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SENATE—Friday, June 7, 1996

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Sovereign of this Na-
tion and gracious Father of our lives,
thank You for enabling unity in diver-
sity and oneness in spite of our dif-
ferences. You hold us together when
otherwise ideas and policies and resolu-
tions would divide us. Make us sen-
sitive to one another, especially when a
vote makes conspicuous our dif-
ferences. Help us to reach out to each
other to affirm that we are one in our
calling to lead our Nation. May we nei-
ther savor our victories nor nurse our
disappointments, but press on.

So we fall on the knees of our hearts
seeking Your blessings for our work
this day. To know You is our greatest
privilege and to grow in our knowledge
of Your will is our most urgent need.
Lord, our strength is insufficient; bless
us with Your wisdom. Our vision is in-
complete; bless us with Your hope. In
Your holy name. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator DOLE
from Kansas, is recognized.

————
SCHEDULE

Mr. DOLE. I thank the President pro
tempore.

Mr. President, today, there will be a
period for morning business for 2 hours,
and rollcall votes could occur today on
executive or legislative items cleared
for action. We would like to work out
some of the nominees, at least clear
some of the nominees on the Executive
Calendar, including some of the judi-
cial nominees. It has been suggested if
that is not possible, we just start down
the list one at a time. I am not certain
that will happen today, but we will
continue to work on it.

On Monday, it is hoped the Senate
can begin debate on the budget resolu-
tion conference report. There is a stat-
utory 10-hour time limit. Hopefully, we
can resolve that today and work out
some agreement. I am not certain how
much time it will take. It should not
take 10 hours on a conference report.

In any event, we will be in touch
with our colleagues later sometime
this morning. We are still working on
health care. My view is we are very
close. I am not certain what the White

House view is, but I believe we have
made a lot of progress. There has been
a lot of give and take. Whether or not
that will be complete by next Tuesday
is problematical, but we are making
progress and, hopefully, there can be
some resolution. At least when it is
taken up, it may have broad support.
That may or may not be possible, but
the Republicans will meet at 9:45 in my
office, Republican conferees from the
House and Senate.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRrAIG). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

(Mr.

BALANCING THE BUDGET

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise
today to express regret over what hap-
pened yesterday. Yesterday was a very
significant day in America. We had an
opportunity yesterday to pass a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution. Of course, it did not work
out. We fell short by a couple votes.

It reminds me a little bit of last year
when we fell short by one vote—one
vote—one vote away from forcing fiscal
discipline into two bodies that have ex-
pressed and shown and demonstrated
no fiscal discipline over the past 40
years.

This is not anything that is new. I
can remember, Mr. President, back in
the middle 1970’s when there was an ad
by, I think, the National Taxpayers
Union. They had a nationwide ad. They
were trying to express to the people of
America how serious the debt was, and
tried to give us an understanding as to
what these dollars really mean. Be-
cause once you start getting past $1
million or $1 billion or $1 trillion, no-
body really has any concept of what it
is. Our debt right now, when you say $5
trillion, does not mean an awful lot.

So back in the middle 1970's I can re-
member this very effective ad that
they had. What they did at that time—
the Empire State Building was a tall
building—they took $100 bills, and they
stacked them up until they finally
reached the height of the Empire State
Building. They said, “That is $400 bil-
lion. That is our national debt.” At
that time we looked at it and said,
“You know, we can’t go much beyond
this. You start talking about the inter-
est that is going to be necessary to pay

on the national debt. Can we really af-
ford it?"" Because when you make in-
terest payments, you have to use reve-
nue dollars that would otherwise go to
defending our Nation or to paying for
education and the environment and the
other needs, structural needs that this
Nation has in such abundance.

So at that time, back in the 1970's, I
remember so well someone who was in
this body for quite a lengthy period of
time. His name was Carl Curtis. He was
a U.S. Senator from Nebraska. He was
just a delightful gentleman.

He came up with an idea. He came
out to Oklahoma. I was in the Okla-
homa State Senate at the time. He
said, “You know, we can’t seem to get
across to the people in the U.S. Senate
how much the people at home want us
to exercise fiscal discipline, how much
they want us to balance the budget and
quit borrowing more and more from fu-
ture generations.”

So to demonstrate this—this was his
idea, not mine; Carl Curtis—he said,
“We're going to go out and get three-
fourths of the States to pass resolu-
tions that would preratify an amend-
ment to the Constitution.” As we all
know, we have to get two-thirds of the
vote of the House and the Senate; then
it has to be ratified by three-fourths of
the States. ‘“So if we can show that
there are three-fourths of the States
who want to have a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, then
that will give us the influence that we
need to get it passed in the U.S. Sen-
ate.” It sounded like a good idea.

So he came out to Oklahoma. I re-
member so well we went around to—I
remember one time at the Kay County
Fair we made a presentation of this.
These are just good, earthly people who
are paying taxes and working for a liv-
ing. And they all thought it was a
great idea.

So I introduced in the State Senate
of Oklahoma back in 1974 a resolution
to preratify the constitutional amend-
ment. I remember that Anthony
Kerrigan at that time—I think he is re-
tired now, still resides in Washington—
he wrote in a syndicated column that
was all over the Nation, and the name
of it was, ‘A Voice in the Wilderness."
He said, “Way out in Oklahoma is a
State senator who has successfully
passed the first resolution to preratify
an amendment to the Constitution to
balance the budget.” That was over 20
years ago. This is not anything that is
new.

In fact, it goes back even further
than that. Thomas Jefferson was the
one who came back from France and
said if he had been here during that
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constructive process of the Constitu-
tion, he would have had something
that would prohibit us from borrowing
money, except in times of war. This is
something that is not anything new.

We heard in the discussion, in the de-
bate in the last few days, over and over
again by those who are fighting a bal-
anced budget—not balanced budget
amendment, but balanced budget. It is
interesting that you never hear anyone
on the stump campaigning for office,
“We want to spend more money. We do
not want a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution. We want to
fiscally discipline ourselves. And it is
our job to do it.” Yet, when they come
here there is so much influence here
not to balance the budget, not to have
fiscal discipline, they do not do it.

We have heard these people over and
over again on the floor saying, “We do
not need a constitutional amendment
because we were elected to do that.” I
say we have demonstrated clearly in
both bodies of this Congress that we
are incapable of doing it without some-
thing to force us to do what we ought
to do voluntarily. We have dem-
onstrated that so clearly that this is
the only vehicle out there that I can
think of that would do it.

The argument has been made on this
floor that the Governors and the States
are lowering taxes and are boasting
about the fact they are lowering taxes,
and if we pass a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, we
will have to have dramatic, draconian
increases in State taxes to pay for the
services that otherwise they would get
from the Federal Government. That
just is not true.

There is a mentality, I know, in the
White House that the only way to raise
revenue is to raise taxes. I can remem-
ber a very articulate President of the
United States who was a Democrat,
John Kennedy, who said back in his ad-
ministration, “We have to raise more
revenue; to do this, we are going to
lower taxes to stimulate the econ-
omy.” A lot of people do not realize,
for each 1 percent of economic growth,
that produces new revenues of 326 bil-
lion. If he can do this, this will allow
him to raise more revenues. That is ex-
actly what happened in the Kennedy
administration. They reduced taxes
and that increased revenue.

Along in 1980 when President Reagan
was elected, President Reagan said,
*“We have to have more revenues and
we have to use those revenues to re-
duce the deficit and reduce the debt
and ultimately do something about
debt, so we are going to cut taxes, mar-
ginal rates,” and we went through, in
the 1980’s, the largest tax cuts in any
10-year-period in the history of Amer-
ica.

The results are there. The total reve-
nues that were generated to operate
Government in 1980 were $517 billion.
Then in 1990, the total revenues were
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$1.30 trillion—they doubled, exactly—
between 1980 and 1990. That was a pe-
riod of time when we had the most dra-
matic cuts in our marginal rates. As
far as the income tax is concerned, the
total receipts in 1980 were $244 billion,
and in 1990 $466 billion, almost dou-
bling, at a time we reduced our rates.

