1
am talking about people who cannot
get under the rate, Mom and Pop,
small businesses, sole proprietorships;
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in other words, the people the Presi-
dent was trying to empower when he
stood in this well in his State of the
Union address in January.

Do not forget, by the way, these folks
cannot pay the corporate rate. No cor-
porate break for them. G.E. will pay 35
percent. These people will pay 36 plus.
Do not forget also when we talk about
small businesses, Mr. Chairman, we are
talking about earnings, held-over in-
ventory, inventory that is not sold be-
cause the economy has gone sour. And
that inventory you purchase for the
Christmas sale which does not mate-
rialize are taxes to you.

In other words, if you are a dress
shop owner and you prepare for a
Christmas rush and buy $200,000 worth
of clothing, and it is a lousy year be-
cause the tax bill has passed, and you
have $120,000 in inventory still sitting
on your shelves, after the holidays let
us say you pay yourself a $20,000 salary,
you only hit the 15 percent rate. Add to
that the $120,000 of leftover inventory,
you are paying a 36 percent rate. Un-
fortunately, you are not rich. The new
tax bill just says you are.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. SHARP].

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, there is
not a person in this country that does
not understand that we have to seri-
ously reduce the deficit, and by and
large the political leadership in this
country, both in the private and public
sector, have been ignoring that respon-
sibility.

However, we can and must do some-
thing about it today. We know that in
this legislation one quarter of a trillion
dollars in spending cuts will occur. Of
the taxes that will be increased, 75 per-
cent will be paid by the top 5 percent of
the wealthy in this country, and most
of those people will still pay less taxes
than they did in the 1960’s, when we
had good, solid economic growth.

Today, what is at contention here is
that energy tax that is being wildly
distorted, as if it were going to break
the backs of every family and every in-
dustry in this country. Baloney. The
fact is, Ross Perot is going around this
country advocating an energy tax that
is more than twice as heavy on our in-
dustries and our families as what is in
this bill today, twice as heavy.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly support this effort
to curb excessive Government borrowing
which is a drag on our economy, costs jobs
and places an unfair burden on our children
and their children. This package represents a
monumental achievement, a $'% trillion deficit
reduction, the largest in history.

For the past 12 years, the President and
Congress have grappled with reducing Gov-
ernment spending, have consistently fallen
short of any kind of success. The truth is that
we have been living off a credit card, and we
have to stop. It is not an easy process. Any-
one that says it should be easy is not telling
it straight. We have to work together to imple-
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ment this package, take the good with the
bad, and actively participate in this effort to
turn our economy around.

Any one of us would choose different ways
to reach this goal. The reality is we have a
viable package before us. The hard political
reality is that not one of us would have written
the plan as it is before us, but now is the time
to put aside our differences on details to get
the job done. The benefits of deficit reduction
far outweigh the discomfort that elements of
this package will cause us.

Lower interest rates that will result from a
lower deficit will benefit everyone, from manu-
facturers, to farmers, to small business owners
to families looking to buy new cars and
homes. Since December 1992, interest rates
in this country have dropped almost 1 percent.
A farmer or small business owner with
$100,000 in short-term debt who refinances a
10-year loan at this lower rate would save
$576 a year. Someone looking to refinance a
$50,000 mortgage on their home which is cur-
rently at 10 percent might refinance at 7.5 per-
cent and save $89 a month.

This bill presented here today contains over
200 spending cuts that will result in $%a trillion
in deficit reduction over the next 5 years. It in-
cludes: $100 billion in savings from cuts in en-
tittement programs; a reduction in the Federal
work force of 100,000 people; more than $13
billion in cuts in benefits and pay for Federal
employees; essential provisions that will force
additional actions to contain unanticipated
growth in spending for entitlement programs.

The proposal also includes provisions to
raise revenues and increase some taxes, the
most controversial part of the package. While
all Americans will be asked to pay a little
more, the overwhelming majority of the reve-
nue burden will fall on the most well-off. The
Congressional Budget Office estimates that 75
percent of the revenue raised in the package
will come from the wealthiest 5 percent of all
Americans—the people who got the biggest
tax breaks in the 1980's.

Taken as a whole, | am willing to vote for
and defend this program as the largest step
ever taken to reduce spending. And yet we
must do more and make more spending cuts.
Congress must commit to making additional
spending cuts during the appropriations proc-
ess.

One of the items that concerns me and
other most directly is the Btu, or energy tax.
The Btu tax is justified only as part of an over-
all package fo reduce spending. It will affect
all citizens. But adjustments have been made
to cushion the impact for the most affected
people, and more adjustments will be made in
the Senate.

We have worked to make the Btu tax fair;
many changes have been made to protect
jobs and industries sensitive to international
competition: It is a broad based tax that does
not disadvantage any region or part of the
country. North, South, East, and West all will
pay less than 0.6 percent of their income for
this tax; our trading partners, who are also our
competitors, pay energy prices higher than
U.S. industry, sometimes more than 100 per-
cent higher; it does not, even with the oil sup-
plement, unduly disadvantage or advantage
any particular fuel. The energy production
shares of various fuels and domestic energy
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production are projected to be virtually un-
changed as a result of the tax; it will also help
us use energy more efficiently and encourage
us to help our environment as well. It is esti-
mated that we will reduce oil imports by
400,000 barrels of oil per day by the year
2000—a savings of about $20 billion that will
stay in our domestic economy; because the
energy tax will be phased in over 3 years, we
will have a chance to monitor the impact, and
change course if necessary; and industries
and households can even make inexpensive
choices to reduce energy consumption, and
thus reduce the effect of the tax.

Some of the most important changes in the
energy tax were made to help farmers and en-
ergy intensive industries so they will not be
disadvantaged in international competition.

It is the deficit that is strangling the econ-
omy and our competitiveness, our jobs and
our future—| ask my colleagues to make the
tough decision to vote to reduce Government
spending, against the special interests, and for
a healthy economic future for this country.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HOUGHTON], a member of the
committee.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
feel we are in a bit of a rut. We can
close our eyes and we can tell who is a
Democrat, and who is a Republican,
from what they are saying.

Frankly, I think it is too bad to han-
dle one of the biggest issues, maybe of
our decade, this particular way. I have
probably about 1% minutes to talk.
What I would like to do is to talk not
about myself, but I would like to talk
to the freshmen, the great reform
class, 25 percent of this whole body,
and particularly the Democratic fresh-
men, if I may have the opportunity.

I really have two things to say, First,
I have to believe this, having been in
business many years. I think the Presi-
dent is getting bad advice. I know he is
getting bad advice on the handling of
the debt, and as the Members know, 70
percent of our debt is in 5-year or less
short-term bonds, and they are even
shortening it. That is bad.

On the operating side, what he says
is, “*Please grow, and please invest, and
please reemploy,” but when we throw
this tax in, and another one, which in-
volves the health care on top of an
economy that is trying to get off its
knees, what does it do? It is paralyzed.
It does not move.

If the economy does not move and
the volume drops, no amount of tax in-
creases or cost cuts are going to make
up any difference in the deficit, but
that is my own view. It may not be the
view of the Democrats, and particu-
larly the freshmen Democrats. What is
right for them may be different than
what is right for me,

However, I implore them to vote
their own conscience. I had to when I
came here as a freshman in 1987. 1
voted against aid to the Contras, I
voted against my President. I was
called to the White House. The Vice
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President, the Secretary of State, my
party leaders asked me. I did what I
thought was right.

The thing I ask the Members to do is
to do what they think is right, absent
the pressure they get from some of the
political leaders.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. REYNOLDS].

Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. Chairman, I am
one of those freshmen.

Mr. Chairman, the Omnibus Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993 provides a great
opportunity for deficit reduction while
at the same time, the bill provides
great leadership in helping our urban
communities.

This bill facilitates first-time em-
ployment for thousands of young
adults who live in our cities, and pro-
motes opportunities for enhanced job
skills and employment because it ex-
tends the targeted jobs tax credit per-
manently and expands the credit to in-
clude participants in school-to-work
programs and residents of certain dis-
tressed areas.

The bill increases opportunities for
low-income residents of our cities to
find decent and affordable housing be-
cause it permanently extends the low-
income housing tax credit. It also ex-
pands this wvaluable program to in-
crease its availability in the
empowerment zones and enterprise
communities that will be designated.

The bill ensures that no American
family with a full-time worker would
be below the poverty line because it ex-
pands and simplifies the earned income
tax credit significantly.

This bill provides tax incentives for
people to invest in specialized small
businesses. This will help companies
attract much-needed equity capital so
that they can play a greater role in re-
vitalizing the inner-city economy.

The bill provides for the establish-
ment of empowerment zones and enter-
prise communities in our Nation’s
most distressed areas, and targets tax
incentives for businesses to locate in,
and hire residents of, these areas. This
is a critical step toward revitalizing
our Nation's most economically dis-
tressed urban neighborhoods and offers
hope to our residents.

And last, Mr. Chairman, this bill pro-
vides a credit for contributions to 10
community development corporations
that will be selected. This, too, will
promote employment and business op-
portunities for residents of our dis-
tressed communities.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to stop the retreat from fairness and
stand up for all Americans.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. HANCOCK], a member of the
committee.

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Chairman, ac-
cording to the Tax Foundation, the en-
ergy tax will kill 1,358 jobs in the dis-
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trict of the Member who just spoke. In
my district we will lose 1,029 jobs that
we cannot afford.

Mr. Chairman, the way to reduce the
deficit, is to reduce spending and cre-
ate jobs. If we grow the private sector
job base, we grow the tax base.

And the way to create those jobs is
by encouraging small business and in-
vestment.

President Clinton has said as much,
but this plan does exactly the opposite.

President Clinton has never created a
private sector job in his life. That is
becoming all too obvious. He has never
run a business. Most Members of this
House have never run a business or cre-
ated a real job.

Well, I have. I built a small business
from scratch.

And I can tell you, from personal ex-
perience, this tax bill will stifle invest-
ment, clobber small business, and de-
stroy jobs. But don’t believe me. Listen
to what other business owners across
the country have to say.

I have a letter here from a California
company saying:

The proposal to increase the top rate * * *
has caused us to defer * * * our previously
planned expansions for 1993.

An Illinois company writes:

As a direct result of the increase of taxes
* * * we are freezing all future expansion
plans,

A Maryland company says:

I have instructed my managers to put off
[expansion plans] because of the potential
impact of the economic plan.

A New York company writes:

At this point we have no choice other than
to cancel altogether my company's plans for
some $1.2 million of new investment * * * In-
stead of creating opportunities, this money
will go to the payment of increased income
taxes* * *

Those are the words of real small
business owners. I have a stack of let-
ters like these. They are the people
who create jobs in our country—not
the people in this Chamber, not the
President and his staff.

So just what we will get in exchange
for all these lost jobs—all these higher
taxes—all this sacrifice by the Amer-
ican people?

As a businessman, I've got to look at
the bottom line, and the bottom line of
the Clinton plan, according to his own
figures, is that the national debt will
increase by over $1 million in the next
5 years.

You do not have to be a businessman
to know that is not a good deal.

Mr. Chairman, a government, like a
family, can for 1 year or 2 spend more
than it earns, but a continuance of that
habit means the poorhouse.

0O 1800
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.

THORNTON].
Mr. THORNTON. Mr., Chairman, I
rise in support of the measure.
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Mr. Chairman, in 1979, when | left Congress
to return to Arkansas, our national debt was
less than $1 trillion; today it is 4 times that
large, and has become a stumbling block for
our Nation’s efforts to educate and train our
work force, to provide good jobs for our peo-
ple, and to provide the highest standard of liv-
ing and quality of life in the world.

This proposal addresses those issues. It
freezes discretionary spending, sets caps on
entitlements, and reduces our deficit by 496
billion.

Personally, | would prefer that some things
be approached in a different way. | argued
strongly for a tax on imported oil rather than
the Btu tax, however, either of those alter-
natives is far better than the gasoline tax.

A gasoline tax has much support in the
north and east, but would have a devastating
effect on Arkansas, where people drive long
distances to work.

More significantly, the proposal contains
some significant benefits to the people of my
congressional district:

It assumes funding for innovative education
and lifetime learning programs, provides for
highway construction, and for transforming our
welfare programs into jobs.

It provides for earned income tax credit
which rewards low-income people for working.

It provides for early childhood education and
immunization.

Most significantly, it does these things by
making cuts in other programs and by restor-
ing fairness.

For example, an average second district
farmer with up to 400 acres of land, or a few
chicken houses, will pay less in taxes under
this bill than under the existing laws. Earned
income tax credits, new self-employment ben-
efits, more rapid depreciation, and other provi-
sions will save the average farmer more than
$600 per year, after the energy tax has been
applied.

The median family income in Arkansas is
$25,395. For the 50 percent of Arkansas fami-
lies with two children who are below this level
of income, the new proposal will actually result
in a tax savings of a few dollars each month.

Mr. Chairman, this proposal gets our deficit
under control, provides a foundation for better
jobs, better education, and a higher guality of
life, and will provide real benefits to the people
of Arkansas. | urge my colleagues to support
this budget proposal.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr, VENTO].

Mr, VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the bill that is before
us. It speaks to change. It speaks to in-
vestment in American’s future, and the
total bill, taken as a whole, increases
200,000 jobs in 1994.

One Republican Member seemed to
say that the Reagan-Bush economic
record had produced low unemploy-
ment and poverty. That is a hollow
praise, another revision of economic
history. In 1991, the number of poor
Americans hit its highest level in more
than 20 years; 2.1 million Americans
were added to the poverty rolls, nearly
1in 7, 35.7 million Americans. The pov-
erty increase for children is 1 in 4
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today, and it is a national disgrace.
And the poverty rate for members of
the black community, the African-
American community, was at 32.5 per-
cent in 1980 and in 1991 it was at 32.7
percent. And throughout the 1980's it
was over 30 percent.

Twelve years of Republican trickle-
down economic policy has meant a
dead end for both poor Americans and
for working Americans. We need to
pass the Clinton Budget Pact for a
downpayment on America's future.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PICKLE].

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, the only
way we are ever going to reduce our
national deficit is by raising new reve-
nue and cutting spending. That is the
bottom line. I think we all agree to
that.

You cannot do it by cutting spending
alone. It has to be a combination, and
it must be in balance.

Unless we pass this kind of bill with
this kind of a good balance to reduce
the national deficit, the American pub-
lic has the right to hold us account-
able. But if we can put this bold pro-
gram into effect, we have got a chance
to do something about the national
deficit. That is my concern. That is my
appeal to the Members of this body.

I hope we do not continue to be so
partisan that we will chastise each
other to the very end of the road. We
have got a national problem., We must
reduce this deficit. I think the only
way to do it is with a balance of cuts
and spending, and I hope we can do
that.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], a member of
the committee.

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

Mr. Chairman, according to the Tax
Foundation, the energy tax will kill
1,234 jobs in the district of the Member
who just spoke.

Mr. Chairman, President Clinton
came into Allegheny County and to
McKeesport in my district where there
is T0-percent Democrat registration,
and I was the first Republican elected
to that area since 1954, and he claimed
that what we are going to do there is
that we are going to reclaim the manu-
facturing base of this country and we
are going to build jobs and we are
going to create a productive manufac-
turing sector again in this economy.

Under his plan, Allegheny County
loses 3,000 jobs, most of them in the
manufacturing sector, because of the
Btu tax. There used to be over 100,000
steel jobs in the Mon Valley which I
represent, and there are now about
15,000, and this bill will be another neu-
tron bomb on Allegheny County and
manufacturing in Allegheny County.

But, unfortunately, it is only part of
the problem. We have an inland water-
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way user fee, and that is a long name
for a tax on diesel fuel used by barges
to shift goods up and down our inland
waterways. Pittsburgh is the largest
inland port in the country, and we hap-
pen to ship a lot of our raw materials
for our manufacturing on those water-
ways. So not only is the manufacturing
base in the Pittsburgh area going to
get hit with a Btu tax, they are going
to get hit with a barge tax right up on
top of that, and that barge tax is going
to collect roughly $230 million annu-
ally on top of the close to $40 billion
that the inland waterway users will
have to pay for Btu tax. That is a bur-
den that is just going to kill manufac-
turing in an area of the country that
has been struggling for the past 12 to 15
years and does not need these kinds of
taxes to keep us down.

Mr. President, do not come back to
McKeesport next time around and say
you want to build manufacturing jobs
in the Mon Valley when you propose
plans that are going to destroy the
manufacturing base of this country.
And I might add also out in the county
there happens to be an airline, US Air,
which has the biggest hub in the coun-
try and is in Allegheny County, and
those jobs are going to be hurt too.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND].

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, a
number of our colleagues from farm
States are rightfully concerned about
the impact the reconciliation bill
would have on the agricultural sector.
Let me attempt to address those con-
cerns.

Unfortunately, the bill modestly in-
creases the amount of taxes paid by
most farmers. But after 12 years of
avoiding the tough decisions, and a na-
tional debt increasing from $900 billion
to over $4 trillion, the party is over. We
simply must have additional revenues
if we are to turn the corner on the defi-
cit.

Unfortunately, as we all know, we
cannot do it with cuts alone, although
I certainly favor making more cuts
than we are making and will fight for
those. But revenues are inevitably nec-
essary. What is important is that the
burden be shared fairly by all Ameri-
cans. That way we can spread it out.
The average American will be taxed
less than 75 cents per day by the energy
tax.

But farmers are high energy users.
Farm operations, unlike many other
businesses, do not have the ability to
pass on the increased costs resulting
from the energy tax. The Ways and
Means Committee began moving the
bill in a direction to assure that the
energy tax does not fall disproportion-
ately upon the farm sector.

The reconciliation bill contains a
number of provisions intended to en-
sure that farmers are treated fairly.

Partial relief from energy tax. The
bill would exempt farmers from pay-
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ment of the oil supplement on gasoline
and diesel fuel used on the farm. This
would reduce the energy tax paid by
farmers on such fuels by 57 percent.
Congressman DAN GLICKMAN deserves
the credit for bringing this idea to the
Ways and Means Committee with the
necessary supporting data, a study en-
titled “Impact of a Btu Tax on Whole
Farm and Enterprise Production Costs
in Kansas'' prepared by Jeffery R. Wil-
liams and Fredrick D. DeLano, two
economists from Kansas State Univer-
sity. We are hopeful the Senate will
complete the exemption.

Feedstock exemption. The bill would
provide for a feedstock exemption for
nonfuel uses of energy sources. By way
of example, natural gas used as a feed-
stock to make fertilizer would be ex-
empt from the energy tax.

Increase in earned income tax credit.
The EITC is available to farmers with
lower incomes. The reconciliation bill
would increase the EITC in part to off-
set the energy tax paid by low-income
farmers.

Deduction of health insurance pre-
miums. The bill would extend the 25-
percent deduction for health insurance
premiums paid by self-employed farm-
ers.

Expensing. The bill would allow
farmers to annually expense $25,000 in
depreciable assets—a $15,000 increase
over the current $10,000 expensing cap.
The $15,000 increase would free up cash-
flow for farmers.

Tax-exempt bonds. The reconcili-
ation bill would permanently extend
the issuance of aggie bonds. Aggie
bonds are tax-exempt bonds issued for
the purpose of extending low-interest
loans to beginning farmers. Through
March 31, 1992, loans in the following
amounts were made to beginning farm-
ers: Nebraska—$556 million; Colorado—
$17.8 million; Illinois—$132.14 million;
Iowa—$106.87 million; Kansas—$13.67
million; and North Dakota—$36.72 mil-
lion. Additional low-interest aggie
loans were made in other agricultural
States.

Barge tax. The bill would cut the pro-
posed increase in the inland waterways
fuel tax by one-half to 50 cents per gal-
lon. The decrease would reduce the
costs to farmers of shipping their
grains to market and of shipping com-
modities, such as fertilizer, to farmers.

What is most important to consider
is that low-interest rates will cancel
the effect of the energy tax on farmers.
In the study requested by Representa-
tive GLICKMAN, Kansas State Univer-
sity economists Jeffery Williams and
Fredrick DeLano, in a thorough analy-
sis, stated their conclusion:

If the [Btu] tax is used for debt reduction
such that interest rates for borrowed funds
fall, the average farm will benefit from lower
interest rates. For the average Kansas farm
a 2% reduction in the rate of interest paid on
the average farm debt would offset the in-
creased cost of the Btu taxes.

So you see, the most important thing
we can do for America is deal honestly
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and effectively with the deficit by
achieving as much deficit reduction as
is politically possible in this bill. That
will calm the markets, keep interest
rates low, make up for the cost of this
modest energy tax, and benefit all of
America.

I believe that the above provisions,
all of which are contained in the rec-
onciliation bill, go a long way toward
ensuring that the taxes which would be
levied on the farm sector are fair in re-
lationship to the taxes imposed on the
remainder of Americans.

The reconciliation bill also includes
provisions reported by the Agriculture
Committee that would reduce farm
programs and save $3 billion over the
next 5 years. That includes increasing
the triple-base acreage on which crops
would not be eligible for deficiency
payments, as well as savings from the
Rural Electrification Administration,
which the President singled out in his
address to the Congress earlier this
year.

The bottom line is that this bill is
tough but fair. I strongly encourage
you to support the reconciliation bill.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS].

2 NYERS. Mr. Chairman, late
last night, the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, Budget, the House
leadership, and others reached an his-
toric compromise that sets all Federal
spending, including spending for enti-
tlements, subject to stronger congres-
sional and Presidential review. I be-
lieve these enforcement mechanisms
are critical to ensure success of the
most ambitious deficit reduction pack-
age in American history before us here
today.

The package today includes in its
base text the extension of the enforce-
ment provisions which President Bush
and the congressional leadership nego-
tiated in the Budget Enforcement Act
in 1990. But it also does more. It cre-
ates a single cap for appropriations
spending and extends the pay-go rules
for policy changes in entitlements and
taxes. In addition the pay-go scorecard
is reflected to ensure that savings not
obligated for investment must go to
deficit reduction. The creation of a
trust fund also helps ensure that.

Late last night, we also reached an
important compromise on how to con-
trol the explosion in entitlement
spending. We create new entitlement
targets, the baseline for which is
pegged to the 5-year budget resolution
numbers and is adjustable depending
on changes in the beneficiary popu-
lations. In the event of a breach of that
baseline, the President is required to
submit to Congress a plan which is
automatically discharged from the
Budget Committee unless the Budget
Committee addresses the overage in
the budget resolution.

Further, if the budget resolution does
not address the entire overage through
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savings in spending or revenues, then
there is a requirement for a separate
vote to increase the cap. The basic pur-
pose here is to force Members to spe-
cifically vote on what to do as a result
of the overage.

Finally, there are points of order
against budget resolution conference
agreements that do not fully address
the overage, in order to ensure that the
Senate also addresses the entirety of
the overage, and against appropria-
tions bills in the event there is no
budget resolution and this process is
thereby not triggered.

This is an important step to control-
ling entitlement spending. It requires
us in the event that entitlements ex-
ceed their targets, to say how we are
going to address the problem—by
achieving offsetting savings in spend-
ing or revenues, or voting to increase
the caps and thus increase the deficit.

This maintains total flexibility, but
requires action and accountability. It
is sensible reform, will ensure success
of the most meaningful deficit reduc-
tion ever enacted, and Members should
support it.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD].

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, after
12 years of Republican spend-and-bor-
row; after 12 years of Republicans driv-
ing us to the brink of bankruptcy; now
is the time for Democrats to lift this
country back on track.

Having lost the White House, the Re-
publicans are determined to deny this
President his programs—no matter at
what cost to the Nation.

Let us—Democrats strong—turn back
the filibustering Philistines and let us
throw out the guardians of gridlock.

This Nation is engaged in a struggle
to restore economic health and fiscal
sanity to our country.

You will hear increasingly shrill
cries that the President’s deficit reduc-
tion package is only tax-and-spend.
There is little credibility in those cries
coming from the same forces who
brought this country to the brink of
bankruptecy and want to protect the
wealthiest Americans. They are trying
every trick in the political book to pre-
vent the President from enacting his
platform. They are fighting for the sta-
tus quo of borrow-and-spend.

Make no mistake about it. This is a
deadly serious battle. Our Nation's
very future depends on it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I simply
would like to state my opposition to
this massive job-killing tax bill and
the associated charade.

Mr. Chairman. Voting against H.R. 2264 is
one of the proudest votes of my life. This bill
is a job-killing charade, and it's especially sad
to see how many of the Democrat freshmen

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

were seduced by the siren song of tax now
and cut later.

This slams the door and throws away the
key on the President’s campaign promises of
tax relief for the middle class. This hits Ameri-
cans with the biggest tax increase in U.S. his-
tory. That won't stimulate the economy, it will
drive up inflation and unemployment.

The energy taxes will cost Oklahoma 11,000
jobs. Nationwide, it will cost between 600,000
and a million jobs. That's enough to make
Americans stop thinking about the President’s
hair—and start thinking about his scalp.

The new taxes are bad enough. but I'm not
only angry at the massive tax increases, I'm
angry at the fakery in the bill. It tries to fool
people into thinking it's some kind of serious
deficit reduction plan. But the make-believe
entittement caps are as phony as the prom-
ises we heard the last time taxes went up.
The taxes hit now; the spending cuts never ar-
rive. The so-called deficit trust fund Mr. Clinton
promises is a joke, only the joke's on the tax-
payer.

We were promised tax cuts, instead we got
haircuts. And the unkindest cut of all is just
that, when it comes to Federal spending, Clin-
ton's plan just doesn’t cut it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CAMP].

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, the Presi-
dent's taxes are the largest in Amer-
ican history. They are not going to
help the economy. They are not going
to create jobs and they are certainly
not going to control Government
spending.

Farm families are going to be espe-
cially hard hit by the energy tax.

The energy taxes are indexed for in-
flation, which means they'll keep going
up, up, and up.

But it is not just the tax, it is how
complicated it will be when many
farmers will have to deal with different
tax levels on fuels they use, Between
fuel dying and different tanks, the
costs and complexity will be incredible.

Why are we going to do this to Amer-
ican farm families?

Why are we going to do this to Amer-
ican agriculture which is our leading
U.S. export?

The energy tax is a tax on everyone
and not everyone can afford it. In No-
vember, the people spoke—they want
us to cut spending but the administra-
tion has proposed adding another tril-
lion dollars to the debt.

Mr. Chairman, the facts speak for
themselves on the President’s tax plan
and America cannot afford it.

The energy tax would kill 742 jobs in the
district of the speaker before me, Mrs.
UNSQELD. The Fourth Congressional District of
Michigan would lose nearly 1,000 jobs that we
cannot afford to lose.

Mr. Chairman, the President's taxes are the
largest in American history. They are not
going to help the economy, they are not going
to create jobs and they are certainly not going
to control Government spending.

The tax increases are retroactive, but the
spending cuts don't start for 2 years. We were
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promised $2 in spending cuts for every $1 in
new taxes. But this tax bill is $4 in new taxes
for every $1 in spending cuts. And, it in-
creases the national debt by over $1 trillion.

One of the reasons for this is the devastat-
ing energy tax in the President's plan which
will cost the U.S. economy over 600,000 jobs.

In my home State of Michigan a family of
four would pay about $800 a year in energy
taxes for home heating fuel and other goods
and services they purchase.

Further, the energy taxes are indexed for in-
flation, which means they'll keep going up,
and up, and up.

Farm families are going to be especially
hard hit by the energy tax.

The energy taxes are indexed for inflation
which means they'll keep going up, and up,
and up.

But it's not just the tax, it's how complicated
it will be when many farmers will be having to
deal with five different tax levels on fuels they
use. Between fuel dying and different tanks,
the costs and complexity will be incredible.

On average there would be $1,600 in en-
ergy-related costs to an individual farmer pro-
ducing about 400 acres of corn in the mid-
west.

Why are we going to do this to American
farm families? Why are we going to do this to
American agriculture which is our leading U.S.
export?

The energy tax is a tax on everyone and not
everyone can afford it. In November, the peo-
ple spoke—they want us to cut spending, but
the administration has proposed adding an-
other trillion dollars to the national debt.

The President pledged he would cut Federal
spending and cut taxes for middle-income tax
payers. Now we're voling on his increased
spending and tax increases which are the
largest in American history.

Mr. Speaker, the facts speak for themselves
on the President's tax plan and America can't
afford it.

0] 1810

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN].

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
think it is important to point out that
at this stage of the proceedings some of
us are receiving missives, faxes, from
oil companies in our own State.

It is interesting. that I notice that
those missives did not go to the Repub-
licans in the other body during the
time we were considering a jobs bill. So
it is really interesting to be treated
today, right here on this floor, to the
spectacle of a whole bunch of people up
here citing how many jobs are going to
be lost.

They did not cite about how many
jobs were going to be created if we
passed the President's stimulus pack-
age, did they? You cannot come here
and have it both ways.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARZA].

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very difficult vote for
all of us here in the House. This is an espe-
cially difficult vote for those of us who rep-
resent rural districts around the country.

In this bill we have yet another round of
budget cuts in our vital farm and rural pro-
grams. Then there is this energy-Btu tax which
will be felt by practically every person and
every business across rural America.

It would be easy for a Member from a rural
district to vote “no” on this bill. Voting against
fax increases is always popular back home.
There are groups who always give you an
award for voting against any tax increases—
even while they tell Congress to reduce the
deficit.

Voting for budget cuts in programs is always
popular back home too—as long as you also
vigorously defend the programs that matter
most to your district's interests. Some of the
taxpayer groups give out awards for being a
pork-buster.

But nobody gives you an award for raising
taxes and cutting spending—even if it may be
in our Nation's best interests at this time.

Some are going to argue that Democrats in
Congress cut farm programs to increase food
stamp spending. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

The budget resolution stipulated $2.95 bil-
lion in reductions in mandatory agriculture
spending and $627 million in authorization re-
ductions over the next 5 years.

Some of the other side will claim the Agri-
culture Committee could have reduced the
food stamp funding increase by $3 billion and
that would have eliminated the need for any
farm program cuts.

That will sound good back home. But it is
not true.

The food stamp provisions are not scored
as mandatory spending. If that Republican
amendment would have been adopted, it
would have resulted in no budget savings by
the House Agriculture Committee. The House
would have imposed budget cuts on agri-
culture.

We met the budget resolution targets in this
reconciliation bill. As long as | am chairman,
the Committee on Agriculture will fight the
good fight on budget priorities, but we will al-
ways respect and abide by the final decision
of the Congress on the budget resolution.

Another misleading argument put out by the
other side is that this $2.95 billion reduction in
agriculture programs will cripple the farm
economy. Let there be no question, it will be
painful.

But | recall that Republican administrations
for the past 12 years wanted to decimate agri-
culture programs. They asked Congress in
1990 to slash agriculture spending by more
than $22 billion between fiscal 1991-95.

Let us set the record straight. The Kasich
substitute—the Republican substitute—will cut
farm programs by half again as much as the
Democratic bill. The Kasich substitute will re-
duce farm program spending by $4.5 billion
over 5 years.

H.R. 2264 represents a reduction of less
than 6 percent from baseline farm program
spending. It's the best deal farm country has
gotten in more than 12 years.
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None of us want to vote for a tax increase.
However, the package represented by the bill
before the House today gives the opportunity
to reverse the path of annual deficit increases
in a fair and evenhanded way. The table
below was prepared by the Congressional
Budget Office and demonstrates that, taken as
a whole, H.R. 2264 fairly spreads the burden
of deficit reduction.

DISTRIBUTION OF RECONCILIATION TAX CHANGES INCLUD-
ING INCREASES IN EITC, LIHEAP, AND FOOD STAMPS

t
Dollar  Change shar:nnf Share of
Households by dolar Income ~ hage 0 after tal -ttt tax
ouse-  change

tares come holds
Less than $10,000 . =120 +2.2 15 -36
$10,000 to $20,000 ~59 A 19 -22
$20,000 to $30,000 2 -1 17 ]
$30,000 to $40,000 ... 161 =N 13 44
$40,000 to $50,000 n -R 10 58
$50,000 to $75,000 368 -8 15 124
$75,000 to $100,000 491 -8 b 12
$100,000 to $200.,000 765 -8 4 85
$200,000 or more ........ 3217 -6 1 66.1
Ml ... 463 -14 100 100.0

Source: Congressional Budget Office.

The good news is that this House Demo-
cratic reconciliation bill at least exempts farm-
ers from nearly 60 percent of the total Btu tax.
Under this bill, on-farm use of diesel and gas-
oline is exempted entirely from the higher sup-
plemental tax on petroleum products.

| want to thank the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, Chairman ROSTEN-
Kowskl, and his committee members for lis-
tening to our concerns and attempting to ease
the impact on farmers in what they felt was a
fair manner. This represents a substantial im-
provement relative to the President's original
proposal.

Given that agriculture uses energy with
more intensity than many other industries, this
modification—combined with the benefits con-
tained in other parts in the bill—helps to en-
sure that the important task of reducing the
deficit is carried out fairly.

The following table—also prepared by
CBO—helps to demonstrate the overall fair-
ness of distribution of the Btu tax’s burden:

DISTRIBUTION OF THE BTU TAX EITC, FOOD STAMPS, AND
LIHEAP OFFSETS, FULLY PHASED-IN 1994 INCOME LEVELS

Dol I;':mem
ar  change in
Households burdens  after-tax
income
All $83 -02
Less than $10,000 ...... =116 21
-6l 5
2 0
17 -4
179 -5
213 -5
267 -4
n =3
700 -2

Source: Congressional Budget Office.

Mr. Chairman, other provisions of the bill will
also help ease the burden of deficit reduction
on the rural economy. There are a number of
Tax Code amendments in the bill that will ben-
efit agriculture in particular and rural America
in general.

The bill allows farmers to expense up to
$25,000 of depreciable assets per year with-
out regard to normal depreciation schedules—
that's a $15,000 increase from current levels.
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It permanently extends first-time farmer
bonds.

It extends the 25-percent deduction for
health insurance premiums paid by self-em-
ployed farmers.

It simplifies the rules for filing estimated
taxes.

Investors are given tax incentives to encour-
age them to provide equity capital to produc-
tive small businesses.

Small businesses in the real estate field will
benefit from the relaxation of passive loss
rules that allow for increased deductibility.

This bill also provides for the establishment
of empowerment zones to help the most dis-
tressed rural communities across the country
by providing tax incentives for businesses to
invest.

In addition, the bill provides for crop insur-
ance improvements and REA changes that will
benefit rural America—and save taxpayers
money.

We must do more to cut spending. We must
bring sanity to the growth of entitlements—and
| am encouraged by this new agreement on
entitlement discipline. | am for that. But in the
end, we will still probably need some tax in-
creases to help close the budget gap.

Let me close by saying that there are a lot
of good things for our country in this bill.
There are a lot of good things for farmers and
rural residents in this bill that is being drowned
out in this debate over the Btu tax.

This is the largest deficit-reduction package
in history. If we bring down the Federal deficit,
we can restore confidence in our economy
and we can help keep interest rates down.
That's good for farmers, for business, and for
home buyers.

| understand the pressures my colleagues
are feeling from both the special interests here
in Washington and from some of their con-
stituents back home. Boy, I'm hearing it foo.

What we must decide here today is whether
this House is willing to confront the Nation's
problems and make the difficult decisions as
our President has done. This whole bill is
about exercising the leadership, the courage
and the vision to do what is good for our
country.

This is not a perfect package, but it has
been improved considerably. | am sure further
refinements will be made by the other body.
This is just the beginning of a long process.

Let there be no misunderstanding of the
message we will send out today by the votes
we make. Our constituents are watching, the
financial markets are watching, the world is
watching. If we vote down this bill today, we
will be admitting to the world our inability to
make the hard choices to put our financial
house in order. If we fail to act, the benefits
we have seen in the gains in the stock market,
declining unemployment, and the lower inter-
est rates over the past few months will evapo-
rate. Resulting increases in -interest rates will
be the cruelest tax of all.

Mr. Chairman, | don't like the medicine, but
| will take it. We must and we will continue to
look for other ways to revive our Nation's
economy and ensure a better future for our
children. But for now this budget reconciliation
package is our best hope, and | strongly urge
my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. SWIFT].
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Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, it has
been fascinating the amount of rhet-
oric that has gone on in this institu-
tion for the last several years about
‘““We have got to bite the bullet; we
have to make the tough choices.”

This would not be a tough choice if it
was popular. We have to make very dif-
ficult decisions about cutting spending
which is popular only in the aggregate
and gets very painful in the specific.
We have to make very difficult choices
about raising taxes to provide the reve-
nue to deal with the investments that
we have neglected for the last 10 years.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a popular
bill, and by definition, the tough
choices are not made on popular bills.
This is what we have to do. This is
what we have to do to get a handle on
the deficit.

Today is the day. This is the bullet.
This is what we have to bite, and it is
about time we put our votes where our
rhetoric has been.

Mr. BACCHUS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 2264, the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act. After 12 irre-
sponsible years of borrow and spend, this plan
charts a new course toward fiscal responsibil-
ity and economic growth. This plan is good for
business, good for families, and good for
America.

No, this plan isn't perfect. Like many of my
colleagues, | would like to see more spending
cuts and more incentives for business such as
a generous investment tax credit and deeper
and broader cuts in the capital gains tax.

But this plan is a good start. It makes 200
cuts in spending programs to produce $250
billion in deficit reduction. Altogether, this plan
will prevent $0.5 trillion in deficit spending in
the next 5 years. It will cut in half the amount
of the gross national product going to deficit
spending.

This plan is fair. Three-fourths of the tax in-
creases will be paid by the most well-off
Americans—those families earning more than
$100,000 a year. And the benefits of new
jobs, economic growth, and lower interest
rates will be shared by everyone.

This plan is especially good for business. By
reducing the budget deficit, this plan will bring
down interest rates and that in turn will spur
economic growth. That will help us preserve
and create more jobs in Florida and through-
out America.

High interest rates are the biggest obstacle
to business investment and economic growth.
There is no surer sign of this plan’s effective-
ness than the fact that in anticipation of its
passage, long-term interest rates already have
fallen to their lowest level in 20 years. As the
deficit falls, interest rates and the cost of cap-
ital will continue to fall as well, and jobs and
growth will result.

There is much more in the plan for busi-
ness. Not just big business, but the service
station of the Eau Gallie Causeway and the
coffee shop in downtown Titusville in my dis-
trict.

We increase from $10,000 to $25,000 the
amount a small business can deduct in full
each year for new equipment. This will inspire
capital investments by growing businesses.
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We provide a targeted capital gains exclu-
sion for investors in qualified small businesses
who hold their stock for at least 5 years. This
will provide much-needed venture capital for
promising enterprises.

We repeal the luxury tax that has so deci-
mated boat-building and other vital industries.

We make permanent the 20-percent tax
credit for new expenditures on research and
experimentation. This will stimulate growth of
many of the high-technology firms that are so
important to my district and to the future of
America.

We do much to bolster the real estate in-
dustry, which has led our country out of reces-
sion eight times since World War Il. This bill
includes passive loss relief, permanent exten-
sion of the low-income housing tax credit, per-
manent extension of the Mortgage Revenue
Bond Program, provisions to facilitate pension
fund investment in real estate, and debt re-
structuring to give taxpayers a greater oppor-
tunity to work out loans and avoid bankruptcy.
All these will help rekindle the real estate mar-
kets.

We make permanent the targeted jobs tax
credit to help businesses move harc-to-place
workers from the welfare rolls to the work
rolls. Likewise, we make permanent the exclu-
sion for employer-provided educational assist-
ance.

No wonder this plan has the support of or-
ganizations such as the National Association
of Home Builders, the National Association of
Realtors, the National Marine Manufacturers
Association, the International Council of Shop-
ping Centers, and many other business orga-
nizations and businesses. They know this plan
is good for business.

This plan is good for families, too. The low-
est-income families will profit from this plan.
And the minimal tax impact of middle-income
families will be more than offset by the expan-
sion of the earmned income tax credit and by
reductions in interest rates on home mort-
gages, automobile loans, student loans, and
other credit purchases. Take, for example, a
family that refinances their 10-percent mort-
gage at 7.5 percent. They will save $175 a
month or $2,100 a year on that alone.

Yes, we need even more deficit reduction.
We need a balanced budget amendment and
a real line-item veto for the President. We
need comprehensive health care reform later
this year to address the single fastest-growing
element of our Federal budget and the Fed-
eral budget deficit.

Yet this plan is a foundation on which to
build. This plan is a good start.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in reluc-
tant support of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act. | definitely do not support every spe-
cific detail in it. | do not support the Btu tax in
its present form. | am concerned that it may
be asking too much from individuals who are
living on moderate incomes.

Today's vote is not the final one that sends
this package to the White House. The pro-
posal still needs approval by the Senate, and
then we will have to again vote on a final ver-
sion that resolves the differences between this
proposal and the Senate version.

| am very concerned that if we do not ac-
cept this package we are guilty of the very
gridiock we swore to end in Washington. It is
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easy to say no. It takes very little courage to
stand up to people who say “save my pro-
gram, and don't ask me to pay for it.” It takes
a great deal of courage to say enough is
enough and it is time that we deal with the
budget honestly. We all know that spending
cuts alone will not solve the deficit problem,
unless Americans are wiling to accept a
wholesale abandonment of entire agencies, let
alone programs. Some taxes will need to be
changed, maybe because they were changed
too much in the 1980's. But unless we get
both our spending and our revenue in order,
we will never solve the deficit problem that my
constituents tell me they want solved.

| am casting a "yes" vote on reconciliation
because | want to see our budget deficit con-
trolled and this process to move forward. |
consider my vote procedural, and it is not an
endorsement of the details of this package.
We all know that modifications will be made in
this bill by the Senate. They will take care of
many of the problems | have with the Btu tax
and other issues. But if the Senate fails to
properly resolve these matters, | reserve the
right to vote “no” on the conference agree-
ment. We are not sending this bill to the Presi-
dent, so today's vote is not as critical as the
one that will come later in the summer on the
conference report.