You might say, “Well, wait a minute.
We hear on the floor that during the
Reagan years we had such dramatic in-
creases in our deficit.” Yes, we did, but
that was not as a result of the fact that
we were reducing taxes; that was the
increase in revenues, the problem that
we were spending more money here in
the Senate and in the House. So while
revenues went up, our spending went
up exceeding that increase, and the
deficits continue.

Now, in hindsight, I say maybe the
President at that time, President
Reagan, should have vetoed a lot of
those bills he did not veto. That is
what the current President is getting
by with now in vetoing all the things
he ran on when he ran for President of
the United States and what most of the
Republicans who took over control of
the U.S. Senate ran on in 1994.

Speaking of President Reagan, I re-
member one of the greatest speeches of
all time was called “A Rendezvous
With Destiny,” way back in the middle
1960’s. The speech that Ronald Reagan
made, I remember a sentence he said.
“There is nothing closer to immortal-
ity on the face of this Earth than a
Government agency once formed.”
That certainly has proven to be true.
Once you form an agency to respond to
a problem that is there, and the prob-
lem goes away, then the agency contin-
ues, and their political muscle expands.
So there are problems that are out
there that can be dealt with, but they
cannot be dealt with unless we force
ourselves to do something to discipline
ourselves in this manner.

There is one other problem that I
think adds to this. A study was made—
and I cannot document it, but I do have
the document back in my office—over
98 percent of the people who come to
visit their Senator or their House of
Representatives Member are coming
because they want to increase funding
for some program. It might be for a
problem. They might be a contractor;
it might be a program that they feel in
their hearts needs to be expanded.

What do we hear, if we are here in
Washington? We hear from the people
who come in and say, ‘‘We want to
spend more money." That is one of the
reasons I have been an advocate for
term limitation for so many years.

I made it a practice to commute. I
still live back in my State of Okla-
homa and I come up here during the
time we work and we vote and we have
committee meetings, and I go back so
I am there virtually every weekend.
When you do this, you talk to the peo-
ple who are back home, that I some-
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times get chastised for referring to as
“real people,” implying there are not
real people here. Really, those who
come in and want something out of
Government generally are people who
are here for some particular cause—
their cause or for a personal gain.

The fact remains that over 98 percent
of the people that come in are here for
increased funding. That is something I
meant to mention when they use the
arguments that we will have to have
draconian cuts in Government if we
have a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution. That is not true.

A study made by the Heritage Foun-
dation—and I got it renewed only this
week to see, is it true today—if we
were to take all Government programs
and not cut one Government program,
entitlement programs and all the rest
of them, and increase these programs
with growth caps of 132 percent a year,
we could balance the budget in 7 years
and have the tax cuts that the Repub-
licans want, the $500 tax credit per
child, the tax decreases in capital gains
in order to stimulate the economy. We
could make the trust funds well again;
we could secure Social Security, Medi-
care—all of that, without cutting one
program.

Realistically, that will not happen.
We understand that, Mr. President, be-
cause when it gets down to it, there are
programs that need to be cut and some
that need to be increased by more than
13% percent. If we had a resolution, if it
could be structured, I have thought we
might be smarter just to let every pro-
gram grow by that percentage.

When I have townhall meetings—and
I have more than most because I am
back in my State more than most
Members are—and you have people
coming in who are senior citizens, and
you tell them, “What if we were to put
a cap on your Social Security of 1}
percent, if you knew that all other
Government had to do the same
thing?"" They all nod with approval and
say “‘yes.” Their concern is they would
have to take the hit and the veterans
would not, or somebody else would not.
I think all the American people want is
to be treated equally. I guess the point
I am trying to make here is, you do not
have to have draconian cuts to have a
balanced budget.

Now, I do not want to use up too
much time because there are others
who want to speak during this period
of time reserved by the distinguished
Senator from Georgia, Senator COVER-
DELL, but I do want to address some-
thing. I was quite disturbed yesterday
when the very distinguished senior
Senator from Kentucky came to the
floor. I was chastised for some of the
comments that I made. One of the
statements I made that offended him
was that he implied I was saying that
people say one thing at home and say
something else in Washington.

Let me read exactly what I said so
that there can be no misunderstanding.
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I said this after I had read some quotes
of various Senators who were strong
supporters of a balanced budget amend-
ment in 1994 and turned around and
spoke against it and voted against it
this time.

What I said was: ‘““So I think it is
something that we need to look at, and
I'm hoping that those individuals, as
the distinguished Senator from Iowa,
Mr. GRASSLEY said, a lot of the Sen-
ators who are voting for this because
they want to go the party line instead
of voting with the people at home, bet-
ter really stop and think about it be-
fore noon tomorrow,” the day before
yesterday, ‘““because the people at home
are not going to forget,” and I know
that is true. People at home are not
going to forget because the vast major-
ity of the Democrats and the Repub-
licans in America—approximately 80
percent—want a Dbalanced budget
amendment to the Constitution.

So I did go back and read some
quotes from individuals. One was from
the Senator from North Dakota, Sen-
ator DORGAN, who said, ‘“This constitu-
tional amendment, no matter what one
thinks of it, will add the pressure that
we reconcile what we spend with what
we raise.” This was March 1, 1994. This
time he was one of the most articulate
Senators that was opposing the bal-
anced budget amendment.

Then the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina, Senator HOLLINGS,
said, ‘‘So let us debate, pass, and ratify
the balanced budget amendment by
writing a balanced budget amendment
into the basic law of the land. We will
compel Washington to do its job.” I
agree. That is what he said on March 1,
1994. This time he was one of the lead-
ers in opposition to the balanced budg-
et amendment.

Then, of course, the one I have a
great deal of respect for, the distin-
guished minority leader, Senator
DascHLE from South Dakota, back in
February 1994, said, “Too much is at
stake for us to settle for this tax. A
balanced budget amendment will pro-
vide the fiscal discipline our Nation
must have in order to meet the needs
of the present generation without
bankrupting those of the future.” That
was Senator DASCHLE in 1994. Of
course, he led the opposition this time.

So I hope that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky will understand
the context in which I was saying this.
I do not understand how somebody
could be such a strong supporter in 1994
and then oppose the same thing in 1996.

I have the two resolutions here. They
are worded exactly the same—not ap-
proximately the same, but exactly the
same. Back in 1994 this was Senate
Joint Resolution 41. All of these Sen-
ators were talking about how great
this was and how we had to do it—I was
applauding them for their courage—
only to turn around and oppose this in
1996. What happened between 1994 and
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1996? Nothing, except the debt has
grown to over 85 trillion.

So when the Senator from Kentucky
came in—I had not quoted him, but I
will now. He said this back on March 1,
1994. He said, ‘I support the efforts of
my friend and colleague from Illi-
nois”’—talking about Senator SIMON,
who is a very courageous guy, and one
I complimented probably more than I
have ever complimented anyone else on
the floor yesterday. Senator FORD said,
“I support the efforts of my friend and
colleague from Illinois to take on this
persistent fiscal dishonesty. I hear so
much about if 40-some-odd Governors
can operate a balanced budget, why
can't the Federal Government? I oper-
ated under it'"—this is Senator FORD,
who was a Governor of Kentucky—*‘and
it worked. I think implementation of
this amendment will work. I think we
can make it work. I do not understand
why it takes a brain surgeon to under-
stand how you operate a budget the
way the States do. This is an oppor-
tunity to pass a balanced budget
amendment that will work and will
give us a financially sound future, not
only for ourselves but for our children
and our grandchildren.”

I was criticized yesterday because I
said those individuals who opposed the
balanced budget amendment—I am
talking about those who voted against
the balanced budget amendment—are
people who are liberal in their philoso-
phy, and there is nothing wrong with
that. That is the “L” word, and there
is nothing wrong with it. Either you
are liberal or conservative. It just
means how much involvement we want
the Federal Government to have in our
lives. If we want more Government in-
volvement, we have to raise taxes and
pay more.

Fortunately, for the people of Amer-
ica, they can get out of this environ-
ment that we are in right now and not
just listen to what we say, but they can
look and see how we perform. We are
rated in every area by different rating
organizations. If people are concerned
about how we are on social issues, fam-
ily issues, they can look at the Chris-
tian Coalition rating and see how we
have voted. If they want to know how
we are on regulations and business
issues, they can look at the National
Federation of Independent Business.
They have a rating system, and they
will tell you. You do not have to listen
to us. They will tell you who is for less
Government involvement in our lives.

We are the most overregulated na-
tion in the world. That is why we are
not globally competitive. Look and see
how we are rated. If you want to know
who the conservatives are, do not lis-
ten to us. I have yet to hear anybody
go out on a stump and say, ‘‘Vote for
me, I want to spend more money.”
They do not say that. So do not listen
to us. Look and see how we are rated.

The National Taxpayers Union uses
ratings of A, B, C, D, or F. Those are
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the five ratings. Of those individuals—
the 33 Democrats who voted last year
against the balanced budget amend-
ment—I am sure the same thing is true
this year, but we have not had enough
time to get the ratings—they were
rated either a “D" or an “F" by the
National Taxpayers Union. So they are
liberals. I do not know why they are
ashamed of being a liberal. I have yet
to hear a conservative being embar-
rassed about being a conservative. But
many liberals try to say, “I am mod-
erate,”” or ‘‘conservative.”

Here is the last thing I was person-
ally chastised for. Here is a photo of
two little children, which I did not use
last night. I used a photo of my newest
grandson. These are my two other
grandchildren. They are the same age
and are children of two different sons.
This is Maggie Inhofe, and this is Glade
Inhofe. What I was getting across yes-
terday was that the balanced budget
issue, and the deficits in this country,
is not a fiscal issue; it is a moral issue.
These are the faces of innocence, who
did not do anything wrong. This is lit-
tle Jase, who was born January 9. The
day he was born, at the moment he
took his first breath, he inherited a
$19,000 personal debt as his share of the
national debt. He did not do anything
wrong. These kids were born 3 years

ago.

So I think we need to look at the
whole subject of a balanced budget
amendment as the only way we can dis-
cipline ourselves. We demonstrated
that very clearly. Let us not think
about what it is going to do to the peo-
ple up here today. It is not going to af-
fect us. It is the next generation that is
going to have to pay for it.

I suggest to you, Mr. President, that
we did a great disservice yesterday to
all of Americans, to future generations,
when we passed up an opportunity to
pass a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution. We are going to do it:
it is just a matter of time. We may
have to do it in the next legislature, or
when there is another President in the
White House. But we are going to do it,
so that these guys right here are not
going to have to pay for our extrava-
gances. It is a moral issue.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
understand you will be relieved as the
Presiding Officer in a moment. At that
time, I will yield you up to 10 minutes
to speak on this question.

Parliamentary inquiry: It is my un-
derstanding that, under a unanimous
consent, I will be controlling an hour
from approximately 10 until 11 o’'clock,
is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator was to control the first hour of
morning business.

addressed the
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to control the time from now
until 11 o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

BALANCED BUDGET
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in
the last several days, as we have de-
bated this very historic constitutional
amendment, Thomas Jefferson has
been quoted over and over because of
his early recognition that there needed
to be a constitutional provision for bal-
ancing the budget.

I want to read one other quote that
was sent to me by a Georgian, and then
I will yield to the Senator from Idaho.
This is what Thomas Jefferson said:

Men, by their constitutions, are naturally
divided into two parties: One, those who fear
and distrust the people, and wish to draw all
powers from them into the hands of the high-
er classes; two, those who identify them-
selves with the people, have confidence in
them, cherish and consider them as the most
honest and stable.

This debate was on this point because
we were, through our efforts to pass
the balanced budget amendment, en-
deavoring to put to the people the
question in the several States which
would have had to ratify. Those op-
posed it, in my judgment, were fearful
of turning the question over to the peo-
ple of the country.

How unfortunate, as you have just al-
luded, Mr. President, the Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Idaho up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague from Georgia for
taking out this period of morning busi-
ness to discuss and to continue the im-
portant debate that occurred on the
floor of the Senate yesterday in rela-
tion to a balanced budget amendment
to our Constitution.

The Senator from Oklahoma, who is
now presiding, related his experience in
the beginning of this movement that
started in the mid 1970's when Senators
and Members of the Congress recog-
nized that there was growing in this
city an insidious appetite that was
spawned by interest groups and citi-
zens—that somehow the way you
solved nearly all social problems in
this country was to put government
money at it, and that it was justifiable
in doing so to deficit spending. We
began to hear the clock of debt tick at
that time—hundreds of thousands of
dollars, and finally billions of dollars,
as the Senator from Oklahoma spoke
of.

When I arrived here in the early
1980’s we were still in the hundreds of
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billions of dollars, just breaking into
the first trillion. It was in that period
of time, in 1982, that the former Con-
gressman from New York, Barber Con-
able, who had picked up the idea that
had been started here by Senator Cur-
tis, was retiring. He had heard me
speak on the floor of the House. He
knew I had done much of what the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma had done—had
passed a resolution in my State of
Idaho asking for a balanced budget
amendment and that the Senate and
the Congress of the United States
should issue that report so that the
States, under article V of the Constitu-
tion, could go through the ratifying
process.

Barber Conable came to me, and he
said, ‘““Congressman CRAIG, I am leav-
ing. Why don't you take this issue and
work with it? Make it a national issue.
Work with our other colleagues be-
cause some day the American people
will recognize what is going on in
Washington, and they will insist that
it be stopped.”

That was 1982. Myself and CHARLIE
STENHOLM, the Democrat Congressman
from Texas, began to do exactly what
the Senator from Oklahoma started in
the mid 1970’s in his State legislature.
We began a national movement travel-
ing to all of the States of the Nation,
to those State legislatures, asking
them to petition the Congress of the
United States, because without that,
without that extraordinary pressure
from across the country, we did not be-
lieve the Congress would bow to the
wishes of the people because the pres-
sure from the interest groups, the pres-
sure from a growing Government,
would simply cause them to continue
to deficit spend.

That was a $1 trillion debt. That was
1982, and this is 1996. We now have a $5
trillion debt. Senator Curtis was right.
Congressman Barber Conable was
right. The National Taxpayers Union
was right. Now the American people
understand better than they have ever
understood before that somehow this
has to be stopped.

Throughout the 1970's and into the
1980’s you could always poll the Amer-
ican people and say, ‘““Should Govern-
ment balance its budget?"’ And the an-
swer by 65 to 75 to 80 percent was,
““Yes, they should. We have to. We have
to do it with our personal businesses
and our personal home accounts, and
the Government ought to do the
same.”’ But you could never get that
high when you asked the question:
**‘Should there be a constitutional
amendment requiring it?"’ Because a
lot of people did not think we ought to
go the extraordinary route of using the
organic act of our country to force our
Government into compliance with the
wishes of the people; that that was held
for unigue and special exceptions, and
that our organic document of the Con-
stitution should be rarely changed. We
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know that in the history of our coun-
try—the 208 years of history—that we
have only changed that document 27
times.

But finally, in a poll just a few weeks
ago, when the question was asked,
‘‘Should there be a constitutional
amendment requiring a balanced budg-
et?” all of a sudden that had sky-
rocketed to 83 percent of the American
people. That is an all-time high. Not
that the budget should be balanced—I
think that is almost unanimous—but
now that we should use the organic
document of our country to force this
issue. Because what the American pub-
lic instinctively knows is that the
growth, the phenomenal movement of a
budget into deficit and into debt that
now scores $5 trillion, and that this
year we are going to deal with the 1997
budget with over $300 billion of inter-
est; and that that interest will be more
than we will spend on defense, or will
be more than we will spend, within a
few dollars, of Social Security; that
somehow the American people are be-
ginning to say, ‘Isn’t it true that, if
you continue to accumulate that debt,
somehow one day almost all of the
budget would be interest?” Well, no. I
do not think that would occur. But sig-
nificantly the largest segment of the
budget would be interest.

That is the impact on Government,
and that is the impact on taxpayers.

What is the impact on personal lives,
and on the young people who are here
helping us as pages in the U.S. Senate,
when they get to be 35 and 45 years of
age? Even this President, who does not
agree with a balanced budget amend-
ment, and until 1994 when he began to
be a born-again moderate after having
been a 1992-94 very liberal President
with large tax increases and large
spending programs, even his govern-
ment, his appointees, said these young
people will be paying 75 to 80-plus per-
cent of their gross income just to pay
for government.