People have been led to believe that this bill
will be a horrendous burden on them. It should
not. It is balanced with spending cuts and tax
increases of equal amounts. The revenues
raised and the savings from reduced expendi-
tures will be placed into a special deficit re-
duction trust fund, locking in the nearly $0.5
trillion in deficit reduction for only deficit reduc-
tion. It now will have enforceable restrictions
on the growth in entitiements. Either the
growth is paid for or voted for. Either way, the
Government is accountable, not allowed to
hide behind automatic increases. The tax bur-
den falls on those with the largest incomes.
Sixty-two percent of all taxes would fall on the
richest one percent of Americans. Only those
Americans who have incomes in excess of
$145,000 for a couple or $115,000 for an indi-
vidual will have their income tax rise. In fact,
according to the Congressional Budget Office,
those with incomes of $20,000 to $30,000 will
pay only $3 more per month in taxes under
this plan, and those with incomes of $30,000
to $40,000 will pay $14 more per month.
Those making over $200,000 will pay $1,935
more. There is no doubt as to who is affected
by the taxes in this bill.

If we are concerned about our Nation's fis-
cal health and our Nation's wealth, we must
deal with the deficit. When expenses go up in
our families, we devote more funds to neces-
sities and less to other items. This bill does
that. It shifts spending from less important to
more important items. It makes its big cuts in
discretionary spending, which will hurt. We are
making our choices to protect our long-term
interests, at the expense of short-term com-
forts.

My district's single largest employer, Gen-
eral Motors, supports this plan. They do not
like every single component of it, but they rec-
ognize that it may be the best total package
for the long run. They recognize that the en-
ergy consequences of the Biu tax may mean
that at long last we can get away from the
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CAFE standard that hampers our auto indus-
try. This will allow our auto industry to move

forward, and gives us the ability to keep auto.

jobs in Michigan. The bill extends the health
benefit tax deduction that farmers tell me they
want. It expands the earned income tax credit.
It increases expensing. It extends small issue
agricultural bonds. It extends the ability of a
hospital in my district to receive Medicaid pay-
ments for constituents served by this facility.
There are good provisions in this bill. We are
asking the President to understand some of
the problems that we face in my congressional
district with some of the provisions in this bill.
It we want him to understand our needs, then
it is only fair that we understand the problems
that has forced him to suggest other provi-
sions in this bill.

Mr. Speaker, | supported more spending
cuts in the budget resolution, and we won. |
joined with 19 of my freshmen colleagues in
signing a letter to the President asking for
more spending reductions in this reconciliation
bill, and we have already had success with the
additional enforcement provisions on setting
priorities with entitiements. The budget deficit
problem was not created by one bill, nor will
it be solved by one bill. The process will ex-
tend to each and every authorization bill, each
and every appropriation bill, and each and
every reconciliation bill for years to come. My
eye is on the future. My goal is to get our fis-
cal house in order. This multistep process be-
gins today, not in a way which | would heartily
endorse, but it does begin today. | support this
bill to break the gridlock symbolized by a “no"”
vote. | support this bill to move toward our ulti-
mate goal, and to let the American people
know that we are serious about dealing with
our problems by keeping the process moving.

While | am willing to give the process a
chance, | advise my friends and neighbors in
Michigan’s Fifth Congressional District, my col-
leagues in Congress, and our President, how-
ever, that | will not vote for final passage of
the reconciliation bill uniess | can tell our citi-
zens that we have made even more progress
in this process that | vote to extend today.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of H.R. 2264, the Omnibus Reconcili-
ation Act. As America looks to build a stronger
economy, deficit reduction must be our top pri-
ority. | am hopeful that the adoption of this bill
will mark the beginning of the end of deficit
spending and the beginning of the long await-
ed deficit reduction process that makes that
possible.

At the outset, let me be clear about my po-
sition. I'm not happy with the options pre-
sented to me today. That is why | voted
against the rule. It's disgraceful that we do not
have the opportunity to work our will on the
Btu tax and other provisions which |, and so
many others do not support.

This measure does represent a comprehen-
sive deficit reduction plan which will signifi-
cantly reduce the deficit—which is strangling
our economy—by $496 billion over the next 5
years. Deficit reduction will facilitate long term
economic growth and productivity, so that our
children may inherit an America that is fiscally
sound and capable of maintaining her position
as the world’s leader in what is rapidly becom-
ingra global economy.

he problems we are now facing are, in
large part, a result of the past 12 years of mis-
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placed priorities and failed fiscal policy. | be-
lieve that the reconciliation bill is a break from
this harmful trend.

Unlike the 1990 budget agreement which re-
lied too heavily on tax increases and not
enough on spending cuts; and unlike the mas-
sive tax bill of 1981 which provided a plethora
of tax cuts which drained our Treasury of
more than $2 trillion and increased the Fed-
eral budget deficit by more than five times
over, the reconciliation bill offers real solutions
fo the very serious problems that have been
plaguing our economy for far too many years.

There is one element missing from the plan
before us today, that | will not miss—namely,
the phony economic assumptions and other ir-
responsible accounting gimmicks that the past
two administrations have used to mask and
sugar-coat the very serious economic prob-
lems our country faces. | am confident that the
sound, straightforward, and overall fiscal policy
set forth in the reconciliation package will help
chart the course for our economic recovery.

| certainly do not agree with every single de-
tail of this package. In particular the Btu tax
gives me heartburn. | have been able to se-
cure assurances from the administration that it
was not the intent of the feedstock exemption
to provide any undue competitive advantage
for any industry. Even with that, | question the
wisdom of this particular tax and will continue
to work for its elimination.

| could pick apart a number of other provi-
sions | do not support. But there are dozens
of provisions | do support. Besides, no one
has come forward with a package that will
pass. So what is the bottom line—no bill—
stalemate—larger deficits and higher interest
rates? That is not a viable option.

On the other hand, | am pleased that the
reconciliation bill addresses all aspects of the
budget including discretionary spending, enti-
tlement payments to individuals as well as
the—even unpopular—revenue side of the
ledger.

This bill provides for some $246 billion in
spending cuts, representing one-half of the
total deficit reduction.

Moreover, this measure recognizes that cut-
ting discretionary spending alone will not be
enough to achieve our long-term goals. In this
regard, the bill establishes important provi-
sions to slow the rate of growth of entitlement
programs and control spending which ac-
counts for more than one-half of the national
budget, and is growing much faster than the
economy as a whole.

Although | am pleased to see that this bill
includes some 200 cuts in spending programs,
| wanted to see even more cuts in such pro-
grams as the $30 billion space station, the
$10 billion superconducting super collider and
other programs in the discretionary as well as
the entitiement areas of the budget.

Certainly, | do not want to see any in-
creases in taxes—no one does. However, | do
think it is time that we require the most afflu-
ent individuals and corporations—especially
foreign-owned corporations—to start paying
their fair share. These groups have had a rel-
atively free ride through the 1980's while the
middle class has borne the brunt of the tax
burden. | am glad that the reconciliation pack-
age includes tax reforms which will restore eg-
uity to our tax system.
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Certainly, supporting an economic reform
package which generates any increased taxes
is the hallmark example of the politically un-
popular decision. For example, | have particu-
lar concerns about increasing the tax on the
taxable portion of Social Security benefits from
the current 50 percent to 80 percent. In to-
day's economy retired couples earning
$32,000 and who are receiving Social Security
benefits are certainly not the more affluent of
society—and | think it is ridiculous to classify
them as such.

None of the decisions we have to make are
really going to be easy. | submit that any such
cost in political capital pales in comparison to
the price being paid by our children and
grandchildren from the past years of inept fis-
cal policy. Our country is facing a grave finan-
cial crisis which calls for our forthright, aggres-
sive, and timely action. | am encouraged that
the reconciliation bill contains key provisions
which will assist in our economic recovery by
establishing key investment incentives.

There are other reasons why a “no" vote on
the package is problematic. By not supporting
the measure we will also be rejecting other
very worthwhile provisions, For example, | am
pleased that this bill will finally repeal the on-
erous luxury tax on boats, which has wreaked
havoc on the entire American boat-building in-
dustry. Everyday that this tax is in effect, more
boat-building companies are forced to close,
costing thousands of hard-working Americans
their livelihoods. My colleagues may recall that
we have twice voted for the repeal of this tax,
only to have these initiatives vetoed by former-
President Bush.

| am painfully aware of the debilitating effect
of this tax; indeed my own State of New Jer-
sey has been hardest hit with employment in
the boat-building industry dropping nearly 90
percent since its enactment. This is similarly
reflected on a national scale with companies
that build boats in the luxury tax range having
dropping in employment by approximately 73
percent. | am very gratified that the reconcili-
ation bill will, once and for all, see that this ill-
advised tax is repealed.

Furthermore, the reconciliation bill modifies
the passive loss rules for taxpayers who mate-
rially participate in rental real estate activities.
This provision alone, will breath life back into
the real estate industry which has been strug-
gling to recover. Likewise, this bill establishes
targeted capital gains provisions which will
allow investors to exclude one-half of the cap-
ital gains earned from long-term investment in
small business. We know from experience that
small businesses create the lions-investment
in such valuable business ventures.

Furthermore, this bill will extend, perma-
nently, the targeted jobs tax credit [TJTC], the
low-income home tax credit as well as the
mortgage revenue bond and small-issue de-
velopment bond programs. These credits have
proven to be a tremendous benefit to the
economy and | am very pleased that the rec-
onciliation bill includes these worthwhile provi-
sions.

So while this package is far from perfect, |
do believe that, overall, this is a plan that will
put us on the right course for achieving our
goals of deficit reduction and economic
growth. We are facing an economic crisis
which requires our immediate attention. The
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decisions to be made will not be easy, yet
they are critically necessary.

We will have a chance by advancing this bill
to the Senate to correct the deficiencies | have
noted so that the conference report will be in
a more acceptable form. |f that does not
occur, | will then have an opportunity to vote
against it in its final form.

A rejection today denies us that option and
presents us with the serious risk that the next
reconciliation effort could be even more unac-
ceptable—if we can find one that will get 218
votes. No, moving this process along is the
only responsible vote.

Therefore, | urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting the Omnibus Reconciliation Act.

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, | support and
commend the President and the House lead-
ership for developing and supporting this bill to
cut $500 billion from Federal spending. It is
notable that the Republican alternative cuts
spending by $141 billion less than this rec-
onciliation bill does. The Democratic Party is
clearly the party that truly cares about cutting
deficit spending and is willing to move forward
with real deficit reduction.

President Clinton has changed the debate in
this country from whether we would ever re-
duce the deficit to how we will reduce the defi-
cit.

It is certain to me that we will pass a budget
reconciliation bill which implements the Presi-
dent's budget and actually reduces the deficit
by approximately $500 billion in the next 5
years. What is at issue today, therefore, is not
whether we will pass the bill but what goes
into the package.

We have taken the President's proposal
which contained many good provisions and
made it better.

We have extended the pay-as-you-go provi-
sions of the 1990 budget agreement which re-
quires that any new spending must be paid for
through cuts in other spending or in new
taxes.

We have included the President's deficit re-
duction trust fund to guarantee that all taxes
raised in this package will actually reduce the
deficit and cannot be used to pay for new
spending programs.

The 5-year freeze on discretionary spending
in the budget is a first and puts Congress on
record that it will not allow optional spending
to rise. | worked hard in the Budget Commit-
tee to freeze discretionary spending and ap-
plaud the committee chairman for working with
us to accomplish this. That measure alone will
save Americans almost $90 billion over the
next 5 years.

Late last night this legislation was improved
further. We were able to push through needed
revisions that help control entitlement, or
“mandatory,” spending. Are these limits on
uncontrolled increases in entitlement spending
enough? No. | urge the Congress to adopt
comprehensive budget process reform similar
to what | have proposed in H.R. 1138.

But these controls do for the first time limit
growth in the largest and fastest growing part
of our budget. We cannot abdicate our re-
sponsibility in this area, as we have up until
now. Without dealing with mandatory spending
we cannot control the deficit. | thank the White
House and the leadership for recognizing this
need and for addressing it in this bill. It helps
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meet our commitment to the American people
to get Federal spending under control. Without
such a measure, runaway entitlement spend-
ing could add as much as $200 billion extra to
the Federal debt over the next 5 years.

| am therefore positive about this bill in
many ways.

| do have concerns over what's in the bill,
however, and will vote against it due to its in-
clusion of the energy and Social Security tax
increases.

The Btu tax is a left jab to the chin of mid-
dle-income Americans, and the tax increase in
Social Security is an uppercut to the mid-
section of the elderly. It strikes especially hard
at energy-producing States like my own State
of Utah. Even with some exemptions for cer-
tain energy-related purchases, this tax will hit
farmers, persons who drive long distances,
coal producers and steel producers, and their
employees in Utah.

| am not willing to subject my district and
State to a tax that will hit middle-income
Americans so directly, and will hit my constitu-
ents harder than most other districts and
States. Spending cuts must, in fact, come first.

The Btu tax in particular is almost certain to
be removed from the package or significantly
altered before final passage.

The administration and the House leader-
ship have acknowledged that the bill will un-
dergo substantial changes before reaching the
President's desk. It is unfortunate that this
House was not able to resolve the problems
with the energy tax, increase in the Social Se-
curity tax, and the entittement cuts prior to
sending it on to the Senate.

| support our President and want to pass
reconciliation.

The question before us today, therefore, is
not whether we will or will not send the Presi-
dent a budget reconciliation bill. We will. The
question is, “What will be in it?" | am commit-
ted to keeping our promises to middle-income
Americans and keeping our focus on the larg-
er goal of economic recovery.

| urge the Congress to work together with
the President to perfect this bill by lowering
taxes and increasing the spending cuts in this
reconciliation package.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, may | thank
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
Chairman BiLL CLAy and his staff for their
strong support of our efforts to develop the al-
ternative savings proposals now contained in
the budget reconciliation package. Thanks
also is especially due to Chairman STENY
Hover and his staff, for Representative HOYER
played a major role in the solution reached by
our subcommittee. Further, we would not have
prevailed without the flexibility, cooperation,
and hard work of Chairman SaBoO and Director
Panetta, and the work of OMB, OPM, GAO,
and CBO.

We have adopted a set of alternatives that
meet President Clinton’s assignment of $39
million in savings to the committee. As a re-
sult, great sacrifice is extracted from Federal
employees, but preservation of some benefits
is achieved and wholesale demoralization of
the Federal work force is avoided.

Perhaps most important, the national imple-
mentation of locality pay adjustments for Fed-
eral workers in 1994 would proceed as in-
tended by Congress. Locality pay, which is in-
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tended to close the gap between Federal and
private sector pay estimated to be an average
of 30 percent, was mandated under the Fed-
eral Employees Pay Comparability Act of
1990. This is a critical element in a com-
prehensive system for pay reform designed to
stem the Government's diminishing ability to
attract and retain a skilled work force for vital
public service functions.

Our efforts to preserve locality pay began
after President Clinton announced his deficit
reduction program on February 17, 1993. Pro-
posals for substantial contributions from Fed-
eral workers were included: a pay freeze in
1994 followed by a 1-percent reduction in the
amount of the annual raise for 1995 through
1997; a 1-year delay of nationwide locality
pay; reduced benefits for the survivors of Fed-
eral workers; and the transfer of almost $700
million in Federal Employee Health Benefits
Program premium costs from the Government
to program enrollees. All of this was in addi-
tion to the contributions being asked of all
Americans.

As Chair of the Subcommittee on Com-
pensation and Employee Benefits, | imme-
diately decided to hold early hearings on the
President's proposals to see if alternatives
could be developed. The first, on March 3,
1993, was a field hearing in the District of Co-
lumbia where Federal employees from across
the region and the national Federal employee
organizations responded favorably to my re-
quest to list the proposals which they found
most objectionable and to offer alternative pro-
posals for reducing the cost of Government. At
a second hearing on March 10, we received
testimony about the details of the President's
program from CBO, OMB, OPM, and GAO.

We subsequently compiled a list of over two
dozen alternative proposals for reducing the
cost of Government that were submitted to the
subcommittee by witnesses, Members of Con-
gress, and the public. We then sent them to
CBO, OMB, OPM, and GAO for analysis and
estimates that would assist us in evaluating
their relative merit and capacity to generate
real savings as measured by CBO standards.
We invited the Federal employee organiza-
tions to comment on them as well.

Our objective throughout this process was
to engage Federal employee organizations
and these agencies in a collegial problem
solving process which would develop alter-
native savings proposals. We asked employ-
ees and employee organizations to indicate
which of the President's proposals were most
burdensome. They indicated: first, the delay in
the implementation of locality pay; second, the
transfer of $700 million in health care costs
from the Government to employees; and third,
the reduction of the survivor annuity benefit.

Prior to the House action on the budget res-
olution, | had the opportunity to discuss the
disproportionate impact of the President's pro-
gram on Federal employees with OMB Direc-
tor Leon Panetta, and he indicated some will-
ingness to work with the subcommittee to ad-
dress this issue. Shortly thereafter, Chairman
CLaY, Chairman HOYER, Chairman Saso, and
| agreed to include language in the report on
the House budget resolution indicating that the
administration and the Budget Committee
would work with the appropriate authorizing
and appropriating committees to "find accept-
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able alternative methods for achieving budget
savings so that locality pay shall be imple-
mented in fiscal year 1994.” This language,
which was retained in the conference report,
provided the mandate to develop major paris
of the plan now contained in the reconciliation
bill before us today. i

This plan contains several provisions which
produced enough discretionary spending sav-
ings to cover the cost of locality pay: first, pay-
ment of the locality pay adjustment is delayed
each year for 6 months until July 1; second,
the annual national pay adjustment is delayed
6 months until July; third, caps are set on the
amount that can be spent for locality pay in
each of the next 5 years; fourth, cash awards
for employees are suspended for 5 years; fifth,
the accumulation of annual leave by members
of the senior executive service is capped; and,
sixth, an additional 10,000 civilian positions
are eliminated through attrition.

Mr. Chairman, | am gratified that the com-
mittee was also able to find direct spending al-
ternatives which enabled us to avoid reducing
the survivor annuity, limiting the child survivor
annuity, and imposing a COLA cap and COLA
reduction on retirees below the age of 62. Fi-
nally, the committee prevented a transfer to
employees of $700 million of the Govern-
ment's contribution to Federal employee
health insurance premiums by reauthorizing
the “proxy premium."”

Even with these adjustments, our provision
requires Federal workers to contribute consid-
erably more sacrifices and savings than other
Americans, including a pay freeze in 1994 and
reduced raises for 3 years thereafter. A
Herculian effort made by an unusual array of
participants, however, has considerably re-
lieved the burden.

The final package adopted by the Post Of-
fice and Civil Service Committee was the
product of a model collective effort, with em-
ployee organizations, Government officials,
and Members of Congress working closely to-
gether to help reorient the original proposals
while achieving the large savings the Presi-
dent requested. It was a worthy goal. | am es-
pecially grateful for the cooperation that sur-
rounded it and am proud of the participants
who together produced the final product.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, this bill con-
tains more spending cuts and more deficit-re-
duction than the American public appreciates.
The bill also contains new budget process pro-
visions that | suppose we should not expect
anyone outside this institution to understand
unless he or she happens to follow Congress
and our budget process constantly. In 1991,
as part of the Budget Enforcement Act, we
capped discretionary spending through fiscal
year 1995. Those caps have worked; Con-
gress has kept discretionary spending beneath
them. In the Budget Enforcement Act, we also
set up so-called pay-as-you-go rules, which
require that the expansion of benefits has to
be paid for with new revenues or offsetting
cuts; and that tax cuts must be revenue-neu-
tral. Those rules have worked, and they are
extended through 1998 by this bill. Over the
next 5 fiscal years, discretionary spending will
not exceed the level it reaches this year, and
the cap on discretionary accounts will stop
over $100 billion in spending that would other-
wise occur.
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In addition to carrying those rules forward,
this bill plows new ground. Neither in Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings, nor in the Budget Enforce-
ment Act, did we try to cap entitlements. Enti-
tlements are the source of the problem; the
gaping hole in our budget process; the miss-
ing piece is the whole puzzle of the deficit.

My colleague, Mr. STENHOLM, and | set out
to correct that omission. We began with provi-
sions of a bill that Leon Paneta authored and
filed last year. His bill established a baseline
for entiltement spending and required Con-
gress to reconcile to that baseline every year.
| first modified that plan with a plan of my own
that allowed for the baseline to be corrected
each year for actual inflation and for actual
growth in the beneficiary population. But | re-
tained sequestration as a back-up to ensure
compliance. What we have finally settled upon
as a compromise in this bill is less than we set
out to do, but it is significant. Because of the
amendment we offered, this bill sets entitle-
ment spending targets for fiscal year 1994-97,
and it forces the President and the Congress
to face up to the need for adjustments in di-
rect spending if actual or projected spending
exceeds the fargets.

Here essentially is how the provisions work:

It budgets targets for entittement spending,
or direct spending for fiscal year 1994 through
1997. The targets come from the path OMB
projects direct spending to follow from fiscal
year 1984-97 as a result of this Reconciliation
Act.

After each fiscal year, OMB will adjust the
targets for legislated changes that conform to
the pay-as-you-go rules and for changes in
beneficiaries above the levels assumed. OMB
will then determine how actual spending com-
pares to the adjusted baseline. If actual
spending exceeds targeted spending by more
than 0.5 percent, the President has to rec-
ommend full, partial, or no reconciliation of the
coverage, but he must make his case for less
than full reconciliation.

The Budget Commission must then report
by April 15 a budget resolution with a title ad-
dressing any overage reported by the Presi-
dent. if the President recommends reconcili-
ation, the resolution must reduce outlays or in-
crease revenues by at least as much as the
President recommends. If the Budget Commit-
tee fails by April 15 to report a budget resolu-
tion with reconciliation for at least as much as
the President recommends, any Member may
move to consider the President’'s budget mes-
sage.

If the budget resolution does not reconcile
the entire overage, it must direct the Govern-
ment Operations Committee to report a bill in-
creasing the direct spending targets. The
House must hold a recorded vote to increase
the direct spending targets, and the House
cannot consider the budget resolution until it
has voted to increase the direct spending tar-

ets.

S The House may not consider the conference
report on the budget resolution unless the
conference report fully addresses the cov-
erages by raising the targets or reconciling the
overages. The House also may not consider
appropriations bills unless Congress has
adopted a budget resolution conference report
that deals with direct spending overages.

The goal of these provisions is greater visi-
bility and accountability for entitltement spend-

May 27, 1993

ing. The accomplish these goals by budgeting
entitlements by establishing spending targets,
or a direct spending baseline; making the
President and Congress face the need for en-
tittements reconciliation every year in the
budget process; holding Congress account-
able for how excesses in entitlement spending
are dealt with by requiring a recorded vote on
any action less than full reconciliation.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, today the
House will consider the President's deficit re-
duction plan and will make the most important
vote of the year. We all are clearly aware the
last election was about the economy, and that
we need to act to put it back on the right
track. Our future, and the futures of our chil-
dren and grandchildren, are at stake.

The President has taken the lead in making
deficit reduction and economic investment a
priority, and House commitiees have approved
and enhanced the President's recommenda-
tions. This reconciliation bill makes almost half
a frillion dollars in deficit reduction in 5 years,
the largest debt reduction legislation in history.
The $496 billion in deficit reduction amounts to
$1,984 in debt retirement for every man,
woman, and child in the Nation. It begins to
pay our bills. It improves our financial-stand-
ing.

%Ve have heard much from opponents about
the tax provisions in the bill, but spending cuts
make up half of the deficit reduction achieved
in the proposal. There are spending cuts in
entitiements, including Medicare and Medicaid,
Federal employee compensation, and agri-
culture. There is budget enforcement which re-
quires that discretionary spending will be cut
back below fiscal year 1993 levels, and then
frozen at those levels each year for the next
5 years. This cuts spending by $102 billion,
and spending cuts begin this year, not years
down the road.

Mr. Chairman, taxes are never pleasant.
Nobody like them, myself included, but you
cannot help cut the debt fairly without them.
The taxes in this package are fair. Wealthy in-
dividuals are finally asked to pay their share.
Seventy-five percent of such new revenues
will be paid by the top 6 percent of house-
holds. While tax rates for the well-to-do are in-
creased, middle-class tax rates are untouched.
Business perks, like deductions for club dues,
are eliminated. Foreign corporations will pay
their fair share of U.S. taxes. The Btu energy
tax will affect many of us, but it is much more
fair to each region of the country, and Wiscon-
sin in particular, than a large gasoline tax.
However, families with incomes below $30,000
would not be burdened by the Btu tax, since
offsets from enhancing the earned income tax
credit and other items would compensate for
these costs. Again, this is a fair, balanced ap-
proach.

Also contained in this legislation are some
important investment initiatives. Housing op-
portunities are improved with the mortgage
revenue bond and low-income housing tax
credit provisions. Job opportunities are avail-
able under the targeted jobs credit and the
empowerment zones hiring incentives, and
workers can upgrade skills under the exclu-
sion for employer-provided education assist-
ance provision. Small business incentives for
capital formation include a capital gains incen-
tive for new, long-term investment in small
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business stock, and an expensing provision to
help small firms acquire equipment and im-
prove cash flow.

The progress on debt reduction made by
this bill will be insured by tough enforcement
mechanisms. Caps on discretionary spending
are extended though, 1998 pay-as-you-go
rules prevent new legislation from increasing
the deficit, new provisions require action if
mandatory spending exceeds estimates, and a
new ftrust fund ensures all savings from this
bill must only be used for deficit reduction.

Mr. Chairman, this package takes on the
special interests and puts the Nation's best in-
terest first. It breaks the gridlock and moves
us forward. It does something, instead of just
standing there. It will help put our economy
back on the right track. Support the Budget
Reconciliation Act.

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong opposition to this tax-and-spend
plan, which contains so many fundamental
flaws | almost don't know where to begin.

It taxes too much, and it spends too much.
Worse, the taxes, like the energy and social
security taxes, are unfair. They will slow the
economy and create unemployment. In this
plan, BTU stands for Big Time Unemployment.

The spending is also wrong. Not one gov-
ernment program—no matter how small—is
eliminated. Finally, although there are claims
of cuts, this bill raises the debt ceiling to al-
most $5 billion to pay for its spending over just
the next 2 years.

This year, this body temporarily raised the
debt ceiling. At the time, a senior Democrat
made a statement that summarizes the philos-
ophy in the tax bill. He said, and | quote, “Mr.
Speaker, the bills have come due. It is time to
raise the debt limit.”

Well, the bills have come due. | think it is
time to cut spending and pay them.

Defeat this tax and spend plan.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 2264, the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act.

This Budget Reconciliation Act is about
making hard decisions. This Budget Reconcili-
ation Act is about leadership, cutting the defi-
cit, and getting the economy back on track. It
is about reducing the budget deficit by $500
billion over 5 years. It is about the Congress
and the President working together to tackle
the tough problems, realizing that these are
not “no-sweat” solutions as some try to term
and trivialize the issue.

The sacrifice being asked of the people is
for long-term gain instead of short-term politi-
cal advantage. The vote today will have tan-
gible real impacts. This Clinton budget pact is
a specific and detailed plan to reduce the defi-
cit and increase investment in American work-
ers and families. It will only succeed in the
final analysis with the support of the American
people and Congress.

This budget law offers significant reforms
and provides a sound policy path to establish
new national priorities, restore greater tax fair-
ness, invest in people, and reduce the deficit.
It is clearly a radical departure and different
from the tired, tried and failed borrow-and-
spend policies of the past 12 years. The bill
will freeze discretionary spending at the cur-
rent fiscal year 1993 level, create an important
new entittement review mechanism, and es-
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tablish a new deficit reduction trust fund. Half
of the deficit reduction is to be achieved
through spending cuts and the remaining half
is to be achieved through revenue increases,
all of which will be placed in the trust fund and
pledged for deficit reduction.

The restoration of tax fairness is essential to
restore credibility for the national government
and the overwhelming majority of the taxes fall
on those most able to bear the burden. The
Congressional Budget Office found that 75
percent of the proposed taxes would fall on
the 6 percent of the families that make over
$100,000. Families making under $30,000 are,
on the whole, untouched after the tax benelfits
and program improvements are calculated. In
addition, vital programs whose extension has
been long awaited are part of this bill, includ-
ing the low-income housing tax credit, mort-
gage revenue bonds, targeted jobs tax credit,
small issue industrial development bonds,
among others. The bill also revises the pas-
sive loss rules, repeals luxury taxes, and in-
creases deductions for small business equip-
ment purchases. These and other strong pro-
visions will have meaningful effects for our
struggling economy.

Mr. Speaker, each commitiee has carefully
examined and provided reconciliation actions
for revenue increases, cuts in entittements and
other direct spending programs. Each of the
committees on which | serve worked hard to
meet our goals and make the tough choices in
fees, premiums, and cuts. We need to pass
this bill and move the process along to bring
in line our skyrocketing fiscal deficit and to
turn back the tide on the rising human deficit
that we created simultaneously throughout the
last 12 years.

| urge my colleagues to vote for this bill to
pull us out of the doldrums of seemingly termi-
nal gridlock here in Washington, DC; to put
our economic house In order; and to move our
Nation forward to a bright future, a future of
hope, making the national government rel-
evant and involved in addressing the problems
facing the American people we represent.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, as the only
Independent in Congress, | will vote today for
the President's economic package, but with
mixed feelings. It is not anywhere near as
good as the program that | have fought for
but, in terms of the needs of working people,
elderly people, children, the poor, and veter-
ans, it is far superior to what the Republicans
are offering.

As most Vermonters know, | am opposed to
the energy tax because ultimately it is a re-
gressive tax which falls too heavily on those
least able to pay higher taxes. | am also op-
posed to the tax increase that some middle-in-
come Social Security recipients will be seeing
as a result of Clinton's proposal. | have fought
hard against both of these tax increases and,
as the process continues on to the Senate,
into conference committee, and back to the
House, | will continue to fight to eliminate
these regressive tax increases.

The truth of the matter is, however, that
after 12 years of Reaganomics, a $4 trillion
national debt, a $260 billion deficit, and a de-
clining standard of living for middle-income
and working people, something must be done
to move this country toward a balanced budg-
et and a fairer tax system. While very far from
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perfect, the President’s budget proposal does
this.

Here are the key points of the proposal:

First, the budget deficit will be cut by $500
billion over the next 5 years. The U.S. Govern-
ment cannot continue to burden our children
and grandchildren with an enormous national
debt which will choke economic growth, con-
tinue exorbitant interest payments, and drive
up interest rates. We must act to control the
deficit, and the President’s plan makes a seri-
ous effort to do that.

Second, while | have deep concerns about
the regressivity of the energy tax and the in-
crease in taxes on the top 20 percent of So-
cial Security recipients, most of the President's
tax raising proposal is, in fact, progressive.
Given the reality that during the 1980's the
rich became richer and saw a decline in their
tax rates, it is absolutely appropriate that 70
percent of the tax increase falls on families
earning more than $100,000 a year, and more
than 60 percent falls on those earning more
than $200,000 a year. | would go further, but
there is no denying that this approach has a
strong element of progressivity. According to
figures that | have seen, those families with in-
comes from $40,000 to $50,000 would see a
combined increase in taxes of about $275 a
year. Those in the lower income categories
would see a smaller increase.

Third, one of the most positive aspects of
the President's proposal is a significant in-
crease in the earned income tax credit, which
will be helpful to all low-income workers—es-
pecially those with children. Given the fact that
the United States today has the highest rate of
poverty in the industrialized world for its chil-
dren, this could be a very important step for-
ward in improving that situation. Under Clin-
ton's proposal, even with the energy tax, most
low-income families with children will end up
better off financially, with more disposable in-
come. In other words, the earned income tax
credit will more than offset the energy tax—
making those families better off.

Fourth, also of importance, the low-income
housing tax credit and mortgage revenue bond
programs, which are responsible for creating
hundreds of thousands of units of affordable
housing, will be renewed. Small business peo-
ple and farmers who buy their own health in-
surance will again be able to deduct from their
taxes a portion of their health insurance pre-
miums. The Food Stamp Program is being ex-
panded to assist the million of Americans who
have been hurt by the recession. Access to
childhood immunizations will be greatly ex-
panded. The assessment on dairy farmers is
being lowered from 11.5 cents to 10 cents per
hundredweight. And finally, this proposal pro-
tects disabled veterans from cuts in their dis-
ability compensation.

To my mind, the major weakness in Clin-
ton's proposal is that he did not go far enough
in raising taxes on the wealthy, cutting back in
military spending, or eliminating various boon-
doggle projects such as the superconducting
super collider, the space station and star wars.
If he had, he could have created the revenues
and savings to offset the need for the energy
tax and the increased taxes on Social Security
recipients.

The Republican alternative offered today
would have been far worse for middle-income
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and working people. Under the Republican
proposal, there would have been no tax in-
creases on the wealthy, which means that
there would have been massive cutbacks in
programs desperately needed by middle-in-
come people, veterans, the poor, children, and
the elderly. Under the Republican proposal,
Medicare and Medicaid would have been sav-
aged, causing enormous pain and suffering for
the elderly and the poor. Social Security
COLA's could well have been eliminated. Fed-
eral aid to education would have been
slashed, raising property taxes and other State
taxes. Food stamps, environmental protection
funds, grants to college students and pro-
grams for low-income people would have been
cut.
In other words, after 12 years of Reagan-
omics in which the rich got richer at
everybody’s expense, the Republican proposal
would have balanced the budget on the backs
of those people least able to afford it. That
would not be acceptable to me or, | believe,
the vast majority of Vermonters. And finally,
despite all the Republican hype about deficit
reduction, their proposal actually lowers the
deficit significantly less than President Clin-
ton's does.

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, | would like to
take this opportunity to express my disappoint-
ment that the Rules Committee did not allow
the amendment submitted by Representatives
CooPER, McCuRDY, and myself dealing with
amortization of intangibles.

Over the last few months, a number of
Members including myself have tried to call at-
tention to the negative impact of adopting a
uniform 14-year amortization treatment of in-
tangible assets. We have publicly acknowl-
edged the intent of this legislative proposal,
which is to provide clarification to an area that
has been the subject of a great deal of dispute
and litigation. We recognize the benefits of
eliminating the need for costly appraisals, of
ending disputes between taxpayers and the
IRS, and of providing greater certainty for po-
tential acquirers of businesses with substantial
levels of intangible assets.

At the same time, we have been very con-
cerned about the impact of this sea change in
tax policy. For the first time, the tax code
would allow deductions for goodwill. The pur-
pose of allowing amortization of any asset is
to properly match depreciating assets against
revenues. Goodwill, however, typically does
not depreciate—and certainly does not dis-
appear over a 14-year period in the great ma-
jority of cases. At the same time, the 14-year
period represents a significantly longer period
than is appropriate for assets in many indus-
tries. In short, the change is significant and for
many taxpayers inequitable.

Our concerns go beyond a mere distaste for
accounting mismatches. Although this change
does accomplish tax simplification, it also has
significant implications in terms of economic
policy. As currently drafted, the bill is incon-
sistent with the goals of the Clinton economic
package. It provides tax incentives for paper
transactions of large corporations, at the po-
tential expense of small business develop-
ment, job creation, and home ownership.

Before we enact tax incentives which could
have a substantial effect on business
decisonmaking, we should remember the eco-
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nomic climate of the last decade. Throughout
the 1980's, we witnessed hundreds of billions
of dollars of tax shelters and LBO's, trans-
actions that were encouraged by tax policies
in effect at that time.

In the case of amortization of goodwill, we
could again set the stage for transactions de-
signed to “game” the system through inven-
tive allocations between tangible and intangi-
ble assets. The opportunity for this type of
gamesmanship is very high in large, complex
transactions.

Beyond these concerns, | also believe that
lumping all assets into a 14-year life for tax
purposes creates a framework that is simple,
but not necessarily equitable as good tax pol-
icy. We should acknowledge that this change
creates a number of winners and losers. The
obvious winners are large corporations with
substantial amounts of goodwill. Obvious los-
ers include potential homeowners, many small
businesses, computer software developers,
and insurance agents. By significantly increas-
ing amortization lives for assets in these in-
dustries, we are simply raising taxes, without
having any real debate on the policy behind
these changes.

This is why | am not happy that this matter
was not considered either in committee or on
the floor of the House. Amortization of intangi-
bles was not a part of the President's eco-
nomic package. It has consistently been rep-
resented as revenue neutral tax simplification.
It was inserted in the reconciliation bill without
fanfare. Due in part to the Newark Morning
Ledger case, it has suddenly become a reve-
nue raiser, in the amount of $2.1 billion over
5 years, according to the Joint Committee on
Taxation.

| believe this should have been subject to
greater debate and more careful consider-
ation. Nevertheless, the practical reality was
that this provision was going to be included in
the reconciliation bill. Therefore, we have de-
veloped a compromise amendment which re-
tains the benefits of tax simplification, provides
a measure of equity for affected busineses,
and averts the risk of reigniting a new round
of leveraged transactions.

Our amendment includes a number of provi-
sions. First, it provides for a shorter, 7 year
amortization period for small business trans-
actions. These are defined as any transaction
under $5 million. | believe that this approach
is a far more accurate treatment of the lives of
intangibles created in small business trans-
actions. Generally, anyone who purchases a
small company does not expect the value of
any premium they pay in excess of tangible
assets to extend for a period as long as 14
years. Unlike conglomerates with brand
names or huge advertising budgets, goodwill
and other intangibles in a small business are
usually depleted over a more rapid period.

Our amendment would also exclude pur-
chase mortgage servicing rights from 14-year
treatment. By increasing the amortization pe-
riod for these rights, the reconciliation bill is in
effect a hidden tax on homeowners. Since
servicing fees are a component of morigage
rates, tax increases on servicing rights will
probably be passed along to the homeowners
in the form of higher mortgage rates. Further-
more, this restoration to current law treatment
is eminently fair, since the value of the right to
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service any mortgage is clearly worthless once
the mortgage has been paid off. Historical ex-
periences of hundreds of billions of dollars of
mortgages clearly establishes that average
lives are in the range of 7 to 10 years, as op-
posed to 14 years.

Our amendment also restores fair amortiza-
tion treatment for software product lines which
are sold in a corporate acquisition. The aver-
age product life of software is closer to 2
years, and in current practice is generally am-
ortized over a period of from 3 to 5 years.
Fourteen year amortization is an extreme dis-
tortion which will tend to discourage the devel-
opment and acquisition of promising new soft-
ware applications. In cases where our domes-
tic software firms are competing with foreign
firms for the purchase of exciting new software
products, we will be driving these technologies
into the hands of foreign competitors. This
would be tragic, especially since software has
been one area in which this country has ex-
celled.

Finally, our amendment would exclude cus-
tomer lists of insurance agency/brokerage
sales from 14-year amortization. Insurance in
force has a fairly clearly identifiable average
life, which is much shorter than 14 years. Our
amendment would freat this asset more fairly,
and provide safe harbors for allocation and
useful lives to avoid costly appraisals and liti-
gation with the IRS.

While these changes obviously provide for
more favorable tax treatment for various in-
dustries, we realized that our proposed
changes must be made in a way that does not
lose revenues. Therefore, our amendment
pays for these changes by providing a 28 year
amortization period for all intangibles acquired
in a transaction of $50 million or greater. This
is only fair since many of these transactions
will still enjoy favorable tax treatment arising
from newly created amortization of goodwill.
This longer life treatment would also remove a
significant portion of the tax incentive for more
leveraged buyouts.

| am not wedded to the specific details of
this approach. Adjustments would be made to
thresholds, and in fact should be made if they
are necessary to maintain revenue neutrality.
However, | believe that adoption of this
amendment would represent a significant en-
hancement of the existing intangibles provision
found in the reconciliation bill. | urge the Con-
gress to take a careful look at this issue and
ultimately to adopt our amendment or any rea-
sonable alternative.

AMENDMENT TO H.R. , THE OMNIBUS BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1993 AS REPORTED
BY THE BUDGET COMMITTEE
Page 1396, line 10, strike *‘14-year” and in-

sert the following: ‘‘amortization

Page 1396, after line 16 insert the following
new subsection (and redesignate subsequent
subsections and any references to such sub-
sections):

*(c) AMORTIZATION PERIOD.—For pur-
poses of subsection (a), the term ‘amortiza-
tion period’ means—

‘(1) 28 years if the aggregate purchase
price paid in the transaction (or a series of
related transactions) in which the intangible
is acquired is more than $50,000,000,

**(2) 14 years if such aggregate purchase
price is more than $5,000,000 but not more
than $50,000,000, and

*(3) T years if such aggregate purchase
price is not more than $5,000,000.
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Page 1400, line 18, after ‘“‘other computer
software', insert the following: ‘‘and related
rights”

Page 1400, after line 22, insert the following
new subsection:

*(iii) exclusive rights to software devel-
oped as a product line which are acquired in
a transaction (or series or related trans-
actions) invelving the acquisition of assets
constituting a trade or business that regu-
larly licenses, rents, or sells computer soft-
ware in the ordinary course of business to
customers.

Page 1401, line 2, before the period insert
the following: **, and the documentation re-
quired to describe and maintain those pro-

grams

Page 1402, after line 19, insert the following
new subsections:

‘(8) MORTGAGE SERVICING.—Any right
to service indebtedness which is secured by
residential real property unless such right is
acquired in a transaction (or series of related
transactions) involving the acquisition of as-
sets (other than rights described in this
paragraph) constituting a trade or business
or substantial portion thereof.

(9) INSURANCE IN FORCE AND INSUR-
ANCE EXPIRATIONS.—Any list of all insur-
ance policy holders and any list of the expi-
ration dates of insurance policies. In the case
of the acquisition of a business the principal
activity of which is the sale or brokerage of
insurance policies, an allocation of basis to
the items referred to in the preceding sen-
tence shall be treated as meeting the re-
quirements of this title if the basis allocated
to such items does not exceed 75 percent of
the basis allocable to the sum of such items
plus all section 197 intangibles acquired in
such transaction. The Secretary’s regulatory
authority under this subsection includes the
authority to promulgate safe harbor recov-
ery periods for useful lives consistent with
industry practice and experience.

Page 1406, strike lines 20 and all that fol-
lows through line 10 on page 1407, and insert
the following:

*(i) the taxpayer acquired such intangible
from a related person who held such intangi-
ble on the date of enactment of this section
and at all times thereafter before the acqui-
sition of the intangible by the taxpayer,

*(if) the intangible was acquired from a
person who held such intangible on such date
of enactment, and, as part of the trans-
action, the user of such intangible does not
change, or

*(iii) the taxpayer grants the right to use
such intangible to a person (or a person re-
lated to such person) who held or used such
intangible on such date of enactment.

Page 1414, strike lines 17 and all that fol-
lows through line 4 on page 1416 [and redesig-
nate the subsequent paragraph]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of the Budget Reconciliation Act. The
President has given us the opportunity to
change our lives and the lives of our children
for the better with a realistic and responsible
economic plan. Change is never easy but we
know where the Republican economic policies
of the past 12 years have led us. Under the
Republican Presidents we have had a crum-
bling economy, joblessness, an increased
budget deficit, and a growing sense of despair
felt by the majority of American citizens. We
know that trickle-down economics do not work.
We know you can not have something for
nothing. Let us find the courage to make a
change.

Getting the budget deficit down must be our
top priority. Otherwise we are morigaging
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away the futures of our children and grand-
children. Those who grandstand here and yell
only for budget cuts, only want someone
else’s program to be cut. The fact of the mat-
ter is there are no easy answers and the defi-
cit will not be reduced overnight. We have the
opportunity to change our Nation's future to-
night. We have a responsible and realistic pro-
gram before us that asks the wealthiest Ameri-
cans to pay their fair share, asserts that the
working Americans should not live below the
poverty line, and significantly reduces the Fed-
eral deficit, freeing up capital for investment in
our Nation and the world.

Some people say this a difficult vote to take,
but the Congress can no longer void the tough
decisions that must be made to get our eco-
nomic house in order. | am willing to take a
tough vote in order to secure a better future
for my constituents and our children. | urge my
colleagues to vote for this bill.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman,
today the advocates of a government-run
economy will try to make history by approving
the largest tax increase our country has ever
seen. Remember that the deficit was created
largely by the Democrat-controlled Congress.
My colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have dominated House of Representatives
longer than Castro has dominated Cuba. Now
they intend to pay off their spending by taking
$273 billion in additional taxes from the Amer-
ican people.

Back in 1990, then-President Bush took a
il-advised risk and supported some tax in-
creases as a way to reduce the deficit. Con-
gress took that new revenue and spent some
more. | don't see any reason why this won't
happen again. The same old spenders are still
entrenched in Congress.

The Clinton plan, of course, is riddled with
tax increases designed to lower the living
standards of just about everyone. However,
the worst two tax increases are the energy tax
and the tax on Social Security benefits. The
energy tax will cost the typical middle-income
family about $450 a year. Of course, Ameri-
cans will never be able to figure out which
$450 it was, because the ripples from the en-
ergy tax are hidden in everything that we pay,
not just heating fuel and gasoline. The energy
tax will destroy 600,000 jobs over the next 5
years. Thousands of those jobs will unfortu-
nately be lost in my district of Connecticut.
While President Clinton talks about job cre-
ation, he supports Government actions which
will put more Americans on unemployment.

President Carter was the last President to
institute an energy tax. President Clinton, sit-
fing in the Governor's chair in Little Rock,
probably never had to sit in a gas line for
hours. However, he must have had his sav-
ings eroded by the rampant inflation of the
time. Why does the President commit himself
to making the same mistake again today?
Stop listening to the academics and actors,
Mr. President, and start listening to the people
who are doing something more productive for
our country.

The President also sees an opportunity to
take some money from his elders, and he's
taking the opportunity. Nine and a half million
senior citizens will pay an average of $483 a
year more in taxes as a result of President
Clinton’s vision of change. Senior citizens did
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not give to the Government when they were
younger assuming they would give more to
the Government when they were older.

My constituents in Connecticut are express-
ing their dismay today about this budget. They
do not believe that they will benefit from re-
ceiving less money in their paycheck. They do
not believe that a bigger government can
solve their problems. In fact, they see that
government is going to make things worse. My
constituents tell me that, at the very least,
congress should “cut spending first.” They
know that the Clinton plan includes no net re-
duction in spending in fiscal 1993 or fiscal
1994. In fact, in its current form, not one gov-
ernment program is eliminated from the budg-
et, not even the honey program. President
Clinton has chosen to make all of his cuts in
defense. He promotes military weakness
abroad even as he promotes economic weak-
ness at home.

| think my constituents would find their de-
sire for deficit reduction satisfied if congress
just cut spending. For this reason, and for rea-
sons of common sense, | support the Kasich
substitule to the President's budget. It
achieves $394 billion in deficit reduction with
real, specific cuts and no tax increases.

The advocates of the Clinton tax plan are
complaining that the minority party here in
Congress is not playing fair. After all, many of
the Clinton budget supporters today crossed
party lines to support President Reagan's
budget in 1981. Well, President Clinton would
have received a lot more support if he had in-
troduced a budget plan that agreed with what
he had campaigned on. Deceit never earned
anr friends.

urge my colleagues to take a second look
at the Kasich alternative. It is truly the right
approach to deficit reduction. The other ap-
proach will result in unemployment, inflation,
and recession.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in de-
fense of the working men and women of
Texas, especially the people of the 23rd Dis-
trict.

As we prepare to vote on the President's
budget reconciliation package | must plead
with my colleagues to look at the severe con-
sequences of only one of the many tax com-
ponents of the budget—the Btu tax. If passed,
it could destroy up to 600,000 jobs nationwide;
37,693 in Texas; and 1,955 in the 23d District
alone. And if that is not enough, this regres-
sive tax will continue to hurt those low-income
families who do not lose their jobs, but still
have to pay extra taxes to drive to work, light
their homes and buy their food.

Mr. Chairman, the 23d District of Texas can-
not afford to lose close to 2,000 jobs. It cannot
afford to lose two jobs. For this reason, | will
urge my colleagues to put partisan politics
aside and vote for the substitute budget which
eliminates the Btu tax along with the other
Clinton tax hikes. Although | do not agree with
all the elements of the Kasich plan, | do agree
with the basic premise of the plan: Cut Spend-
ing First and Quit Taxing Americans. Although
it's clear this plan probably won't get the sup-
port it needs to pass, let's send a message to
our colleagues in the Senate to have Govern-
ment serve the American people and stop this
effort to have people serve the Government.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of this budget reconciliation bill and in
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support of President Clinton’s plan for the fu-
ture of America.

| have been listening to the debate on the
floor and in particular to the Republican rhet-
oric about how this plan will drive this country
to ruin. Well, guess who got us where we are
today? Under Republican rule, this Govern-
ment cut taxes on the rich, eliminated invest-
ments in our cities and our people, and what
did it get us—spiralling crime rates, millions of
homeless Americans, ravaged communities
and a loss of faith in the Government's ability
to serve its citizens. And, in addition to this so-
cial deficit, their plan prompted an explosion of
the budget deficit and the Federal debt. So
today, President Clinton and the Democratic
party offer a tough and balanced package to
clean up 12 long, painful years of failed sup-
ply-side economics.

We have also heard our Republican col-
leagues complain about the tax provisions of
this bill. What they have forgotten to mention
is that 73 percent of the net tax increase in
the legislation will fall on households with in-
comes over $100,000. We have heard our re-
publican colleagues gripe about the wasted
spending in this bill. What they have forgotien
to mention is that the bill includes $75 billion
in tax incentives for investment and jobs.

There certainly are parts of this legislation
that | do not like. But, we must consider this
reconciliation bill as a package, an investment
package that carefully balances the needs and
ambitions of our country for jobs, housing,
education, and economic development with
the reality of the bloated deficit. Therefore, we
must come together and prove to the Amer-
ican people that we, as a Congress, can gov-
ern.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my Republican col-
leagues, if you are going to talk the deficit re-
duction talk, then walk the deficit reduction
walk and support H.R. 2264, the largest deficit
reduction package and most ambitious invest-
ment plan this country has ever seen.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 2264, the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. This legis-
lation is the largest deficit reduction package
in the entire history of the United States. H.R.
2264 includes measures which will help re-
duce the deficit by $500 billion over the next
5 years, balanced equally between spending
cuts and revenue increases.

The American people have clamored for
years for the Federal Government to end the
gridlock; to end the war of words; to end the
self-congratulatory political posturing on the
issue of deficit reduction, and take serious ac-
tion to address the problem.

Here we stand today debating legislation
that, for the first time, will answer the calls of
the American people, and enact responsible
cuts in spending and raise additional revenues
by restoring fairness to our Nation's tax sys-
tem. Here we stand, just a few months after
the inauguration of a new President, who em-
bodies the spirit of change demanded by the
American people, and who represents a new
generation of leadership. Here we stand, be-
fore the American people, with the duty to
enact a real deficit reduction bill, which con-
tains a comprehensive plan of reasonable rev-
enue increases, and spending cuts.

H.R. 2264, President Clinton's proposal, is
the only responsible plan which has been in-
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troduced, and the only plan which will actually
reduce the deficit.

Passage of H.R. 2264 will meet the basic
goal set in President Clinton's economic agen-
da submitted in February, and in the congres-
sional budget resolution adopted in April—defi-
cit reduction of roughly $500 billion over a 5-
year period. The legislation contains entitle-
ment spending cuts, establishment of discre-
tionary spending caps, savings realized from
improvements in government debt manage-
ment policies, and tax increases which fall
predominantly on the wealthiest Americans
and corporations. Also, the bill includes invest-
ment provisions to encourage long-term in-
vestments in small businesses, the prime en-
gines of economic growth in our Nation. In ad-
dition, H.R. 2264 expands the earned income
tax credit for low-income families to offset the
effect of the new energy tax, and provides tax
incentives for economically distressed areas to
increase business activity and create jobs.

Mr. Chairman, | stand here today, rep-
resenting the people of the 11th District of
Ohio, the residents of the city of Cleveland,
and suburban areas of Cuyahoga County. |
know what my duty is to the men and women
who sent me to the U.S. Congress to rep-
resent their interests. President Bill Clinton
was elected by the American people because
he promised a change from the failed policies,
empty promises, and cynical rhetoric of the
last dozen years. We all stand here today with
the opportunity to fulfill the people's desire for
change. | urge all my colleagues to stand with
the President, to stand with the American peo-
ple, and vote in favor of H.R. 2264, the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993.

Ms. E.B. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, the legislation we will vote on today is
probably one of most important and crucial
tests we will face this year. | am ready for that
challenge. We must be prepared to make the
tough choices that are demanded of us. Presi-
dent Clinton has put together an economic
package which will stimulate the economy and
also bring down the deficit.

The American public endorsed the Presi-
dent's plan by electing him to office. They
voted for a change in the way we are manag-
ing our Government's bank account.

This measure includes $75 billion in tax in-
centives to encourage investment in small
businesses which we all concede is the best
mechanism for creating new jobs. Many of
these jobs would be in communities where in-
dividuals have low incomes. Overall the State
of Texas would add approximately 10,399 new
jobs in 1994. Personal income would also
grow by $530 million in this same year if this
package is passed.

| am from an energy-producing State, and |
can tell you there are a lot of misconceptions
about the impact of the Btu tax upon families.
When the tax is fully implemented, the cost
will be approximately $10 per person per
month. The expansion of the earned income
tax credit will more than offset this impact for
low-income families. The structure of the Btu
fax is fully consistent with a more progressive
tax code.

The final results of the Btu tax will be to re-
duce energy consumption nationally by 7 per-
cent, and reduce our dependence on foreign
sources of oil in the year 2000 by more than
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400,000 barrels per day. Even once the Btu
tax is fully phased in, U.S. energy prices will
remain the lowest in the G-7 countries.

| know critics of this bill will tell you that the
Democrats are at it again. They want to tax
you to death. What they will not tell you is that
the majority of new taxes will be paid by fami-
lies with $200,000 and over a year incomes.

Enactment of this bill will cut the deficit by
$250 billion over the next 5 years. More im-
portantly, it will be achieved through equal
spending cuts and revenue increases.

| ask my colleagues to join with me in sup-
porting the President in his valiant efforts to
get our country moving once again because
the entire country would reap the same bene-
fits in job and income growth as the State of
Texas.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, this tax bill does
represent change: It is bigger than any other
tax increase in the Nation's history—$332 bil-
lion in gross receipts over the next 5 years.
Beyond that, it is business as usual.

Mr. Chairman, no Nation has ever taxed it-
self into prosperity. Higher taxes are merely
part of a vicious cycle that leads to more Fed-
eral spending, higher deficits, more borrowing
and higher debt, increased interest costs, and
then higher taxes again. In the meantime, the
economy suffers.

There is only one way to break the cycle:
cut spending.

When George Bush agreed to the last tax
increase in 1990, | thought he erred, and |
said so0. | did not go along for partisan rea-
sons, and | do not believe partisanship should
be the deciding factor on today's bill.

The American people want Congress and
the President to do something about the Fed-
eral budget deficit. But, just as the first rule for
a physician, when treating his or her patient,
is to do no harm, so too should Congress
avoid passing something, simply to dem-
onstrate action, if it harms the American peo-
ple in the process.

This tax increase will cause real and lasting
harm. According to the nonpartisan Tax Foun-
dation, the Btu tax included in this bill will put
an estimated 969 people in my congressional
district alone out of work. More than 6,300 Ari-
zonans will lose their jobs as a result of the
new Btu tax; 463,000 people will be added to
the unemployment rolls nationwide as a result
of this one tax increase alone.

And, the negative impact does not end with
job losses alone. The Btu tax is estimated to
cost the average family another $500 a year.
That may not be significant for a President
who pays $200 for a single haircut, but it is
significant for millions of American families
who are already struggling just to put food on
the table, pay the rent, or save for their chil-
dren's education.

This bill will increase taxes for nearly 10 mil-
lion Social Security recipients, and that num-
ber will rise to nearly 14 million by 1998. The
average senior citizen will pay an extra $483
the first year the Clinton tax increase takes ef-
fect. And, that is.on top of the additional costs
imposed by the Btu tax.

Overall, the Tax Foundation estimates that
the average family will pay just over $900 in
additional taxes a year under the Clinton plan.

The bill raises taxes on job-creating compa-
nies, including thousands of independent small
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businesses. The higher income tax rates will
discourage work, investment and savings, an
encourage wasteful tax-sheltering activities.
Companies cannot create jobs or pay better
wages when money must be used to pay the
tax collector.

When all of these new taxes ultimately
choke off economic recovery, less revenue will
flow to the Treasury than projected, and we
will be confronted again in a year or two with
calls for yet another tax increase. When will
Congress learn to just say “no” to new taxes?

President Clinton assures us that the Amer-
ican people are willing to pay higher taxes if
they can be sure the additional money will be
used for deficit reduction. A lack of revenue is
not the problem.

The deficit does not exist because the peo-
ple are taxed too little, but rather because
Government spends too much.

Let us take a look at just what is in this bill
besides tax increases: $7.29 billion in addi-
tional spending for food stamps; establishment
of a new $300 million annual entitiement pro-
gram for emergency immigrant health serv-
ices; COLA’s, albeit reduced COLA's, for
Members of Congress between 1995 and
1997; and $28.3 billion for expanded earned
income tax credits.

There is more than a bit of irony in signifi-
cant amounts of new spending in a deficit re-
duction bill.

In ail, the ratio of net tax increases to net
spending cuts in the bill is about four-to-one.
That turns the President’s promise of $2 in
spending cuts for every $1 in tax increases on
its head. And, it is questionable whether or not
even the modest spending cuts in this bill will
ever materialize. Ninety-three percent of the
spending cuts in the President's budget are
slated to occur, not now, but 4 or 5 years from
now.

By now, the American people must be think-
ing that they have heard it all before, and they
have. The bill is loaded with the same kinds
of gimmicks that have appeared in deficit-re-
duction bills which have failed to do the job in
the past.

For example, $8.8 billion in claimed savings
from ending lump-sum payments for Federal
retirees is achieved by shifting costs to future
years.

Maybe it is because of a lack of confidence
in all of the gimmicks that sponsors of the bill
have also included provisions to increase the
public debt limit to $4.9 trillion. That is an in-
crease of $530 billion from the current limit of
$4.37 trillion, and is expected to accommodate
spending just long enough to last through the
1994 elections.

There are some good things in this bill, in-
cluding passive loss reform, repeal of the lux-
ury tax for most industries—it should be re-
pealed for all industries—extension of the tar-
geted jobs tax credit, the exclusion for em-
ployer-provided educational assistance, and
small-issue manufacturing bond authority, to
name a few.

But, the bad far outweighs the good, and
the overall impact of the plan will be economic
stagnation.

Mr. Chairman, | had sought from the Rules
Committee the right to offer an amendment
which would have attacked the deficit problem
head on. It would have ratcheted down Fed-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

eral spending levels as a share of gross do-
mestic product, and enforced those spending
limits with across-the-board spending cuts
similar to those established by the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings law from a few years ago.
No new taxes would be required to balance
the budget in just 4 years.

Unfortunately, the Rules Committee chose
not to make my amendment in order, and a
majority of House Members went along with
the Committee in adopting a rule that pre-
cludes virtually all amendments. That means
no chance to improve a bill which, by the Clin-
ton administration's own figures, will lead to a
deficit of $400 billion by the year 2000.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a prescription for
bigger, not smaller, deficits as well as eco-
nomic decline. The solution is less spending,
not more taxes. | urge my colleagues to vote
against this business-as-usual tax bill.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to voice my strong opposition to this tax-and-
spend package.

| have heard my Democratic colleagues say
that it is showtime for President Clinton’s tax-
and-spend package. But | beg to differ with
them. | think it is show and tell time. It is time
for the Democrats to tell the truth about what
is in this package and the effect it will have on
the middle class, farmers, the deficit, and job
creation.

My constituents are smart enough to see
the truth. They have bombarded my office to
express their thoughts on this tax package. At
a rate of 15 to 1, they have sent a clear mes-
sage: No more taxes—cut spending first.

President Clinton has tried to sell this fairy-
tale tax package as a reasonable mix of tax
increases and spending cuts. But there are
$6.35 in new taxes for every $1 in spending
cuts. The tax increases start immediately,
some retroactive to January 1, 1983. The
spending cuts will not take place for another 2
years. It is the same refrain: Tax now, spend
now, cut later.

Particularly onerous is the energy tax which
will cost 857 jobs in my district alone. Con-
sumers will pay more for gas at the pump,
more for the home heating costs, and more for
utility bills. Because energy is needed for all
goods and services produced in the economy,
the energy tax will result in higher prices for
everything we buy and will fuel the fire of infla-
tion.

The energy tax will also have a devastating
impact on agriculture production. This comes
on top of a reduction of $2.9 billion in USDA
farm programs. In their generosity, fuels used
for farming has been allowed a partial exemp-
tion. However, ethanol, a clean burning, abun-
dant, and largely renewable energy source
which was previously exempted, is to be taxed
at the top rate. What the right hand giveth, the
left hand taketh away.

Last year, candidate Clinton said he was
committed to putting people first. However,
President Clinton's actions show that he is
committed to taxing people first.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, |
am united with the Republican Members of the
New Jersey Congressional Delegation in op-
position to the Clinton tax package.

Today, | will be voting against the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, since it
contains a whopping $327 billion gross tax
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hike and a net $273 billion tax increase over
the next 5 years. This will be the largest tax
increase in the history of this Nation.

According to the Tax Foundation, New Jer-
sey will be the second hardest hit State in the
entire Nation—suffering a gross tax increase
of $412 per capita annually. Of the promised
deficit reduction, 87 percent comes from tax
hikes, only 13 percent is spending cuts. Next
year, taxes will increase by $35 billion but
spending cuts will be less than $2 billion. That
is $20.70 in taxes for every $1 in spending
cuts.

This bill is front-loaded with tax increases.
All the spending cuts, however, come in the
out years. These may end up being phantom
spending cuts that never materialize. Given
the administration's practice of transforming its
position on issues, the taxpayer had good rea-
son to doubt the legitimacy of these future
cuts.

In stark contrast to his ill-fated campaign
promises, Mr. Speaker, the middle class will
pay these new levies. The energy tax will add
at least B cents per gallon of gasoline and
raise the cost of nearly every product pur-
chased. Middle-class seniors will see their So-
cial Security tax jump from 50 percent to 85
percent and face an increase in the estate tax
which will rob their heirs. Sadly, Social Secu-
rity payback will now take longer than the av-
erage recipient’s life span.

The energy tax increases will also have a
devastating impact on our fragile economy.
DRI/McGraw Hill estimates that the energy tax
will cost 400,000 jobs by 1998. The National
Association of Manufacturers has an even
gloomier estimate, they predict 610,000 jobs
will be lost and $38 billion in economic output
will dry up. For New Jersey alone, the Tax
Foundation estimates that we will witness the
elimination of 14,206 jobs through 1998.

Mr. Speaker, in another abdication of finan-
cial responsibility, the tax increases are retro-
active to January 1, 1993, yet the vast major-
ity of the spending cuts are delayed into future
years. Tax today, cut tomorrow, is the wrong
philosophy. We cannot accept today's tax in-
creases on the promise that spending cuts will
materialize down the road.

In short, Mr. Speaker, the Clinton plan will
entrench our economic problems, harm mid-
dle-class taxpayers, and further burden senior
citizens. It must be defeated.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
today the House of Representatives will vote
on the largest tax increase proposal in his-
tory—$332 billion over the next 5 years. | will
not support this proposal, and | urge my col-
leagues to reject these tax increases which
will only exacerbate our economic problems.

While the economy was on the upswing at
the end of 1992—it expanded at a strong an-
nual rate of 4 percent from July to Decem-
ber—since January we have experienced a
slowdown. The latest bad news was the
March merchandise trade deficit, which at
$10.2 billion was the largest shorifall in almost
4 years.

The legislation we are presented with in-
cludes a new border tax on imported products
that the Secretary of Treasury determines
have an energy content of 2 percent or more.
In an effort to offset the effects of the Btu tax
on American business, the Ways and Means
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Committee added this tax on imported goods
to roughly match U.S. manufacturers’ in-
creased energy costs. But our trading partners
will retaliate, and assuming that tariffs will be
proportional, American business can expect to
have about $1 billion in new tariffs slapped on
American goods sold overseas. This fax,
along with the Btu tax, will have a significant
impact on American competitiveness—espe-
cially in the small business community. With
our current trade deficits, we should be taking
positive steps to help American businesses
boost exports, and instead we are being
asked to increase taxes.

| am also concerned with the increase in the
regular individual income tax rate brackets to
36 percent and 39 percent, the surtax rate on
incomes over $250,000. These increases fall
not only on high-income individuals, but on
many small businesses. Over 16 million of the
Nation’s 20-million small enterprises are orga-
nized as sole partnerships, partnerships, and
subchapter S corporations. They pay individ-
ual, not corporate, tax rates. These higher
rates will quash any planned expansion or the
hiring of additional employees. Just yesterday
| received a letter from a small businessman
who said: “As an S corporation all profits are
passed to me for taxation. This raises me per-
sonally to a higher bracket although most of
the money | receive is put back into the com-
pany for operations. Higher taxes mean less
profit for saving and investment and reduces
my ability to withstand tough competition from
the larger firms. Untimely, | would be forced to
lay off employees.”

Finally, we are forgetting history, where the
lesson is clear. While | could cite other budget
agreements, | will just mention one. The 1990
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act included a
$164 billion tax hike and promised $500 billion
in deficit reduction over 5 years. CBO now es-
timates a 5-year deficit total of $1.4 trillion, or
$875 billion higher than promised.

Let us listen to the people. They want sub-
stantial spending cuts—before any taxes are
increased. And, how many times do we have
to learn the OBRA lesson? The Clinton offer
of $332 billion in new taxes and promised
spending cuts means we are walking down
the same path taken in 1990. My constituents
are saying it is time to change direction.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, in addition to
the largest tax increase in American history, |
oppose the budget reconciliation bill because
it will penalize nonprofit volunteer organiza-
tions. Nonprofit organizations care for our sick
and homeless, and our young and old, saving
taxpayers thousands of dollars each year in
services that the Government might otherwise
be forced to provide. Yet the budget reconcili-
ation act contains a provision to increase the
postage rate for nonprofit organizations by 28
percent over 6 years. This measure will have
a devastating effect on nonprofit organizations.
We need to consider the real world implica-
tions of our actions before we strike this blow
to the volunteer organizations of America.

For example, the Los Angeles Mission cares
for the hungry and homeless in downtown Los
Angeles. This postage increase would raise
their postage costs by an additional $483,783
each year. This amount would pay for 308,142
meals for the homeless, as well as 12 months
of live-in rehabilitation for almost 100 people—
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including counseling, physical education,
classroom study, job training, and recovery
from addiction. What it all boils down to is that
this postage rate increase means that a few
more homeless individuals will have to go
without food and shelter.

We need to craft an alternative that will not
hit the volunteer community and their bene-
ficiaries so hard. | urge my colleagues to vote
against the budget reconciliation bill and work
for a more reasonable alternative that will not
devastate nonprofit volunteer groups.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | will give my
qualified support to the President's budget
plan. There is a lot to recommend it. It rep-
resents the first honest attempt at deficit re-
duction we've seen in 12 years. It marks the
end of Ronald Reagan'’s legacy of borrow-and-
borrow, spend-and-spend.

The President has made a serious effort to
grapple with the Nation's crippling debt. He
has made an important first step in restoring
faimess to the tax code by raising rates on the
wealthiest taxpayers who saw their taxes
slashed during the 1980's. In fact, 75 percent
of the taxes in this bill will be paid by the
wealthiest 6 percent of American families.

As | said, this is an honest attempt to re-
duce the deficit. But it contains a number of
provisions that are very froubling to me. I've
spoken with the President about my concerns
and he has promised to work with me to ad-
dress them. He knows that if my concerns are
not satisfied, | will vote against final passage
of this budget plan.

The most burdensome provision in this bill
is the new tax on energy. It not only falls most
heavily on working and retired people, it is es-
pecially hard on the Pacific Northwest. It taxes
hydroelectric power, which provides about
two-thirds of the Northwest's electricity, at the
same rate as it faxes nuclear or coal-fired
power. Hydro may not be the most environ-
mentally sound energy source, conservation is
clearly much better, but to equate hydro with
nuclear power is ludicrous. | do not support
the energy tax.

| am also very dubious about the need to in-
crease the tax on Social Security benefits for
retired couples earning more than $32,000
and individuals earning more than $25,000.
Why are we raising taxes on Social Security
beneficiaries when we refuse to make mean-
ingful cuts at the Pentagon? Just yesterday, a
majority of my colleagues voted to add $1.2
billion to the deficit in the form of brand new
spending for the Pentagon at a time when the
generals over there are sitting on a $50 billion
bank account that they haven't spent.

| will work in the coming weeks to reduce
this new burden on retired Americans.

My support for this bill is weak, Mr. Speak-
er, but on balance | believe we need to move
beyond gridlock and begin the hard work of
getting this Nation's fiscal house in order. |
see no alternative but to move forward with
this far-less-than-perfect beginning.

Mr, LEVY. Mr. Chairman, the tax increases
in this legislation mean fewer jobs, higher
prices and poorer taxpayers. This is not what
the American people expect from their Gov-
ernment.

The proposed energy taxes will mean over
1,000 lost jobs in my district alone and over
31,000 lost jobs throughout New York State.
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The energy tax will cost the average Long
Island family almost $200 in direct costs. New
York State businesses face $200 million in ad-
ditional taxes which mean higher prices for
consumers.

Adding insult to injury, the energy tax is in-
dexed for inflation to guarantee higher taxes
on businesses and families each year.

Mr. Speaker, the American people cannot
afford more taxes. Our national economy, al-
ready weakened by years of recession, cannot
be saddled with tax increases which will elimi-
nate more jobs and take more money from
taxpayers to pay for more Government spend-
ing.

| urge my colleagues to join me in opposing
this measure.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, the Clinton
proposal raises over $355 billion in new taxes,
the largest tax increase in U.S. history, as part
of a plan to reduce the Federal budget deficit.
The President and the Democrats raise new
taxes without eliminating a single Federal pro-
gram in the first few years of the plan. The
plan includes a $71 billion energy tax and $32
billion in taxes on senior citizens.

According to several studies, the energy tax
will cost the U.S. economy almost 600,000
jobs by 1998, and it will lower economic
growth by $35 to $50 billion. The energy tax
will raise the cost of practically every good
and service that Americans produce, resulting
in higher prices for consumers and making
American workers and companies less com-
petitive in the world market.

The average American family of four will
pay an additional $500 per year in energy
costs as a result of the energy tax, according
to a study by the American Petroleum Insti-
tute. This is in addition to the $2,150 that the
average household already pays each year in
energy costs. A study by the Affordable En-
ergy Alliance shows that a large number of the
States' high-paying industries—mining, manu-
facturing, construction, and agriculture—use a
lot of energy and will be the ones hardest hit
by the tax. If the Clinton tax had been in effect
in 1990, North Carolina residents and indus-
tries would have paid $714.8 million in addi-
tional energy taxes. The Alliance notes that a
tax burden this large will slow the economy of
the State, cost jobs, and make goods and
services produced in North Carolina less com-
petitive in world markets.

Consider for example the case of a com-
pany in my district, called the Timken Co. The
Timken Co. is a leading international manufac-
turer of highly engineered bearings and alloy
steels. If the proposed energy tax becomes ef-
fective, the direct cost impact on the company
resulting from higher energy needs will be
$5.6 million. To put that in perspective, the
company's net income from worldwide oper-
ations amounted to only $4.5 milion in 1992.
The energy tax will cost manufacturing jobs,
and diminish the ability of energy-intensive in-
dustries like the Timken Co. to compete in the
international market.

Clinton’s plan will also raise taxes on Social
Security recipients. Under current law, older
Americans with a modest income, $25,000 for
singles and $32,000 for couples, pay income
taxes on up to 50 percent of their Social Secu-
rity benefits. But under the Clinton proposal,
seniors will pay taxes on up to 85 percent of
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their benefits. This increase will raise $32 bil-
lion over 5 years. A study by a senior advo-
cacy group shows that the average senior citi-
zen will pay $483 a year in new taxes.

Finally, the President's plan will have a dev-
astating effect on small businesses. According
to information from the National Federation of
Independent Business [NFIB], 80 percent of
businesses in America pay taxes as individ-
uals; not as corporate entities. The Tax Code
also taxes the profits of a business, not what
the owner takes home. This means that busi-
ness owners are taxed on the money they re-
invest back into their business. As a result, the
Clinton tax plan will increase taxes for individ-
uals, increase the tax burden on small busi-
ness owners, and hurt economic growth and
expansion.

Consider the following example:

A SMALL MANUFACTURER

Mr. Williams owns a manufacturing
business. At the beginning of 1992, he
decided to buy a new piece of machin-
ery to expand his company’s manufac-
turing capacity. In 1992, his business
earns $1.56 million, and he purchased a
new $500,000 machine.

This is how Mr. Williams spent the
$1.5 million his company earned in

1992—

New machinery .. W o bin 0. $500,000

Other expenses and Fabor 890,000

Salary for Mr. Williams .. 110,000
Total expenses .. 1,500,000

The Tax Code rmunres business owners
who purchase more than $10,000 worth of
equipment to depreciate the cost of the equip-
ment over a number of years. As a resulit, Mr.
Williams will only be able to deduct part of the
cost of his new machine in 1992. The rest of
the cost of the machine will be included in his
income. In 1992, Mr. Williams will pay tax on
approximately $410,000 (his salary plus the
cost of the machinery that is not deductible in
1992). This is how the President's proposed
changes to the tax code would affect Mr. Wil-
liams:

Tax change Exira tax paid
Increase in top rate from 31% to 36%

(assuming he is married) ........cveieen $13,500
Elimination of the Hi wage cap .............. 7,830
Limitation on personal exemphon and

itemized deduction ............cvvenine 3,400
Income surtax 5,760

Total tax increase . 30,490

Please note that the example | just cited
does not include the burdensome impact of
the energy tax.

The Kasich plan/Republican substitute offers
an alternative vision for America. The plan re-
duces the deficit by $352 billion over the next
5 years and does not increase taxes or touch
Social Security benefits. The Republican plan
is based on the premise that the proper solu-
tion to spiraling deficits is to cut Federal
spending. The Republican plan accepts cer-
tain fundamental ideas: that Federal resources
are limited, that we must make the tough
choices on spending priorities, and that unac-
countable spending can not go unchecked.

The Republican plan makes tough choices
and needed changes. Last year the American
people made it clear that they wanted change.
President Clinton has defined change as more

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

taxes and more Government spending. House
Republicans define change as cutting spend-
ing first, working to lower the tax burden on
Americans, and eliminating outdated and
wasteful spending programs. The Kasich plan
deserves everyone's support.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, there are
many reasons to vote for this legislation, many
of which have been noted by my colleagues
this afternoon. | would like to call the House's
attention to some provisions that have re-
ceived less attention.

In my view, one of the most hopeful fea-
tures of this budget package is the childhood
immunization initiative. The Clinton administra-
tion has come forward with proposals to as-
sure universal access for all American children
to vaccine against such dreaded ilinesses as
polio, measles, and diphtheria.

This proposal will require that all insurance
plans continue their coverage of vaccines and
will provide free vaccine to children who have
no insurance coverage. In addition, this will
provide free vaccine to children who are Med-
icaid beneficiaries or who are Indians.

This initiative is essential for a number of
reasons. The first and most obvious is to end
any financial disincentives to immunization
that parents may have. The cost of full immu-
nization has risen dramatically over the past
years because of a combination of new vac-
cines, excise taxes, and price increases. In-
deed, in other parts of this bill, the House will
be approving a necessary reinstatement of the
excise tax which could prove a significant ex-
pense to some low-income parents. This part
of the bill will allay that expense for many peo-
ple. For whatever reason, parents have to dig
deeper to get full immunization for their chil-
dren.

Second is to eliminate incentives for the
growing problem of private-to-public shifts for
immunization. There are widespread reports of
doctors in private practice sending their pa-
tients to public clinics to receive free vaccines.
This practice has two disadvantages. It adds
to the problems of short-funded and over-
whelmed public clinics and it sometimes re-
sults in children falling between the cracks and
who are not getting their shots at the appro-
priate time.

And third is to free up some Federal and
State immunization dollars to be used for the
infrastructure of services: more accessible
clinics, longer clinic hours, more school
nurses, more public health outreach workers,
and so on. Without these services, no matter
how low the cost of vaccines may be, immuni-
zation rates will never reach the desired lev-
els. In addition to these freed-up funds, this
bill also authorizes significant increases for
these infrastructure services.

This package of immunization programs is
the right place for us to start health reform. It
starts with children, it starls with health reform,
and it starts with universal access. | urge my
colleagues to support this effort.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the reconciliation bill.

The vote that we must cast today in support
of the bill is not an easy one. Each of us is
being called upon to make concessions and
compromises we would prefer not to make.
But it is the right thing to do. It is also what
our constituents elected us to do. To make the
tough decisions.
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Our Nation is at a critical cross-road in its
political and economic history. The deficit,
which has grown at unprecedented levels over
the past 12 years, must be controlled if we are
to move toward the much-needed economic
recovery. This bill provides a vehicle for that
deficit reduction through targeted spending
cuts and revenue increases.

More importantly, however, we need to send
a clear message that we are moving in a new
direction. We must prove to the public and the
business investment community that we are
willing to look to the future and abandon busi-
ness as usual. This bill sends that message.

The reconciliation bill does not, and cannot,
address all of our needs and concerns. But it
is a positive first step forward that deserves
your support. It is time for each of us to dem-
onstrate the same courage and leadership as
President Clinton in meeting this important

chaﬂen‘?

ENNEDY. My fellow Democrats, | am
proud to rise to support President Clinton’s
deficit reduction plan,

First of all, President Clinton has presented
to us the first credible plan to attack the deficit
in the past 12 years. His plan will cut the defi-
cit by $500 billion, split evenly between taxes
and spending.

It is the most serious effort to attack the
basic and fundamental problem facing our
economy since | have come to Washington.

Nonetheless, we have heard that old saw
trotted out by the opponents of the Presi-
dent—"tax and spend."”

| offer no apologies for the taxes in this
plan. Make no mistake about it, the wealthy—
those who have found their incomes rising and
their taxes shrinking in the 80s—will pay the
vast majority of the taxes in this bill—75 per-
cent of all the taxes will be paid by families
making more than $100,000. This is absolutely
fair, and | look forward to these changes.

We also do ask middle income Americans
to pay some taxes. They will pay about $10
per month in energy taxes. Of course, this is
tough. We all wish it was unnecessary. | do
not want a tax on energy, either.

But the fact is, the deficit is a much more
severe tax. It hurts our ability to compete, to
invest, and to create good jobs. And our con-
stituents have told us repeatedly they are will-
ing to pay more, if the money goes to deficit
reduction. And it will—the deficit trust fund en-
sures that.

The energy tax is broad-based and geo-
graphically fair. It will reduce our dependence
on foreign oil, spur development of energy effi-
cient technologies, and encourage conserva-
tion.

| agree with many of my colleagues who
would like additional spending cuts included in
this package.

But let's not get trapped by empty Repub-
lican rhetoric, here. There are lots of tough
cuts in this package—$100 billion in discre-
tionary cuts and $90 million in entitiement
cuts. Discretionary spending will be frozen at
1993 levels for the next 5 years. Absolutely
frozen.

This will bite and bite hard on education
programs, job retraining programs, trade ad-
justment assistance, and a host of other pro-
grams important to many of us.

But the deficit must be brought under con-
trol.
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The fact is, the Republicans have no credi-
bility on the deficit. They created the problem.

They try to blame Congress. But the Con-
gress spent billions of dollars less than two
Republican Presidents requested.

The Republicans love the position they're
in—without the White House in Republican
hands, they don't even try to act responsibly.
They can do what they like doing best—ob-
struct progress, throw stones, build road-
blocks. 3 3

But we must move forward.

We cannot oppose this plan because we do

not agree with every provision.
We cannot vote “no” because the plam is
not perfect.

No vote fo raise taxes and cut spending is
an easy vote. But it is a vote we-must cast if
we want to get the deficit under control and
the economy on the road to building high-pay-
ing, high-value added jobs.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo-
sition to the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1993 for many reasons that will be articulated
by my Republican and Democrat colleagues
today—the largest tax increase in history, se-
vere defense cuts, and continued growth in
domestic spending and entitiements.

As the ranking Republican on the Armed
Services Committee, | rise in specific opposi-
tion to the legislation because of the unfair
and damaging burden it places on the military
community—military personnel, families and
retirees.

Last year, candidate Clinton declared, “First
let's provide for a strong defense. Then we
can talk about defense savings.” Now, under
the questionable notion of treating all Federal
civil servants equally in the name of deficit re-
duction, it's clear to me that a strong defense
and concerns for military personnel are not
high on the President's priority list.

First the President, then the Budget resolu-
tion, endorsed a military pay freeze in fiscal
year 1994, a reduction of military COLA's in
the outyears, and a reduction in military retiree
COLA's. Republicans on the Armed Services
Committee unanimously rejected the Budget
Committee’s approach to military pay and re-
tiree COLA's, and | do not imagine that the
position most of my Republicans colleagues
adopt today will be any different.

First, unlike the President, and many of my
colleagues who voted for the Budget resolu-
tion, | do not consider militarv personnel the
same as all other Federal civil servants. The
military is not a 9 to 5 job. It's a 24-hour-a-
day, go anywhere at a moment's nofice life-
style that demands daily sacrifice of all who
serve, and their families as well. Therefore, |
disagree with the notion that they ought to
share my deficit reduction burden equally with
other Federal civil servants. Who here hon-
estly believes that military personnel and their
families do not already share in the pain? For
the doubters, let me give you a few specific
examples from the hundreds that come across
my desk:

There is the marine staff sergeant who is
married with two children. In less than 4 years,
he has spent 759 days deployed away from
his family.