So you have to ask them: ‘“Well, then
what would you be able to do to own a
home, to fund a college education of
your child, to have the American
dream that all of us expect for our-
selves and our children? Is it possible
that debt could eat it all away?" Yes,
it is.

That is why the debate yesterday was
so significant, and that is why the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is absolutely
right. The vote yesterday was, without
question, one of the most significant
votes that this Senate has taken. I
honor Senator BoB DOLE for bringing it
up again, forcing the political issue and
causing the American people to see
who is for a balanced budget amend-
ment to our Constitution and who is
against it.

It is very important that they under-
stand the forces that work in Washing-
ton and the forces that resist the idea
of fiscal responsibility with no real an-
swer to how you deal with a 35 trillion
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debt and 300 billion dollars’ worth of
interest on debt and an ongoing deficit.
We have offered that solution. We have
offered it in the form of an amendment
to cause it to happen on an annualized
basis.

Last year, we put forth a budget that
would bring us to balance. The fiscal
responsibility that the American peo-
ple have asked for is here. It is here in
the majority party of the U.S. Senate
which has brought about those kind of
efforts and will continue to until it is
the fact of the organic law of the land
that we operate continually under a
budget that is balanced or near bal-
ance. That has to be the goal of this
Congress and for future Congresses and
the responsibility of those who serve in
the U.S. Senate. It is for our future; for
our children and your grandchildren’s
future, Mr. President, that you showed
us those marvelous pictures of this
morning. If we fail to do that, we will
no longer be a great people. We will no
longer be a great people. We will no
longer have a system of Government
that is the envy of the world because it
will be weak and anemic, and unable to
provide or unable to cause the environ-
ment that creates the kind of human
productivity that has historically been
the mission and the great gift of this
country. We will steal from all by de-
stroying it with debt. We now have an
opportunity to change that, and I hope
that in the next Congress we bring that
about and that we have a President
who presides in the White House who
will not openly fight us and resist us,
but who will encourage and embrace
the idea of a balanced budget amend-
ment to our Constitution.

I thank my colleague from Georgia
for acquiring this time to debate and to
continue to discuss this critical issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
while I have you both here, I want to
thank the Senator from Idaho and Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, who have been
here a bit longer than I in Congress, for
the extensive and committed and dedi-
cated work each of them have commit-
ted, not only to a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, but to
disciplined financial management of
the affairs of our Nation for all the
yvears in which you have been here.
Your States and America owe you a
great debt.

Mr. President, these numbers get to
be beyond what, I think, a lot of people
can comprehend in their own home or
business, but the fact that we have not
had a balanced budget has had a mas-
sive impact on every family in Amer-
ica. I am going to talk about a Georgia
family, a typical Georgia family, but it
would not be any different in Okla-
homa or Arizona or California. These
are all going to be very similar pic-
tures, no matter which State you look
at.
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This family earns, in Georgia, about
$45,000 a year. They are a family of
four, typically. For the most part,
today, both parents work, which I will
come to in a minute. We have been
talking about 5 trillion dollars’ worth
of debt and an expanding, exploding
Federal Government. Margaret Thatch-
er was in Atlanta not long ago and she
said something to the effect: Just re-
member, when anybody says to you I
am going to do something for you, re-
member that they have to first take
something from you to do it.

Her statement could not be more
true for this Georgia family. They
make §45,000 a year, and the total Fed-
eral taxes on their income is about
$9,511. The total State and local taxes
are $5,234. The estimated cost of Fed-
eral regulations to the family, in other
words, the price they have to pay when
they buy a loaf of bread, to pay their
share of all the regulatory apparatus
that we have set up over the last 30
years, is $6,650. That is more than their
annual car payment. That could be
worth about two annual car payments.
And then they have to pay, because of
that 85 trillion debt we are carrying,
that pushes interest rates up, so they
have to pay $2,011 for their share of the
higher interest rates.

When it is all said and done, half
their income has been consumed by
Government apparatus and Govern-
ment programs. If Thomas Jefferson
were here—he could never have per-
ceived that our Government, the Gov-
ernment that those valiant Americans
fought for and put in place, that Gov-
ernment would consume half the wages
of bread winners. He is turning in his
grave. And he warned us of this over
and over and cautioned us, which is
why he recognized that there should
have been a statement in the Constitu-
tion that would have called for a bal-
anced budget.

The fact that we have not had a bal-
anced budget amendment in place, we
have not forced Congress to have bal-
anced budgets in place, means that
every family in America has to pay for
these unchecked and burgeoning gov-
ernments. In fact, they work half the
year for these governments now.

Imagine, the Fourth of July is not
only Independence Day, it is the first
day you get to keep your own check.
Who would have ever thought that,
that an American would work from
January 1 to Independence Day? Inde-
pendence Day is going to take on a new
meaning. We need to have signs all
across the country, “Today you get to
keep your first dime.”

We have depended throughout our
history on that American family to get
America up in the morning, get it to
school, keep a roof over its head, edu-
cate it, keep its health and, yes, instill
it with the spiritual belief in this coun-
try so that there would be a continuum
of leadership.
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This practice, the failure to have a
balanced budget—we have had one bal-
anced budget in the last 36 years. No
wonder America is so anxious. She
ought to be. This is dangerous. This
has made it very difficult for that
which we depend upon, the American
family, to do what it is supposed to do.
They cannot get it done right.

Yesterday I referred to an editorial-
ist in the Maryland Constitution,
Marilyn Geewax. She thinks what is
wrong in the American family is that
they are greedy, they have too many
electric toasters. I can tell her, that is
not what is wrong in America. What is
wrong in America is there is not
enough left in their checking account
to save or to do the things that we ask
them to do.

Mr. President, I see we have been
joined by the distinguished Senator
from Texas. In a moment or two, I am
going to yield to her. But before I do,
I wonder if I can put these two quotes
up here.

There was a quote by Representative
STARK, on the House side, that he made
Wednesday, that makes it imminently
clear why the other side, and the Presi-
dent—we have not talked enough about
it. If it were not for the President, we
would have passed the balanced budget
amendment. It rests right at his feet.
He did not want that balanced budget
amendment to pass. He said so. And
that is why these six Senators changed
their votes; they did it in deference to
their President. But read this quote:

To fix the longer-term problem—

He is talking about the fact that also
last week, in addition to talking about
a balanced budget amendment, we were
told Medicare is going broke faster
than we thought. But he said:

To fix the longer-term problem, Mr. Stark
[of the House Ways and Means Subcommit-
tee on Health. He is the ranking member]
said, “Democrats probably would resort to
either a Government takeover of the hos-
pital and health-insurance payment system,
or raising payroll taxes."”

If we had a balanced budget amend-
ment, you could a make a big “X”
through that statement. They cannot
afford to have a balanced budget
amendment when they talk about the
Government takeover of medicine and
creating yet a new entitlement that
would be larger than Social Security in
2 years.

Do you want to know why they do
not want a balanced budget amend-
ment? That is why. They cannot afford
to have the discipline that a balanced
budget amendment would have brought
about. The family that is going to suf-
fer is this average family, because they
are the ones who are going to pay for
that. They are already paying half
their income. What do you think would
happen if that situation came up?

Mr. President, I yield up to 15 min-
utes at this time to the distinguished
Senator from Texas.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Georgia for
taking this time to really talk in a lit-
tle more detail about why we need the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. What happened yester-
day, and its policy ramifications, real-
ly needs to be discussed so that the
American people see that just because
we are trying in this Congress to go to-
ward a balanced budget does not mean
we do not need a balanced budget
amendment.

In fact, I think when the American
people have seen how very hard it is to
balance the budget or to even have a 1-
vear budget that moves toward a bal-
anced budget, and when they see how
slow the progress has been and they
see, even though we have tried to make
the tough decisions—Medicare reform,
Medicaid reform, welfare reform—these
have been vetoed by the President and,
therefore, we are still at ground zero.
The American people see this.

So, for Heaven's sake, does that not
make the argument that we need a bal-
anced budget amendment, because if
we can ever get the deficit off the
plate, if we can look at the year 2002
toward that point where we will have a
balanced budget, don't we need to say
no future Congress will ever be able to
get out of control again? Don’t we need
to put in what Thomas Jefferson wor-
ried about, that we should have put in
the Constitution in the first place, and
that is that no future Congress can put
debt on generations in the future, that
no Congress will be able to say we want
to spend this money now, but we want
our children to pay for it.

Thomas Jefferson worried about
that. It was one of the two things he
was concerned with that had not been
addressed in the Constitution.

The other one is term limits, and I
think that probably bears on the prob-
lem we are having right now. We have
too many people who have been in Con-
gress too long who have not been in the
real world who have continued to put
off the tough decisions. These are peo-
ple who talk well. They are people who
say, ‘‘Oh, we want a balanced budget;
of course, we want a balanced budget.
We’'ll make the tough decisions later,”
or “We will let somebody else make
the tough decisions.” That is what
Congresses have been doing for 40
years, and it is what Presidents have
been doing. That is why we are in this
mess.

So, of course, we need a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. It would not take 2 years for a
balanced budget amendment to be rati-
fied by the States; that is, if the people
are consulted, because the people
know. The people of America are not
stupid. They know the difference be-
tween a balanced budget and stability
and the future of their children and
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out-of-control spending, spend-now-
pay-later policies that they have seen
for so long out of Washington, DC.

The opponents of the amendment, as
was pointed out by my colleague from
Georgia, really use scare tactics. Let
me go through a few of those. This is
just a gimmick. Don’t you think if this
were a gimmick that Congress would
have tried it before? I mean, 40 years of
gimmicks, I think I have seen just
about everything. I think they would
have thought of this if it were a gim-
mick. They say this will tie the Gov-
ernment’s hands. ““What are you going
to do if you have a war, if you need an
emergency expenditure?”

There is a safety valve. You can pass
an unbalanced budget with a three-
fifths vote, and I think if we were in a
crisis in this country, if we were need-
ing to go to war and support our
troops, I believe three-fifths of the duly
elected representatives of the people of
this country would be able to come to
that conclusion. But I do not think
three-fifths of the duly elected rep-
resentatives of our country would go
into a deficit situation for just another
social program.

They say this will bring on another
depression. You have heard that one.
Bring on another depression? The
money is going to be spent. People earn
money, they send part of it to the Fed-
eral Government or they keep it.

Now, where is the recession here?
The recession is not going to be caused
because there is going to be less Gov-
ernment spending. If we have less Gov-
ernment spending, that means there is
more money in people’'s pockets. It is
their money, it is not ours. I just love
these people. I think the Senator from
Oklahoma, who is sitting in the chair,
has heard the people on the floor say:
‘“Oh, we can't have that tax cut, it
would cost the Government $300 bil-
lion.”

The Government? Whose money is it?
It is not the Government’s money.
Money belongs to the people in this
country who go out and work every
day. It is their money. The Govern-
ment will not lose $300 billion if we
have a tax cut.

I would ask the guestion a little dif-
ferent way: How much will it cost the
hard-working American taxpayer if we
do not cut their taxes by $300 billion?

We are not talking about lower
spending here; we are talking about
who makes the decisions. We are talk-
ing about whether you decide how you
spend your money for your family or
whether you send your money to the
Government for them to decide what
your priorities should be.

It is a matter of priorities and who
makes the decisions. That is one of the
reasons why the Republicans said very
clearly, when we put our balanced
budget forward over T years, that we
had a $245 billion tax cut package, be-
cause we knew that if we were going to
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slow the spending in the public sector
market, that we wanted to increase the
spending in the consumer market.

The difference is who makes the deci-
sion. That is why we put tax cuts in
our balanced budget. It is why we have
a $500 per child tax credit. It is why we
have TRA's for the homemakers of this
country so that the homemakers of
America will have the same retirement
security options that anyone who
works outside the home has. It is why
we have capital gains tax reform, so
that our small businesses will be able
to make those investments that will
create the new jobs and help the econ-
omy grow. It is why we have inherit-
ance tax reform. It is why we do away
with the marriage penalty, or signifi-
cantly reform it, because we know that
the American family deserves to have
more of the money they earn to spend
for their families.

So causing another depression is out
of the question. In fact, our economy
will boom if we will pass a balanced
budget amendment. The markets went
up just because it looked like we had
the chance to do it a year ago. Last
yvear, the market went up because they
had the impression that Congress was
finally going to ‘‘gut up” and do the
right thing. We lost it by one vote.

It was a great disappointment, but
the market knew. The market knew
that by lowering interest rates two
points, which is what the balanced
budget would do, that we would save
money for every person in America
who is paying a home mortgage, that
we would save money for every person
in America who is borrowing to buy a
car, that we would save money for
every person in America who is borrow-
ing to go to college. The markets knew
the stability that would be created by
a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution.

Last, but not least, they have really
talked a lot on this floor about raiding
Social Security—raiding Social Secu-
rity—if we balance the budget. I ask
the question to anyone in America:
Would you trust a Congress that can-
not balance its budget to keep Social
Security intact? If someone does not
have the guts to have a balanced budg-
et for our Government, can they be
trusted to keep the integrity of the So-
cial Security system?

Frankly, I think that is why our
yvounger generation does not think
they will ever see Social Security, be-
cause they see a Congress that cannot
even balance the budget or even pass a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget for the future, and they
think, ‘“Now, if they don't have the
ability to do that, I really don't think
I'm ever going to see Social Security.”

So, Mr. President, I think passing the
balanced budget amendment is the
most important policy decision that we
would make in our lifetimes of public
service. I think if we do not take that
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step, we can wait for our grandchildren
to ask the question, ‘“You were there
back then. Why didn't you do some-
t'hing.?n

I saw the picture that my colleague
from Oklahoma showed of his
grandbaby on the floor. I am horrified
to think that that baby is someday
going to meet me or talk to the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma and say, “You
know, why didn’t you do something
back then when you could, so that I
could afford to send my children to col-
lege, so that I would have a good job in
a great economy in the land of oppor-
tunity?””

Mr. President, if we do not pass a bal-
anced budget amendment that is re-
sponsible for the American people, we
are not going to be able to face our
grandchildren, we are not going to be
able to answer the question. So if our
colleagues will think about the long-
term future of this country, or if the
people who are looking at voting for a
U.S. Senator on the ballot next year
will ask that person the question,
“How do you feel about a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion?" I mean, you only can say one of
two things: “I'm for it,” or, “I'm
against it.”

If the people of this country will rise
up and say, this is the most important
issue, then our grandchildren will not
have the question, because it probably
would not ever occur to our grand-
children that we would not balance the
budget of this country when it is on
our watch.

So, Mr. President, I think the time
has come for the people of America to
weigh in on this issue. They saw the
vote yesterday. They saw that we are
within five, six, seven votes in this
Congress of passing a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, which
will need to be ratified, so the State
legislatures will have a chance to
weigh in on this as well. I do not worry
about the legislatures ratifying it, if
we will have the guts to do what is
right in this Congress.

Mr. President, it is all a part of what
we were elected to do. We did not run
for the U.S. Senate thinking it was
going to be an easy job. We knew, espe-
cially those of us who have run in the
last 2 years, we knew that we were
going to have to make tough decisions
to turn around 40 years of bad deci-
sions.

I have been a small businessperson. I
bought a little company that was on
the ropes. I had to make tough deci-
sions to turn that company around. I
did it. But it was not easy. That is the
exact issue we are facing here on a
much bigger scale, because the people
of America are depending on us to
make this tough decision for our coun-
try. They know that we are not going
to agree on every budget cut that it
will take. They do not expect that. But
they do expect a responsible decision.
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Mr. President, I will just close by
saying, there is only one way to pre-
vent the most dreaded question that I
can ever imagine. It is not from one of
my constituents calling in or someone
that I will see in Texas; it is not from
a news reporter. It is from my 5-year-
old grandchild, in 20 years, who would
say, ‘‘Cake, you were there back then.
Now I am going to have a child, and I
can’'t afford to send my child to col-
lege. Why didn’t you do something?”’
That is the question I do not ever want
to hear.