Next is the Army captain. He is also married
with two children. In the 18 months, this family
has been forced to move three times: From
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Germany to Oklahoma to New York. Due to
moving expenses not reimbursed by the Gov-
ernment, family finances are drained. His wife
is unable to find work at the new duty station.
The captain is frequently away on training de-
ployments. Both the captain and his wife are
now in marriage counseling. Recently the cap-
tain learned that he had been passed over for
promotion and faces an unexpected separa-
tion from service.

Or then there is another marine staff ser-
geant. He's married with three children. The
sergeant has been deployed away from home
21 of last 40 months. He's missed 21 major
holidays, 5 birthdays and 2 Christmases with
his family. He says, “One thing is for certain—
returning from a deployment, hugging your
kids and having them cry because they don't
know you tears your heart out, and makes you
wonder if it's all worth it.”

Second, even if | agreed that the Presi-
dent's idea of shared sacrifice by all Federal
civil servants was logical, | contend that de-
fense is the only component of the Federal
budget that has been, and under this adminis-
tration will continue to be, contributing to defi-
cit reduction.

For example, under the fiscal year 1994
Budget resolution, non-defense discretionary
spending actually grows by $30 billion over
the next 5 years above and beyond the rate
of inflation. From essentially the same infla-
tion-adjusted baseline, defense spending will
be reduced by over $180 billion. These Clinton
cuts follow 8 consecutive years of real decline
in defense spending under Presidents Reagan
and Bush. How the disconnect between these
numbers can be construed as an equitable
sharing of deficit reduction efforts is beyond
me.

Third, | believe that to cut military pay and
tamper with retiree COLAs is to meddle with
critically important recruiting and retention in-
centives. As noted in press reporis yesterday,
all the military services are already experienc-
ing difficulty attracting quality recruits. For ex-
ample:

Army recruit quality recently hit a 10-year
low. On average, recruit quality for all services
is the lowest in 3 years.

Even during a time of relatively high unem-
ployment, the number of young people who
say they are likely to join the military services
has declined to its lowest levels in several
years.

As the Army Personnel Chief recently told
the Armed Services Committee regarding re-
cruiting, “I see no good news on the horizon."”

Fourth, in terms of pay, most military mem-
bers are ordinary, middle-class citizens—a
group Candidate Clinton promised to protect.
For example: 70-80 percent of all enlisted
people earn less than $30,000 per year; 50
percent of enlisted people in the Army, 46 per-
cent in the Marine Corps, 26 percent in the
Navy and 18 percent in the Air Force earn
less than $20,000 per year. Of these, 118,000
are minorities, 112,000 have families and
6,500 are single parents.

Therefore, the Clinton pay cuts in this omni-
bus reconciliation bill break faith with the mili-
tary and with America.

Fifth, military pay already lags behind infla-
tion and civilian wages. In the past 10 years,
military pay has fallen 7.8 percent behind infla-
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tion and 11.7 percent behind civilian pay. If
this reconciliation bill is enacted, military pay
will lag 21 percent behind the civil sector. | re-
mind my colleagues that in the late 1970s in-
adequate pay—coupled with increasing duty
requirements—caused quality people to quit
the military, or not to join at all. The force be-
came hollow, It took over a decade to build
the All Volunteer Force we all saw perform so
well in the Persian Gulf following the apathy of
the late 1970s. We ought to learn from our
costly mistakes of the past.

Finally, reducing the retired pay of military
personnel while simultaneously forcing early
retirements due to the on-going defense
builddown imposes a double penalty on dedi-
cated service personnel. Thus, any claims of
savings attributable to savings in retired pay
will be more than offset by costs incurred in
human terms.

| urge my colleagues to reject this bill. If my
words do not persuade you, perhaps those of
a Marine Corps sergeant will. According to the
sergeant:

For 2 years, 1988-1990, I spent only 35 days
in port with my family. Then, I deployed, to
Saudi Arabia. Deployments to Panama, Oki-
nawa and Somalia followed. Of the year 1992,
I was only home 4 months. I am a stranger in
my own home. My children know me by pie-
tures on the wall. The Marine Corps is my
life. The Corps and my family are all I have
in this world.

Mr. Chairman, this dedication and sacrifice
ought not be penalized. | believe that the leg-
islation before us today breaks faith with mili-
tary men and women, past and present. |
strongly urge my colleagues to vote “No" on
final passage.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
protest of the proposed tax hike on senior citi-
zens. The system was designed to protect re-
tirees from unfortunate economic cir-
cumstances that could shatter their later
years. Citizens pay taxes into a trust fund dur-
ing their working years and they, or members
of their family, later receive monthly benefits.
The system was designed to provide a safety
net guaranteeing an additional source of in-
come for citizens who retire or become dis-
abled.

| am dismayed that President Clinton rec-
ommended, and the House Committee on
Ways and Means approved, a measure to
raise taxes on 10 million seniors by taxing up
to 85 percent of Social Security benefits—a 70
percent increase in the amount subject to tax.
In effect, this tax increase eliminates the 3
percent cost-of-living adjustment for those
seniors who have saved and planned for the
retirement.

It is especially outrageous that taxes which
come from this increase are going directly into
the general fund—not into the Social Security
trust fund as has always been the case in the
past. This raid on the Social Security trust
fund and disproportionate tax on senior citi-
zens is unconscionable. We are creating a
system that is unfairly burdening the seniors
by expecting them to disproportionately sac-
rifice to balance the Nation’s budget.

Mr. Speaker, these are very difficult times
for all Americans, and our seniors in particular
are feeling the squeeze. This additional tax on
sepiors, that will be spent by Treasury on
other unnamed programs, will raise $32 bil-
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lion—nearly 10 percent of the total $330 billion
in new taxes Mr. Clinton wants.

And it doesn't end there, Mr. Speaker. The
ever-increasing tax, coupled with recent cuts
in Medicare and Medicaid, threatens the viabil-
ity of insuring even a nominally decent stand-
ard of living for our elderly and disabled.

Mr. Speaker, let's protect our seniors—vote
no on this bill.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to the passage of the largest tax bill in
American history. Besides the plethora of
taxes which are about to be levied by the ma-
jority party on millions of American citizens,
perhaps the most onerous on the average citi-
zen is the so-called Btu or energy tax.

Today's issue of the Los Angeles Times has
an excellent aricle by Times staff writer
James Risen entitled “Energy Tax Foes Cite
Its Impact on Middle Class.” | commend this
article to my colleagues and to taxpayers gen-
erally. For the average driving Californian,
some of whom drive 130 miles or more a day
to get to and from work, the full impact of this
energy tax in mid-1996 will raise the price of
gasoline about 8 cents a gallon.

Attached is Mr. Risen's analysis. Equally
fascinating is the list of those interests ex-
cluded from the full impact of the tax. The
working Californian is not among them.

[From the Los Angeles Times, May 27, 1993]
ENERGY TAX FOES CITE ITS IMPACT ON
MIDDLE CLASS
(By James Risen)

WASHINGTON.—When  President Clinton
took to the radio waves last weekend to at-
tack the critics of his energy tax, he argued
that his foes—including members of his own
party—were tools of the “‘big oil lobby."

Seeking to regain his populist footing,
Clinton complained that oil producers were
“trying to wiggle out of their contribution
to deficit reduction’ by seeking to strip the
energy tax from his budget plan.

But a close look at the proposed energy
tax—now at the center of the congressional
debate over Clinton's program—shows that it
was not designed by the Administration to
soak Big Oil, but to hit consumers.

Without doubt, Big Oil wants to kill the
tax. After all, if Americans pay higher taxes
on energy, then they will eventually
consume less, and that would mean less de-
mand for the oil, gasoline and other products
that the industry sells. ‘“This tax is very
threatening to the supply side of the energy
industry, because you will see less consump-
tion,” says Jim Wolf, executive director of
the Alliance to Save Energy.

Yet spreading opposition to the tax in Con-
gress demonstrates not only the skills of a
handful of oil lobbyists, but also the realiza-
tion by moderate Democrats that the energy
levy packs the single biggest wallop on the
middle class of any of Clinton's tax propos-
als.

Congress estimates that the tax will raise
$71.5 billion over five years, and even the Ad-
ministration's own conservative projections
show that it will add more than $200 a year
to the tax bills of a family earning $40,000 an-
nually.

As a result, anxious lawmakers know that
the energy tax more than any other element
of Clinton's program represents a repudi-
ation of the President's campaign promise
not to raise taxes on the middle class to pay
for his agenda. .

Given that background, centrist Demo-
crats from Midwestern states and other
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areas with little interest in the oil industry
have joined with oil state legislators to form
a coalition against the provision.

Clinton Administration officials always
knew the energy tax, also known as the BTU
tax, would be the most difficult sell of their
economic package. Privately, officials con-
cede that one reason they chose an energy
tax was that it was less visible, and less un-
derstandable, to the average consumer.

“One of my colleagues said that he is try-
ing to convince people that it is a tax on the
British,” quipped Sen. John B. Breaux (D-
La.), a key moderate on the tax-writing Sen-
ate Finance Committee, where the energy
tax will face its greatest legislative chal-
lenge. BTU stands for British thermal unit,
which measures the energy content of var-
ious fuels.

But now, congressional critics say, voters
have figured the tax out, especially since
Clinton agreed under congressional pressure
to allow utilities to automatically include
the federal energy tax as a line on home
heating bills. To avoid such high visibility
for the tax, the Administration had origi-
nally proposed that utilities would have to
win approval from state regulatory agencies
before they could include the tax on consum-
ers’ bills.

“The problem many people have with it is
political,”" Breaux said. *'I think the original
idea was most people wouldn't know what a
BTU tax was, so you could get it passed.

“Everybody knows what a gas tax is; you
can see it. But when people start realizing
that a BTU tax is a gas tax, and when they
realize that they are going to see it on their
utility bill every month, and when they real-
ize they are going to see it in everything
they buy, I would suggest that it's not the
best way to go.”

Now that voters think of the tax in those
terms, the Administration is finding that its
populist attacks on its opponents ring hol-
low—much as Clinton's gibes at Republicans
over the Administration’s economic stimu-
lus package earlier this year failed to garner
much grass-roots sapport for the program.

Instead, many voters believed that the
stimulus was pork; now many believe the en-
ergy tax will not result in real deficit reduc-
tion.

The Administration ‘‘didn't listen to us
with the stimulus package—they said take
no prisoners, no compromise and they went
right down to the final cup of Kool-Aid,"
says Sen. J. Bennett Johnston, (D-La.),
chairman of the Senate Energy and Com-
merce Committee and a leading opponent of
the energy tax.

House Minority Whip Newt Gingrich (R-
Ga.) said Wednesday that moderate Demo-
crats rebelling against their President are
“responding to people back home who are
calling them and saying: ‘Don't raise the tax
on energy; don't raise the tax on driving to
work; don’t raise the tax on heating and air
conditioning; don't raise the tax on agri-
culture.’ This is a grass-roots, back-home ef-
fort by real people.”

What's worse for the Administration, the
White House itself has been in the vanguard
of wheeling and dealing with industry lobby-
ists on the energy tax since February, offer-
ing a costly series of exemptions and other
changes to gain critical support.

Those deals became so pervasive that the
basic tax rate on consumers had to be raised
in the tax-writing House Ways and Means
Committee to make up for the lost revenues,
For example, the Administration’s original
proposal would have raised the gasoline tax
at the pump by 7.5 cents a gallon by 1996;
now the tax increase will peak at 7.6 cents.
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The Administration had all but invited
lobbyists to seek further exemptions and
other changes in April, when Treasury Sec-
retary Lloyd Bentsen said that the energy
tax was being structured to ensure that it ul-
timately would be borne by the consumer,
rather than the energy producer. ‘‘The Ad-
ministration,”” Bentsen wrote at the time,
“*is continuing to explore methods of assur-
ing that the tax is in fact passed through to
those who use the energy.”

But Bentsen's willingness to deal on the
energy tax led to more and more dealing in
the House and Senate; now even House
Speaker Thomas S. Foley (D-Wash.), who
must lead the fight for the tax today in the
House, has won a special exemption for alu-
minum producers who use hydroelectric
power in the Pacific Northwest.

Other exemptions were given for ethanol
and for fuels used to power farm equipment,
although farmers were denied other exemp-
tions they sought. A tax on heating oil was
reduced in an effort to shore up support
among lawmakers from the Northeast, where
many homes use the fuel in winter.

“The BTU tax has become a textbook ex-
ample of special interest politics at work,"”
wrote Doug Bandow, a tax analyst with the
Citizens for a Sound Economy, a conserv-
ative Washington think tank.

Those loopholes have eroded the ability of
the Administration and the congressional
leadership to argue for the tax on populist
grounds.

TAX BILL WOULD HIT BIG INCOMES, ENERGY-

USERS

A summary of the deficit-reduction bill

that will be considered today by the House:
INDIVIDUAL TAXES

Income taxes: Raise the 31 percent top tax
rate to 36 percent and add a 10 percent surtax
for taxable income above $250,000. Retain
current 28 percent maximum tax on capital
gains. Tax up to 85 percent of Social Secu-
rity benefits of single people with total in-
come over $25,000 and couples over $32,000.

Medicare tax: Subject all wages to the 1.45
percent Medicare tax; none above $135,000 is
taxed now.

Energy tax: Tax most fuels on basis of heat
content. When fully effective in mid-1996,
this would raise gasoline about 8 cents a gal-
lon and a typical home electric bill by $2.25
a month.

Low-income families: Expand the earned-
income tax credit, which now benefits poorer
working families with children, and allow
some benefit to childless couples, to offset
the energy tax.

Luxury taxes: Repeal the special levy on
expensive planes, furs, yachts and jewelry.
Keep the 10 percent tax on high-price cars
but each year raise the $30,000 threshold
above which it applies.

BUSINESS TAXES

Corporate rate: Raise 34 percent top cor-
porate rate to 35 percent for taxable income
above $10 million.

Deductions: Prohibit deduction of most
club dues and lobbying expenses and half of
business meals and entertainment. Bar a cor-
poration from deducting pay above $1 mil-
lion for an executive.

New machinery: Allow small businesses to
write off in one year up to $25,000 of machin-
ery parchases.

SPENDING RESTRAINTS

Medicare reductions: SBave about 350 bil-
lion, largely by trimming reimbursements to
doctors and hospitals.

Medicaid: $8 billion in cuts.
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Federal retirees: $11 billion in lowered ben-
efits for federal retirees.

Student loans: Save $4.3 billion by having
government make direct loans to students
instead of funneling money through banks.

SPENDING INITIATIVES

Food stamps: Boosts program by $7 billion.

Immunizations: Provides $2.1 billion for
immunizations for poor children.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, the budget rec-
onciliation bill that has been reported to the
House will, if enacted, devastate the American
economy and frustrate the American people—
the people who want change in Washington,
not change left in their pockets.

The message | have been getting loud and
clear from my constituents—and | am sure
most of you have been hearing the same
thing—is cut spending first.

Instead, we are presented with a reconcili-
ation bill that guarantees to raise taxes first,
and only promises modest spending cuts
later—2 years later. We've been down this
path before, where we promise the overbur-
dened taxpayers a rose garden, but in the
end, they just get stuck.

| would invite my colleagues who are con-
sidering voting for this record tax increase to
take a look at an on-going experiment that is
taking place less than 150 miles from here—
in the State of New Jersey.

In early 1990, Governor Florio proposed
what was, at that time, the largest State tax in-
crease in the history of the Union—$2.8 billion
in new taxes. The Governor claimed that this
was tough—but necessary—medicine, de-
signed to put the State's financial house in
order and promote prosperity throughout New
Jersey.

The Governor's Democratic colleagues in
the State legislature—in control of both
houses—followed the Governor’s lead and en-
acted the record-setting Florio tax hike. They
claimed they were striking a profile in courage
and that history would prove them right.

Well, Mr. Chairman, history has taught them
a valuable lesson, but it is not the one they
wanted to learn.

The New Jersey economy, already troubled,
was sent into a tail spin. Jobs started to flee
New Jersey and they continue to hemorrhage.
My State’s unemployment rate has risen to 9.1
percent, more than doubling under the weight
of the Florio tax hikes. New Jersey's unem-
ployment rate is the highest of the 11 leading
industrial States. While New Jersey continues
fo bleed jobs, our neighbors—who did not re-
sort to courageous take hikes—continue to
add jobs.

The people of New Jersey took advantage
of every opportunity available to them to let
their State representatives know exactly how
they felt, culminating in an election day rout
that turned Democratic control in both houses
into veto-proof Republican majorities.

This House, Mr. Chairman, does not have to
repeat the mistakes made in New Jersey. We
have direct evidence that the tired old policy of
tax and spend does not work. It did not work
there and it will not work here.

What we need to do, Mr. Chairman, is cut
spending first. The Republicans, under the
able leadership of my hard-working colleague
from Ohio, presented an alternative to the
President's plan that does just that. Let's com-
pare the two:
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Our plan does not raise taxes—his raises a
record $332 billion in new taxes;

Our plan does not include any new spend-
ing—his contains $172 billion in new spend-
ing;

Our plan has $394 billion in net spending
cuts—his has barely more than a third of that;

Our plan does not increase taxes on Social
Security benefits—his does to unprecedented
levels and, for the first time ever, diveris the
revenue to the general fund, not the Social
Security trust fund;

Our plan achieves $476 billion in deficit re-
duction, without raising taxes or raiding Social
Security;

Our plan responds to the American people’s
call to cut spending first—his breaks faith with
the people who want change, not more tax
and spend, tax and spend.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues in the
strongest possible terms—resist this invitation
to nationwide economic disaster. Oppose the
budget reconciliation bill.

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
once again voice my opposition to the Clinton
economic plan. It is my strong conviction that
this economic package, with its recordbreaking
tax hike and its unheard of new levels of Gov-
ernment spending, will spell disaster for the
economy.

The President's package is nothing but a re-
turn to discredited, liberal Democrat tax-and-
spend policies. These policies have been
proven by history to be ineffective, wasteful,
and deleterious. There is not a single instance
in recorded history of a tax hike spurring eco-
nomic growth. Those who do not learn from
history are condemned to repeat it.

The President won election masquerading in
the guise of a new Democrat. Over recent
weeks, layer after layer of his disguise has
fallen away as the voting public got a closer
look at President Clinton's economic package.
President Clinton is no new Democrat—he ap-
pears addicted to that party’s old-fashioned
creed of big government, big taxes, and big
spending.

What are we being offered? Huge tax in-
creases, a new Btu-based energy tax that will
tighten the tax grip on middle—income fami-
lies, stealth deficit reduction, and phantom
spending cuts.

Those of us in the House who are opposed
to the President's plan, because we under-
stand how hard it will hit the taxpayers and
how it will ruin our economy, have been ac-
cused of promoting gridlock in our effort to
stop this disastrous plan. We are standing up
for the American taxpayer and for what we
know to be the right course of action.

The President's jetset, Hollywood crowd
may be enamored of big tax hikes and big
spending, but the hard-working people of my
Long Island district certainly are not. The other
night, a constituent from the village of
Manhasset, in my Third Congressional District,
phoned to voice his opinion on today's vote.
All he said was, "don't do it.” | don't intend to.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, the public de-
bate raging in this country about the role of
Government, the responsiveness of public in-
stitutions, and the size of our Federal debt,
are joined in the debate on the budget rec-
onciliation measure before us today. The
American people have been rightly critical of
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the inability of the Congress and the President
to responsibly resolve the deficit in recent
years. While gridlock gripped Washington, the
American people struggled with the con-
sequence of our inaction.

1992 brought a new President dedicated to
making Government work—dedicated also to
reducing the budget deficit. While we can be
critical of his handling of this measure, | be-
lieve the President has not been given suffi-
cient credit for putting before the country the
very real and painful choices that are nec-
essary to reduce the budget deficit.

Some here do not like the President's prior-
ities and have suggested alternatives. Others
among us continue to talk about deficit reduc-
tion as if solutions will appear out of thin air.
Well, the choices are tough, very tough. |
doubt if any Member of Congress truly likes
this measure; there are no cheerleaders for
higher taxes and program cuts for their own
sake. But eliminating the deficit requires taxes
and cuts. Those are the choices—and they
are difficult for all of us.

| had hoped this bill would contain more
cuts, less taxes, and more deficit reduction.
But, as Benjamin Frankiin once said, “He that
lives upon hope will die fasting.” At some
point, consensus among the alternatives must
be reached. And what we have before is not
perfect, but it is the best we can do at this
time and it is cerlainly preferable to doing
nothing.

Let me just speak briefly to the bill because
there are a number of important provisions.
The entitlement cap in this bill, which | helped
to negotiate, is unprecedented. For the first
time, a process is established for reviewing
the growth of mandatory spending programs,
which together represent aimost one-half of all
Federal outlays. For too long, one-half of all
spending has been on automatic pilot, unre-
strained by the annual budget process. With
the passage of this bill, that will change. Both
the President and the Congress will now be
forced to propose changes to entitiement pro-
grams to rein in their growth. That is a very
important reform. It will lead, | believe, to real
long-term deficit reduction. It will force the
Congress in the future to face the deficit issue
squarely and honestly.

The extension of the discretionary budget
caps in this measure—the only real brake on
the growth of Federal spending since 1990—
is also an important reform.

This measure contains nearly $500 billion in
real deficit reduction over the next 5 years.
With tough enforcement provisions on entitle-
ment and discretionary spending law, real
long-term deficit reduction will occur.

Someone once said “It is natural for man to
shut his eyes against a painful truth * * *."
Today, we open our eyes and make a few
tough decisions. | urge my colleagues to join
me in SW rting this measure.

Mr. NTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, the
budget resolution instructed the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs to recommend savings total-
ing $2.58 billion over the next 5 fiscal years.
Title Xl of the bill we are considering today
contains the provisions proposed by our com-
mittee. In brief, these provisions would make
the following changes in laws under our com-
mittee’s jurisdiction:

No COLA in fiscal year 1994 for old law DIC
recipients. The CBO baseline assumes a 3



May 27, 1993

percent COLA. This proposal would commit
the Congress to maintaining for 1 year the old
law DIC rates at the level they were at when
the DIC reform bill took effect on January 1,
1993.

Pensions—Medicaid nursing homes. Current
law authorizing VA to reduce the pension of a
single veteran who is eligible for Medicaid
benefits for the cost of nursing home care ex-
pires on September 30, 1997. This change
would extend the expiration date through Sep-
tember 30, 1998,

Pension income verification. Current law au-
thorizing VA to verify through IRS income re-
ported by veterans for means-tested benefit
programs expires on September 30, 1997,
This change would extend the expiration date
for an additional year.

Reduce 1994 MGIB COLA by 1 percent.
The COLA is expected to be 3 percent. This
change would reduce it to 2 percent.

Chapter 35 dependents restriction. This pro-
vision would terminate eligibility of persons
who are not the natural or adopted children of
the veteran as of October 1, 1993, and who
have not previously received benefits under
this chapter.

Medical care reimbursement. This provision
would extend the August 1, 1984, expiration
date on VA's authority to collect from service-
connected veterans for their non-service-con-
nected care to September 30, 1998.

Bill for service-connected care. This change
would authorize VA to bill third parties, prin-
cipally insurers, for treatment of a veteran's
service-connected disability through Septem-
ber 30, 1998.

Drug and other copayments. This provision
would extend the September 30, 1997, sunset
date on the authority to collect the $2 prescrip-
tion copayment and other per diem charges
for higher income veterans for an additional
year.

Home loan fees. This change would, gen-
erally, increase home loan fees by three-
fourths of 1 percent on new guaranteed loans
through September 30, 1998.

Include anticipated resale losses in no-bid
formula. This provision would extend the
change in the no-bid formula enacted as part
of the VA's appropriation act last year through
September 30, 1998. This change increases
the number of no bids by requiring VA to take
into account the average loss on the resale of
a property.

Should this bill be enacted into law, savings
in veterans programs would total $2 billion,
$591 million during the next 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, our committee has been tar-
geted for savings under all reconciliation bills
and has never failed to comply with the in-
structions of the House and Senate. It has
been difficult at times to do so. All of the so-
called easy cuts were made years ago. The
reductions contained in this bill will be felt by
many veterans and they won't like it. At the
same time, some Members are saying that the
reductions contained in this bill are not
enough. Veterans do not feel that way nor do
those affected by other cuts contained in this
bill.

Some veterans organizations have ex-
pressed their opposition to certain savings
contained in this bill, especially the provision
that would authorize VA to bill third-party pay-
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ers for care of service-connected conditions
provided to veterans who have insurance.

As | said before, there is no easy way to
achieve $2.6 billion in savings. Any veterans
program we cut, or any fee we impose, will be
objectionable to some veterans. We have
done the best we can to achieve savings
where it would have the least adverse effect.

Under current law, VA is authorized to col-
lect from insurance companies for care pro-
vided to veterans for nonservice-connected
disabilities. That authority was granted in a
previous reconciliation bill and since its enact-
ment the VA has collected almost $1 billion.
Section 12003 of the reconciliation bill would
expand VA's authority by permitting third-party
collections for the care and treatment of any
disability. The VA would have the right to re-
cover or collect the reasonable cost of such
care or services from a third party to the ex-
tent that the veteran or a private health care
provider would be eligible to receive payment
for such care or services. The veteran would
not be required to pay anything.

It should also be noted that we are not re-
quiring insurance companies to provide cov-
erage for service-connected disabilities. This
provision would only affect cases where the
insurer covers a veteran for care of service-
connected conditions.

Under current law, VA is mandated to pro-
vide hospital care to service-connected veter-
ans and low-income veterans for any disabil-
ity. Let's be clear on one thing. Benefits and
services for veterans with service-connected
disabilities remain a national priority, This pro-
vision does not alter our commitment to those
veterans in any way.

Government-provided health care for veter-
ans' service-connected disabilities is the most
fundamental basis for the VA health care sys-
tem. However, our proposed amendments do
not in any way disturb that basic tenet or the
commitment to the service-connected veteran.
That point is made very clearly in the report
language on this measure. More significantly,
an extraordinary body of law—title 38 of the
United States Code—makes clear this Na-
tion's obligation, moral and legal, to the serv-
ice-connected veteran.

Absent good alternatives, we had to ask
whether the objections to this provision were
sufficiently compelling to adopt instead other
far more onerous savings provisions.

The primary objection to this provision ap-
pears to be that it breaches the principle that
the Government has an obligation to provide
care to veterans with service-connected dis-
abilities. In fact, that principle remains invio-
late. There would be no change to existing law
which makes it clear that whether or not a vet-
eran is insured has no bearing on the Govern-
ment's obligation to provide care. VA makes
no distinction between veterans with insurance
and those without in providing care, and is
barred under law from doing so.

A related objection charges that this provi-
sion shifts the cost—and thus the obligation—
from the Government to the private sector.
The Government's obligation is, and remains,
fo provide care to veterans. Nothing in the
proposed amendments changes that obliga-
tion. The only question is whether, under cir-
cumstances where there exists third-party cov-
erage, that third party should be freed of a risk
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it undertook to bear. In the past fiscal year, VA
collected $378 million from third parties for
care provided to insured veterans. In the in-
stance where an insured veteran chooses VA
care, | believe the taxpayer, veteran and non-
veteran alike, presented with the facts, would
want the Government to collect from whatever
coverage the veteran has just as if the care
had been furnished in the private sector. It is
difficult to understand why it is acceptable for
VA to recover the cost of statutorily mandated
hospitalization for the nonservice-connected
care of a 100-percent service-connected vet-
eran but unacceptable to recover for discre-
tionary nursing home care, for example, for
another veteran's service-connected condition.
VA bears the cost of both veterans’' care, and
appropriately so. Any recoveries do not sub-
sidize VA's cost of care-delivery since those
moneys, other than the cost of collections,
must be returned to the Treasury. But to the
extent the Government is unable to collect as
any other provider can, VA in effect subsidizes
insurance.

A final objection asserts that this provision
will lead to premium increases for insured
service-connected veterans. This is not a con-
cern that should be glibly dismissed. But this
concern is entirely speculative, and runs
counter to the general experience with the
way most health insurance is written and risk
spread. The reality is that most service-con-
nected veterans do not obtain care from VA;
insurance companies are paying for that care.
Yet there is no evidence that those companies
charge service-connected veterans higher pre-
miums today.

| want to thank all members of the Veterans'
Affairs Committee for their cooperation and
understanding. Achieving real savings totaling
almost $2.6 billion over the next 5 years is a
difficult task. But getting control of the budget
deficit is a high priority of the President and
both Houses of the Congress and everyone
must share part of the burden if we are to
bring the deficit down.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, despite all the
rhetoric that has transpired foday in this cham-
ber, the whole argument boils down to this:
The American people have asked Congress,
first, to control runaway spending, and second,
to do it by cutting spending first.

The President has tried to respond to run-
away spending and he has offered to reduce
the deficit. But through his tax and budget pro-
posal, he intends to do it and give taxpayers
the bill. Taxpayers aren't at fault here. It's time
government learns to live within its means.

There are two clear choices we face today:
Do we reduce the deficit through the single
largest tax increase in history—the President's
package. Or do we reduce the deficit by cut-
ting spending first without tax increases—the
Kasich budget alternative. We have a choice.
But the Kasich alternative is what the Amer-
ican people want and what they have asked
for.

Our vote today should be easy. We can turn
our backs on the people out there at home we
represent. Or we can join the American tax-
payer in a fight against runaway Government
spending.

| am siding with the American taxpayer to
cut spending. | am supporting the Kasich alter-
native.
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, | rise to ex-
press my concern about two issues which
have been included in this legislation from my
Committee on Education and Labor: The Di-
rect Student Loan Program and various Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act
[ERISA)] provisions.

It has long been known that the Guaranteed
Student Loan Program is in need of serious
program reform and | sincerely commend the
President for placing this issue at the top of
his agenda. However, | have to disagree with
administration’s reform proposal as contained
in this reconciliation bill for several reasons.

First, these provisions make major policy
changes outside of the ordinary reauthoriza-
tion process, changes this Congress specifi-
cally did not adopt in last year's reauthoriza-
tion of the Higher Education Act due to lack of
support.

Second, this proposal would abandon the
direct loan demonstration program enacted
into law only 10 months ago before it even be-
gins. Until direct loans are tested, they are just
a concept. Given the number of students and
families that rely on the student loan program,
| believe that it makes far more sense to test
direct loans first, to make sure they are a bet-
ter alternative to the current system.

Third, the proposal, which makes sweeping
changes to the student loan program is essen-
tially devoid of specifics and instead relies on
broad grants of discretion to the Secretary of
Education leaving many aspects of the new
program unclear.

Fourth, | have extremely serious questions
about the savings estimates associated with
direct loans. CBO  Director, Robert
Reischauer, stated in a recent letter to me that
because of accounting rules under credit re-
form, “the administrative costs associated with
the administration’s proposed direct loan pro-
gram are not evenly divided over the life of the
loan. Rather, the administrative costs are dis-
proportionately associated with the collection
of interest and principal payments and this col-
lection does not begin until the student has left
school, often several years after receiving the
loan. For this reason, the administrative costs
included in [CBO's] estimate for the first years
of a direct loan program are much lower than
the full administrative costs of a direct loan
program.”

Fifth, | have serious doubts over whether or
not the Department of Education can effi-
ciently manage this program. If they fail to run
it properly—and all of the evidence suggests
that the Department will not suddenly develop
the administrative finesse that they have
lacked for so long—it will be students and
schools that will suffer.

Sixth, despite the claims of some direct
lending proponents who would have us be-
lieve otherwise, there is far from uniform sup-
port on our Nation's campuses for a move to
direct lending until it can be carefully evalu-
aled. There is a great deal of anxiety among
schools in my district that full implementation
of direct loans does not allow for an honest
assessment of the feasibility of direct loans or
a financial safety net for students during the
implementation period.

And finally, | think we really need to ask
ourselves whether or not the Federal Govern-
ment ought to be borrowing $20 billion a year
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to finance this program. The goal of reconcili-
ation is to save money not further bloat the
federal budget debt.

The President is right, we do need reform of
Federal student loans, but his chief objectives:
Flexible repayment and budget savings can be
found by reforming the current program. Direct
lending may or may not work. In my view, it
makes far more sense to let the pilot run its
course before throwing away the existing pro-
gram in favor of a huge new Federal student
loan bureaucracy.

On a second front, after several years of not
having to conifront serious employee benefit
policy matters which are not germane to budg-
et reconciliation, | am again compelled to ex-
press my reservations in regard to the extra-
neous ERISA amendments included in the
budget reconciliation instructions reported by
the Committee on Education and Labor and
the Committee on Ways and Means.

The direct and indirect changes made to
ERISA in sections 4202, 4203, and 13420 are
contentious and involve ERISA and health pol-
icy matters which do not appear to be legiti-
mate issues for inclusion in budget reconcili-
ation. These provisions include several signifi-
cant changes to ERISA which will affect the
private health plans now operating under our
voluntary employment-based system.

Many of my committee colleagues and | are
concerned that important health policy issues,
whether involving a continuation of coverage
for immunization or any other form of health
benefit, be fully debated and considered in the
regular order.

Also falling into this category are proposed
exemptions for ERISA preemption for various
portions of the health care laws of four
states—Hawaii, Maryland, Minnesota, and
New York. The role that the States should
play in achieving overall health care reform is
an extremely important subject to be resolved
in the context of the national debate. Even
though a 2-year “sunset” would apply to these
four exceptions under section 4203, the sub-
stance and merits of these proposals should
be considered beyond a single perfunctory
hearing.

These ERISA provisions are contentious,
lack germaneness, and therefore should not
be considered as part of the reconciliation
process in the House.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | ask my col-
leagues to examine these issues carefully as
they review and make their decisions on this
exlensive legislation.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, the question |
want answered today is this: Does anybody
remember the 1990 budget agreement?

In case your memory needs refreshing, the
1990 budget agreement was going to cut the
deficit by $500 billion over 5 years through a
combination of the world's largest tax increase
and future, unspecified spending cuts.

So what happened?

The taxes failed to raise as much as ex-
pected, the spending cuts never materialized,
and the deficit, instead of decreasing, climbed
to three successive record levels.

In the meantime, the economy ground to a
halt, unemployment rose, and we wound up
with a new president whose campaign head-
quarters held a sign reading, “It's the econ-
omy, stupid.”
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Apparently, Bill Clinton the campaigner
learned a lesson that Bill Clinton the President
forgot, because today we're confronted with a
budget plan that claims to cut the deficit by
$500 billion over 5 years through a combina-
tion of the world's largest tax increase and fu-
ture, unspecified spending cuts.

Sound familiar?

Why are we repeating a massive failure
that's only 3 years old?

Keep in mind that in 1990, the deficit was
$123 billion, or $217 billion less than next
year's anticipated deficit!

At the time of the budget agreement, the
gross domestic product had reached almost
85 ftrillion (1987 dollars) and unemployment
was at only 5.4 percent. Since then, the econ-
omy has grown only 2 percent (in 30 months)
while unemployment has risen to 6.9 percent.

And what about all those new tax revenues?
Well, the budget agreement called for over
$150 billion in new taxes to cut the deficit. The
actual revenues have been much less. (Some
taxes, like the luxury tax, actually cost the
Government money.)

That's the legacy of the 1990 budget agree-
ment.

Confronted with a growing deficit and a soft
economy, George Bush elected to raise taxes.
Confronted with a remarkably similar situation,
Bill Clinton has elected to do the same.

Unfortunately, there's reason to expect the
Clinton package will have a worse impact on
the economy than the 1990 budget agree-
ment. In every way, the Clinton package is a
more potent poison.

Instead of $150 billion in new taxes, the
Clinton plan calls for $332 billion.

Instead of creating one new income tax
bracket, the Clinton package creates two.

Instead of spreading the pain around, the
Clinton plan targets small businesses and
other job producers.

According to the Center for Policy Analysis,
over the 5 years the Clinton package will:
Lower capital investment by $1.8 trillion; lower
gross national product by $1 trillion; lower job
creation by 1.4 million; cut the deficit by only
$108 billion.

In other words, the Clinton package pro-
poses to lower our national income by almost
$2 trillion in order to cut $108 billion from the
deficit.

In 1990, | predicted that raising taxes would
hurt the economy, increase government
spending, and result in a higher (not lower)
deficit.

Well—I told you so.

Today, I'm making the same prediction
about the Clinton tax increases. This plan will
damage the economy, increase Government
spending, and fail to cut the deficit by anything
near $500 billion.

It's a bad plan and we should reject it.

Mrs. VUCANQVICH. Mr. Chairman, Can-
didate Clinton promised tax cuts—President
Clinton promises the largest tax increase in
American history. Taxes that will harm each
and every citizen of this country and | am
strongly opposed to his plan.

Mr. Chairman, we are discussing today leg-
islation that will have great impact on this
country. | oppose it for many reasons—it is a
bad bill that harms many people—but | op-
pose it most because it raises taxes without
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so much as trying to cut spending. It's been
said many times, and the people of Nevada
keep telling me, they are not taxed too little—
Government spends too much. It's that simple.

Over this past week. we've heard much
about the energy tax and | definitely believe it
is wrong. But there are many other parts of
this budget that are equally wrong.

Bill Clinton is raising taxes on our senior citi-
zens—he's cutting health care benefits to vet-
erans—he's delaying COLA’s to Federal and
military retirees.

He's also attacking jobs in my State of Ne-
vada by reducing the business tax deduction
from 80 percent to 50 percent. America loves
to visit Nevada and business America makes
Nevada home to numerous conventions and
expositions each year. Bill Clinton said he
wanted to create jobs—reducing the business
deduction will eliminate jobs in my State and
thousands nationwide. How regressive, how
unfair.

Bill Clinton is raising taxes on us all—it's a
change we don't need. Let's cut government
spending now.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, the Clinton
tax package before us today heaps taxes on
Americans already struggling to provide a de-
cent standard of living for themselves and
their families. Rather than making Americans
pay their fair share, the Clinton tax plan will
ensure that Americans will be sharing most of
their income with the Federal Government.

Last night in the middle of the night, the Ad-
ministration cut a deal with the Democrat lead-
ers of the House, and may have sealed Amer-
ica's economic fate. In order to wring enough
votes from rank and file Democrats to pass
this bill which spells economic disaster for
America, they came up with a new gimmick:
phony “entitlement targets."”

Now, when the Democrats who voted for
Clinton’s tax package go back to their con-
stituents who are screaming about their higher
taxes, Democrats can say they made “tough
spending choices” to curb the growth of Social
Security, Medicare and dozens of other entitle-
ments programs that make up over half of the
federal budget.

In reality, ladies and gentlemen, these so
called entitiement targets do not guarantee
that spending will be restrained. Instead, when
a spending target is exceeded, President Clin-
ton or Congress, merely has to propose more
faxes to pay for the excess, more spending
cuts, or more borrowing so that Congress can
simply add to the deficit. The Rules Commit-
tee can also waive these targets whenever it
wants.

Given the recent history of the Congress,
controlled by the Democrats since 1954, what
do you think it would vote to do if the spend-
ing targets were exceeded? Cut spending?
Absolutely not. The tax burden on hard work-
ing Americans will either be increased, or
Congress will add to the deficit. These entitle-
ment targets are a sham—they will prevent
Congress from raising taxes for about as long
as President Clinton prevented planes from
landing at LAX while he got his hair cut: a
couple of hours.

Three parts of this budget represent a par-
ticularly onerous tax burden that will affect the
middle class, seniors, and anyone else in
America who breathes: The energy tax, the
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Social Security tax and a surprising new enti-
tlement program which seriously undercuts the
President's rhetoric that this package will help
working Americans.

First, the energy tax. The Clinton energy tax
is regressive, inflationary and will counter the
economic recovery already underway in this
country.

Because a larger proportion of the lower
and middle class' income goes toward keeping
a roof over their head and transportation
costs, this tax is inherently regressive.

Because the Clinton energy tax would in-
crease the cost of manufactured goods in
plants around the Nation, business and indus-
try will simply pass these costs on to the
consumer. Every step of a manufacturing
process requires energy, as well as the en-
ergy required to transport the finished goods.
The Clinton energy tax is therefore inflationary
and will escalate the already spiralling tax bur-
den on American families.

Finally, the energy tax will stifle the eco-
nomic recovery we see occurring right now.
According to the Tax Foundation, it is esti-
mated that throughout the Nation, half a mil-
lion jobs will be lost because of the Clinton en-
ergy tax. His energy tax will result in 54,399
job losses in my State of California. In my dis-
trict in southern California alone, almost 1,000
jobs will be lost. Behind every number, there
is a human face, a family, someone who can
blame their unemployment on Clinton's tax
package.

Next, the tax on Social Security benefits, or
if you listen to the President: a “spending cut.”
Seniors will be penalized for working and sav-
ing for their retirement under the Clinton tax
plan. Even though in his manifesto, “Putting
People First," candidate Clinton promised to
protect the integrity of the Social Security
Trust Fund, he has decided to balance the
budget on backs of seniors.

Clinton's proposal would affect seniors with
incomes of over $25,000 or couples with in-
comes over $32,000 by increasing the tax on
85 percent of their Social Security benefits.
The tax revenues generated by this new tax
on seniors will then be used to fund other pro-
grams, rather than going into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. The President should not won-
der, as he pillages senior's benefits to pay for
other programs, why in addition to the budget
deficit, he also must contend with the trust
deficit.