The way we can assure that we will
never have that question in our fami-
lies is to pass the balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution be-
cause we know how hard it is to do
what is right. We know the resistance
that we have faced. We know that if we
can ever get it to balance, that we
should never again allow a future Con-
gress to mortgage the future of our
children.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr.
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Texas and hope that her wish
of not ever having to answer that ques-
tion can be fulfilled while she is here
representing the State of Texas in the
U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, I yield up to 5 minutes
to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you,
President.

I thank the Senator from Georgia for
once again bringing together a group of
Members to discuss an issue of signifi-
cance. He has been doing an outstand-
ing job, I think, of trying to make sure
the public understands exactly what it
is that is happening here in the Senate
of the United States with the crisis and
what the prospects are for our future.

Today, I will continue this discussion
about the balanced budget. There
seems to me to be two fairly clear
questions that Americans need to ask
themselves. First, why do we need a
balanced Federal budget? Second, why
do we need a balanced budget amend-
ment in order to have a balanced budg-
et?

The first question was really one
that I think was addressed pretty effec-
tively last year. That was the need for
bringing the Federal budget into bal-
ance.

The fact is that, as numerous Mem-
bers have indicated over the last couple
of days, a balanced budget means for
most families in this country the
chance to keep more of what they earn
and to spend more on their own prior-
ities rather than spending more money
on interest payments, on things like
new car loans, mortgages for their
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homes, the repayment of student loans,
and so on, as has been very effectively
documented, Mr. President.

When our Federal Government is
forced to go into the borrowing mar-
kets at large levels and compete with
private investment, the price of private
investment goes up, interest rates go
up. When people want to buy a new
home, and in many cases their first
home, they find that it is unaffordable
today because of interest rates. When
people need to obtain a new car, they
find that it may be not the car they
need for their families because of inter-
est rates. When students start to try to
pay back their student loans, they find
it extremely difficult because of inter-
est rates.

The reason interest rates are high,
Mr. President, is because the Federal
Government is borrowing so much
money. The way to end the Federal
Government’s borrowing is to bring the
Federal budget into balance. That is
what we have been trying to do here.
But the goal is not just simply to bal-
ance the budget one time in the year
2002, as we have been focused on; it is
to keep the Federal budget under con-
trol and the growth of Federal spend-
ing under control well beyond that
date.

There is a very simple reason why
2002 has to mark the beginning, not the
end, of the efforts to balance the budg-
et. As we have learned and as I think
economists on all sides now would
agree, projecting the growth of Federal
spending out beyond the year 2002, pro-
jecting the growth of entitlement pro-
grams as they at least currently are
expanding, will find the Federal Gov-
ernment by the year 2010, 2012, 2013, de-
pending on your analysis, but some
point about 15 years from now at the
point where literally all Federal reve-
nue, all tax collections in total, will
only pay for the interest payments
that have to be made on this huge Fed-
eral debt and for the entitlement pay-
ments that will be required at the cur-
rent rate of growth of Federal spend-
ing.

That means not $1 for national secu-
rity, not 81 for education and training,
not $1 for law enforcement to protect
the safety of our citizens, not $1 for
transportation and infrastructure, not
$1 for any other priority unless the
Federal Government borrows that $1 or
prints that $1.

We know we are not going to go back
to the days of the printing press, Mr.
President. So that leaves only one op-
tion: The further borrowing of money
at levels far greater than we ever have
before. If we do not bring the growth of
Federal spending under control and
balance the budget today, that is the
prospect, that is the future we look for-
ward to. In fact, it would require so
much Federal borrowing that I think
private investment in this country
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would effectively be crowded out en-
tirely, bringing us the kind of eco-
nomic crisis that we have never con-
fronted before as a nation. That is the
future.

The question is, Why do we need an
amendment so we do not bring about
that future? I think what has happened
over the last few months is a pretty
clear indication exactly why we need a
Federal balanced budget amendment in
our Constitution.

The fact is, Mr. President, we now
have virtually everybody singing, it
would appear, from the same song
sheet. We should have to balance the
Federal budget. The President says it,
although a year ago he did not. The
Members of the Republican party in
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives have, not once but twice, passed
a balanced budget. This year Demo-
cratic Members and Republican Mem-
bers on the Senate side got together
and offered a third version. The fact is,
everybody now says they are for it; and
everybody in Congress has now found a
balanced budget they could live with
and vote for. But we still do not have
it. The reason we do not have it, Mr.
President, is very simple: There is no
discipline in the process that requires
us to come to final agreement.

So the President, as we saw last win-
ter, could call down leaders of Congress
and spend hours talking in generic
terms about the Federal Government
and how he wanted to balance the
budget, but no one was under the pres-
sure that a constitutional amendment
would bring in order to balance that
budget.

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 5 additional
minutes to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank the Senator
from Georgia.

For that reason, we have deadlock.
For that reason, we did not reach clo-
ture. For that reason, there was no fi-
nality. On we went, on we go—people
all claiming to be for a balanced budg-
et, but not willing to make the ulti-
mate tough decision to get there.

As we saw last year, the President
would say T years, 9 years, 10 years,
whatever amount of years seem to sat-
isfy the audience, voters, or polls. We
did not get the balanced budget. Mr.
President, it is imperative that we do
so. We have to consider exactly where
the country will be if we continue to
flounder along.

As we learned yesterday, just to take
one specific program area, Medicare,
we know where we are going to be if we
do not bring about the kind of dis-
cipline in the fiscal process that the
Senator from Georgia has been talking
about the last 2 days. Where we will be
in the year 2001; the Medicare trust
fund will go bankrupt. We are no
longer talking, as has been the case in
the past, in general terms about a
bankruptcy somewhere in the distant
future. We are not talking, as even we
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were last year, about having 7 years to
solve the problem. We are talking
about bankruptcy of the Medicare
trust fund on our doorstep in 5 years.
We are talking for the first time, Mr.
President, not about the Medicare
trust fund running a surplus, but it is
now running a deficit.

If that is not enough of a wakeup
call, I ask my colleagues, what would
it take? Obviously, there are some who
believe you can continue to put this
off. Indeed, the Senator from Georgia
today brought us this card which
quotes from Wednesday's Washington
Times: ‘‘The Democrats said they are
not concerned that Medicare will go
broke because Congress has always
acted at the last minute to avert disas-
ter." That may have been the way the
Democratic Congress acted in the past.
This Republican Congress does not be-
lieve in putting off and putting off and
putting off the solutions to the prob-
lems that Americans, particularly that
our seniors confront, Mr. President.

Not only that, but we understand if
we do not solve the problem today with
a well-thought-through plan, the only
alternative way to fix the problem at
the last minute will be the kind of plan
that I do not think most Americans are
going to want or going to tolerate. In
fact, we have a sense of what that plan
will be. Congressman STARK from Cali-
fornia, who is the ranking Democrat on
the subcommittee of the Ways and
Means Committee that oversees the
funding of the entitlement programs,
the person who would be chairman of
that subcommittee if his party were in
charge of the House of Representatives,
said the Democrats probably would re-
sort to either a Government takeover
of the hospital and health-insurance
payment system, or raise payroll taxes.

For Americans who are trying to un-
derstand the difference between what
we are suggesting on our side, Mr.
President, and what the opposition is
suggesting, I think this quote probably
encapsulates things about as vividly as
it possibly could. The Republicans had
offered a plan here over a lengthy pe-
riod of time to reduce the growth of
spending in entitlement areas—not
cutting, but just reducing the growth
of that spending—through more pru-
dent and efficient operation of these
programs, by giving seniors, to take
the Medicare case as an example, giv-
ing seniors the kind of choice the rest
of us have as to how we will deal with
our health care, but basically preserv-
ing intact a system that gives individ-
uals control over how they take care of
themselves in the health care they re-
ceive.

Now, if we do not address this prob-
lem in the fashion Republicans are of-
fering, to avert disaster and bank-
ruptecy in Medicare, the alternative
will be this: A system the Democrats
will design that will include either the
hiking of payroll taxes or a total Gov-
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ernment takeover of the health-care
system. I actually predict, Mr. Presi-
dent, that if we wait any longer, under
the Democratic scheme you will get
both of these—not one, both.

So that, Mr. President, puts it in
pretty clear contrast, what the options
are for Americans today. If we balance
the budget, if we put a constitutional
amendment in place that requires dis-
cipline not just for 1 year but for the
future of this country, then we can
guarantee our children the kind of se-
curity that we have had, the kind of
knowledge that if they work hard, play
by the rules and do their jobs, they will
have choice over their destiny. If we do
not, their destiny is going to consist of
higher taxes, Government-run health
care, and more Government intrusion
into their lives.

As far as I am concerned, Mr. Presi-
dent, when I talk to the people of my
State, the answer to this question is
pretty simple. People in Michigan want
to control their own destinies, give
their children more opportunity, and
see the Government run the way their
families are run. Keeping their own
budget balanced is a challenge most
American families and almost every
Michigan family confronts every day. I
think we should expect no less here in
Washington.

For that reason, I am very dis-
appointed the balanced budget amend-
ment failed. I continue to join and will
join with the Senator from Georgia and
others to do our best to make sure
sooner or later the balanced budged
amendment to the Constitution passes.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Michigan for the very elo-
quent statement on the purpose of
passing a balanced budget amendment
and the consequences, as well, of not
having one.

There have been many accolades in
the last couple of days for the Senator
from Illinois. The leader on the other
side of the aisle endeavored to try to
convince the President and his side of
the merits of a balanced budget. In his
remarks which he made the other
morning on the floor, I want to quote
them, I was here, he made a very elo-
quent statement about why this coun-
try needs a balanced budget amend-
ment. He said, ‘I was reading the other
day and came across where John Ken-
nedy in 1963 complained about the huge
amount of money that was paid for in-
terest for which we get nothing.’’ That
is something to be remembered. It does
not buy any service. It does not buy a
tank or defend anybody. ‘‘He com-
plained about the huge amount of
money being paid for interest for which
we get nothing. Do you know what the
gross interest expenditure was in 19637
Nine billion. That is a terrible waste of
money."

But do you know what the latest
Congressional Budget Office figures are
for this fiscal year, gross interest ex-
penditure? Mr. President, $344 billion.
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From 1963 to 1996, from $9 billion inter-
est payments to $344 billion, and going
up.
The point that Senator SmMoN of Illi-
nois was making was that if we had a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, we would not be paying
$344 billion in interest payments. Those
resources would be available to return
to the American taxpayer, to this
Georgia family that is losing half of its
income to government, so that they
could do the job we are asking of them.

Mr. President, it was a very dis-
appointing vote yesterday. It was ex-
ceedingly costly to every American
family. A balanced budget would save
the average American family $2,388 a
year in mortgage payments, $1,026 in a
4-year car loan, $1,891 over a 10-year
student loan.

The net effect of having passed a bal-
anced budget amendment, the net ef-
fect of having balanced budgets would
immediately leave $3,000 to $4,000 in
the checking account of this average
Georgia family—8$3,000 to $4,000. That is
the equivalent of a 10- to 20-percent
pay raise. That is what we are talking
about.

You get passed it all, talking about
the checking account of a typical fam-
ily at work, doing what they have to do
to get the country up in the morning,
to get it to school and get it ready. We
have impaired, drastically, their abil-
ity to do it. Passage of a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion, as Jefferson called for, as Senator
SmoN called for, as Senator DOLE
called for, is the best single thing we
can do to protect the integrity of these
working Americans all across the land,
tomorrow and for the year to come.

I see the time I was allotted has ex-
pired. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak
as in morning business for up to 10
minutes.

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

MEDICARE TRUST FUND

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, first, I
want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER-
DELL] and those who spoke this morn-
ing on the subject of a balanced budget
amendment and the unfortunate con-
sequences of our failure to deal with
the problem of the ever-increasing defi-
cits.
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We also had a few of those Senators
mention, as an aside, the problem with
the Medicare trust fund. I wanted to
remind Senators that we had a hearing
yvesterday in the Appropriations Sub-
committee that funds the Department
of Health and Human Services, and
Secretary Donna Shalala came before
the committee to present the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget for that Depart-
ment for the next fiscal year. She
serves, along with others in the admin-
istration, on this panel of trustees,
whose responsibility it is to monitor
and help keep Congress and the admin-
istration informed about the integrity
of the trust fund, and supports the
Medicare Program.

The trustees, earlier this week,
talked about the fact that the worst
case scenario for future deficits in that
program had been exceeded, and that
rather than having the program go
bankrupt, be hopelessly insolvent by
the year 2002, it was going to be bank-
rupt earlier. By the year 2000, it would
be out of balance by over $30 billion,
and the following year, it would be out
of balance and in deficit at the figure
of $100 billion.

The consequences of this report have
to wake up everybody to the realiza-
tion that unless Congress and the ad-
ministration quit playing politics with
this issue, it is going to be insolvent.
This program is going to be in jeop-
ardy, and benefits are going to be in
jeopardy as well.

I think the time has come for us to
say, OK, the Republican Congress
passed a balanced budget act last year.
It included in that suggested reforms
in the Medicare Program that would
have put it in balance, would have kept
it solvent, would have made some need-
ed changes in the program to give older
citizens more choices, more protection,
so that their medical expenses and ben-
efits could continue to be paid through
this program.

The President vetoed the bill. He re-
jected the balanced budget act. So we
started over again. This year, the
Budget Committee is wrestling with
the problem of reconciling budget reso-
lutions, which contain projected ex-
penditures under this program, as well
as all other Federal programs, with an
effort to continue to build toward a
balanced budget plan as soon as pos-
sible. Their projection is the year 2002.

What I am going to suggest is that,
in this politically charged environment
of Presidential politics and campaigns
for House and Senate seats underway—
and we have to admit it—it is unlikely
that this administration is going to
change its mind and embrace the Re-
publican proposals. And so we have to
acknowledge that.

The President, at the same time, has
made a counteroffer, as I understand it,
and has proposed some changes in the
Medicare Program, which would
achieve savings of $116 billion over the
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same period of time. The Republican
proposals would have achieved savings
of almost $170 billion.

Let us say, OK, Mr. President, have it
your way for the short term. Let us in-
troduce the President’'s proposed
changes in the Medicare Program. Let
us accept his proposals for changes and
cuts in the Medicare Program and
enact them next week, or the week fol-
lowing. If the reconciliation bill from
the Budget Committee’s resolution is
vetoed by the President or not sup-
ported by the Democrats in that area
of the budget, let us isolate the Medi-
care Program changes and enact some
changes.

I suggest, let us enact the President’s
proposed changes and cuts in the pro-
gram and, at the same time, establish
a commission—which the President has
recommended, the trustees have rec-
ommended in their report, including
Secretary Shalala, Secretary Reich,
Secretary Rubin, and others, who serve
on that trustee panel—to recommend
long-term changes in the Medicare
Program that would ensure its sol-
vency and protect the benefits for the
older citizens in our society over the
long term.

I do not see anything wrong with
that. As a matter of fact, I have been
suggesting that that be considered as
an alternative. If Congress and the
President cannot agree on what
changes ought to be made, get a com-
mission together, much like the Base
Closure Commission, or the Social Se-
curity Commission, which was formed
in 1983 and chaired by Alan Greenspan.
It made recommendations to save the
Social Security trust fund from bank-
ruptcey, and Congress and the President
agreed at that time to accept the rec-
ommendation of that commission and
implement it.

That ought to be a part of this legis-
lation—that we establish that commis-
sion, agree to implement its rec-
ommendations, and have a vote on it.
If you do not want to implement them,
vote no; be against everything. But we
have to come to terms with the reality
of the situation. The longer we wait,
the harder the solution is going to be
and the more sacrifices that are going
to have to be made by everybody—the
taxpayers. If we do not make these
changes, do you know what is going to
happen? Pretty soon, you are going to
see the taxes on the employers and em-
ployees to fund this program being in-
creased—and by substantial sums.