The $29 billion Clinton hopes to raise at the
expense of our seniors could easily be
achieved by implementing just a handful of
waste-cutting recommendations that have
been put before him. Seniors should be ap-
palled that a President who was not even born
while many of them were fighting in world
wars to make the world safe for democracy,
and working to feed their families, is now try-
ing to pick their pockets to pay for his new
spending programs.

And speaking of new spending programs,
Mr. Speaker, I'd like to call my colleagues’ at-
tention to a new entitlement program con-
tained in President Clinton's budget reconcili-
ation bill. And | single it out as a vibrant exam-
ple of the hypocrisy contained in this bill.

Most of the meager spending cuts in this
package come from cuts in Medicare reim-
bursements to doctors and hospitals, Federal

11669

retirees’ benefits and Medicaid. So, essentially
the President is cutting medical benefits to the
poor and elderly and cutting the benefits of
those who worked for the Federal Govern-
ment. Meanwhile, the President has created a
brand new entitlement program. Do you know
who the new entitlement program is for? It is
for illegal immigrants who break the law to
enter our country. What happened to the
President's promise to help working Ameri-
cans?

Three hundred million dollars has been
found to provide money to hospitals who de-
liver the babies of mothers who cross the bor-
der to give birth. This new entitlement for
illegals is a 100 percent Federal payment of
the Medicaid costs incurred by States hit by il-
legal immigration. So, while the Clinton tax
package cuts medical benefits for working
American citizens, it generously provides for
100 percent payment of illegal immigrants’
medical costs. This is absolute hypocrisy.

| would close by saying, Mr. Speaker, that
Mr. Clinton appears to have forgotten about
the real needs of the American people and the
economic welfare of this Nation. Indeed, he
has not focused his formidable political skills
like a laser beam on the economy. He has fo-
cused on the magical number of 218. Because
218 votes is what he needs to ramrod his tax
bill through the House. And no compromise or
deal cut was too shameful or outrageous if it
meant that 218 Members would vote for this
package. The American people will remember
this as they watch more and more of their
paycheck go toward Federal taxes.

President Clinton portrays this tax package
as change for America, saying that it is time
the rich pay their fair share. However, Presi-
dent Clinton is robbing everyone in America to
pay for the Congress' insatiable appetite for
spending.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, the BTU in the
Btu tax in this reconciliation bill stands for Big
Time Unemployment. According to some esti-
mates, the Btu tax alone will destroy approxi-
mately 22,000 jobs in lllinois, killing more than
600,000 nationally.

In touting his energy tax the President has
stated that it will reduce the deficit, increase
energy conservation and have significant envi-
ronmental effects. Let me address each of
these arguments and then get into the impact
of the Btu tax on my home State of lllinois.

A DRI/McGraw-Hill study shows that by
1998, the depressed economic activity caused
by the Btu tax will increase Federal Govern-
ment expenditures for unemployment com-
pensation and other economy-related pay-
ments while decreasing Federal income tax
revenues. DRI estimates that these effects will
offset nearly 40 percent of the direct revenues
raised by the Blu tax. Thus, although gross
energy tax collections are predicted by the ad-
ministration to about $30 billion annually by
1998, DRI predicts the Federal deficit will only
fall by $19 billion.

But proposed welfare increases will take
much of the rest. The Clinton administration,
recognizing the regressive nature of the en-
ergy tax, plans to offset the real economic
pain of the Btu tax on lower-income Ameri-
cans by proposing increases in the Earned In-
come Tax Credit—$7 billion by 1998—Food
Stamps—$3 billion by 1998—and Low Income
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Home Energy Assistance—$1 billion by 1998.
Thus, of the $19 billion a year the energy tax
will actually net to the Treasury, these linked
increases in Federal assistance payments will
take $11 billion a year. Not much deficit reduc-
tion for a tax that collects about $30 billion an-
nually for consumers.

The tax will also have surprisingly little ef-
fect on energy conservation. Clinton justifies
the 34.2 cents per million Btu's surcharge on
oil—about $2 per barrel—in part as assisting
in energy conservation. The administration
originally claimed projected imports of oil will
be reduced by 350,000 barrels a day by the
year 2000. But the tax’s increase in the price
of oil will discourage domestic production in
favor of cheaper imported oil. The much tout-
ed energy conservation gains will vanish as
domestic production is backed out and we find
our Nation in a perilous energy security posi-
tion.

| want to commend my colleagues on the
House Ways and Means Committee for mak-
ing several changes to the President's original
proposal. But, Mr. Speaker, those changes
amount to nothing more than rearranging the
deck chairs on the Titanic.

1. AGRICULTURE

Let me give you an example of how the
specific proposals President Clinton has intro-
duced will affect lllinois agriculture.

One of America's most energy intense in-
dustries is agriculture. The total Clinton tax is
expected to cost American farmers more than
$1 billion annually for 5 years. The changes
made by the Ways and Means Committee
would only slightly reduce that burden.

Here’s how the proposed Btu tax would af-
fect the average lllinois farmer who raises 500
acres of corn.

FACT SHEET ON EFFECTS OF PROPOSED BTU TAX ON
ILLINOIS FARMERS—{REVISED AS OF MAY 18, 1993)
Here's how a proposed Btu tax would affect

the average lllinois farmer who raises 500
acres of corn:

Product Average annual usage Btu tax
Ammania fertilizer ... Y | T — $150.00
Diesel fuel ........ . 4,500 galions .. 166.50
Propane for drying _.. . 12,500 gallons 300.00
Total impact ............. B16.50

lllinois Farm Bureau estimates are based on
the following assumptions: a 26.8 cent/million
Btu tax rate on on-farm diesel, gasoline and
natural gas, a feedstock exemption, and 150
bu/acre average corn yield.

Here's the per unit rate of the proposed Btu

tax on selected farm inputs:
Product Bty Taw/unit
ia fertilizer

A $3.75/ton
Diesel fuel 3.7 cents/gall
Propane fuel 2.4 cents/gall

It approved by Congress, the Btu energy tax
would be fully phased in by October 1, 1995.
1l. ETHANOL

On the ethanol front, the good news is that
the Clinton Administration is moving ahead
with plans to include ethanol in the reformu-
lated gasoline program required under the
Clean Air Act. Clinton also exempted ethanol
from the energy tax in an earlier incarnation of
his economic package. The bad news is that
the Ways and Means Committee has restored
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the top rate for ethanol, 61 cents per million
Btus.

| know the Clinton Administration supports
ethanol and | am encouraged when | hear
Secretary Espy say the corn-based fuel “re-
duces pollution and creates more jobs," and is
“something | know our President supports.”
But if that were the case | would argue that
the inclusion of ethanol under the Btu tax
would work against the President's stated pol-
icy of promoting renewable and alternative
sources of energy.

Taxing ethanol under the proposed Btu tax
would also add insult to injury, since it would
tax one of farmers' outputs in addition to the
inputs already proposed for new taxes. In
other words, President Clinton proposes to
levy much of his taxes on the backs of the
American farmer and then tax their very prod-
ucts into oblivion.

Inclusion of ethanol under the Btu tax would
also cast a pale of uncertainty over the etha-
nol industry and among farmers. It is important
that President Clinton complete the review of
reformulated gasoline regulation and exempt
ethanol from the Btu tax as quickly as possible
to ensure that the stability of the ethanol in-
dustry and the livelihoods of American farmers
are not adversely affected.

Iil. INLAND WATERWAY FUEL USER FEES

President Clinton proposed increasing barge
fuel user fees on the Inland Waterways by
over 500 percent. Speaking as a representa-
tive from a grain producing State for which
barge traffic along our rivers is important, |
can say that this user fee will decimate the do-
mestic barge and export grain industries.

The House Ways and Means Committee
decided that the President's tax was just too
high and halved it. But these taxes are still in-
creased a whopping 250 percent!

Currently, barge operators pay a tax of 17
cents a gallon on diesel fuel into the Inland
Waterway trust fund. This money goes toward
the rehabilitation and construction of the In-
land Waterway system. President Clinton pro-
posed incrementally increasing this tax to
$1.19 by 1997. As if that were not enough, the
Clinton Btu tax added another 5 cents on top
of that, for a total of $1.24 per gallon tax.

At present waterway fuel costs about 60-
cents a gallon. The National Grain and Feed
Association estimates that a $1 increase in the
inland waterway fuel tax would cause losses
in annual farm income of up to $431 million
due to decreased cash prices for grain paid to
farmers. This figure does not include the de-
crease in farm income which will result from
higher prices for fertilizer which is also trans-
ported by barge. The $431 million does not in-
clude the impact of the proposed BTU tax.

According to University of lllinois research,
one-third of lllinois corn production is shipped
by barge to export markets. The impact of the
barge fuel tax is expected to total at least 3.5
cents/bushel for lllinois producers. Using the
example of 500 acres of corn production, the
impact of the proposed barge fuel tax would
total $875.

Barge transportation is so valuable because
it is so economical. My district is not only
blessed with some of the most productive
acres in the country, but also it is situated
near the lllinois River and thus access to the
world markets. The corn and soybean farmers
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in my district fetch some of the best prices for
their crops due to this transportation premium.
The proposed Clinton inland waterway tax not
only erodes this market advantage, but also in
the case of export grain, passes increases in
transportation costs on to farmers’'.

Consumers would bear the direct impact of
President Clinton's proposal. Increases of the
magnitude that President Clinton has pro-
posed would be felt immediately in the market-
place. This is because river barges move such
huge volumes of raw materials, fuels and farm
crops; coal for electricity, tractor fuel, fertilizer,
grain, industrial chemicals, metallic ores, and
cement.

IV. RATE SHOCK

The lllinois Commerce Commission [ICC]
has released a study indicating that the Clin-
ton Btu tax will have a disproportionate impact
on the utility bills of low-income lllinois house-
holds and that the administration's announced
funding increases for an energy lifeline serv-
ices program.

The report found that the average residen-
tial utility customer will pay about $60 a year
in Btu taxes whereas, the low income cus-
tomer will end up paying about $40 more as
a result of the tax. In lllinois, over 600,000
households qualify as low income, that is
those households with annual incomes below
125 percent of the national poverly level of
$13,000. What we know about the energy
consumption patterns of the poor is that be-
cause they tend to live in older, less insulated,
less modern homes, with less efficient appli-
ances, they also tend to get about 17 percent
less energy for every dollar they pay in elec-
tricity costs than middle-class people. Couple
that with the fact that on average, low-income
people pay a much higher percentage of their
income for utility bills than do higher income
earners and the unfairness of this regressive
tax becomes apparent.

As | mentioned earlier, to mitigate the rate
shock of the Btu tax on low-income people the
Clinton Administration has proposed increased
funding for the Low Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program [LIHEAP]. Unfortunately,
most of the increase is eaten-up by the Btu
tax with only a relatively small amount going
to alleviating the Btu tax's rate shock effect.
Worse yet, those eligible for LIHEAP assist-
ance but still unable to participate because of
the effects of the tax will still be liable to pay
the whole tax.

V. INFLATION

The Btu tax would restart the Democrat's in-
flation machine. Taxing energy raises the cost
of production for manufacturers, processors,
transporters and all other commercial users.
Consumers get stuck with the final bill. Once
imposed, the Btu tax would be scattered
throughout the production chain and largely
hidden from the consumer. The looming dan-
ger from this type of hidden tax is immense
because it masks the true cost of government
spending and allows for future hikes at little
risk.

While reducing the Federal deficit is one of
my top priorities, | believe deficit reduction ef-
forts should focus on cutting government
spending—not raising taxes. For this reason |
will vote against the President's Btu tax. You
see, | oppose efforts to deprive middle-class,
working Americans of their hard-earned dollars
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to pay for a bloated, wasteful Federal bu-
reaucracy.

And wﬁat will the American taxpayer get for
these new taxes?

According to some estimates, the energy
tax alone will destroy approximately 22,000
jobs in lllinois, killing more than 600,000 jobs
nationally. The energy tax will raise gasoline
taxes by at least 8 cents per gallon, increase
inflation, and reduce our Nation's economic
output by $34 billion annually. Energy taxes
are unfair because they disproportionately im-
pact low- and middle-income families who
must use a higher proportion of their income
to buy basic goods. Americans will be hit with
energy taxes that will result in higher prices for
everything from groceries to clothing. Virtually
everything that requires energy to be pro-
duced will cost more. Energy taxes will
dampen our modest economic recovery hurt
our ability to compete and expand in a global
market, and eliminate jobs.

And the Federal deficit will continue to grow.

The American people deserve better. In-
stead, we must take action by giving the
President and Congress the tools to reduce
the deficit. We must begin by giving the Presi-
dent the line-item veto, a power almost all
state governors have. We must also force
Congress to adopt the balanced budget
amendment. It's time to require the Federal
Government to live within its means.

In conclusion, the Clinton Btu tax has very
little to do with deficit reduction or energy con-
servation and a lot to do with putting people
out of work.

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
rise to clarify an issue regarding the definition
of feedstock in the bill under consideration,
H.R. 2264. The administration's bill, H.R.
1960, did not define feedstock, but provided a
tax refund for “any qualified nonfuel use.”
Secretary of the Treasury Lloyd Bentsen testi-
fied before the Senate Committee on Finance
with respect to the administration's position on
what was intended to be excluded for feed-
stock use in H.R. 1960 as introduced, and in
his testimony, the Secretary explained why
cerfain processes that require significant in-
puts of electricity did not qualify as a tax ex-
empt use of energy under the Treasury's bill.

It would appear that the concept of tax ex-
empt feedstock use in H.R. 2264 is more re-
strictive than either the administration's initial
bill or the basic chemical industry concept that
feedstocks are raw materials for the manufac-
turing or production process, or which partici-
pate in a chemical reaction.

However, my understanding is that the
Committee on Ways and Means did not intend
to modify the Treasury's position on this issue.
The language in the reported bill blends the
original tax-exempt concept in H.R. 1960 with
the intent expressed by the Secretary before
the Senate Committee on Finance. Under the
reported bill, a percentage of qualified feed-
stock use would now be exempt from tax. The
tax exempt percentage is the percentage—de-
termined on the basis of chemical structure—
of the taxable refined petroleum product, natu-
ral gas, coal, or electricity which is incor-
porated into the substance manufactured or
produced.
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The definition in H.R. 2264 now focuses on
that portion of raw materials that survives in a
final or manufactured product. Unfortunately,
that percentage in chemical manufacturing
could and does vary significantly on a daily
basis depending upon a number of conditions.
Most importantly, the manufacturer could now
be liable for tax on substances that are not
used as a fuel in the manufacture of petro-
chemicals or other products.

Mr. Chairman, | hope the administration will
be wiling to clarify the feedstock exemption
when this legislation is before the Senate
Committee on Finance. This is particularly im-
portant to the efficient administration of the
Btu tax. Registered chemical manufacturers
must certify their tax-exempt qualified feed-
stock use on receipt. H.R. 2264 also provides
a backup use tax if tax-exempt feedstock raw
materials are converted to a taxable use, for
example, use as fuel. Since the collection of
tax revenues is protected, there is no need to
unduly restrict the feedstock definition.

Under these circumstances, the definition of
a tax-exempt feedstock should be modified to
track basic industry usage that a feedstock is
a raw material which is used in the manufac-
turing or production process, or which partici-
pates in a chemical reaction.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee's reconciliation provisions dealing with

rum auctions. As an original cosponsor
of H.R. 857, | believe auctions should replace
the outdated, and often unfair, lottery process.
Indeed, if our goal is to produce additional rev-
enues aggregating to $7.2 billion over 5 years
with auctions, we need to make sure that all
qualified bidders will have the opportunity to
participate in this new process. That is why |
was pleased that Chairmen DINGELL and MAR-
KEY worked with me to add the words “and
competition” to section 309(j)(3)(B) of chapter
1. This language will ensure that the FCC pro-
motes competition during this new lottery pro-
cedure, thereby giving all potential bidders the
opportunity to procure spectrum at auctions.

On another issue, | also support the com-
mittee’s recommendations on regulatory parity.
It is important that all commercial mobile serv-
ices be regulated under the same set of re-
quirements by the FCC.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, over
the past several weeks, | have read in the
newspapers and heard from several members
that the President’'s budget plan would add $1
trillion to the public debt over the next 5 years.
This is incorrect. Over 5 years, the cash-flow
deficit would be $1.2 trillion, but the increase
in the public debt would be $1.8 trillion. From
today through 1998, the President's plan
would increase the public debt an additional
$2 trillion for a total debt of $6.2 trillion.

Public debt includes amounts borrowed from
the Government trust funds such as Social
Security and Medicare, as well as moneys
borrowed from Federal civilian and military
pensions, highway, aviation, housing, and
other Government funds. All of these bor-
rowed funds should be considered debt.

Page 4 of the conference report of the con-
current resolution on the budget clearly in-
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creases the public debt to $6.2 ftrillion by
1998. We must address not only our cash-flow
deficit, but the growth in the public debt. Ex-
cessive Government borrowing and the result-
ing I0U's undermine our financial security, as
well as put persons who depend on these fu-
ture funds, such as retirees, in the predica-
ment of having to go without.

Much has been made about how the public
debt increased from $1 trillion to $4 trillion in
the past 12 years. The President's plan would
increase the public debt by $2 trillion in just
over 5 years.

In the concurrent budget resolution, the pub-
lic debt is increased $372.3 billion, $366 bil-
lion, $355.8 billion, $359.1 billion, and $369.7
billion, respectively, over the next 5 years.
This is an average debt increase of $365 bil-
lion per year. From 1988 through 1992, the
average debt increase was only $328 billion
per year.

Americans have been led to believe the rec-
onciliation bill reduces spending and reduces
growth of the public debt. However, Federal
spending would increase from $1.5 trillion in
fiscal year 1994 to $1.8 trillion by fiscal year
1998 and the public debt would increase ex-
actly $1 billion per day for the next 5 years, an
increase over the daily increase of the past 5
years.

We must do better.

Our deficit reduction efforts have not gone
far enough. We are fooling ourselves if we
think the Clinton plan adds only $1.2 trillion of
debt. In 1998, if everything goes as planned,
we will be talking about our $6.2 trillion debt.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The modifications to the bill printed
in part 1 of House Report 103-112 are
considered adopted.

The text of H.R. 2264, as modified, is
as follows:

H.R. 2264

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993".

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.
The table of contents is as follows:

TITLE I—-COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

TITLE II-COMMITTEE ON ARMED
SERVICES

TITLE III—COMMITTEE ON BANKING,
FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS

TITLE IV—COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
AND LABOR

TITLE V—COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND
COMMERCE

TITLE VI—-COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
AFFAIRS

TITLE VII-COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY
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TITLE VIII-COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT
MARINE AND FISHERIES
TITLE IX—COMMITTEE ON NATURAL
RESOURCES
TITLE X—COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE
AND CIVIL SERVICE
TITLE XI—COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
WORKS
TITLE XI[—-COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’
AFFAIRS

TITLE XIII—COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS—SAVINGS

TITLE XIV—COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS—REVENUES

TITLE XV—BUDGET PROCESS
TITLE I—COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-

TENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the *‘Agricultural Reconciliation Act of
1993,

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this title is as follows:

Sec. 1001. Short title and table of contents.

Subtitle A—Commodity Programs

1101. Wheat program.

1102. Feed grain program.

1103. Upland cotton program.

1104. Rice program.

1105, Dairy program.

1106. Tobacco program.

1107. Sugar program.

1108. Oilseeds program.

1109. Peanut program.

1110. Honey program.

1111. Wool and mohair program.

1112. Conforming amendments to con-
tinue deficit reduction activi-
ties in crop years after 1995.

Subtitle B—Restructuring of Loan Programs

Sec. 1201. Restructuring of certain loan pro-
grams.
Sec. 1202. Reorganization of rural develop-
ment functions.
Subtitle C—Food Stamp Program

Sec. 1301. Short title.
Sec. 1302, References to the Act.
CHAPTER 1—ENSURING ADEQUATE FooD
ASSISTANCE

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1311. Maximum benefit level.

Sec. 1312. Helping low-income high school
students.

Sec. 1313. Families with high shelter ex-
penses.

Sec. 1314. Resource exclusion for earned in-
come tax credits.

Sec. 1315. Homeless families in transitional
housing.

Sec. 1316. Households benefiting from gen-
eral assistance vendor pay-
ments.

Sec. 1317. Continuing benefits to eligible
households.

Sec. 1318. Improving the nutritional status
of children in Puerto Rico.

CHAPTER 2—PROMOTING SELF SUFFICIENCY

Sec. 1321. Income exclusion for education as-
sistance.

Child support payments to non-
household members.

Child support exclusion.

Improving access to employment
and training activities.

Vehicles needed to seek and con-
tinue employment and for
household transportation.

Vehicles necessary to carry fuel or
water.

Demonstration projects testing re-
source accumulation.

Sec. 1322.

1323.
1324.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1325.

Sec. 1326.

Sec. 1327,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

CHAPTER 3—SIMPLIFYING THE PROVISION OF
FooD ASSISTANCE

Sec. 1331. Simplifying the household defini-
tion for households with chil-
dren and others.

Sec. 1332. Eligibility of children of parents
participating in drug or alcohol
treatment programs.

Sec. 1333. Resources of households with dis-
abled members.

Sec. 1334. Ensuring adequate funding for the
food stamp program.

CHAPTER 4—IMPROVING PROGRAM INTEGRITY

Sec. 1341. Use and disclosure of information
provided by retail food stores
and wholesale food concerns,

Sec. 1342. Additional means of claims collec-
tion.

Sec. 1343. Demonstration projects testing
activities directed at street
trafficking in coupons.

CHAPTER 5—IMPROVING FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

MANAGEMENT

Sec. 1351. Clarification of categorical eligi-
bility.

Sec. 1352. Technical amendments related to
electronic benefit transfer.

Sec. 1353. Disqualification of recipients for
trading firearms, ammunition,
explosives, or controlled sub-
stances for coupons.

Sec. 1354. Uncapped civil money penalty for
trafficking in coupons.

Sec. 1355. Uncapped civil money penalty for
selling firearms, ammunition,
explosives, or controlled sub-
stances for coupons.

Sec. 1356. Modifying the food stamp quality
control system.

CHAPTER 6—UNIFORM REIMBURSEMENT RATES

Sec. 1361. Uniform reimbursement rates.

CHAPTER T—IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVE
DATES

Sec. 1371. Implementation

dates.
Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions

Sec. 1401. Maximum  expenditures under
market promotion program for
fiscal years 1994 through 1988,

Sec. 1402, Admission, entrance, and recre-
ation fees.

Sec. 1403. Additional program changes to
meet reconciliation require-
ments.

Sec. 1404. Environmental conservation acre-
age reserve program amend-

ts

and effective

ments.
Sec. 1405. Levels of insurance coverage
under the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act.
Subtitle A—Commodity Programs
SEC. 1101. WHEAT PROGRAM.

(a) FIVE PERCENT REDUCTION IN PAYMENT
ACRES.—

(1) REDUCTION.—Subsection (e)}1)(C)ii) of
section 107B of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.8.C. 1445b-3a) is amended by striking *85
percent' and inserting ‘‘80 percent'.

(2) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.—The
amendment made by paragraph (1) shall
apply beginning with the 1994 crop of wheat.

(b) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.—

(1) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1849.—Section 107B
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1445b-3a) is further amended—

(A) in the section heading, by striking
**1995" and inserting ‘*1998"";

(B) in subsections (a)(1), (a)4)C), (b)}1),
(e)M1)A), (e)X1)B)(iii), (e)1ING), (e)3)A),
(e)(3)C)(iii), (1(1), and (q), by striking *'1995"
each place it appears and inserting **1998";
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(C) in the heading of subsection
(e)1XBXii), by striking “AND 1995"' and in-
serting ‘““THROUGH 1998"";

(D) in subsection (c)1XB)(ii), by striking
“and 1995'' and inserting “‘through 1998"; and

(E) in the heading of subsection (e)(1}G),
by striking *'1995' and inserting ‘‘1998''; and

(F) in subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘and
1995"" and inserting “‘through 1998,

(2) FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND
TRADE ACT OF 19900.—Title III of the Food, Ag-
riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of
1990 (Public Law 101-624; 104 Stat. 3382) is
amended—

(A) in section 302 (7 U.S.C. 1379d note), by
striking ‘*May 31, 1996 and inserting ‘‘May
31, 1999,

(B) in section 303 (7 U.S.C. 1331 note), by
striking **1995" and inserting '*1998'";

{C) in section 304 (7 U.S.C. 1340 note), by
striking **1995'" and inserting '‘1998""; and

(D) in section 305 (7 U.S.C. 1445a note)—

(i) in the section heading, by striking
**1895" and inserting **1998""; and

(i) by striking '*1995" and inserting **1998"".

(3) FOOD SECURITY WHEAT RESERVE.—Sec-
tion 302(i) of the Food Security Wheat Re-
serve Act of 1980 (7 U.S.C. 1736f-1(i)) is
amended by striking *'1995° both places it
appears and inserting *‘1998'".

SEC. 1102. FEED GRAIN PROGRAM.

(a) FIVE PERCENT REDUCTION IN PAYMENT
ACRES,—

(1) REDUCTION.—SBubsection (c)1)(C)(ii) of
section 105B of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1444f) is amended by striking ‘85 per-
cent’ and inserting *‘80 percent”.

(2) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.—The
amendment made by paragraph (1) shall
apply beginning with the 1994 crop of feed
grains.

(b) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 19956.—

(1) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1849,—Section 106B
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1444)
is further amended—

(A) in the section heading, by striking
*1995'" and inserting **1998";

(B) in subsections (a)(1), (a)}(4)(C), (a)6).
(b)(1), (eH1XMA), (eXAUBH(EIIND),
(e)ANBYILINIIL), (e)(1XG), (eX1)(H), (e}2)(H),
(e)(3)A), (e)B)C)(iii), (f)(1), (p)(1), (q)(1), and
(r), by striking ‘‘1995'" each place it appears
and inserting **1998'";

(C) in the heading of subsection
(e)(1)(B)(ii), by striking ‘“*AND 1895" and in-
serting ‘“THROUGH 199%8'";

(D) in subsection (c)(1)(B)(ii), by striking
“‘and 1995'' and inserting “‘through 1998";

(E) in the headings of subsections (e)(1XG)
and (e)}1)(H), by striking **1995'" both places it
appears and inserting “‘1998"'; and

(F) in subsection (g)(1). by striking ‘“‘and
1995 and inserting ‘‘through 1998".

(2) FoOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND
TRADE ACT OF 1990.—Section 402 of the Food,
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of
1990 (7 U.S.C. 1444b note) is amended—

(A) in the section heading, by striking
*1995"" and inserting '1998"; and

(B) by striking **1995"" and inserting ‘*1998"".

(3) RECOURSE LOAN PROGRAM FOR SILAGE.—
Section 403 of the Food Security Act of 1985
(7 U.S.C. 1444e-1) is amended by striking
‘1996’ and inserting ‘‘1999"".

SEC, 1103. UPLAND COTTON PROGRAM.

(a) FIVE PERCENT REDUCTION IN PAYMENT
ACRES.—

(1) REDUCTION,—Subsection (c)(1)(C)(ii) of
section 103B of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1444-2) is amended by striking ‘‘85 per-
cent' and inserting ‘80 percent''.

(2) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.—The
amendment made by paragraph (1) shall
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apply beginning with the 1994 crop of upland
cotton.

(b) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.—

(1) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1849.—(A) Section
103¢h)(16) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1444(h)(16)) is amended by striking
1996" and inserting ‘'1999".

(B) Section 103B of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1444-
2) is further amended—

(1) in the section heading,
**1995"" and inserting ‘*1998™";

{ii) in subsections (a)(1), (b}1), (cH1MA),
(e)1)(B)(ii), (eX3)(A), (f)(1), and (o), by strik-
ing ‘‘1995" each place it appears and insert-
ing **1998"'; and

(iil) in subparagraphs (B)(i), (D)i), (E)1i),
and (F)(i) of subsection (a)(5), by striking
*1996"" each place it appears and inserting
41999,

(C) Section 203(b) of such Act (7 U.S.C.
1446d(b)) is amended by striking **1995" and
inserting *'1998".

(2) AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
1938.—Section 374(a) of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1374(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘1995"" each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘1998".

(3) FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND
TRADE ACT OF 1990,—Title V of the Food, Agri-
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990
(Public Law 101-624; 104 Stat. 3421) is amend-
ed—

(A) in section 502 (7 U.S.C. 1342 note), by
striking **1995"" and inserting *‘1998";

(B) in section 503 (7 U.S.C. 1444 note), by
striking **1995"" and inserting ‘'1998""; and

(C) in section 505 (T U.S.C. 1342 note)—

(i) in the section heading, by striking
**1996"" and inserting **1999'"; and

(ii) by striking *'1996"" and inserting ‘1999".
SEC. 1104. RICE PROGRAM.

(a) FIVE PERCENT REDUCTION IN PAYMENT
ACRES.—

(1) REDUCTION.—Subsection (e)1)}(C)ii) of
section 101B of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.8.C. 1441-2) is amended by striking ‘'85 per-
cent'’ and inserting *‘B0 percent”.

(2) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.—The
amendment made by paragraph (1) shall
apply beginning with the 1994 crop of rice.

(b) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.—Such
section is further amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
*1995" and inserting ‘*1998"";

(2) in subsections (a)1), (a)3), (b)1),
(e)(1)A), (e)1)B)(iii), (e)3)A), (1), and (n),
by striking ''1995"" each place it appears and
inserting '*1898"";

(3) in subsection (a)5)D)i), by striking
*1996"" and inserting ‘*1999'";

(4) in the heading of subsection (e)(1)(B)(i1),
by striking *“AND 195" and inserting
‘““THROUGH 1988""; and

(5) in subsection (e)}1}BXii), by striking
“and 1995"" and inserting “‘through 1998,

SEC. 1105. DAIRY PROGRAM.

(a) ALLOCATION OF PURCHASE PRICES FOR
BUTTER AND NONFAT DRY MILK.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c)(3) of sec-
tion 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S5.C. 1446e) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence of subparagraph
(A), by striking *'The Secretary” and insert-
ing “‘Subject to subparagraph (B), the Sec-
retary';

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C); and

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following new subparagraph:

*(B) GUIDELINES.—In allocating the rate of
price support between the purchase prices of
butter and nonfat dry milk under this para-
graph, the Secretary may not—

by striking
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**(i) offer to purchase butter for more than
$0.65 per pound; or

**(ii) offer to purchase nonfat dry milk for
less than $1.034 per pound.”.

(2) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by paragraph (1) shall
apply with respect to purchases of butter and
nonfat dry milk that are made by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under section 204 of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446e) on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) REDUCTION IN PRICE RECEIVED.—Sub-
section (h)(2) of such section is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’" at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting *; and"; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

**(C) during each of the calendar years 1996
through 1998, 10 cents per hundredweight of
milk marketed, which rate shall be adjusted
on or before May 1 of each of the calendar
years 1996 through 1998 in the manner pro-
vided in subparagraph (B).".

(c) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION AcC-
TIVITIES IN FISCAL YEARS AFTER 1995.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 204 of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446e) is further
amended—

(A) in the section heading, by striking
*1995" and inserting **1998"";

(B) in subsections (a), (b), (d)XAXA),
(d}2)(A), (d)3), (D), (g)1), and (k), by striking
¢1995"" each place it appears and inserting
“1998’"; and

(C) in subsection (g)2), by striking *‘1994"
and inserting “'1997".

(2) TRANSFER TO MILITARY AND VETERANS
HOSPITALS.—Subsections (a) and (b) of sec-
tion 202 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1446a) are
amended by striking ‘‘1995"" both places it
appears and inserting *'1998".

(3) FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDERS.—Sec-
tion 101(b) of the Agriculture and Food Act
of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 608c note) is amended by
striking “*1995"" and inserting **1998"'.

(4) DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM.—Section 3
of Public Law 90-484 (7 U.5.C. 4501) is amend-
ed by striking 1995 and inserting ‘1998,

(5) FOOD SECURITY ACT OF 1985.—The Food
Security Act of 1985 is amended—

(A) in section 153 (15 U.S.C. 713a-14), by
striking **1995" and inserting ‘*1998°"; and

(B) in section 1163 (7 U.S.C. 1731 note), by
striking ''1995" each place it appears and in-
serting *'1998".

SEC. 1106. TOBACCO PROGRAM.

(a) TEN PERCENT INCREASE IN MARKETING
ASSESSMENT.—Subsection (g)(1) of section 106
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445)
is amended by striking ‘‘equal to” and all
that follows through the period and inserting
the following: “‘equal to—

“*(A) in the case of the 1991 through 1993
crops of tobacco, .5 percent of the national
average price support level for each such
crop as otherwise provided for in this sec-
tion; and

‘“(B) in the case of the 1994 through 1998
crops of tobacco, .55 percent of the national
average price support level for each such
crop as otherwise provided for in this sec-
tion.".

(b) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN FISCAL YEARS AFTER 1995.—
Such subsection is further amended by strik-
ing *'1995" and inserting ‘'1998'".

(c) ACREAGE-POUNDAGE QUOTAS FOR To-
BACCO.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—Subsection (a) of section
317 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938 (7 U.S.C. 1314c) is amended—

(A) by inserting “DEFINITIONS.—"
“(a)""; and
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(B) by striking paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5),
(6), (7), and (8) and inserting the following
new paragraphs:

*(2) FARM ACREAGE ALLOTMENT.—The term
‘farm acreage allotment' for a tobacco farm,
other than a new tobacco farm, means the
acreage allotment determined by dividing
the farm marketing quota by the farm yield.

‘(3) FARM YIELD.—The term ‘farm yield'
means the yield per acre for a farm deter-
mined according to regulations issued by the
Secretary and which would be expected to re-
sult in a quality of tobacco acceptable to the
tobacco trade.

*'(4) FARM MARKETING QUOTA.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘farm market-
ing quota' for a farm for a marketing year
means a number that is equal to the number
of pounds of tobacco determined by mul-
tiplying—

*(i) the farm marketing quota for the farm
for the previous marketing year (prior to
any adjustment for undermarketing or over-
marketing); by

*(ii) the national factor.

‘“(B) ADJUSTMENT.—The farm marketing
quota determined under subparagraph (A) for
a marketing year shall be increased for
undermarketing or decreased for over-
marketing by the number of pounds by
which marketings of tobacco from the farm
during the immediate preceding marketing
year (if marketing quotas were in effect for
that year under the program established by
this section) is less than or exceeds the farm
marketing quota for such year. Notwith-
standing the preceding sentence, the farm
marketing quota for a marketing year shall
not be increased under this subparagraph for
undermarketing by an amount in excess of
the farm marketing quota determined for
the farm for the immediately preceding year
prior to any increase for undermarketing or
decrease for overmarketing. If due to excess
marketing in the preceding marketing year
the farm marketing quota for the marketing
year is reduced to zero pounds without re-
flecting the entire reduction required, the
additional reduction shall be made for the
subsequent marketing year or years.

*(5) NATIONAL FACTOR.—The term ‘national
factor' for a marketing year means a number
obtained by dividing—

*(A) the national marketing quota (less
the reserve provided for under subsection
(e)); by

“(B) the sum of the farm marketing quotas
(prior to any adjustments for undermarket-
ing or overmarketing) for the immediate
preceding marketing year for all farms for
which marketing quotas for the kind of to-
bacco involved will be determined for such
succeeding marketing year.".

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec-
tion is further amended—

(A) in the first sentence of subsection (b),
by striking “and the national acreage allot-
ment and national average yield goal for the
1965 crop of Flue-cured tobacco,";

(B) in the first sentence of subsection (c),
by striking “‘and at the same time announce
the national acreage allotment and national
average yield goal';

(C) in subsection (d)}—

(i) in the sixth sentence, by striking *, na-
tional acreage allotment, and national aver-
age yield goal'’;

(ii) in the eighth sentence, by striking *',
national acreage allotment and national av-
erage yield goal’’; and

(iii) in the ninth sentence, by striking ‘',
national acreage allotment, and national av-
erage goal are'” and inserting *‘is'’;

(D) in subsection (e)—
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(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘No
farm acreage allotment or farm yield shall
be established" and inserting A farm mar-
keting quota and farm yield shall not be es-
tablished™;

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking
“‘acreage allotment’’ both places it appears
and inserting ‘‘marketing quota'’;

(iii) in the second sentence, by striking
“acreage allotments” both places it appears
and inserting “marketing quotas’; and

(iv) in the last sentence, by striking ‘‘acre-
age allotment' and inserting ‘‘marketing
quota’; and

(E) in subsection (g)—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking *‘paragraph
(a)(8)"" and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)4)"; and

(ii) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a)8)" and inserting ‘‘subsection
(a)4)’".

(3) FARM MARKETING QUOTA REDUCTIONS.—
Subsection (f) of such section is amended to
read as follows:

‘(f) CAUSES FOR FARM MARKETING QUOTA
REDUCTIONS.—(1) When an acreage-poundage
program is in effect for any kind of tobacco
under this section, the farm marketing
quota next established for a farm shall be re-
duced by the amount of such kind of tobacco
produced on the farm—

“(A) which was marketed as having been
produced on a different farm;

*“(B) for which proof of disposition is not
furnished as required by the Secretary;

*(C) on acreage equal to the difference be-
tween the acreage reported by the farm oper-
ator or a duly authorized representative and
the determined acreage for the farm; and

*(D) as to which any producer on the farm
files, or aids, or acquiesces, in the filing of
any false report with respect to the produc-
tion or marketing of tobacco.

‘(2) If the Secretary, through the local
committee, finds that no person connected
with a farm caused, aided, or acquiesced in
any irregularity described in paragraph (1),
the next established farm marketing quota
shall not be reduced under this subsection.

*(3) The reduction required under this sub-
section shall be in addition to any other ad-
justments made pursuant to this section.

*(4) In establishing farm marketing quotas
for other farms owned by the owner dis-
placed by acquisition of the owner's land by
any agency, as provided in section 378 of this
Act, increases or decreases in such farm mar-
keting quotas as provided in this section
shall be made on account of marketings
below or in excess of the farm marketing
quota for the farm acquired by the agency.

*(6) Acreage allotments and farm market-
ing quotas determined under this section
may (except in the case of kinds of tobacco
not subject to section 316) be leased and sold
under the terms and conditions in section 316
of this Act, except that any credit for under-
marketing or charge for overmarketing shall
be attributed to the farm to which trans-
ferred.".

SEC. 1107. SUGAR PROGRAM.

(a) TEN PERCENT INCREASE IN MARKETING
ASSESSMENT.—Subsection (i) of section 206 of
the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7T U.5.C. 1446g) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “equal to"
and all that follows through the period and
inserting the following: “‘equal to—

“(A) in the case of marketings during fis-
cal years 1992 through 1994, .18 cents per
pound of raw cane sugar, processed by the
processor from domestically produced sugar-
cane or sugarcane molasses, that has been
marketed (including the transfer or delivery
of the sugar to a refinery for further process-
ing or marketing); and
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“(B) in the case of marketings during fiscal
years 1995 through 1999, .198 cents per pound
of raw cane sugar, processed by the processor
from domestically produced sugarcane or
sugarcane molasses, that has been marketed
(including the transfer or delivery of the
sugar to a refinery for further processing or
marketing).""; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘equal to"
and all that follows through the period and
inserting the following: “equal to—

“(A) in the case of marketings during fis-
cal years 1992 through 1994, .193 cents per
pound of beet sugar, processed by the proc-
essor from domestically produced sugar
beets or sugar beet molasses, that has been
marketed; and

*(B) in the case of marketings during fiscal
years 1995 through 1999, .2123 cents per pound
of beet sugar, processed by the processor
from domestically produced sugar beets or
sugar beet molasses, that has been mar-
keted.”.

{b) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.—

(1) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 189.—Section 206
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1446g) is further amended—

(A) in the section heading, by striking
*1995" and inserting **1998";

(B) in subsections (a), (c), (d}1), and (j), by
striking **1995" each place it appears and in-
serting **1998""; and

(C) in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection
(i), as amended by subsection (a), by striking
'*1996" both places it appears and inserting
*1999'.

(2) AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
1938, —Section 359b(a)(1) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359bb(a)(1))
is amended by striking *‘1996" and inserting
+41999".

SEC. 1108. OILSEEDS PROGRAM.

(a) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.—Sec-
tion 205 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.5.C. 1446f) is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
*1895"" and inserting ‘*1998"; and

(2) in subsections (b}, (¢), (e)(1), and (n), by
striking '‘1995" each place it appears and in-
serting *'1998'".

SEC. 1109. PEANUT PROGRAM.

(a) ASSESSMENT TO COVER UNANTICIPATED
LOSSES IN ADMINISTERING THE PROGRAM,—

(1) ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT.—Section 108B
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1445¢-3) is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (i); and

(B) by inserting after subsection (g) the
following new subsection:

*(h) ADDITIONAL MARKETING ASSESSMENT.—

‘(1) TWO PERCENT ASSESSMENT.—In addi-
tion to the marketing assessment required
by subsection (g), the Secretary shall also
provide for a nonrefundable marketing as-
sessment applicable to each of the 1993
through 1998 crops of peanuts and collected
and paid in accordance with this subsection.
The assessment shall be on a per pound basis
in an amount equal to 2 percent of the na-
tional average quota or additional peanut
support rate per pound, as applicable, for the
applicable crop. No peanuts shall be assessed
more than 2 percent of the applicable sup-
port rate under this subsection.

‘(2) FIRST PURCHASERS.—Except as pro-
vided under paragraphs (3) and (4), the first
purchaser of peanuts shall—

“(A) collect from the producer a marketing
assessment equal to 1 percent of the applica-
ble national average support rate times the
quantity of peanuts acquired;
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‘(B) pay, in addition to the amount col-
lected under subparagraph (A), a marketing
assessment in an amount equal to 1 percent
of the applicable national average support
rate times the quantity of peanuts acquired;
and

*(C) remit the amounts required under
subparagraphs (A) and (B) to the Commodity
Credit Corporation in a manner specified by
the Secretary.

*(3) OTHER PRIVATE MARKETINGS.—In the
case of a private marketing by a producer di-
rectly to a consumer through a retail or
wholesale outlet or in the case of a market-
ing by the producer outside of the continen-
tal United States, the producer shall be re-
sponsible for the full amount of the assess-
ment under this subsection and shall remit
the assessment by such time as is specified
by the Secretary.

*(4) LOoAN PEANUTS.—In the case of peanuts
that are pledged as collateral for a price sup-
port loan made under this section, % of the
assessment under this subsection shall be de-
ducted from the proceeds of the loan. The re-
mainder of the assessment shall be paid by
the first purchaser of the peanuts as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2).
For purposes of computing net gains on pea-
nuts under this section, the reduction in
loan proceeds under this subsection shall be
treated as having been paid to the producer.

*({5) RESERVE ACCOUNT.—

‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish in the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion a reserve account to be administered by
the Secretary for purposes of this section.
There shall be deposited in the reserve ac-
count for each crop of peanuts an amount
equal to—

‘(1) the total amount remitted to the Com-
modity Credit Corporation under paragraphs
(2) and (3) as the payment of the marketing
assessment applicable to that crop of pea-
nuts under this subsection; and

‘(ii) the total amount deducted from the
proceeds of a price support loan or paid by
first purchasers under paragraph (4) as the
payment of the marketing assessment appli-
cable to that crop of peanuts under this sub-
section.

‘(B) USE OF RESERVE ACCOUNT.—The Sec-
retary shall use amounts in the reserve ac-
count established in this paragraph to cover
losses incurred by the Commodity Credit
Corporation on the sale or disposal of pea-
nuts for which price support has been pro-
vided under this section. Funds in the re-
serve account shall be made available until
expended.

*(6) APPLICATION OF OTHER PROVISIONS.—
Paragraphs (2)(B), (5), and (6) of subsection
(g) shall apply with respect to the marketing
assessment required by this subsection.”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect 15
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(b) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION
ACTIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.—

(1) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 189,—Section 108B
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1445¢-3) is further amended—

(A) in the section heading, by striking
**1995" and inserting '*1998"";

(B) in subsections (a)(1), (a}2), (b)1), and
(g)1), by striking ‘1995 each place it ap-
pears and inserting *‘1998'"; and

(C) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by
subsection (a)(1)(A)), by striking 1995 and
inserting "*1998"'.

(2) AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
1938.—Part VI of subtitle B of title III of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is
amended—
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(A) in section 358-1 (7 U.S.C. 1358-1)—

(i) in the section heading, by striking
$1995" and inserting ''1998"";

(ii) in subsections (a)(1), (b)(1)A), (b)(1)B),
(b)(2)(A), (b}2)(C), (b)(3), and (f), by striking
1995 each place it appears and inserting
41998™"; and

(ii1) in subsection (d)1), by inserting after
5 calendar years' the following: **, or such
other period as the Secretary considers to be
appropriate in the case of a referendum held
after 1995,"";

(B) in section 358b (7 U.S.C. 1358b)—

(i) in the section heading, by striking
41995 and inserting **1998""; and

(ii) in subsection (c), by striking ‘''1995"
and inserting **1998'";

(C) in section 358c(d) (7 U.8.C. 1358c(d)), by
striking *1995’" and inserting *'1998""; and

(D) in section 358e (7T U.S.C, 1359a)—

(i) in the section heading, by striking
*1995"" and inserting **1998'"; and

(ii) in subsection (i), by striking *'1995" and
inserting **1998"'.

(3) FoOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND
TRADE ACT OF 1990.—Title VIII of the Food,
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of
1990 (Public Law 101-624; 104 Stat. 3459) is
amended—

(A) in section 801 (104 Stat. 3459), by strik-
ing **1995" and inserting *'1998"";

(B) in section 807 (104 Stat. 3478), by strik-
ing **1995" and inserting ‘'1998""; and

(C) in section 808 (7 U.S.C. 1441 note), by
striking *'1995"" and inserting ‘*1998",

(c) ASSESSMENT UNDER PEANUT MARKETING
AGREEMENT.—Section 8b(b)(1) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608b(b)(1)), re-
enacted with amendments by the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is
amended—

(1) by striking “‘and" at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting '; and"'; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

“(C) any assessment imposed under such
agreement shall apply to peanut handlers (as
that term is defined by the Secretary) who
have not entered into such an agreement
with the Secretary in addition to those han-
dlers who have entered into such agree-
ment.".

SEC. 1110. HONEY PROGRAM.

(a) REDUCED SUPPORT RATE.—Subsection
(a) of section 207 of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446h) is amended by striking
than *‘53.8 cents’ and inserting ‘‘than—

“(1) 53.8 cents per pound for the 1951
through 1993 crop years; and

**(2) 50 cents per pound for the 1994 through
1998 crop years.".

{(b) PAYMENT LIMITATIONS.—Subsection
(e)1) of such section is amended—

(1) by striking “and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C);

(2) by striking subparagraph (D); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraphs:

(D) $125,000 in the 1994 crop year;

“(E) $100,000 in the 1995 crop year;

“(F) $75,000 in the 1996 crop year; and

“(G) $50,000 in each of the 1997 and subse-
quent crop years.'.

(¢) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION AC-
TIVITIES.—Subsections (a), (¢)(1), and (j) of
such section are amended by striking ‘1995
each place it appears and inserting *'1998".

(d) TERMINATION OF ASSESSMENT.—Sub-
section (i)1) of such section is amended by
striking *“1995" and inserting *‘1993".
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SEC. 1111. WOOL AND MOHAIR PROGRAM.

(a) PAYMENT LIMITATIONS. —Section
704(b)(1) of the National Wool Act of 1954 (7
U.8.C. 1783(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking “‘and™ at the end of subpara-
graph (C);

(2) by striking subparagraph (D); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraphs:

(D) $125,000 for the 1994 marketing year;

“(E) $100,000 for the 1995 marketing year;

*(F") $75,000 for 1996 marketing year; and

*(G) $50,000 for each of the 1997 and subse-
quent marketing years.".

(b) MARKETING CHARGES.—Section 706 of
National Wool Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1785) is
amended by inserting after the second sen-
tence the following new sentence: *'In deter-
mining the net sales proceeds and national
payment rates for shorn wool and shorn mo-
hair the Secretary shall not deduct market-
ing charges for commissions, coring, or grad-
ing.”.

(c) CONTINUATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION AcC-
TIVITIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.—Sub-
sections (a) and (b)(2) of section 703 of the
National Wool Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1782) are
amended by striking ‘'1995"" both places it
appears and inserting *‘1998'".

(d) TERMINATION OF MARKETING ASSESS-
MENT.—Section 704(c) of the National Wool
Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1783(c)) is amended by
striking **1995"" and inserting “'1992".

(e) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) POLICY OF CONGRESS.—Section 702 of the
National Wool Act of 18954 (7 U.S.C. 1781) is
amended—

(A) by striking **, strategic,” in the first
sentence; and

(B) by striking ‘‘as a measure of national
security and to promote” and inserting
‘‘that as a method to promote’".

(2) ELIMINATION OF OBSOLETE PROVISION.—
Section T03(b) of the National Wool Act of
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1782(b)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘“para-
graphs (2) and (3)"” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
2"

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Except as
provided in paragraph (3), for" and inserting
“For''; and

(C) by striking paragraph (3).

(3) ADVERTISING AND SALES PROMOTION PRO-
GRAMS.—Section 708 of the National Wool
Act of 1954 (T U.S.C. 1787) is amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘(a)" after ‘‘SEc. 708.”"; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

*(b)1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
to the extent that the Secretary determines
that the amount of funds that would other-
wise be made available under subsection (a)
in any marketing year for agreements en-
tered into under such subsection is less than
the amount made available under such sub-
section in the previous marketing year, the
difference in such amounts shall be provided
from amounts available to support the prices
of wool and mohair under section 703 of this
title. Any amount provided under this sub-
section shall be considered to be an expendi-
ture made in connection with payments to
producers under this title for purposes of sec-
tion 705 of this title.

*(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply if the
Secretary determines that any portion of the
difference between the amounts made avail-
able under subsection (a) between two con-
secutive marketing years is the result of a
per unit reduction in the amount of the as-
sessment imposed under the agreements en-
tered into under such subsection.”.
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SEC. 1112. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO CON-
TINUE DEFICIT REDUCTION ACTIVI-
TIES IN CROP YEARS AFTER 1995.

(a) SUPPLEMENTAL SET-ASIDE AND ACREAGE
LIMITATION AUTHORITY.—Section 113 of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445h) is
amended by striking 1995 and inserting
$1998".

(b) DEFICIENCY AND LAND DIVERSION PAY-
MENTS.—Subsections (a)(1), (b), and (c¢) of sec-
tion 114 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.8.C, 1445j) are amended by striking **1995"
each place it appears and inserting ‘1998,

(c) DISASTER PAYMENTS.—Section 208 of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446i) is
amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
*1995" and inserting ‘*1998"";

(2) in subsection (d), by striking *'1995"" and
inserting '*1998"".

(d) MISCELLANEOUS.—Title IV of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) in section 402(b) (7 U.S.C. 1422(b)). by
striking *'1995" and inserting ''1998"";

(2) in section 403(c) (T U.S.C. 1423(c)), by
striking **1995" and inserting **1998'";

(3) in section 406(b) (7 U.S.C. 1426(b))—

(A) by striking ‘'1995'' each place it appears
and inserting '*1998'; and

(B) by striking **1996" each place it appears
and inserting ‘*1999"; and

(4) in section 408(k)3) (7T U.S.C. 1428(k)(3)),
by striking **1995"" and inserting *‘1998"".

(8) ACREAGE BASE AND YIELD SYSTEM.—
Title V of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1461 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in subsections (c)(3) and (h)(2)(A) of sec-
tion 503 (7 U.S.C. 1463), by striking ‘‘1995"
each place it appears and inserting 1998";

(2) in subsections (b)(1) and (b)(2) of section
505 (7 U.S.C. 1465), by striking *‘1995" each
place it appears and inserting '‘1998™"; and

(3) in section 509 (7 U.S.C. 1469), by striking
#1995"" and inserting '*1998".

(f) NORMALLY PLANTED ACREAGE.—Section
1001 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 1309) is amended in subsections (a),
(b)(1), and (¢) by striking **1995"" each place it
appears and inserting *'1998".

(g) AGRICULTURE AND FOOD AcCT OF 1981.—
Section 1014 of the Agriculture and Food Act
of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 4110) is amended by striking
©1995" and inserting ‘‘1998".

(h) FooD SECURITY ACT OF 1985.—The Food
Security Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-198; 99
Stat. 1354) is amended—

(I) in section 902(cK2)(A) (7 U.8.C. 1446
note), by striking 1995 and inserting
1998"";

(2) in paragraphs (1)(A), (1)(B), and (2)(A) of
section 1001 (7 U.S.C. 1308), by striking ‘19985
each place it appears and inserting **1998";

(3) in section 1001C(a) (7 U.S8.C. 1308-3(a)),
by striking *‘1995"" both places it appears and
inserting ‘'1998"";

(4) in section 1017(b) (7 U.S.C. 1385 note), by
striking **1995"" and inserting ‘'1998""; and

(5) in section 1019 (7 U.S.C. 1310a), by strik-
ing **1995'" and inserting ‘*1998".

(i) OpTIONS PILOT PROGRAM.—The Options
Pilot Program Act of 1990 (subtitle E of title
XI of Public Law 101-624; 104 Stat. 3518; 7
U.S.C. 1421 note) is amended—

(1) in subsections (a) and (b) of section 1153,
by striking *‘1995"" each place it appears and
inserting ''1998"; and

(2) in section 1154(b)1)(A), by striking
*1995'" both places it appears and inserting
nlmﬂ'

(j) READJUSTMENT OF SUPPORT LEVELS.—
Section 1302 of the Agricultural Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note) is
amended in subsections (b)1), (b)3), and
(d)1XC) by striking **1995" each place it ap-
pears and inserting *‘1998".
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Subtitle B—Restructuring of Loan Programs
SEC. 1201. RESTRUCTURING OF CERTAIN LOAN
PROGRAMS.

(a) LoaN PROGRAMS UNDER THE RURAL
ELECTRIFICATION ACT OF 1936.—

(1) INSURED LOAN PROGRAMS,—Section 305
of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7
U.5.C. 935) is amended—

(A) by striking subsections (b) and (d);

(B) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (b); and

(C) by inserting after subsection (b) (as so
redesignated) the following:

*(¢) INSURED ELECTRIC LOANS.—

‘(1) HARDSHIP LOANS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
make insured electric loans at an interest
rate of 5 percent per annum to any applicant
therefor who meets each of the following re-
quirements: .

*(1) The average revenue per kilowatt-hour
sold by the applicant is not less than 120 per-
cent of the average revenue per kilowatt-
hour sold by all utilities in the State in
which the borrower provides service.

“(ii) The average residential revenue per
kilowatt-hour sold by the applicant is not
less than 120 percent of the average residen-
tial revenue per kilowatt-hour sold by all
utilities in the State in which the borrower
provides service.

‘!(iii) The average per capita income of the
residents receiving electric service from the
applicant is less than the average per capita
income of the residents of the State in which
the applicant provides service, or the median
household income of the households receiv-
ing electric service from the applicant is less
than the median household income of the
households in the State.

*(B) SEVERE HARDSHIP LOANS.—The Admin-
istrator may make an insured electric loan
at an interest rate of 5 percent per annum to
an applicant therefor if, in the sole discre-
tion of the Administrator, the applicant has
experienced a severe hardship.

*(C) LIMITATION.—The Administrator may
not make a loan under this paragraph to an
applicant for the purpose of furnishing or im-
proving electric service to a consumer lo-
cated in an urban or urbanized area (as de-
fined by the Bureau of the Census) if the av-
erage number of consumers per mile of line
of the total electric system of the applicant
exceeds 17.

*(2) MUNICIPAL RATE LOANS.—

*(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
make insured electric loans, to the extent of
qualifying applications therefor, at the in-
terest rate described in subparagraph (B) for
the term or terms selected by the applicant
pursuant to subparagraph (C).

‘(B) INTEREST RATE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.,—Subject to clause (ii), the
interest rate described in this subparagraph
on a loan to a gqualifying applicant shall be—

‘(I) the interest rate determined by the
Administrator to be equal to the current
market yield on outstanding municipal obli-
gations with remaining periods to maturity
similar to the term selected by the applicant
pursuant to subparagraph (C), but not great-
er than the rate determined under section
307(a)(3)(A) of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act which is based on
the current market yield on outstanding mu-
nicipal obligations; plus

“Y(II) if the applicant for the loan makes an
election pursuant to subparagraph (D) to in-
clude in the loan agreement the right of the
applicant to prepay the loan, a rate equal to
the amount by which—

‘(aa) the interest rate on commercial
loans for a similar period that afford the bor-
rower such a right; exceeds
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*(bb) the interest rate on commercial
loans for such period that do not afford the
borrower such a right.

“(ii) MAXIMUM RATE.—The interest rate de-
scribed in this subparagraph on a loan to an
applicant therefor shall not exceed 7 percent
if—

*(I) the average number of consumers per
mile of line of the total electric system of
the applicant is less than 5.50; or

*(II}aa) the average revenue per kilowatt-
hour sold by the applicant is more than the
average revenue per kilowatt-hour sold by
all utilities in the State in which the bor-
rower provides service; and

*'(bb) the average per capita income of the
residents receiving electric service from the
applicant is less than the average per capita
income of the residents of the State in which
the applicant provides service, or the median
household income of the households receiv-
ing electric service from the applicant is less
than the median household income of the
households in the State.

“(iii) ExcepTioN.—Clause (ii) shall not
apply to a loan to be made to an applicant
for the purpose of furnishing or improving
electric service to consumers located in an
urban or urbanized area (as defined by the
Bureau of the Census) if the average number
of consumers per mile of line of the total
electric system of the applicant exceeds 17.

*(C) LOAN TERM.—

**(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the
applicant for a loan under this paragraph
may select the term during which the loan is
to be repaid, and, at the end of such term
(and any succeeding term selected by the ap-
plicant under this subparagraph), may renew
the loan for another term selected by the ap-
plicant.

‘(i) MAXIMUM TERM.—Notwithstanding
clause (i), the applicant may not select a
term that ends more than 35 years after the
beginning of the lst term the applicant se-
lects under clause (i).

(D) CALL PROVISION.—The Administrator
shall offer any applicant for a loan under
this paragraph the option to include in the
loan agreement the right of the applicant to
prepay the loan on terms consistent with
similar provisions of commercial loans.

*(3) OTHER SOURCE OF CREDIT NOT REQUIRED
IN CERTAIN CASES.—The Administrator may
not require any applicant for a loan made
under this subsection who is eligible for a
loan under paragraph (1) to obtain a loan
from another source as a condition of ap-
proving the application for the loan or ad-
vancing any amount under the loan.

**(d) INSURED TELEPHONE LOANS.—

*(1) HARDSHIP LOANS.—

‘'(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
make insured telephone loans, to the extent
of qualifying applications therefor, at an in-
terest rate of 5 percent per annum, to any
applicant who meets each of the following
requirements:

‘(i) The average number of subscribers per
mile of line in the service area of the appli-
cant is not more than 4.

*(ii) The applicant is capable of producing
net income or margins, before interest pay-
ments on the loan applied for, of not less
than 100 percent (but not more than 300 per-
cent) of the interest requirements on all of
the outstanding and proposed loans of the
applicant.

**(iii) The Administrator has approved a
telecommunications modernization plan for
the State under paragraph (3), and, if the
plan was developed by telephone borrowers
under this title, the applicant is a partici-
pant in the plan.
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‘“(B) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE TIER REQUIRE-
MENT.—The Administrator may waive the re-
quirement of subparagraph (A)(ii) in any
case in which the Administrator determines
(and sets forth the reasons therefor in writ-
ing) that the requirement would prevent
emergency restoration of the telephone sys-
tem of the applicant or result in severe hard-
ship to the applicant.

**(C) EFFECT OF LACK OF FUNDS.—On request
of any applicant who is eligible for a loan
under this paragraph for which funds are not
available, the applicant shall be considered
to have applied for a loan under title IV.

(2) COST-OF-MONEY LOANS.—

*(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may
make insured telephone loans for the pur-
chase and installation of telephone lines,
systems, and facilities (other than buildings
used primarily for administrative purposes,
vehicles not used primarily in construction,
and personal customer premise equipment)
directly related to the furnishing, improve-
ment, or extension of rural telecommuni-
cations service or the acquisition of a rural
telecommunications capability, at an inter-
est rate egual to the then cost of money to
the Government of the United States for
loans of similar maturity, but not more than
7 percent per annum, to any applicant there-
for who meets the following requirements:

‘(i) The average number of subscribers per
mile of line in the service area of the appli-
cant is not more than 15.

*(1i) The applicant is capable of producing
net income or margins, before interest pay-
ments on the loan applied for, of not less
than 100 percent (but not more than 500 per-
cent) of the interest requirements on all of
the outstanding and proposed loans of the
applicant.

“(iii) The Administrator has approved a
telecommunications modernization plan for
the State under paragraph (3), and, if the
plan was developed by telephone borrowers
under this title, the applicant is a partici-
pant in the plan.

‘(B) CALL PROVISION.—The Administrator
shall offer any applicant for a loan under
this paragraph the option to include in the
loan agreement the right of the applicant to
prepay the loan.

*'(C) CONCURRENT LOAN AUTHORITY.—On re-
quest of any applicant for a loan under this
paragraph during any fiscal year, the Admin-
istrator shall—

‘(i) consider the application to be for a
loan under this paragraph and a loan under
section 408; and

*(ii) if the applicant is eligible therefor,
make a loan to the applicant under this
paragraph in an amount equal to the amount
that bears the same ratio to the total
amount of loans for which the applicant is
eligible under this paragraph and under sec-
tion 408, as the amount made available for
loans under this paragraph for the fiscal year
bears to the total amount made available for
loans under this paragraph and under section
408 for the fiscal year.

‘(D) EFFECT OF LACK OF FUNDS.—On re-
quest of any applicant who is eligible for a
loan under this paragraph for which funds
are not available, the applicant shall be con-
sidered to have applied for a loan guarantee
under section 306.

‘(3) STATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS MOD-
ERNIZATION PLANS.—

“(A) APPROVAL.—If, within 6 months after
final regulations are promulgated to carry
out this paragraph, the public utility com-
mission of any State develops a tele-
communications modernization plan that
meets the requirements of subparagraph (B),
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then the Administrator shall approve the
plan for the State. Otherwise, the Adminis-
trator shall approve any telecommuni-
cations modernization plan for the State
that meets such requirements, which is de-
veloped by a majority of the borrowers of
telephone loans made under this title who
are located in the State.

*(B) REQUIREMENTS.—A  telecommuni-
cations modernization plan must, at a mini-
mum, meet the following objectives:

(i) The plan must provide for the elimi-
nation of party line service.

*(ii) The plan must provide for the avail-
ability of telecommunications services for
improved business, educational, and medical
services.

“(iii) The plan must encourage and im-
prove computer networks and information
highways for subscribers in rural areas.

*(iv) The plan must provide for—

**(I) subscribers in rural areas to be able to
receive through telephone lines—

“(aa) multiple voices;

*(bb) video images; and

‘(ce) data at a rate of at least 1,000,000 bits
of information per second; and

‘(II) the proper routing of information to
subscribers.

*(v) The plan must provide for uniform de-
ployment schedules to ensure that advanced
services are deployed at the same time in
rural and nonrural areas.

‘“(C) FINALITY OF APPROVAL.—A tele-
communications modernization plan ap-
proved under subparagraph (A) may not sub-
sequently be disapproved..

(2) RURAL TELEPHONE BANK LOAN PRO-
GRAM.—Section 408 of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 948) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(1) by striking **, (1) and all that follows
through **(3)" and inserting ‘(1) for the pur-
chase and installation of telephone lines,
systems, and facilities (other than buildings
used primarily for administrative purposes,
vehicles not used primarily in construction,
and personal customer premise equipment)
directly related to the furnishing, improve-
ment, or extension of rural telecommuni-
cations service or the acquisition of a rural
telecommunications capability, and (2)"'; and

(ii) by striking ‘(2) hereof’' and inserting
“clause (1),

(B) in subsection (b)—

(i) by amending paragraph (4) to read as
follows:

“(4)}(A) The Governor of the telephone bank
may make a loan under this section only to
an applicant therefor who meets the follow-
ing requirements:

‘(i) The average number of subscribers per
mile of line in the service area of the appli-
cant is not more than 15.

“(ii) The applicant is capable of producing
net income or margins, before interest pay-
ments on the loan applied for, of not less
than 100 percent (but not more than 500 per-
cent) of the interest requirements on all of
the outstanding and proposed loans of the
applicant.

‘(iii) The Administrator has approved,
under section 305(d3), a telecommuni-
cations modernization plan for the State in
which the applicant is located, and, if the
plan was developed by telephone borrowers
under title III, the applicant is a participant
in the plan.”;

(ii) in paragraph (8)—

(I) by inserting *‘(A)"" after *'(8)";

(II) by striking “if such prepayment is not
made later than September 30, 1988 and in-
serting “‘except for any prepayment penalty
provided for in a loan agreement entered
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into before the date of the enactment of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993'";
and

(III) by adding at the end the following:

“(B) If a borrower prepays part or all of a
loan made under this section, then, notwith-
standing section 407(b), the Governor of the
telephone bank shall—

“(1) use the full amount of the prepayment
to repay obligations of the telephone bank
issued pursuant to section 407(b) before Octo-
ber 1, 1991, to the extent any such obligations
are outstanding; and

*(ii) in repaying such obligations, first
repay the advances bearing the greatest rate
of interest.”’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

(9) On request of any applicant for a loan
under this section during any fiscal year, the
Governor of the telephone bank shall—

‘(A) consider the application to be for a
loan under this section and a loan under sec-
tion 305(d)(2); and

*(B) if the applicant is eligible therefor,
make a loan to the applicant under this sec-
tion in an amount equal to the amount that
bears the same ratio to the total amount of
loans for which the applicant is eligible
under this section and under section
305(d)(2), as the amount made available for
loans under this section for the fiscal year
bears to the total amount made available for
loans under this section and under section
305(d)(2) for the fiscal year.

“(10) On request of any applicant who is el-
igible for a loan under this section for which
funds are not available, the applicant shall
be considered to have applied for a loan
under section 305(d)(2).""; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(e) Loans and advances made under this
section on or after November 5, 1990, shall
bear interest at a rate determined under this
section, taking into account all assets and li-
abilities of the telephone bank. This sub-
section shall not apply to loans obligated be-
fore the date of the enactment of this sub-
section.”.

(3) FUNDING.—Section 314 of such Act (7
U.S.C. 940d) is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 314. LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF

APPROPRIATIONS.

‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Administrator such
sums as may be necessary for the cost of
loans in the following amounts, for the fol-
lowing purposes and periods of time:

*(1) ELECTRIC HARDSHIP LOANS.—For loans
under section 305(c)(1)—

“(A) for fiscal year 1994, $125,000,000; and

*(B) for each of fiscal years 1995 through
1998, $125,000,000, increased by the adjustment
percentage for the fiscal year.

*(2) ELECTRIC MUNICIPAL RATE LOANS.—For
loans under section 305(c)(2)—

*(A) tor fiscal year 1994, $600,000,000; and

“(B) for each of fiscal years 1995 through
1998, $600,000,000, increased by the adjustment
percentage for the fiscal year.

‘(3) TELEPHONE HARDSHIP LOANS.—For
loans under section 305(d)(1)—

**(A) for fiscal year 1994, §125,000,000; and

‘“(B) for each of fiscal years 1995 through
1998, $125,000,000, increased by the adjustment
percentage for the fiscal year.

‘(4) TELEPHONE COST-OF-MONEY LOANS.—
For loans under section 305(d)(2)—

*(A) for fiscal year 1994, $198,000,000; and

*(B) for each of fiscal years 1995 through
1998, $198,000,000, increased by the adjustment
percentage for the fiscal year.

“(b) ADJUSTMENT PERCENTAGE DEFINED.—
As used in subsection (a), the term ‘adjust-
ment percentage’ means, with respect to a
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fiscal year, the percentage (if any) by
which—

‘(1) the average of the Consumer Price
Index (as defined in section 1(f}5) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) for the 12-
month period ending on July 31 of the imme-
diately preceding fiscal year; exceeds

‘(2) the average of the Consumer Price
Index (as so defined) for the 12-month period
ending on July 31, 1993.

‘(¢) MANDATORY LEVELS.—The Adminis-
trator shall make insured loans under this
title from the Rural Electrification and
Telephone Revolving Fund established under
section 301, for the purposes, in the amounts,
and for the periods of time specified in sub-
section (a), as provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts.

‘(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR INSURED
LoANs.—Amounts made available for loans
under section 305 are authorized to remain
available until expended.".

(4) RULE OF INTERPRETATION.—Section
309(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 939%(a)) is amended
by adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be construed to
make section 408(b)(2) or 412 applicable to
this title.".

(5) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS,—

(A) Section 2 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 902) is
amended—

(i) by inserting ‘'(a)"" before "'The Adminis-
trator';

(ii) by striking ‘‘telephone service in rural
areas, as hereinafter provided;"” and insert-
ing ‘“‘electric and telephone service in rural
areas, as provided in this Act, and for the
purpose of assisting electric borrowers to im-
plement demand side management and en-
ergy conservation programs’'; and

(ii1) by adding at the end the following:

‘Y(b) Not later than January 1, 1994, the Ad-
ministrator shall issue interim regulations
to implement the authority contained in
subsection (a) to make loans for the purpose
of assisting electric borrowers to implement
demand side management and energy con-
servation programs. If such regulations are
not issued by such date, the Administrator
shall consider any demand side management
program which is approved by a State agen-
cy to be eligible for such loans."

(B) Section 4 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 904) is
amended by inserting *‘and for the furnishing
and improving of electric service to persons
in rural areas, including by assisting electric
borrowers to implement demand side man-
agement and energy conservation programs’
after “‘central station service".

(C) Section 7 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 907) is
amended—

(i) by inserting *‘(a)"" before ‘““The Adminis-
trator is'’;

(ii) by designating the 2nd undesignated
paragraph as subsection (b); and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

*(e) Section 306(b) of the Consoclidated
Farm and Rural Development Act shall
apply to a borrower of a loan under this Act
in the same manner in which such section
applies to an association referred to in such
section.”.

(D) Section 13 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 913) is
amended—

(i) by inserting ‘'‘, except as provided in
section 203(b),"" before ‘‘shall be deemed to
mean any area’’; and

(ii) by striking *“‘city, village, or borough
having a population in excess of fifteen hun-
dred inhabitants"” and inserting ‘‘urban or
urbanized area, as defined by the Bureau of
the Census’.

(E) Section 203(b) of such Act (7 U.S.C.
923(b)) is amended by striking “one thousand
five hundred” and inserting *‘5,000".
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(F) Section 307 of such Act (T U.S.C. 937) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“The Administrator may not request any ap-
plicant for an electric loan under this Act to
apply for and accept a loan in an amount ex-
ceeding 30 percent of the credit needs of the
applicant.".

(G) Section 406 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 946) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

(1) The Governor of the telephone bank
may invest in obligations of the United
States the amounts in the account in the
Treasury of the United States numbered
12X8139 (known as ‘the RTB Equity Fund').”.

(H) Section 18 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 918) is
amended—

(i) by inserting ‘‘(a) NO CONSIDERATION OF
BORROWER'S LEVEL OF GENERAL FUNDS.—"
before ““The Administrator”; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) No LOAN ORIGINATION FEES.—The Ad-
ministrator and the Governor of the tele-
phone bank may not charge any fee or
charge not expressly provided in this Act in
connection with any loan under this Act."”.

(I) Title III of such Act (7 U.S.C. 931-940d)
is amended by inserting after section 306B
the following:

“SEC. 308C. ELIGIBILITY OF DISTRIBUTION BOR-
ROWERS FOR LOANS, LOAN GUARAN.
TEES, AND LIEN ACCOMMODATIONS.

‘A distribution borrower not in default on
the repayment of any loan made or guaran-
teed under this Act shall be eligible for a
loan, loan guarantee, or lien accommodation
under this title. For the purpose of determin-
ing such eligibility, a default by a borrower
from which a distribution borrower pur-
chases wholesale power shall not be consid-
ered a default by the distribution borrower.
“SEC. 306D. ADMINISTRATIVE PROHIBITIONS AP-

PLICABLE TO ELECTRIC BORROW-
ERS.

“The Administrator may not require prior
approval of, impose any requirement, re-
striction, or prohibition with respect to the
operations of, or deny or delay the granting
of a lien accommodation to, any electric bor-
rower under this Act whose net worth ex-
ceeds 110 percent of the outstanding prin-
cipal balance on all loans made or guaran-
teed to the borrower by the Administrator.".

(b) EXPANDED ELIGIBILITY FOR LOANS FOR
WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES.—
Section 306(a)(1) of the Consolidated Farm
and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C.
1926(a)(1)) is amended by inserting after the
1st sentence the following: ““The Secretary
may also make loans to any borrower to
whom a loan has been made under the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, for the conserva-
tion, development, use, and control of water,
and the installation of drainage or waste dis-
posal facilities, primarily serving farmers,
ranchers, farm tenants, farm laborers, rural
businesses, and other rural residents.".

(c) REGULATIONS.—Not later than October
1, 1993, the Administrator of the Rural Devel-
opment Administration shall issue interim
final rules to implement the amendments
made by this section.

SEC. 1202. REORGANIZATION OF RURAL DEVEL-
OPMENT FUNCTIONS.

(a) ADMINISTRATION OF RURAL ELECTRIFICA-
TION ACT OF 1936 TRANSFERRED TO THE RURAL
DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION,.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Rural Electrification
Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 901 et seq.) is amended
by striking all after the enacting clause that
precedes section 2 and inserting the follow-
ing:

“SECTION 1. gﬂ TITLE; ADMINISTRATION OF

‘(a) BSHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited
as the ‘Rural Electrification Act of 1936'.
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*(b) ADMINISTRATION OF ACT.—The Admin-
istrator of the Rural Development Adminis-
tration (in this Act referred to as the ‘Ad-
ministrator’) shall carry out this Act under
the general direction and supervision of the
Secretary of Agriculture.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Section 3(a) of such Act (7T U,S.C, 903(a))
is amended by striking “appointed pursuant
to the provisions of this Act".

(B) Section 8 of such Act (7 U.5.C. 908) is
amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘authorized to be appointed
by this Act”; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration created by this Act" and insert-
ing “Rural Development Administration’.

(C) Each of the following provisions of such
Act is amended by striking “Rural Elec-
trification Administration"” and inserting
“Rural Development Administration':

(i) Section 306A(b) (7 U.S.C. 936a(b)).

(ii) Section 403(b) (7 U.S.C. 943(b)).

(iii) Section 404 (7 U.S.C. 944).

(iv) Section 406(c) (7 U.8.C. 946(c)).

(v) Section 410(a)(1) (7 U.S.C. 950(a)(1)).

(b) OTHER FUNCTIONS OF THE RURAL ELEC-
TRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION TRANSFERRED
TO THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRA-
TION.—Section 364 of the Consolidated Farm
and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2006f)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing: 3

n‘&:(E) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS OF THE RURAL
ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION TO THE
RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION,—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—AII rights, interests, ob-
ligations, and duties of the Administrator of
the Rural Electrification Administration
arising before the date of the enactment of
this subsection, from any loan made, in-
sured, or guaranteed by, or other action of,
the Rural Electrification Administration
shall be vested in the Administrator of the
Rural Development Administration.

*(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any
law, regulation, or order in effect imme-
diately before the date of the enactment of
this subsection to the Rural Electrification
Administration or to the Administrator of
the Rural Electrification Administration, is
deemed to be a reference to the Rural Devel-
opment Administration or to the Adminis-
trator of the Rural Development Administra-
tion, respectively.

(3) EFFECT ON PENDING PROCEEDINGS AND
PARTIES TO SUCH PROCEEDINGS.—

**(A) NONABATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS.—This
subsection shall not be construed to abate
any proceeding commenced by or against the
Rural Electrification Administration or the
Administrator of the Rural Electrification
Administration.

*(B) EFFECT ON PARTIES.—If an officer of
the Rural Electrification Administration, in
the official capacity of such officer, is a
party to a proceeding pending on the date of
the enactment of this subsection, then such
action shall be continued with the Adminis-
trator, or other appropriate officer, of the
Rural Development Administration sub-
stituted or added as a party.

*(4) INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS.—The Sec-
retary shall transfer all personnel from the
Rural Electrification Administration to the
Rural Development Administration, and
shall make such determinations as may be
appropriate to carry out this subsection.”.

(¢) STRUCTURE OF THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT
ADMINISTRATION.—Such section 364 (T U.S.C.
2006f), as amended by subsection (b) of this
section, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“(h) STRUCTURE OF THE RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT ADMINISTRATION,—
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*(1) DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR RURAL
UTILITIES.—The Administrator of the Rural
Development Administration shall appoint a
Deputy Administrator for Rural Utilities
who shall administer—

“(A) the programs authorized by the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936; and

‘“(B) the rural water and waste disposal
programs administered by the Rural Devel-
opment Administration.

*(2) ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATORS.—The Ad-
ministrator of the Rural Development Ad-
ministration may appoint—

“(A) an Assistant Administrator for the
electric programs authorized by the Rural
Electrification Act of 19386;

‘“(B) an Assistant Administrator for the
telephone programs authorized by such Act;

“(C) an Assistant Administrator who shall
be responsible for—

“(i) rural utility technical engineering
standards and specifications; and

‘(i) other utility management and ac-
counting functions assigned by the Adminis-
trator; and

‘(D) an Assistant Administrator for water
and sewer programs.”’.

(d) RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Such section 364 (7 U.S.C.
2006f), as amended by subsections (b) and (c)
of this section, is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(i) RURAL EcoNOMIC DEVELOPMENT.—A
borrower of a loan or loan guarantee under
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 shall be
eligible for assistance under all programs ad-
ministered by the Rural Development Ad-
ministration, and the Administrator of the
Rural Development Administration shall en-
courage and facilitate the full participation
of such a borrower in such programs,

“(j) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE UNIT.—The Ad-
ministrator of the Rural Development Ad-
ministration shall establish a technical as-
sistance unit to provide to borrowers under
the programs administered by the Rural De-
velopment Administration advice and guid-
ance on community and economic develop-
ment activities.".

(2) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Section 11A of
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C.
911a) is hereby repealed.

(e) REGULATIONS.—Not later than January
1, 1994, the Administrator of the Rural Devel-
opment Administration shall issue interim
final rules to implement the amendments
made by this section.

Subtitle C—Food Stamp Program
SEC. 1301. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Mickey
Leland Childhood Hunger Relief Act'.

SEC. 1302. REFERENCES TO THE ACT.

Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
title, references in this subtitle to ‘‘the Act”
and sections of the Act shall be deemed to be
references to the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.8.C. 2011 et seq.) and the sections of such
Act.

CHAPTER 1—ENSURING ADEQUATE FOOD
1 ASSISTANCE
SEC. 1311, MAXIMUM BENEFIT LEVEL.

Section 3(o) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2012(0)) is

amended by striking ‘(4) through' and all
that follows through the end of the sub-
section, and inserting the following:
“and (4) on October 1, 1993, and each October
1 thereafter, adjust the cost of such diet to
reflect 104 percent of the cost of the thrifty
food plan in the preceding June (without re-
gard to adjustments made to such costs in
any previous year), as determined by the
Secretary, and round the result to the near-
est lower dollar increment for each house-
hold size.”.
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SEC. 1312. HELPING LOW-INCOME HIGH SCHOOL
STUDENTS.

Section 5(dX7) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2014(d)(7)) is amended by striking ‘“who is a
student, and who has not attained his eight-
eenth birthday' and inserting “who is an el-
ementary or secondary school student, and
who is 21 years of age or younger”'.

SEC. 1313. FAMILIES WITH HIGH SHELTER EX-
PENSES.

(a) COMPUTATION.—Section 5(e) of the Act
(7 U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended—

(1) in the fourth sentence by striking *:
Provided, That the amount’ and all that fol-
lows through *‘June 30”’; and

(2) in the fifth sentence by striking “under
clause (2) of the preceding sentence’’,

(b) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) FISCAL YEAR 1994.—Effective on the date

of enactment of this Act, section 5(e) of the
Act (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended by inserting
after the fourth sentence the following:
“In the 12-month period ending September
30, 1994, such excess shelter expense deduc-
tion shall not exceed $214 a month in the 48
contiguous States and the District of Colum-
bia, and shall not exceed, in Alaska, Hawaili,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands of the United
States, $372, $305, $259, and $158 a month, re-
spectively.''.

(2) REMOVAL OF CAP.—Effective October 1,
1994, section 5(e) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)),
as amended by paragraph (1), is amended by
striking the fifth sentence.

SEC. 1314. RESOURCE EXCLUSION FOR EARNED
INCOME TAX CREDITS.

Section 5(g)3) of the Act (T U.S.C.
2014(g)(3)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘“The Secretary shall also exclude from fi-
nancial resources any earned income tax
credits received by any member of the house-
hold for a period of 12 months from receipt if
such member was participating in the food
stamp program at the time the credits were
received and participated in such program
continuously during the twelve-month pe-
riod.”.

SEC. 1315. HOMELESS FAMILIES IN TRANSI-

TIONAL HOUSING.

Section 5(k)(2)}F) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2014(K)(2X(F)) is amended to read as follows:

“(F) housing assistance payments made to
a third party on behalf of the household re-
siding in transitional housing for the home-
less;".

SEC. 1316. HOUSEHOLDS BENEFITING FROM GEN-
ERAL ASSISTANCE VENDOR PAY-

Section 5(k)(1XB) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2014(k)}(1)B)) is amended by striking “‘living
expenses’’ and inserting “‘housing expenses,
not including energy or utility-cost assist-
ance,".

SEC. 1317. CONTINUING BENEFITS TO ELIGIBLE
HOUSEHOLDS.

Section 8(c)2)(B) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2017(c)(2X(B)) is amended by Iinserting ‘“‘of
more than one month in" after “‘following
any period'.

SEC. 1318. IMPROVING THE NUTRITIONAL STA-
TUS OF CHILDREN IN PUERTO RICO.

Section 19(a)(1)(A) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2028(a)(1XA)) is amended by—

(1) striking ‘'$1,091,000,000" and inserting
*'§1,111,000,000'"; and

(2) striking ‘'$1,133,000,000" and inserting
**$1,158,000,000"".

CHAPTER 2—PROMOTING SELF
SUFFICIENCY
SEC. 1321. INCOME EXCLUSION FOR EDUCATION
ASSISTANCE.

Section 5 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2014) is

amended by—
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(1) amending subsection (dX3) to read as
follows:

“(3) all educational loans on which pay-
ment is deferred (including any loan origina-
tion fees or insurance premiums associated
with such loans), grants, scholarships, fel-
lowships, veterans' educational benefits, and
the like awarded to a household member en-
rolled at a recognized institution of post-sec-
ondary education, at a school for the handi-
capped, in a vocational education program,
or in a program that provides for completion
of a secondary school diploma or obtaining
the equivalent thereof,”;

(2) striking *', and no portion' and all that
follows through ‘“for living expenses,”” in
subsection (d)(5); and

(3) striking subsection (k)(3).

SEC. 1322. CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO NON-
HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS.

Section 5(d)6) of the Act (T U.S.C.

2014(d)6)) is amended by striking the comma
at the end and inserting the following—
**: Provided, That child support payments
made by a household member to or for a per-
son who is not a member of the household
shall be excluded from the income of the
household of the person making such pay-
ments if such household member was legally
obligated to make such payments: Provided
further, That the Secretary is authorized to
prescribe by regulation the method(s), which
may include calculation on a retrospective
basis, that State agencies may use to deter-
mine the amount of child support excluded,™.
SEC. 1323. CHILD SUPPORT EXCLUSION.

Section 5 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2014) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (d)(13)—

(A) by striking ‘‘at the option’ and all that
follows through ‘‘subsection (m),”” and in-
serting “'(A)"; and

(B) by adding at the end “‘or (B) the first
$50 of any child support payment in the
month received if such payment was made by
the absent parent in the month when due,”;
and

(2) by striking subsection (m).

SEC. 1324. IMPROVING ACCESS TO EMPLOYMENT
AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES.

(a) DEPENDENT CARE DEDUCTION.—Section
5(e) of the Act (7 U.S.C, 2014(e)) is amended in
clause (1) of the fourth sentence by—

(1) striking *'$160 a month for each depend-
ent’’ and inserting *'$200 a month for a de-
pendent child under 2 years of age and $175 a
month for any other dependent''; and

(2) striking **, regardless of the dependent's
age,".

(b) REIMBURSEMENTS TO PARTICIPANTS IN
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.—

(1) COSTS OTHER THAN COSTS OF DEPENDENT

CARE.—Section 6(d)(4XI)(iXI) of the Act (7
U.8.C. 2015(d)(4)(IXiNI)) is amended by strik-
ing *, except that' and all that follows
through “‘per month" and inserting the fol-
lowing—
“(which may include reimbursements for
costs of any supportive services of the kinds
provided or reimbursed under the State’s
plan under part F of title IV of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 681 et seq.)), except that
State agencies may establish limits on reim-
bursements to participants for such costs,
which limits may not be less than 3256 per
month',

(2) CosTsS OF DEPENDENT CARE.—Section
6(d)4xDXII) of the Act (T U.S.C.
2015(d)(4)(I)(i)}(II)) is amended to read as fol-
lows—

*(II) the actual costs of such dependent
care expenses that are determined by the
State agency to be necessary for the partici-
pation of an individual in the program (other
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than an individual who is the caretaker rel-

ative of a dependent in a family receiving

benefits under part A of title IV of the Social

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) in a local

area where an employment, training, or edu-

cation program under title IV of such Act is
in operation, or was in operation, on the date
of enactment of the Hunger Prevention Act
of 1988) up to any limit set by the State
agency (which limit shall not be less than
the limit for the dependent care deduction
under section 5(e)), but in no event shall
such payment or reimbursements exceed the
applicable local market rate as determined
by procedures consistent with any such de-
termination under the Social Security Act.

Individuals subject to the program under

this paragraph may not be required to par-

ticipate if dependent costs exceed the limit
established by the State agency under this
subclause or other actual costs exceed any

limit established under subclause (I)."".

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
16(h)3) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)(3)) is
amended by—

(1) striking *'$25'" and all that follows
through ‘‘dependent care costs)"”, and insert-
ing ‘‘the payment made under section
6(d)(4NI)(1)(I) and subject to any limits the
State has established under such section';
and

(2) striking ‘‘representing $160 per month
per dependent’’ and inserting ‘‘equal to the
payment made under section 6(d)4)I)(iXII)
but not more than the applicable local mar-
ket rate,”.

SEC. 1325. VEHICLES NEEDED TO SEEK AND CON-
TINUE EMPLOYMENT AND FOR
HOUSEHOLD TRANSPORTATION.

Section H&(g)2) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2014(g)¥2)) is amended by striking ''$4,500"
and inserting the following:

‘“‘a level set by the Secretary, which shall be

$5,500 through September 30, 1994, and which

shall be adjusted on each October 1 there-
after to reflect changes in the new car com-
ponent of the Consumer Price Index for All

Urban Consumers published by the Bureau of

Labor Statistics for the 12-month period end-

ing on June 30 preceding the date of such ad-

justment and rounded to the nearest $50°".

SEC. 1326. VEHICLES NECESSARY TO CARRY
FUEL OR WATER.

Section 5(gM2) of the Act (7 U.S.C.

2014(g)(2)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:
‘“The Secretary shall exclude from financial
resources the value of a vehicle that a house-
hold depends upon to carry fuel for heating
or water for home use when such transported
fuel or water is the primary source of fuel or
water for the household.".

SEC. 1327. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TESTING
RESOURCE ACCUMULATION.

Section 17 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2026) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(k) The Secretary may conduct, under
such terms and conditions as the Secretary
may prescribe, for a period not to exceed 4
years, demonstration projects to test allow-
ing eligible households to accumulate re-
sources up to $10,000 for later expenditure for
a purpose directly related to improving the
education, training, or employability (in-
cluding self employment) of household mem-
bers, for the purchase of a home for the
household, for a change of the household’s
residence, or for making major repairs to the
household's home. The Secretary is author-
ized to pay up to $100,000,000 in food stamp
benefits to households participating in such
demonstration projects during the period in
which such projects are in operation.”.
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CHAPTER 3—SIMPLIFYING THE
PROVISION OF FOOD ASSISTANCE
SEC. 1331. SIMPLIFYING THE HOUSEHOLD DEFI-
NITION FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH
CHILDREN AND OTHERS.

Section 3(i) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2012(1)) is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence—

(A) by striking **(2)"" and inserting "‘or (2)";

(B) by striking **, or (3) a parent of minor

children and that parent’s children' and all
that follows through “parents and children,
or siblings, who live together”, and inserting
the following:
‘', Spouses who live together, parents and
their children 21 years of age or younger
(who are not themselves parents living with
their children or married living with their
spouses) who live together, and children (ex-
cluding foster children) under 18 years of age
who live with and are under the parental
control of a person other than their parent
together with the person exercising parental
control™; and

(C) striking **, unless one of " and all that
follows through “‘disabled member''; and

(2) in the second sentence by striking
**clause (1) of the preceding sentence’ and in-
serting ““the preceding sentences'.

SEC. 1332, ELIGIBILITY OF CHILDREN OF PAR-
ENTS PARTICIPATING IN DRUG OR
ALCOHOL ABUSE TREATMENT PRO-
GRAMS.

Section 3 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2012) is
amended—

(1) in the last sentence of subsection (i) by
inserting *', together with their children,”
after “‘narcotics addicts or alcoholics'’; and

(2) in subsection (g)}5) by inserting “, and
their children,” after ‘‘or alcoholics™.

SEC. 1333. RESOURCES OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH
DISABLED MEMBERS.

Section 5(g)1) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2014(g)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘a member
who is 60 years of age or older,” and insert-
ing ‘‘an elderly or disabled member,".

SEC. 1334. ENSURING ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR
THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.

Section 18 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2027) is
amended by—

(1) striking the third and fourth sentences

of subsection (a)(1) and inserting the follow-
ing—
“*The Secretary shall, once every 3 months,
submit a report to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
to the Committee on Agriculture, Forestry,
and Nutrition of the Senate setting forth the
Secretary's best estimate of the preceding
quarter's expenditure, including administra-
tive costs, as well as the cumulative totals
for the fiscal year. In each quarterly report,
the Secretary shall also state whether there
is reason to believe that supplemental appro-
priations will be needed to support the oper-
ation of the program through the end of the
fiscal year."; and

(2) striking subsections (b), (c), and (d) and
redesignating subsections (e) and (f) as sub-
sections (b) and (c), respectively.

CHAPTER 4—IMPROVING PROGRAM
INTEGRITY
SEC. 1341. USE AND DISCLOSURE OF INFORMA-
TION PROVIDED BY RETAIL FOOD
STORES AND WHOLESALE FOOD
CONCERNS.

Section 9(c) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2018(c)) is
amended—

(1) in the second sentence by inserting
after ‘“‘disclosed to and used by’ the follow-
ing:

“State and Federal law enforcement and in-
vestigative agencies for the purposes of ad-
ministering or enforcing the provisions of
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this Act or any other Federal or State law

and the regulations issued under this Act or

such law, and"";

(2) by inserting after the second sentence

the following:
“An officer or employee of an agency de-
scribed in the preceding sentence who pub-
lishes, divulges, discloses, or makes known
in any manner or to any extent not author-
ized by Federal law any information ob-
tained under the authority granted by this
subsection shall be subject to section 1905 of
title 18 of the United States Code.”"; and

(3) in the last sentence by striking ‘‘Such
purposes shall not exclude’ and inserting the
following—

“Such regulations shall establish the cri-

teria to be used by the Secretary to deter-

mine that such information is needed. Such
regulations shall not prohibit'.

SEC. 1342. ADDITIONAL MEANS OF CLAIMS COL-
LECTION.

(a) SAFEGUARDS.—Section 11(e)(8) of the
Act (T U.S.C. 2020(e)(8)) is amended by—

(1) striking **and (B)" and inserting ‘“(B)";
and

(2) striking the semi-colon at the end and
inserting the following:

**, and (C) such safeguards shall not prevent

the use by, or disclosure of such information,

to agencies of the Federal Government (in-
cluding the United States Postal Service) for
purposes of collecting the amount of an over-
issuance of coupons, as determined under
section 13(b) of this Act and excluding claims
arising from an error of the State agency,
that has not been recovered pursuant to such
section, from refunds of Federal taxes as au-

thorized pursuant to section 3T20A of title 31

of the United States Code, or from Federal

pay (including salaries and pensions) as au-
thorized pursuant to section 5514 of title 5 of
the United States Code;".

(b) RECOVERY.—Section 13 of the Act (7
U.8.C. 2022) is amended by adding the follow-
ing:
*(d) The amount of an overissuance of cou-
pons (as determined under subsection (b) and
except for claims arising from an error of the
State agency) that has not been recovered
pursuant to such subsection may be recov-
ered from refunds of Federal taxes, as au-
thorized pursuant to section 3720A of title 31
of the United States Code, or from Federal
pay (including salaries and pensions) as au-
thorized by section 5514 of title 5 of the Unit-
ed States Code.".

SEC. 1343. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TESTING
ACTIVITIES DIRECTED AT STREET
TRAFFICKING IN COUPONS.

Section 17 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2026) is
amended by adding a new subsection (1) at
the end thereof as follows—

‘(1) The Secretary may use up to $4 million
of funds provided in advance in appropria-
tions Acts for projects authorized by this
section in Fiscal Year 1994 to conduct
projects in which State or local food stamp
agencies test innovative ideas for working
with State or local law enforcement agencies
to investigate and prosecute coupon street
trafficking by recipients, buyers, and author-
ized retail stores.”.

CHAPTER 5—IMPROVING FOOD STAMP

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

SEC. 1351. CLARIFICATION OF CATEGORICAL ELI-
GIBILITY.

Effective on the date of enactment of this
Act, section 5 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2014) is
amended by—

(1) striking “‘and the third sentence of sec-
tion 3(i)"" each place it appears in subsection
(a) and inserting the ‘', the third sentence of
section 3(i), and section 20()’"; and

May 27, 1993

(2) striking “II,” in subsection (j).

SEC. 1352, TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATED
TO ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANS-
FER.

(a) ELIGIBILITY DISQUALIFICATION OF INDI-
VIDUALS.—Section 6(b)}1XB) of the Act (7
U.S.C. 2015(bX1}B)) is amended by striking
“‘or authorization cards’’ and inserting
**, authorization cards, or access devices”.

(b) ELIGIBILITY DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAIL
Foop STORES AND WHOLESALE FoobD CoON-
CERNS.—Section 12(b)(3X(B) of the Act (7
U.S.C. 2021(b)3)(B)) is amended by—

(1) striking “‘or authorization cards’ and
inserting ‘', authorization cards, or access
devices'’; and

(2) striking “or cards" and inserting *,
cards, or devices"'.

SEC. 1353. DISQUALIFICATION OF RECIPIENTS
FOR TRADING FIREARMS, AMMUNI-
TION, EXPLOSIVES, OR CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES FOR COUPONS.

Section 6(b)(1) of the Act (7T U.S.C.
2015(b)(1)) is amended by striking subdivi-
sions (ii) and (iii) and inserting the follow-
ing:
**(i1) for a period of 1 year upon—

*(I) the second occasion of any such deter-
mination; or

“(II) the first occasion of a finding of the
trading of a controlled substance (as defined
in section 102 of the Controlled Substances
Act (21 U.8.C. 802)); and

*(iii) permanently upon—

‘*(I) the third occasion of any such deter-
mination;

*(II) the second occasion of a finding of the
trading of a controlled substance (as defined
in section 102 of the Controlled Substances
Act (21 U.S.C. 802)) for coupons; or

“(III) the first occasion of a finding of the
trading of firearms, ammunition, or explo-
sives for coupons.”.

SEC. 1354, UNCAPPED CIVIL MONEY PENALTY
FOR TRAFFICKING IN COUPONS.

Effective on the date of enactment of this
Act, section 12(b)3)B) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2021(b)(3)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘(ex-
cept"” and all that follows through **) in",
and inserting *‘in"".

SEC. 1355. UNCAPPED CIVIL MONEY PENALTY
FOR SELLING FIREARMS, AMMUNI-
TION, EXPLOSIVES, OR CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES FOR COUPONS.

Effective on the date of enactment of this
Act, section 12(b}3)C) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2021(b)(3)(C)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘substances (as the term is"
and inserting ‘‘substance (as"; and

(2) by striking ‘*‘(except'' and all that fol-
lows through **) in"', and inserting *‘in"’,

SEC. 1356. MODIFYING THE FOOD STAMP QUAL-
ITY CONTROL SYSTEM.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 16(c) of the Act
(7 U.S.C. 2025(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(C)—

(A) by striking ‘‘payment error tolerance
level” and inserting ‘‘national performance
measure’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘equal to" and all that fol-
lows through the period at the end, and in-
serting the following:

“equal to—

‘(i) the product of—

‘“(I) the value of all allotments issued by
the State agency in the fiscal year; times

‘“(II) the lesser of—

**(aa) the ratio of—

‘(1) the amount by which the State agen-
cy's payment error rate for the fiscal year
exceeds the national performance measure
for the fiscal year, to

*(2) the national performance measure for
the fiscal year; or
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“(bb) one; times

*(IIT) the amount by which the State agen-
cy’'s payment error rate for the fiscal year
exceeds the national performance measure
for the fiscal year.

‘(i) The amount of liability shall not be
affected by corrective action under subpara-
graph (B).";

(2) in paragraph (3)(A) by striking *'60 days
(or 90 days at the discretion of the Sec-
retary)'’ and inserting **120 days"'; and

(3) in paragraph (6) by striking ‘‘shall be
used" and all that follows through ‘‘level”
the last place it appears.

(b) STUDY BY THE OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY
ASSESSMENT.—The Office of Technology As-
sessment shall undertake a study of meas-
urement error, any bias in penalty amounts,
extreme value bias, regression formula, and
of geographical and temporal uniformity of
measurements, in the food stamp program
quality control system, and shall report the
results and recommendations of such study
to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of
the Senate not later than 12 months after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(¢c) STUDY BY THE SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—The Secretary of Agriculture
shall conduct a study of major causal factors
which contribute to the payment error rate.
The Secretary shall also conduct controlled
experiments under which various reviewers
review identical cases, with the objective of
determining the degree of uniformity in
quality control error-rate measurements and
the extent to which different levels of invest-
ment of resources in the review process af-
fect measurement error. The Secretary shall
report the results and recommendations (in-
cluding recommendations as to what meas-
ures would best reduce measurement error
and increase uniformity of quality control
error-rate measurements at reasonable cost)
of such study to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate not later than 2
)Rea.rs after the date of enactment of this

ct.

CHAPTER 6—UNIFORM REIMBURSEMENT
RATES
SEC. 1361. UNIFORM REIMBURSEMENT RATES.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 16 of the Act (7
U.S.C. 2025) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking “and (5)"" and inserting
i 6 ) I

(B) by inserting before the colon the fol-

lowing—
*, (6) automated data processing and infor-
mation retrieval systems subject to the con-
ditions set forth in subsection (g), (7) food
stamp program investigations and prosecu-
tions, and (8) implementing and operating
the immigration status verification system
under section 1137(d) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b-7(d))""; and

(C) in the proviso by inserting after “‘75 per

centum’ the following:
“through June 30, 1994, 70 percent for the 1-
year period beginning July 1, 1994, 60 percent
for the l-year period beginning July 1, 1995,
and 50 percent for any subsequent period,'";

(2) in subsection (g)—

(A) by inserting ‘“‘through June 30, 1995,
equal to 60 percent for the 1-year period be-
ginning July 1, 1995, and 50 percent effective
July 1, 1996, after *1991,"; and

(B) by striking *‘‘automatic’ and inserting
“automated’’; and

(3) in subsection (j) by inserting after “*100
per centum'' the following:
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“through June 30, 1994, 70 percent for the 1-
yvear period beginning July 1, 1994, 60 percent
for the 1-year period beginning July 1, 1995,
and 50 percent for any subsequent period,”.

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The re-
ductions in enhanced Federal match rates
for administration resulting from the
amendments made by subsection (a) shall
apply to payments to States for expenditures
incurred only after—

(1) the end of the State fiscal year that
ends during 1994; or

(2) in the case of a State with a State legis-
lature which is not scheduled to have a regu-
lar legislative session in 1994, the end of the
State fiscal year that ends during 1995;
without regard to whether or not final regu-
lations to carry out such amendments have
been promulgated by the Secretary before
the end of either of such State fiscal years.

CHAPTER 7—IMPLEMENTATION AND
EFFECTIVE DATES
SEC. 1371. IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVE
DATES.

(a) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLE-
MENTATION.—Except as otherwise provided in
this subtitle, this subtitle and the amend-
ments made by this subtitle shall take ef-
fect, and shall be implemented beginning on,
October 1, 1993.

(b) SPECIAL EFFECTIVE DATES AND IMPLE-
MENTATION.—(1) Sections 1312, 1315, 1316, 1317,
1322, 1323, 1326, 1331, 1333, and 1353 and the
amendments made by such sections shall
take effect, and shall be implemented begin-
ning on, July 1, 1994,

(2) Paragraphs (1) and (3) of sectior 1356(a)
and the amendments made by such para-
graphs shall take effect, and shall be imple-
mented beginning on, October 1, 1981.

(3) Paragraph (2) of section 1356(a) and the
amendment made by such paragraph shall
take effect, and shall be implemented begin-
ning on, October 1, 1992,

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions
SEC. 1401. MAXIMUM EXPENDITURES UNDER
MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM
fgi FISCAL YEARS 19894 THROUGH

(a) LIMITATION.—Section 211(c)1) of the
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C.
5641(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘not less
than $200,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
1991 through 1995 and inserting “‘an amount
equal to $147,734,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1991 through 1998,

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendment made by this section shall apply
with respect to fiscal years beginning after
September 30, 1993.

SEC. 1402. ADMISSION, ENTRANCE, AND RECRE-
ATION FEES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE FEES.—

(1) ENTRANCE AND ADMISSION FEES.—The
Secretary of Agriculture may charge admis-
sion or entrance fees at National Monu-
ments, National Voleanic Monuments, Na-
tional Scenic Areas, and areas of con-
centrated public use administered by the
Secretary.

(2) RECREATION USE FEES.—The Secretary
may charge recreation use fees at lands ad-
ministered by the Secretary in connection
with the use of specialized outdoor recre-
ation sites, equipment, services, or facilities,
including wvisitors' centers, picnic tables,
boat launching facilities, or campgrounds.

(b) AMOUNT OF FEES.—The amount of the
admission, entrance, and recreation fees au-
thorized to be imposed under this section
shall be determined by the Secretary.

(¢) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) The term ‘“‘area of concentrated public
use'' means an area administered by the Sec-
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retary that meets each of the following cri-
teria:

(A) The area is managed primarily for out-
door recreation purposes.

(B) Facilities and services necessary to ac-
commodate heavy public use are provided in
the area.

(C) The area contains at least one major
recreation attraction.

(D) Public access to the area is provided in
such a manner that admission fees can be ef-
ficiently collected at one or more centralized
locations.

(2) The term ‘‘boat launching facility" in-
cludes any boat launching facility regardless
of whether specialized facilities or services,
such as mechanical or hydraulic boat lifts or
facilities, are provided.

(3) The term ‘“campground” means any
campground where a majority of the follow-
ing amenities are provided, as determined by
the Secretary:

(A) Tent or trailer spaces.

(B) Drinking water.

(C) An access road.

(D) Refuse containers.

(E) Toilet facilities.

(F) The personal collection of recreation
use fees by an employee or agent of the Sec-
retary.

(G) Reasonable visitor protection.

(H) If campfires are permitted in the camp-
%round, simple devices for containing the

res.

(4) The term “‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

SEC. 1403. ADDITIONAL PROGRAM CHANGES TO
MEET RECONCILIATION REQUIRE-

The Secretary of Agriculture shall consoli-
date personnel and field, regional, and na-
tional offices of agencies within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture in order to reduce per-
sonnel and duplicative overhead expenses as
a result of the consolidation such that De-
partment expenditures are reduced by—

(1) $90,000,000 in fiscal year 1995;

(2) $97,000,000 in fiscal year 1996;

(3) $135,000,000 in fiscal year 1997; and

(4) $178,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

SEC. 1404. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
ACREAGE RESERVE PROGRAM
AMEND!

(a) ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENT.—

(1) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1231(d) of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831(d))
is amended—

(ii) by striking ‘‘the amount of acres speci-
fied in section 1230(b)"" and inserting ‘‘a total
of 38,000,000 acres during the 1986 through
1995 calendar years'; and

(iii) by striking ‘“‘each of calendar years
1994 and 1995 and inserting ‘‘the 1995 cal-
endar year".

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
1230(b) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 3830(b)) is
amended by striking ‘‘to place in" and all
that follows through “‘acres’.

(2) WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM,—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1237(b) of such
Act (16 U.S.C. 3837(b)) is amended to read as
follows:

“(b) MINIMUM ENROLLMENT.—The Secretary
shall enroll into the wetlands reserve pro-
gram—

/(1) a total of not less than 330,000 acres by
the end of the 1995 calendar year; and

‘(2) a total of not less than 975,000 acres
during the 1991 through 2000 calendar
years.".

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
1237(c) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 3837(c)) is
amended by striking ‘1995 and inserting
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(b) USE oF CoMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA-
TION.—Section 1241 of such Act (16 U.S.C.
3841) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking *(a)1) During each of the
fiscal years ending September 30, 1986, and
September 30, 1987 and inserting ‘*‘(a) Dur-
ing each of the fiscal years 1994 through
2000'"; and

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking *(A)
through (E)'" and inserting ‘A through E".
SEC. 1405. LEVELS OF INSURANCE COVERAGE

UNDER THE FEDERAL CROP INSUR-
ANCE ACT.

(a) CONVERSION OF PROGRAM TO FOUR LEV-
ELS OF COVERAGE.—The Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) of section 508 (7 U.S8.C.
1508)—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking “If
sufficient actuarial data are available, as de-
termined by the Board,"” and inserting *‘Sub-
ject to section 508B, based on the actuarial
and underwriting data available to the
Board,”; and

(B) by striking the fifth, sixth, seventh,
eighth, ninth, tenth, fourteenth, fifteenth,
and sixteenth sentences; and

(2) by inserting after section 508A (7 U.S.C.
1508a) the following new section:

“SEC. 508B. FOUR LEVELS OF CROP INSURANCE
COVERAGE.

*(a) FOUR LEVELS OF COVERAGE.—In mak-
ing crop insurance available under section
508 to producers of agricultural commodities
grown in the United States, the Corporation
shall make available four levels of insurance
coverage against losses in yields of the in-
sured commodity:

(1) LEVEL 1.—Coverage level I shall be
available only to those producers who do not
purchase insurance at coverage levels II, III,
or IV and shall provide for the indemnifica-
tion of those producers for losses in yield to
the extent that such losses exceed 65 percent
of the determined yield of the commodity for
the farm, as established under subsection (b).

“(2) LEVELS 11, I1I, AND Iv.—Coverage levels
II, III, and IV shall provide for the indem-
nification of producers for those losses in
yield to the extent that such losses exceed
50, 35, and 25 percent, respectively, of—

“(A) the average proven yield on the farm
for a representative period based on the ac-
tual production history of the farm, as deter-
mined from the producer's records; or

“(B) if such records are not available or are
insufficient, the recorded or appraised aver-
age yield of the commodity on the farm for
a representative period, subject to such ad-
justments as the Board may prescribe to en-
sure that the average yield for farms in the
same area, which are subject to the same
conditions, are fair and just.

“(b) DETERMINED YIELD.—For purposes of
subsection (a)(1), the determined yield for a
commodity shall be equal to—

“(1) in the case of a crop of any commodity
for which the Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service establishes a yield for
the farm, the yield so established; and

“(2) in the case of a crop of any other com-
modity, the recorded or appraised average
yield of the commodity on the farm for a
representative period, subject to such adjust-
ments as the Board may prescribe to ensure
that the average yield for farms in the same
area, which are subject to the same condi-
tions, are fair and just.

‘(¢) USE oF ASCS YIELD.—If the Agricul-
tural Stabilization and Conservation Service
has established a yield for a crop of a com-
modity for a farm and such yield is higher
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than the yield determined for the farm under
subsection (a)(2) for coverage levels II, III, or
IV, the producer may elect to use such high-
er yield for purpose of coverage levels II, III,
and IV, Use of such higher yield shall be sub-
ject to an additional premium for the cov-
erage at such a rate as the Board determines
appropriate to accurately reflect the in-
creased risk involved and that the Board de-
termines to be actuarially sufficient to cover
claims for losses on such insurance and to es-
tablish a reasonable reserve against unfore-
seen losses. No premium subsidy or adminis-
trative subsidy may be provided by the Cor-
poration in connection with any additional
coverage provided under this subsection.

‘'(d) PRICE ELECTIONS.—The Corporation
shall establish a high and low price election
for each agricultural commodity for which
insurance is available under this title. The
high price shall not be less than the pro-
jected market price of the commodity. Cov-
erage levels II, III, and IV shall be available
to producers at any price election that is
equal to or less than the high price election
and shall be quoted in terms of dollars per
acre coverage that may be purchased. Cov-
erage level I shall be offered only at the low
price election.

‘"(e) COVERAGE AND PRICE INFORMATION.—
The Corporation shall ensure that each pro-
ducer is provided accurate and adequate in-
formation at the time of application regard-
ing the amount of coverage available at each
level of coverage for the commodity to be in-
sured and the cost to the producer for such
coverage.

“(f) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Corporation
shall report annually to the Congress the re-
sults of its operations regarding each com-
modity for which insurance is available
under this title. The report shall include for
each insured commodity a description of op-
erations under this section at each level of
coverage.''.

(b) PREMIUM PAYMENT.—Subsection (e)(3)
of section 508 of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

*(3) For the purpose of encouraging the
broadest possible participation in the crop
insurance program, the Corporation shall

pay—

*(A) with respect to each policy providing
for coverage level I, the full amount of the
premium for such coverage; and

“(B) with respect to each policy providing
for coverage level II, III, or IV, the portion of
the premium that is equal to the amount
that would have been paid under subpara-
graph (A) if the producer had elected cov-
erage level 1."".

{c) REINSURANCE.—Subsection (h) of sec-
tion 508 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.8.C. 1508) is amended to read as follows:

*(h) REINSURANCE.—The Corporation shall
provide reinsurance, to the maximum extent
practicable, upon such terms and conditions
as the Board may determine to be consistent
with subsections (a) and (b) and with sound
reinsurance principles promulgated pursuant
to the Office of Federal Procurement Policy
Act (41 U.S.C. 401, et seq.), which the Board
shall modify as necessary to conform to the
purposes of this Act, taking into account the
expenses of the Corporation paid on its own
policies of insurance. Reinsurance shall be
provided to insurers including private insur-
ance companies or pools of such companies,
reinsurers of such companies, or State or
local governmental entities, including any
political subdivisions thereof, that insure
producers of any agricultural commodity
under a plan or plans acceptable to the Cor-
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poration. However, in the case of the sale of
coverage level I policies only (but not for the
processing and adjustment of claims on
those policies), contractors of the Corpora-
tion shall be paid only $50 per policy, of
which $25.50 shall be paid by the policyholder
at the time of application and $24.50 shall be
paid by the Corporation. Whenever the Cor-
poration provides reinsurance under this
subsection to any such insurers, the Corpora-
tion shall pay (as provided in subsection (e))
the portion of the producer’s premium for
such insurance so reinsured. Insurers of poli-
cies on which reinsurance is provided shall
make use of licensed private insurance
agents and brokers on the same basis as pro-
vided for policies of the Corporation under
section 507(c)(3) of this title, except that the
provisions for compensating agents and bro-
kers from premiums paid by the insured
shall not apply. The Corporation shall peri-
odically revise its reinsurance agreement
with the reinsured companies to provide for
the reinsured companies to bear an increased
share of any potential loss under such agree-
ment, in cases in which the financial condi-
tions of the reinsured companies and the
availability of private reinsurance so per-
mits.".

(d) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by this section shall
apply beginning with crops to be harvested
in 1995.

TITLE I—COMMITTEE ON ARMED
SERVICES
SEC. 2001. LIMITATION ON COST-OF-LIVING AD-
W FOR MILITARY RETIR-

Paragraph (2) of section 1401a(b) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

*(2) PRE-AUGUST 1, 1986 MEMBERS.—

*(A) GENERAL RULE.—The Secretary shall
increase the retired pay of each member and
former member who first became a member
of a uniformed service before August 1, 1986,
by the percent (adjusted to the nearest one-
tenth of 1 percent) by which—

*(1) the price index for the base quarter of
that year, exceeds

*(ii) the base index.

“(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEARS 1904
THROUGH 1998.—In the case of the increases in
retired pay that, pursuant to paragraph (1),
become effective on December 1 of each of
fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, the
initial month for which each such increase is
payable as part of such retired pay shall
(notwithstanding such December 1 effective
date) be as set forth in the following table:

First month for which

“Fiscal year: increase is payable:
1964 ... April 1994.
1995 .. July 1995.

1996 .. October 1996.

1997 .. January 1998.
1998 April 1999.

*(C) EXCLUSION OF DISABILITY RETIREES
FROM ROLLING COLA.—Subparagraph (B) does
not apply with respect to the retired pay of
a member retired under chapter 61 of this
title."".

SEC. 2002. ELIMINATION OF MILITARY PAY RAISE
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 AND REDUC-
TION IN THE AMOUNT OF THE RAISE
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1995 THROUGH
1998,

(a) FiscaL YEAR 199.—During fiscal year
1994, no increase in the rates of basic pay,
basic allowance for quarters, or basic allow-
ance for subsistence of members of the uni-
formed services shall be made or take effect
pursuant to section 1009 of title 37, United
States Code.
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(b) ONE PERCENT REDUCTION IN SUBSEQUENT
FiscAL YEARS.—If the General Schedule of
compensation for Federal classified employ-
ees is increased under section 5303 of title 5,
United States Code, as amended by title X of
this Act, during fiscal year 1995, 1996, 1997, or
1998, the elements of compensation of mem-
bers of the uniformed services shall likewise
be increased during that fiscal year in the
manner provided in section 1009 of title 37,
United States Code, based on the correspond-
ing increase under section 5303 of title 5,
United States Code (as so amended).

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE OF RAISES.—Not-
withstanding subsections (a) and (b)1) of
section 1009 of title 37, United States Code,
during the 10-year period beginning on Janu-
ary 1, 1994, any increase in the elements of
compensation .of members of the uniformed
services that is required to be made under
such section during a fiscal year shall take
effect on January 1 of that year rather than
on the date the corresponding increase under
section 5303 of title 5, United States Code, as
amended by title X of this Act, takes effect.

TITLE III—COMMITTEE ON BANKING,

FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS
SEC. 3001. NATIONAL DEPOSITOR PREFERENCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11(d)(11) of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C.
1821(d)(11)) is amended to read as follows:

*(11) DEPOSITOR PREFERENCE,—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section
5(e)(2)(C), amounts realized from the liquida-
tion or other reselution of any insured de-
pository institution by any receiver ap-
pointed for such institution shall be distrib-
uted to pay claims (other than secured
claims to the extent of any such security) in
the following order of priority:

(i) Administrative expenses of the re-
ceiver.

*(11) Any deposit liability of the institu-
tion.

*(iii) Any claim of an employee of the in-
stitution, other than a senior executive offi-
cer (as defined by the Corporation pursuant
to section 32(f), for pay accrued but unpaid
as of the date the receiver was appointed for
the institution.

“(iv) Any other general or senior liability
of the institution (which is not a liability de-
scribed in clause (v) or (vi)).

“(v) Any obligation subordinated to deposi-
tors or other general creditors (which is not
an obligation described in clause (vi)).

*(vi) Any obligation to shareholders aris-
ing as a result of their status as shareholders
(including any depository institution holding
company or any shareholder or creditor of
such company).

*(B) EFFECT ON STATE LAW.—

*(i) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of sub-
paragraph (A) shall not supersede the law of
any State except to the extent such law is
inconsistent with the provisions of such sub-
paragraph, and then only to the extent of the
inconsistency.

*(ii) PROCEDURE FOR DETERMINATION OF IN-
CONSISTENCY.—Upon the Corporation’s own
motion or upon the request of any person
with a claim described in subparagraph (A)(i)
or any State which is submitted to the Cor-
poration in accordance with procedures
which the Corporation shall prescribe, the
Corporation shall determine whether any
provision of the law of any State is incon-
sistent with any provision of subparagraph
(A) and the extent of any such inconsistency.

*(iii) JuDICIAL REVIEW.—The final deter-
mination of the Corporation under clause (ii)
shall be subject to judicial review under
chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code. -

‘(C) ACCOUNTING REPORT.—Any distribu-
tion by the Corporation in connection with
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any claim described in subparagraph (A)(vi)
shall be accompanied by the accounting re-
port required under paragraph (15)(B)."".

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 11(e)(13) of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act (12 U.8.C. 1821(c)(13)) is
amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “sub-
ject to subparagraph (B),";

(B) in inserting “‘and" after the semicolon
at the end of subparagraph (A);

(C) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (B).

(2) Section 11(g)(4) of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1921(g)(4)) is amend-
ed by striking *If the Corporation' and in-
serting “*Subject to subsection (d)11), if the
Corporation'.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to insured depository institutions for which
a receiver is appointed after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

SEC. 3002. TRANSFER OF FEDERAL RESERVE
SURPLUSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The 1st undesignated
paragraph of section 7 of the Federal Reserve
Act (12 U.S.C. 289) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“‘(a) DIVIDENDS AND SURPLUS FUNDS OF RE-
SERVE BANKS.—

**(1) STOCKHOLDER DIVIDENDS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—After all necessary ex-
penses of a Federal reserve bank have been
paid or provided for, the stockholders of the
bank shall be entitled to receive an annual
dividend of 6 percent on paid-in capital
stock.

‘(B) DIVIDEND CUMULATIVE.—The entitle-
ment to dividends under subparagraph shall
be cumulative.

*(2) DEPOSIT OF NET EARNINGS IN SURPLUS
FUND.—That portion of net earnings of each
Federal reserve bank which remains after
dividend claims under subparagraph (A) have
been fully met shall be deposited in the sur-
plus fund of the bank.

*{3) PAYMENT TO TREASURY.—During fiscal
years 1994 through 1998, any amount in the
surplus fund of any Federal reserve bank in
the excess of the amount equal to 3 percent
of the total paid-in capital and surplus of the
member banks of such bank shall be trans-
ferred to the Board for transfer to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury for deposit in the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury.".

(b) ADDITIONAL TRANSFERS FOR FISCAL
YEARS 1997 AND 1998.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the
amounts required to be transferred from the
surplus funds of the Federal reserve banks
pursuant to section 7(a)(3) of the Federal Re-
serve Act, the Federal reserve banks shall
transfer from such surplus funds to the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System for transfer to the Secretary of the
Treasury for deposit in the general fund of
the Treasury, a total amount of $106,000,000
in fiscal year 1997 and a total amount of
$107,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(2) ALLOCATION BY FED.—Of the total
amount required to be paid by the Federal
reserve banks under paragraph (1) for fiscal
year 1997 or 1998, the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System shall determine
the amount each such bank shall pay in such
fiscal year.

(3) REPLENISHMENT OF SURPLUS FUND PRO-
HIBITED.—No Federal reserve bank may re-
plenish such bank's surplus fund by the
amount of any transfer by such bank under
paragraph (1) during the fiscal year for which
such transfer is made.
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(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) The penultimate undesignated para-
graph of section 7 of the Federal Reserve Act
(12 U.8.C. 290) is amended by striking ‘‘The
net earnings derived' and inserting ‘‘(b) USE
OF EARNINGS TRANSFERRED TO THE TREAS-
URY.—The net earnings derived'.

(2) The last undesignated paragraph of sec-
tion 7 of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C.
531) is amended by striking ‘‘Federal reserve
banks' and inserting ‘‘(c) EXEMPTION FROM
TAXATION.—Federal reserve banks''.

SEC. 3003. USE OF RETURN DATA FOR INCOME
VERIFICATION UNDER CERTAIN
HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.

Section 904 of the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of
1988 (42 U.S.C. 3544) is amended as follows:

(1) CONSENT FORMS.—In subsection (b)}—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by inserting ‘‘(including the Indian housing
program under title II of the United States
Housing Act of 1937)" before the 1st comma;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking “and” at
the end;

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking the period
at the end and inserting *; and"’;

(D) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

*(3) sign a consent from approved by the
Secretary authorizing the Secretary to re-
quest the Commissioner of Social Security
and the Secretary of the Treasury to release
information pursuant to section
6103(1)(7TXD)(ix) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 with respect to such applicant or par-
ticipant for the sole purpose of the Secretary
verifying income information pertinent to
the applicant's or participant’'s eligibility or
level of benefits."”; and

(E) in the last sentence, by striking **This"
and inserting the following: ‘‘Except as pro-
vided in this subsection, this"'.

(2) APPLICANT AND PARTICIPANT PROTEC-
TIONS.—In subsection (¢)(2)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i) —

(I) by inserting after ‘‘compensation law’
the following: ‘‘or pursuant to section
6103(1}7THDNix) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 from the Commissioner of Social Se-
curity or the Secretary of the Treasury;
and

(II) by inserting ‘‘(in the case of informa-
tion obtained pursuant to such section
303(i))" before ‘‘representatives’; and

(ii) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘or public
housing agency" after ‘‘owner' each place it
appears;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting after
‘“wages” each place it appears the following:
. other earnings or income,’’; and

(C) in subparagraph (C), by inserting before
the second comma the following: “‘at a hear-
ing that provides the basic elements of due
process’’.

(3) PENALTY.—In subsection (¢c)(3)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or
section 6103(1X7TXD)ix) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 after ‘‘Social Security
Act”; and

(B) in the first sentence of subparagraph
(B)y—

(i) by striking clause (i) and inserting the
following: *‘(i) a negligent or knowing disclo-
sure of information referred to in this sec-
tion, section 303(i) of the Social Security
Act, or section B103(1}(TXDXix) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 about such person
by an officer or employee of any public hous-
ing agency or owner (or employee thereof),
which disclosure is not authorized by this
section, such section 303(i), such section
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6103(1)(TXDXix), or any regulation imple-
menting this section, such section 303(i), or
such section 6103(1)(T)(D)(ix), or"; and

(ii) in clause (ii), by inserting
6103(1)(THD)(ix)," after **303(i),".

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading
of subsection (c) of section 904 of the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Amend-
ments Act of 1988 is amended by striking
"“STATE EMPLOYMENT".

SEC. 3004. GNMA REMIC GUARANTEE FEES.

Section 306(g)(3) of the National Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 1721(gX(3)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘(E)(i) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (A)
through (D), fees charged for the guaranty
of, or commitment to guaranty, multiclass
securities backed by a trust or pool of securi-
ties or notes guaranteed by the Association
under this subsection and other related fees
shall be charged by the Association in an
amount not to exceed the value, as deter-
mined by the Association, of the guarantee
or commitment to guarantee. The Associa-
tion shall take such action as may be nec-
essary to reasonably assure that such por-
tion of the value of the guaranties or com-
mitments to guaranty as the Association de-
termines is appropriate accrues to the bene-
fit of mortgagors under mortgages executed
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
paragraph by or upon which such securities
or notes are backed.

*(ii) For each Federal fiscal year, the Asso-
ciation shall submit a report to the Congress
describing any activities of the Association
with respect to guarantying and making
commitments to guaranty multiclass securi-
ties described in clause (i). The report shall
be submitted not later than 90 days after the
end of the fiscal year for which the report is
made and shall identify the extent of such
activities during the fiscal year, the size of
each transaction closed during the fiscal
year involving such securities, the number of
mortgages involved in each such transaction,
the amount of the fees charged and earned
by the Association for such transactions, and
any persons receiving payments for any serv-
ices provided with respect to any such trans-
actions and the amounts of such payments,
and shall include an estimate of the portion
of the value of the guarantee or commitment
to guarantee accruing to the benefit of mort-
gagors and a description of any action taken
by the Association to ensure such accrual.

*(iii) The Association shall provide for the
initial implementation of the program for
which fees are charged under the first sen-
tence of clause (i) by notice published in the
Federal Register. The notice shall be effec-
tive upon publication and shall provide an
opportunity for public comment. Not later
than 12 months after publication of the no-
tice, the Association shall issue regulations
for such program based on the notice, com-
ments received, and the experience of the As-
sociation in carrying out the program during
such period.".

SEC. 3005. MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE
FUND PREMIUMS.

To improve the actuarial soundness of the
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund under the
National Housing Act, the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development shall in-
crease the rate at which the Secretary sarns
the single premium payment collected at the
time of insurance of a mortgage that is an
obligation of such Fund (with respect to the
rate in effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act). In establishing such increased
rate, the Secretary shall consider any cur-
rent audit findings and reserve analyses and

**'such
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information regarding the expected average

duration of mortgages that are obligations of
such Fund and may consider any other infor-
mation that the Secretary determines to be
appropriate.
TITLE IV-EDUCATION AND LABOR

SEC. 4000. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this title is as fol-
lows:

TITLE IV—-EDUCATION AND LABOR
Sec. 4000. Table of contents.
Subtitle A—Federal Direct Loan Program
CHAPTER 1—AMENDMENTS TO PART D OF
TITLE IV OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF
1965
Sec. 4001, Short title; references.
Sec. 4002. Federal Direct Student Loan Pro-
gram.
CHAPTER 2—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 4021. Preserving loan access.

Sec. 4022. Guaranty agency reserves.

Sec. 4023. Terms of loans.

Sec, 4024, Assignment of loans.

Sec. 4025. Termination of guaranty agency
agreements; assumption of
guaranty agency functions by
the Secretary.

Administrative cost allowance.

Consolidation loans.

Student Loan Marketing Associa-
tion.

Amendment to the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985.

CHAFPTER 3—EFFECTIVE DATES; STUDY

Sec. 4031. Effective dates.
Sec. 4032. Study of Internal Revenue Service
collection of student loans.
Sec. 4033. Preference of committee for IRS
collection mechanism.
Subtitle B—Cost Sharing by States
Sec. 4101. Cost sharing by States.

Subtitle C—ERISA Amendments Relating to
Group Health Plans

Sec. 4201. Coordination of ERISA preemption
rules with title XIX provisions
providing for liability of third
parties.

Sec. 4202. Continued coverage of costs of a
pediatric vaccine under group
health plans.

Sec. 4203. Temporary rules governing pre-
emption of certain State laws.

Subtitle A—Federal Direct Loan Program

CHAPTER 1—-AMENDMENTS TO PART D OF

TITLE IV OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION
ACT OF 1965

SEC. 4001. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This subtitle may be
cited as the *‘Student Loan Reform Act of
1993,

(b) REFERENCES.—References in this sub-
title to ‘‘'the Act' are references to the High-
er Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et
8eq.).

SEC. 4002. FEDERAL DIRECT STUDENT LOAN PRO-
GRAM.

Part D of title IV of the Act (20 U.S.C.
1087a et seq.) is amended to read as follows:
“PART D—FEDERAL DIRECT STUDENT
LOAN PROGRAM
“SEC. 451. PURPOSE; PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION.

‘"(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this
part—

*(1) to simplify the delivery of student
loans to borrowers and eliminate borrower
confusion;

*(2) to provide a wvariety of repayment
plans, including income contingent repay-

4026.
4027.
4028.

4029.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
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ment through the EXCEL Account, to bor-
rowers so that they have flexibility in man-
aging their student loan repayment obliga-
tions, and so that those obligations do not
foreclose community service-oriented career
choices for those borrowers;

“(3) to replace, through an orderly transi-
tion, the Federal Family Education Loan
Program under part B of this title with the
Federal Direct Student Loan Program under
this part,

*'(4) to avoid the unnecessary cost, to tax-
payers and borrowers, and administrative
complexity associated with the Federal
Family Education Loan Program under part
B of this title through the use of a direct stu-
dent loan program; and

“(6) to create a more streamlined student
loan program that can be managed more ef-
fectively at the Federal level.

*(b) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—There are here-
by made available, in accordance with the
provisions of this part, such sums as may be
necessary to make loans to all eligible stu-
dents in attendance at participating institu-
tions of higher education selected by the
Secretary (and the eligible parents of such
students), to enable such students to pursue
their courses of study at such institutions
during the period beginning July 1, 1994.
Such loans shall be made by participating in-
stitutions that have agreements with the
Secretary to originate loans, or by alter-
native originators designated by the Sec-
retary to make loans for students in attend-
ance at participating institutions (and their
parents).

“SEC. 452. FUNDS FOR ORIGINATION OF DIRECT
STUDENT LOANS.

*(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide, on the basis of the need and the eligi-
bility of students at each participating insti-
tution, and parents of such students, for such
loans, funds for student and parent loans
under this part—

*(1) directly to an institution of higher
education that has an agreement with the
Secretary under section 454(a) to participate
in the direct student loan programs under
this part and that also has an agreement
with the Secretary under section 454(b) to
originate loans under this part, or

**(2) through an alternative originator des-
ignated by the Secretary to students and
parents of students attending institutions of
higher education that have an agreement
with the Secretary under section 454(a) but
that do not have an agreement with the Sec-
retary under section 454(b).

*(b) FEES FOR ORIGINATION SERVICES.—

*(1) FEES FOR INSTITUTIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall pay fees to institutions of higher
education (or a consortium of such institu-
tions) with agreements under section 454(b),
in an amount established by the Secretary,
to assist in meeting the costs of loan origi-
nation. Such fees—

*(A) shall be paid by the Secretary based
on all the loans made under this part to a
particular borrower in the same academic
year,

**(B) shall be subject to a sliding scale that
decreases the amount of such fees as the
number of borrowers increases; and

*(C)xi) for academic year 1994-1995, shall
not exceed a program-wide average of $10 per
borrower for all the loans made under this
part in the same academic year; and

*(ii) for succeeding academic years, shall
not exceed such average fee as the Secretary
shall establish in regulations.

'Y(2) FEES FOR ALTERNATIVE ORIGINATORS,—
The Secretary shall pay fees for loan origina-
tion services to alternative originators of
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loans made under this part in an amount es-
tablished by the Secretary in accordance
with the terms of the contract between the
Secretary and each such alternative origina-
tor.

‘(¢) NO ENTITLEMENT TO PARTICIPATE OR
ORIGINATE.—No institution of higher edu-
cation shall have a right to participate in
the programs authorized by this part, to
originate loans, or to perform any program
function under this part. Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed so as to limit the
entitlement of an eligible student attending
a participating institution (or the eligible
parent of such student) to borrow under this
part.

“SEC. 453. SELECTION OF INSTITUTIONS FOR
PARTICIPATION AND ORIGINATION.

“(a) PHASE-IN OF PROGRAM,—

“(1) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
shall enter into agreements pursuant to sec-
tion 454(a) with institutions of higher edu-
cation to participate in the direct student
loan programs under this part, and agree-
ments pursuant to section 454(b) with insti-
tutions of higher education to originate
loans in such programs, for academic years
beginning on or after July 1, 1994. Alter-
native origination services, through which
an entity other than the participating insti-
tution at which the student is in attendance
originates the loan, shall be provided by the
Secretary, through one or more contracts
under section 456 or such other means as the
Secretary may provide, for students attend-
ing participating institutions that do not
originate direct student loans under this
part. Such agreements for the first year of
the program shall, to the extent feasible, be
entered into not later than January 1, 1994.

*(2) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.—In order to
ensure an expeditious but orderly transition
from the loan programs under part B of this
title to the direct student loan programs
under this part, the Secretary shall, in the
exercise of his or her discretion, determine
the number of institutions with which he or
she shall enter into agreements under sec-
tions 454 (a) and (b) for any academic year,
except that the Secretary shall exercise such
discretion so as to achieve the following
goals:

“(A) for academic year 1994-1995, loans
made under this part shall represent 4 per-
cent of the sum of new student loan volume
under this part and part B of this title;

“(B) for academic year 1995-1996, loans
made under this part shall represent 25 per-
cent of the sum of new student loan volume
under this part and part B of this title;

‘*(C) for academic year 1996-1997, loans
made under this part shall represent 60 per-
cent of the sum of new student loan volume
under this part and part B of this title; and

‘(D) for academic year 1997-1998, loans
made under this part shall represent 100 per-
cent of the sum of new student loan volume
under this part and part B of this title.

*(3) CASH MANAGEMENT.—The requirements
of the Cash Management Improvement Act
of 1990 (Public Law 101-453) shall apply to the
program under this part only to the extent
specified in a schedule established by the
Secretaries of Education and the Treasury,
except that such schedule shall provide for
the application of all such requirements not
later than July 1, 1998.

‘(b) SELECTION OCRITERIA FOR PARTICIPA-
TION.—

‘(1) APPLICATION.—Each institution of
higher education desiring to participate in
the direct student loan program under this
part shall submit an application satisfactory
to the Secretary containing such informa-
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tion and assurances as the Secretary may re-
quire.

*(2) AGREEMENT.—When the program au-
thorized under this part is fully imple-
mented, the Secretary shall enter into agree-
ments under section 454(a) with institutions
that submit applications in accordance with

paragraph (1).
*{3) TRANSITION SELECTION CRITERIA.—Until
such full implementation, the Secretary

shall select institutions for participation in
the direct student loan program under this
part, and shall enter into agreements with
them under section 454(a), from among those
institutions that submit the applications de-
scribed in paragraph (1), and meet such other
eligibility requirements as the Secretary
may prescribe, by—

“(A)(i) categorizing such institutions ac-
cording to anticipated loan volume, length of
academic program, and control of the insti-
tution; and

**(ii) selecting institutions that are reason-
ably representative of the respective cat-
egories; and

*(B) if needed to carry out the purposes of
this part, selecting additional institutions.

‘(e) SELECTION CRITERIA FOR ORIGINA-
TION,—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter
into a supplemental agreement with an insti-
tution (or a consortium of such institutions)
that—

“(A) has an agreement under subsection
454(a);

“(B) desires to originate loans under this
part; and

*(C) meets the criteria specified in para-
graph (2).

*(2) TRANSITION SELECTION CRITERIA.—For
academic year 1994-1985, the Secretary may
approve an institution to originate loans
only if such institution—

“(A) made loans under part E of this title
in academic year 1993-1994 and did not exceed
the applicable maximum default rate under
section 464(g) for the most recent fiscal year
for which data are available;

*(B) is not on the reimbursement system
of payment for any of the programs under
subpart 1 or 3 of part A, part C, or part E;

*(C) is not overdue on program or financial
reports or audits required under this title;

‘(D) is not subject to an emergency action,
or a limitation, suspension, or termination
under section 428(b)(1)('T), 432(h), or 487(c);

‘““(E) in the opinion of the Secretary, has
not had significant deficiencies identified by
the State postsecondary review entity under
subpart 1 of part H of this title;

“(F) in the opinion of the Secretary, has
not had severe performance deficiencies for
any of the programs under this title, includ-
ing those demonstrated by audits or program
reviews submitted or conducted during the 5
calendar years immediately preceding the
date of application;

*(G) provides an assurance that it has no
delinquent outstanding debts to the United
States, unless such debts are being repaid
under or in accordance with a repayment ar-
rangement satisfactory to the United States,
or the Secretary in his or her discretion de-
termines that the existence or amount of
such debts has not been finally determined
by the cognizant Federal agency or agencies;
and

*(H) meets such other criteria as the Sec-
retary may establish to protect the financial
interest of the United States and to promote
the purposes of this part.

‘(3) REGULATIONS GOVERNING APPROVAL
AFTER TRANSITION.—For academic year 1995-
1996 and subsequent academic years, the Sec-
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retary shall publish regulations governing
the approval of institutions to originate
loans.

‘/(d) CONSORTIA.—Subject to such require-
ments as the Secretary may prescribe, eligi-
ble institutions of higher education with
agreements under section 454(a) may apply
as consortia to originate loans under this
part for students in attendance at such insti-
tutions. Such institutions shall each be re-
quired to meet the requirements of sub-
section (c¢) with respect to loan origination.
“SEC. 454. AGREEMENTS WITH INSTITUTIONS.

*(a) PARTICIPATION AGREEMENTS.—AnN
agreement with any institution of higher
education for participation in the direct stu-
dent loan program under this part shall—

(1) provide for the establishment and
maintenance of a direct student loan pro-
gram at the institution under which the in-
stitution will—

*(A) identify eligible students who seek
student financial assistance at such institu-
tion in accordance with section 484;

*(B) estimate the need of each such stu-
dent as required by part F of this title for an
academic year, provided that any loan ob-
tained by a student under this part with the
same terms (except as otherwise provided in
this part) as loans made under section 428A
or 428H, or a loan obtained by a parent under
this part with the same terms (except as oth-
erwise provided in this part) as loans made
under section 428B, or obtained under any
State-sponsored or private loan program,
may be used to offset the expected family
contribution of the student for that year;

“(C) provide a statement that certifies the
eligibility of any student to receive a loan
under this part that is not in excess of the
annual or aggregate limit applicable to the
amount of such loan, except that the institu-
tion may, in exceptional circumstances spec-
ified in regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary, refuse to certify a statement that
permits a student to receive a loan under
this part, or certify a loan amount that is
less than the student's determination of need
(as determined under part F of this title), if
the reason for such action is documented and
provided in written form to such student;

‘(D) set forth a schedule for disbursement
of the proceeds of the loan in installments,
consistent with the requirements of section
428G (other than subsection (b)(1) of such
section); and

‘““(E) provide timely and accurate informa-
tion—

**(i) concerning the status of student bor-
rowers (and students on whose behalf parents
borrow under this part) while such students
are in attendance at the institution and con-
cerning any new information of which the in-
stitution becomes aware for such students
(or their parents) after they leave the insti-
tution, to the Secretary for the servicing and
collecting of loans made under this part; and

“(ii) if the institution does not have an
agreement with the Secretary under sub-
section (b), concerning student eligibility
and need, as determined under subpara-
graphs (A) and (B), to the Secretary as need-
ed for the alternative origination of loans to
eligible students and parents in accordance
with this part;

‘(2) provide assurances that the institu-
tion will comply with requirements estab-
lished by the Secretary relating to student
loan information with respect to loans made
under this part;

*(3) provide that the institution accepts
responsibility and financial liability stem-
ming from its failure to perform its func-
tions pursuant to the agreement;
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‘(4) provide that students at the institu-
tion and their parents (with respect to such
students) will not be eligible to participate
in the programs under part B of this title for
the period during which such institution par-
ticipates in the direct student loan program
under this part; )

*(6) provide for the implementation of a
quality assurance system, as established by
the Secretary, to ensure that the institution
is complying with program requirements and
meeting program objectives;

*(6) provide that the institution will not
charge any fees of any kind, however de-
scribed, to student or parent borrowers for
origination activities or the provision of any
information necessary for a student or par-
ent to receive a loan under this part, or any
benefits associated with such loan; and

*(T) include such other provisions as the
Secretary determines are necessary to pro-
tect the interests of the United States and to
promote the purposes of this part.

*(b) ORIGINATION.—An agreement with any
institution of higher education for the origi-
nation of loans under this part shall—

*(1) supplement the agreement entered
into in accordance with subsection (a);

**(2) include provisions established by the
Secretary that are similar to the participa-
tion agreement provisions described in para-
graphs (1)(E)(ii), (2), (3), (4), (), (6), and (7) of
subsection (a), as modified to relate to the
origination of loans by the institution;

**(3) provide that the institution will origi-
nate loans to eligible students and parents in
accordance with this part; and

‘“(4) provide that the note or evidence of
obligation on the loan shall be the property
of the Secretary.

*(c) WITHDRAWAL AND TERMINATION PROCE-
DURES.—The Secretary shall establish proce-
dures by which institutions may withdraw or
be terminated from the program under this
part.

“SEC. 4556. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LOANS.

*(a) IN GENERAL,—

*(1) PARALLEL TERMS, CONDITIONS, BENE-
FITS, AND AMOUNTS.—Unless otherwise speci-
fied in this part, loans made to borrowers
under this part shall have the same terms,
conditions, and benefits, and be available in
the same amounts, as loans made to borrow-
ers under sections 428, 428A, 428B, and 428H of
this title.

*(2) DESIGNATION OF LOANS.—Loans made
to borrowers under this part that, except as
otherwise specified in this part, have the
same terms, conditions, and benefits as loans
made to borrowers under—

**(A) section 428 shall be known as ‘Federal
Direct Student Loans';

*(B) section 428A shall be known as ‘Fed-
eral Direct Supplemental Loans for Stu-
dents’;

*(C) section 428B shall be known as ‘Fed-
eral Direct PLUS Loans’; and

‘(D) section 428H shall be known as ‘Fed-
eral Direct Unsubsidized Student Loans’.

*(b) INTEREST RATES.—

“(1) RATES FOR FDSL AND FDUSL.—(A) For
Federal Direct Student Loans and Federal
Direct Unsubsidized Student Loans made be-
fore July 1, 1997, the applicable rate of inter-
est shall, during any 12-month period begin-
ning on July 1 and ending on June 30, be de-
termined on the preceding June 1 and be
equal to—

‘(i) the bond equivalent rate of 91-day
Treasury bills auctioned at the final auction
held prior to such June 1; plus

**(1i1) 3.1 percent,
except that such rate shall not exceed 9 per-
cent.
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*(B) For Federal Direct Student Loans and
Federal Direct Unsubsidized Student Loans
made on or after July 1, 1997, the applicable
rate of interest shall, during any 12-month
period beginning on July 1 and ending on
June 30, be determined on the preceding
June 1 for all such loans and be equal to—

(i) the bond equivalent rate of the secu-
rity with a comparable maturity as estab-
lished by the Secretary; plus

*(ii) 1 percent,
except that such rate shall not exceed 9 per-
cent.

*(2) RATES FOR FDSLS,—(A) For Federal Di-
rect Supplemental Loans for Students made
before July 1, 1997, the applicable rate of in-
terest shall, during any 12-month period be-
ginning on July 1 and ending on June 30, be
determined on the preceding June 1 and be
equal to—

*(i) the bond equivalent rate of 52-week
Treasury bills auctioned at the final auction
held prior to such June 1; plus

*(ii) 3.1 percent,
except that such rate shall not exceed 11 per-
cent.

*“(B) For Federal Direct Supplemental
Loans for Students made on or after July 1,
1997, the applicable rate of interest shall,
during any 12-month period beginning on
July 1 and ending on June 30, be determined
on the preceding June 1 for all such loans
and be equal to—

*(i) the bond equivalent rate of the secu-
rity with a comparable maturity as estab-
lished by the Secretary; plus

*'(1i) 1.5 percent,
except that such rate shall not exceed 11 per-
cent.

*'(3) RATES FOR FDPLUS.—(A) For Federal
Direct PLUS loans made before July 1, 1997,
the applicable rate of interest shall, during
any 12-month period beginning on July 1 and
ending on June 30, be determined on the pre-
ceding June 1 for loans and be equal to—

*(i) the bond equivalent rate of 52-week
Treasury bills auctioned at the final auction
held prior to such June 1; plus

*'(ii) 3.1 percent,
except that such rate shall not exceed 10 per-
cent.

*(B) For Federal Direct PLUS loans made
on or after July 1, 1997, the applicable rate of
interest shall, during any 12-month period
beginning on July 1 and ending on June 30,
be determined on the preceding June 1 for all
such loans and be equal to—

‘(i) the bond equivalent rate of the secu-
rity with a comparable maturity as estab-
lished by the Secretary; plus

**(ii) 2.1 percent,
except that such rate shall not exceed 10 per-
cent.

“(4) PuBLICATION.—The Secretary shall de-
termine the applicable rates of interest
under this subsection after consultation with
the Secretary of Treasury and shall publish
such rate in the Federal Register as soon as
practicable after the date of determination.

*(c) LOAN FEE.—For academic years 1994-
1995, 1995-1996, and 1996-1997, the Secretary
shall charge the borrower of a loan made
under this part a loan fee of 5 percent of the
principal amount of the loan. For academic
years 1997-1998 and succeeding academic
years, the Secretary shall charge the bor-
rower of a loan made under this part a loan
fee of 3.65 percent of the principal amount of
the loan.

‘'(d) REPAYMENT PLANS,—

‘(1) DESIGN AND SELECTION.—Consistent
with criteria established by the Secretary,
the Secretary shall offer to a borrower of a
loan made under this part a variety of plans
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for repayment of such loan, including prin-
cipal and interest on the loan. The borrower
shall be entitled to accelerate, without pen-
alty, repayment on his or her loans. The bor-
rower may choose—

‘(A) a standard repayment plan, with a
fixed annual repayment amount paid over a
fixed period of time, consistent with sub-
section (a)(1) of this section;

“(B) an extended repayment plan, with a
fixed annual repayment amount paid over an
extended period of time, provided that the
borrower annually repays a minimum
amount determined by the Secretary, con-
sistent with the requirements of section
428(b)(1)(L);

*YC) a graduated repayment plan, with an-
nual repayment amounts established at two
or more graduated levels and paid over a
fixed or extended period of time, provided
that any of the borrower’s scheduled pay-
ments shall not be less than 50 percent, nor
more than 150 percent, of what the amortized
payment on the amount owed would be if the
loan were repaid under the standard repay-
ment plan; and

*(D) except for the borrower of a Federal
Direct PLUS Loan, an income contingent re-
payment plan known as the '‘EXCEL Ac-
count,"” with wvarying annual repayment
amounts based on the income of the bor-
rower, paid over an extended period of time,
not to exceed a maximum length of time de-
termined by the Secretary.

*(2) SELECTION BY SECRETARY.—If a bor-
rower of a loan made under this part does
not select a repayment plan described in
paragraph (1), the Secretary may provide the
borrower with a repayment plan described in
subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (1).

“(3) CHANGES IN SELECTIONS.—The borrower
of a loan made under this part may change
his or her selection of a repayment plan
under paragraph (1), or the Secretary's selec-
tion of a plan for the borrower under para-
graph (2), as the case may be, under such
terms and conditions as may be established
by the Secretary.

‘‘(4) ALTERNATIVE REPAYMENT PLANS.—The
Secretary may provide, on a case-by-case
basis, an alternative repayment plan to a
borrower of a loan under this part who dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that the terms and conditions of the repay-
ment plans available under paragraph (1) are
not adequate to accommodate the borrower's
exceptional circumstances. In designing such
alternative repayment plans, the Secretary
shall ensure that such plans do not exceed
the cost to the Federal Government, as de-
termined on the basis of the present value of
future payments by such borrowers, of loans
made using the plans available under para-
graph (1).

*(5) REPAYMENT AFTER DEFAULT.—The Sec-
retary may require any borrower who has de-
faulted on a loan made under this part to—

“(A) pay all reasonable collection costs as-
sociated with such loan; and

‘(B) repay the loan pursuant to an EXCEL
Account in accordance with subsection (e).

‘(e) REPAYMENT THROUGH EXCEL Ac-
COUNTS,—

‘(1) INFORMATION AND PROCEDURES.—The
Secretary may obtain such information as is
reasonably necessary regarding the income
of a borrower (and the borrower's spouse, if
applicable) of a loan made under this part
that is, or may be, repaid pursuant to an
EXCEL Account for the purpose of determin-
ing the annual repayment obligation of the
borrower. Return and return information (as
defined in section 6103 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986) may be obtained under the
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preceding sentence only to the extent au-
thorized by section 6103(1)(13) of such Code.
The Secretary shall establish procedures for
determining the borrower's repayment obli-
gation on that loan for such year, and such
other procedures as are necessary to imple-
ment effectively repayment pursuant to an
EXCEL Account.

*(2) REPAYMENT BASED ON ADJUSTED GROSS
INCOME.—A repayment schedule for a loan
made under this part and repaid pursuant to
an EXCEL Account shall be based on ad-
justed gross income (as defined in section 62
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 26
U.S8.C. 62) of the borrower or, if the borrower
is married and files a Federal income tax re-
turn jointly with his or her spouse, on ad-
justed gross income of the borrower and his
or her spouse,

‘(3) ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS.—A borrower
who chooses, or is required, to repay a loan
made under this part pursuant to an EXCEL
Account, and for whom adjusted gross in-
come is unavailable or does not reasonably
reflect his or her current income, shall pro-
vide to the Secretary other documentation
of income satisfactory to the Secretary,
which documentation the Secretary may use
to determine an appropriate repayment
schedule.

*(4) REPAYMENT SCHEDULES.—EXCEL Ac-
count repayment schedules shall be estab-
lished by the Secretary through regulations
and shall require payments measured as a
percentage of the appropriate portion of the
annual income of the borrower (and the bor-
rower's spouse, if applicable) as determined
by the Secretary.

*(5) CALCULATION OF BALANCE DUE.—The
balance due on a loan made under this part
that is repaid pursuant to an EXCEL Ac-
count sh .11 equal the unpaid principal
amount . the loan, any accrued interest,
and any fees, such as late charges, assessed
on such loan. The Secretary may limit by
regulation the amount of interest that may
be capitalized on such loan, and the timing
of any such capitalization.

*'(6) NOTIFICATION TO BORROWERS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish procedures under
which a borrower of a loan made under this
part who chooses or is required to repay such
loan pursuant to an EXCEL Account is noti-
fied of the terms and conditions of such plan,
including notification of such borrower—

“(A) that the Internal Revenue Service
will disclose to the Secretary tax return in-
formation as authorized under section
6103(1)(13) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986; and

“(B) that if a borrower considers that spe-
cial circumstances, such as a loss of employ-
ment by the borrower or his or her spouse,
warrant an adjustment in the borrower's
loan repayment as determined using the in-
formation described in subparagraph (A), or
the alternative documentation described in
paragraph (3), the borrower may contact the
Secretary, who shall determine whether such
adjustment is appropriate, in accordance
with criteria established by the Secretary.

“(f) DEFERMENT.—

**(1) EFFECT ON PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST.—A
borrower of a loan made under this part who
meets the requirements described in para-
graph (2) shall be eligible for a deferment,
during which periodic installments of prin-
cipal need not be paid, and interest—

‘‘(A) shall not accrue, in the case of a Fed-
eral Direct Student Loan or a Federal Direct
Consolidation Loan that consolidated only
Federal Direct Student Loans, or a combina-
tion of such loans and Federal Student
Loans for which the student borrower re-
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ceived an interest subsidy under section 428;
or

*(B) shall accrue and be capitalized or paid
by the borrower, in the case of a Federal Di-
rect Supplemental Loan for Students loan, a
Federal Direct PLUS Loan, a Federal Direct
Unsubsidized Student Loan, or a Federal Di-
rect Consolidation Loan other than those de-
scribed in subparagraph (A).

‘Y2) ELIGIBILITY.—A borrower of a loan
made under this part shall be eligible for a
deferment during any period—

“*(A) during which the borrower—

(1) is pursuing at least a half-time course
of study at an eligible institution, as deter-
mined by such institution; or

“(ii) is pursuing a course of study pursuant
to a graduate fellowship program approved
by the Secretary, or pursuant to a rehabili-
tation training program for individuals with
disabilities approved by the Secretary,
except that no borrower shall be eligible for
a deferment under this subparagraph, or a
loan made under this part (other than a Fed-
eral Direct PLUS Loan, or a Federal Direct
Consolidation Loan), while serving in a med-
ical internship or residency program;

‘(B) not in excess of 3 years during which
the borrower is seeking and unable to find
full-time employment; or

“(C) not in excess of 3 years during which
the Secretary determines, in accordance
with regulations prescribed under section
435(0), that the borrower has experienced or
will experience an economic hardship, re-
gardless of the reason for such hardship.

‘(g) FEDERAL DIRECT CONSOLIDATION
Loans.—A borrower of a loan made under
this part may consolidate such loan with the
loans described in subsections (a)4) and
{d)}1XC) of section 428C only under the terms
and conditions established by the Secretary
under this part. Loans made under this sub-
section shall be known as ‘Federal Direct
Consolidation Loans’.

*(h) BORROWER DEFENSES.—Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of State or Federal
law, the Secretary shall specify in regula-
tions (except as authorized under section
458(a)) which acts or omissions of an institu-
tion of higher education a borrower may as-
sert as a defense to repayment of a loan
made under this part, except that in no
event may a borrower recover from the Sec-
retary, in any action arising from or relating
to a loan made under this part, an amount in
excess of the amount such borrower has re-
paid on such loan.

‘(i) NONDISCHARGEABILITY IN  BANK-
RUPTCY.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, a loan made under this part shall
not be dischargeable in bankruptcy.

“SEC. 456. CONTRACTS.

‘(a) CONTRACTS FOR SUPPLIES AND SERV-
ICES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may
award one or more contracts for services and
supplies under subsection (b). The entities
with which the Secretary may enter into
such contracts may include, but are not lim-
ited to, agencies with agreements with the
Secretary under sections 428(b) and (c), if
such agencies are otherwise qualified and
comply with the procedures applicable to the
award of such contracts.

*(2) EXEMPTION.—(A) The Secretary may,
through June 30, 1998, award contracts under
this section without regard to the require-
ments in section 303 of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41
U.8.C. 253), section 18 of the Office of Federal
Procurement Poliey Act (41 U.8.C. 416), and
section B(e) of the Small Business Act (15
U.8.C. 637(e)) and the corresponding require-
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ments of the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tions if the Secretary—

*(1) determines in writing, on a case-by-
case basis, that the Government's need for
the services and supplies to be provided
under the contract is of such an unusual and
compelling urgency that sources from which
the Secretary solicits bids or proposals must
be limited; and

**(ii) notifies the Congress in writing of
that determination not more than 30 days
after the award of the contract.

‘“(B) The Secretary may make the deter-
mination described in subparagraph (A)(i) if
the Secretary determines that exemption
from the requirements described in subpara-
graph (A) is in the public interest and nec-
essary for the orderly transition from the
loan programs under part B to the direct stu-
dent loan programs under this part.

*(C) On and after July 1, 1998, all statutory
and regulatory requirements described in
subparagraph (A) shall apply to the award of
a contract under this section.

‘'(b) CONTRACTS FOR ORIGINATION, SERVIC-
ING, AND DATA SYSTEMS.—The Secretary may
enter into one or more contracts for—

‘(1) the alternative origination of loans to
students attending institutions with agree-
ments to participate in the program under
this part (or their parents), if such institu-
tions do not have agreements with the Sec-
retary under section 454(b);

“(2) the servicing and collection of loans
made under this part;

*(3) the establishment and operation of one
or more data systems for the maintenance of
records on all loans made under this part;

**(4) services to assist in the orderly transi-
tion from the loan programs under part B to
the direct student loan programs under this
part; and

*(5) such other aspects of the direct stu-
dent loan programs as the Secretary deter-
mines are necessary to ensure the successful
operation of the programs.

“SEC. 457. REPORTS.

“(a) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Secretary
shall submit to the Congress not later than
July 1, 1993, and each July 1 for the 5 suc-
ceeding years an annual report describing
the progress and status of the loan program
under this part.

“'(b) RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, AND EVAL-
UATION.—The Secretary may use a portion of
the funds described in section 459 for re-
search on, or the demonstration or evalua-
tion of, any aspects of the program author-
ized by this part, including flexible repay-
ment plans.

“SEC. 458. REGULATORY ACTIVITIES,

‘{a) NOTICE IN LIEU OF REGULATIONS FOR
FIRST YEAR OF PROGRAM.—The Secretary
shall publish in the Federal Register what-
ever standards, criteria, and procedures, con-
sistent with the provisions of this part, the
Secretary determines are reasonable and
necessary to the successful implementation
of the first year of the direct student loan
program authorized by this part. Section 431
of the General Education Provisions Act
shall not apply to the publication of such
standards, criteria, and procedures.

‘*(b) CLOSING DATE FOR APPLICATIONS FROM
INSTITUTIONS.—The Secretary shall establish
a date not later than October 1, 1993, as the
closing date for receiving applications from
institutions of higher education desiring to
participate in the first year of the direct
loan program under this part.

**(c) PUBLICATION OF LIST OF PARTICIPATING
INSTITUTIONS AND CONTROL GROUP.—Not later
than January 1, 1994, the Secretary shall
publish in the Federal Register a list of the
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institutions of higher education selected to

participate in the first year of the direct

loan program under this part.

“SEC. 459. FUNDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.

‘‘Each fiscal year, there shall be available
to the Secretary of Education from funds not
otherwise appropriated, funds to be obligated
for administrative costs under this part, in-
cluding the costs of the transition from the
loan programs under part B to the direct stu-
dent loan programs under this part and tran-
sition support for the expenses of guaranty
agencies in servicing outstanding loans in
their portfolios and in guaranteeing new
loans, not to exceed $261,000,000 in fiscal year
1994, $346,000,000 in fiscal year 1995,
$552,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $596,000,000 in
fiscal year 1997, and $749,000,000 in fiscal year
1998. If in any fiscal year, the Secretary de-
termines that additional funds for adminis-
trative expenses are needed as a result of
such transition, or the expansion of the di-
rect student loan programs under this part,
the Secretary is authorized to use funds
available under this section for a subsequent
fiscal year for such expenses, except that the
total expenditures by the Secretary shall not
exceed $2,504,000,000 in fiscal years 1994
through 1998. The Secretary is also author-
ized to carry over funds available under this
section to a subseguent fiscal year.".
CHAPTER 2—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS
SEC. 4021. PRESERVING LOAN ACCESS.

(a) PURPOSE—It is the purpose of the
amendments made by this section to provide
the Secretary with flexible authority as
needed to preserve access to student and par-
ent loans under part B of title IV of the Act
during the transition from the Federal Fam-
ily Education Lioan Program under such part
to the Federal Direct Student Loan Program
under part D of such title.

(b) ADVANCES TO GUARANTY AGENCIES FOR
LENDER-OF-LAST-RESORT SERVICES.—

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 428(j) of the Act
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

‘“(4) ADVANCES TO GUARANTY AGENCIES FOR
LENDER-OF-LAST-RESORT SERVICES DURING
TRANSITION TO DIRECT LENDING.—(A) In order
to ensure the availability of loan capital dur-
ing the transition from the Federal Family
Education Loan program under this part to
the Federal Direct Student Loan program
under part D of this title, the Secretary is
authorized to provide a guaranty agency
with additional advance funds in accordance
with section 422(c)(T), with such restrictions
on the use of such funds as are determined
appropriate by the Secretary, in order to en-
sure that the guaranty agency will make
loans as the lender-of-last-resort. Such agen-
cy shall make such loans in accordance with
this subsection and the requirements of the
Secretary.

*(B) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this part, a guaranty agency serving as a
lender-of-last-resort under this paragraph
shall be paid a fee, established by the Sec-
retary, for making such loans in lieu of in-
terest and special allowance subsidies, and
shall be required to assign such loans to the
Secretary on demand. Upon such assign-
ment, the portion of the advance represented
by the loans assigned shall be considered re-
paid by such guaranty agency.".

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
422(cXT) of the Act is amended by striking
“t0 a guaranty agency'' through the end
thereof and inserting the following: “to a
guaranty agency—

“(A) in accordance with section 428(j), in
order to ensure that the guaranty agency

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

shall make loans as the lender-of-last-resort
during the transition from the Federal Fam-
ily Education Loan Program under this part
to the Federal Direct Student Loan Program
under part D of this title; or

*(B) if the Secretary is seeking to termi-
nate the guaranty agency's agreement, or as-
suming the guaranty agency's functions, in
accordance with section 428(cX10)}F)v), in
order to assist the agency in meeting its im-
mediate cash needs, ensure the uninter-
rupted payment of claims, or ensure that the
guaranty agency shall make loans as de-
scribed in subparagraph (A);".

(¢) LENDER REFERRAL SERVICES.—Section
428(e) of the Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by amending the paragraph heading to
read as follows: “IN GENERAL; AGREEMENTS
WITH GUARANTY AGENCIES.—'";

(B) by inserting the subparagraph designa-
tion “(A)" immediately after the paragraph
heading,;

(C) by striking “in any State’’ and insert-
ing “'with which the Secretary has an agree-
ment under subparagraph (B)"; and

(D) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“(B)i) The Secretary may enter into
agreements with guaranty agencies that
meet standards established by the Secretary
to provide lender referral services in geo-
graphic areas specified by the Secretary.
Such guaranty agencies shall be paid in ac-
cordance with paragraph (3) for such serv-
ices.

*(ii) The Secretary shall publish in the
Federal Register whatever standards, cri-
teria, and procedures consistent with the
provisions of this part and part D of this
title, the Secretary determines are reason-
able and necessary to provide lender referral
services under this subsection and ensure
loan access to student and parent borrowers
during the transition from the loan pro-
grams under this part to the direct student
loan programs under part D of this title. Sec-
tion 431 of the General Education Provisions
Act shall not apply to the publication of
such standards, criteria, and procedures.”';

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking *in a State’ and inserting
‘‘with which the Secretary has an agreement
under paragraph (1}B)"";

(B) by amending subparagraph (A) to read
as follows:

“*(A) such student is either a resident of, or
is accepted for enrollment in, or is attend-
ing, an eligible institution located in a geo-
graphic area for which the Secretary (I) de-
termines that loans are not available to all
eligible students, and (II) has entered into an
agreement with a guaranty agency under
paragraph (1)(B) to provide lender referral
services; and’';

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘The’” and
inserting ""From funds available for costs of
transition under section 459 of the Act, the'’;
and

(5) by striking paragraph (5).

(d) STUDENT LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIA-
TION.—Section 439(q) of the Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘the
Association or its designated agency may
begin making loans” and inserting ‘‘the As-
sociation or its designated agent shall, sub-
ject to the limitations in section 428(j)}3),
begin making loans to such eligible borrow-
ers'’; and

(B) by striking the second sentence;

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘the As-
sociation or its designated agent may' and
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inserting "‘the Association or its designated
agent shall, subject to the limitations in sec-
tion 428(j)(3),""; and

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking “‘that—"
through the end thereof and inserting the
following: *‘that the conditions that caused
the implementation of this subsection have
ceased to exist.".

SEC. 4022. GUARANTY AGENCY RESERVES.

Section 422 of the Act is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

*(g) PRESERVATION OF GUARANTY AGENCY
RESERVES,—

(1) AUTHORITY TO RECOVER FUNDS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
reserve funds of the guaranty agencies, and
any assets purchased with such reserve
funds, regardless of who holds or controls the
reserves or assets, shall be considered to be
the property of the United States to be used
in the operation of the program authorized
by this part or the program authorized by
part D of this title. However, the Secretary
may not require the return of all of a guar-
anty agency reserve funds to the Secretary
unless he or she determines that such return
is essential to the operation of the program
authorized by this part or the program au-
thorized by part D of this title, or to ensure
the orderly termination of the guaranty
agency's operations and the liquidation of its
assets. The reserves shall be maintained by
each guaranty agency to pay program ex-
penses and contingent liabilities, as author-
ized by the Secretary, except that the Sec-
retary may—

‘(A) direct a guaranty agency to return to
the Secretary a portion of its reserve fund
which the Secretary determines is unneces-
sary to pay the program expenses and con-
tingent liabilities of the guaranty agency;
and

*(B) direct the guaranty agency to require
the return, to the guaranty agency or to the
Secretary, of any reserve funds or assets held
by, or under the control of, any other entity,
which the Secretary determines are nec-
essary to pay the program expenses and con-
tingent liabilities of the guaranty agency, or
which are required for the orderly termi-
nation of the guaranty agency’s operations
and the liquidation of its assets.

*(2) TERMINATION PROVISIONS IN CON-
TRACTS.—To ensure that the funds and assets
of the guaranty agency are preserved, any
contract with respect to the administration
of a guaranty agency's reserve funds, or the
administration of any assets purchased or
acquired with the reserve funds of the guar-
anty agency, that is entered into or extended
by the guaranty agency, or any other party
on behalf of or with the concurrence of the
guaranty agency, after the effective date of
this provision shall provide that the contract
is terminable by the Secretary upon 30 days
notice to the contracting parties if the Sec-
retary determines that such contract in-
cludes an impermissible transfer of the re-
serve funds or assets, or is otherwise incon-
sistent with the terms or purposes of this
section.”.

SEC. 4023. TERMS