Now, the older population is getting
older and, thank goodness, medical
science is wonderful and it is giving us
all opportunities for longer lives. But
coming with that, too, are added ex-
penses, as you get older, for medical
care. Our senior citizens confront the
reality every day of this terrible fear,
and that is that they will not have the
funds, they will not have access to the
care they need to enjoy the longevity
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that they now have, compliments of
medical science, good nutrition, and
the advances that we have made for
good health in our society.

So I say that it is time to stop the
partisan politics. Let us quit throwing
rocks at each other across the aisle,
blaming each other for not getting
anything done. I am prepared to say, as
a Member of the Republican leadership
in the Senate, OK, Mr. President, let us
enact your proposal.

I am going to introduce a bill next
week, and I hope there will be Senators
on both sides of the aisle who will say,
OK, let us go along with this sugges-
tion as an alternative to what we have
been getting. And what we have been
getting is nothing—gridlock, con-
frontation, yelling at each other, peo-
ple getting red in the face, and nothing
getting done.

I think the American people are fed
up with that kind of politics, fed up
with that kind of Government. I am fed
up with it. It is time to change. We
ought to do it now—before it is too
late.

I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, are we
in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the
Chair advise the Senator that he may
proceed as in morning business.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair. I
will only take 5 minutes. I wanted to
do a couple of things. I want to thank
the Senator from Georgia for bringing
some discussion today as a follow-up to
this vote on the balanced budget
amendment. I am very disappointed
that that balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution did not pass. I
think there are obviously reasons that
it should have passed. Obviously, it was
very close to passage. The reasons, of
course, have to do with responsibility,
with morality of Government, with fis-
cal responsibility.

Everyone accepts the idea that we
should not be continuously spending
more than we take in. It has to do with
the historic performance of the Federal
Government for 25 years, or more,
since we have balanced the budget last.
Everybody gets up, and the first thing
they say is, ““Yes, I am for balancing
the budget’’—the same people who have
been here for 25 years and have never
balanced the budget. They say, “We do
not need an amendment; we will just
do it.”” Well, we have not just done it.

So I am very disappointed in that. I
suspect that we will have some more
opportunities to do that.

I come from a State where the con-
stitution provides for a balanced budg-
et. Frankly, it works very well. It is a
discipline, and the government works
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within that discipline. It is one of the
elements of good government—one of
the elements that says, ‘‘All right. We
want a program. Here is what it will
cost. Are you willing to pay for it?" If
you are not, if we are not, if I am not,
then we should not do it. That is what
this fiscal responsibility is all about.

I think the best instance of that, of
course, is a property tax where we live.
The school district says, ““We need a
new science building. Here is what it
will cost.”” Is it worth it? You vote. Are
you willing to pay for it, or are not
you?

I want to talk about a change that
needs to take place in the budget proc-
ess. Last year we took the whole year
and deferred getting the budget fin-
ished. Now we are in a year of budget-
ing, and we are spending such a large
amount of our time on the budget. Con-
gress has more responsibilities than
simply the budget. Indeed, the budget
is very important. The budget is sort of
an outline of what we are going to do.
But the Congress also has, and the Sen-
ate also has, many other responsibil-
ities, such as oversight, such as seeing
if bills that have been passed and are
up for renewal have, indeed, been effec-
tive, whether they need to be changed,
whether they need to be renewed. This
is a big job, and we are supposed to be
doing that. But instead, we are going
back and forth spending the whole year
practically every year on the budget.

I have a bill that has bipartisan sup-
port that asks for reform in budgeting
and doing a biennial budget. I think
there is a great deal of merit in a bien-
nial budget. No. 1, it is better for the
Government. It is better for the agen-
cies. They at least have 2 years of plan-
ning for what they can do in their ex-
penditures; 2 years in which they can
plan how to manage their dollars. It is
much better for the Congress. It is
done in most legislative bodies—bien-
nial budgeting. It has been supported
by both sides of the aisle.

The resolution that we introduced
this year is supported by Senator
DoMENICI, who is head of the Budget
Committee, and we think we can make
this reform next year. I think, as we
spend all of this time on budgeting, we
spend the whole year practically on
budgeting rather than some of the
other things that we ought to be doing
in addition to budgeting, it makes it
more clear that there needs to be some
reform. We need to have a biennial
budget.

So, Mr. President, obviously, we are
not going to get to that this year.
There are relatively few working days
left. That will not be one of the issues.
I am not naive to think that. But I do
say to you that I do not think there is
anything more important in terms of
restructuring our process than to take
a look at biennial budgeting. I intend
to bring it up again next year. I have
been promised support by those who
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are much more knowledgeable than I
about budgeting.

I recognize that there is always re-
sistance from the appropriators. I was
on the Appropriations Committee when
I was in the legislature. Appropriators
have a great deal of influence over all
kinds of things because they control
spending, and everybody is interested
in how spending is done and how it af-
fects their State. So appropriators are
reluctant, of course, to lose the author-
ity that they have every year by going
through this process. I am sorry for
that, but I think they to do a better job
if they do it on a biennial basis.

Mr. President, I appreciate the time.
I hope we will continue to talk a little
bit about how we might change some of
the processes in this Congress; that we
talk about results rather than proce-
dure; that, instead of saying we have
been doing it for 200 years, maybe so,
but we ought to see what the results
have been for having done that for 200
years. There are some things that
should not be changed. There are some
fundamentals that should not be
changed. But there are some processes
that are not producing the results that
we want, and one of them is budgeting.
The result is a $5 trillion debt, the in-
terest on which is the largest single
line item in the budget.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed to pro-
ceed under the 1 hour that has been re-
served by the minority leader.

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

REPUBLICAN GRANDCHILDREN

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have
listened this morning to some of the
discussion on the floor of the Senate. I
felt I needed to come over and speak,
at least for historical records, speak to
the Republican grandchildren a bit, be-
cause the Republican grandchildren
have been spoken to on the floor of the
Senate about a range of issues. They
have been described on the floor of the
Senate as victims of legislative prob-
lems created this week by a vote on the
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget.

All grandchildren are affected by
what happens in these Chambers, in
the Chambers of the U.S. House and
the U.S. Senate. Grandchildren will
ask the tough questions in the years
ahead about the country in which they
live, the country in which they are
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growing up. They might ask some ques-
tions about what has made this a won-
derful place. There are some who sim-
ply cannot concede this is a worthy
place to live. They talk about how
awful America is. America has gone to
hell in a handbasket, they say. Amer-
ica has gone to the dogs.

It is interesting, we have people talk-
ing about building fences to keep peo-
ple out of America because we have so
many people who want to come here.
This country is a remarkable place,
with enormous challenges, to be sure.
We have faced challenges before. We
faced a Civil War and survived it and
came back together. We faced the
threat of Adolph Hitler. We faced the
threat of a depression. We have sur-
vived all of those threats and all of
those challenges. Do we have chal-
lenges now? Of course; enormous chal-
lenges, substantial challenges. But is
this a remarkable, wonderful country
that the rest of the world looks up to,
the rest of the world wants to come to?
Of course it is.

At the turn of the century, if you
were living in America, you expected
to live 48 years. That was the lifespan.
Now, at the end of the century, you are
expected, as an American, to live ap-
proximately 78 years. What accounts
for that? A number of things. I have
spoken previously about some of them,
but let me just describe a few again, at
the risk of being repetitious. Our
grandchildren and the Republican
grandchildren will read the history of
these, of course.

The history is well documented of
one thing that makes this a better
country in which to live, one of the
reasons we are living longer. Upton
Sinclair did the research at the turn of
the century and wrote a book about it.
He did the research in the meatpacking
plants in our country, in Chicago, and
discovered in the meatpacking plants
they had problems with rats. How did
they deal with the problems of rats in
meatpacking plants? Well they took
loaves of bread and would lace the
slices of bread with arsenic and poison,
and lay them around the meatpacking
plants and the rats would eat the bread
and the rats would die and the dead
rats and meat would all go down the
same chute and come out the other end
as something called mystery sausage
and be sold in the supermarkets. Upton
Sinclair wrote his book about what he
found in the meatpacking plants and,
guess what, the American people said,
we want to be assured we are eating
safe products. And guess what, the
American Congress said we are going
to make sure when meat is processed in
this country it will be inspected. We
are going to make sure we are not
pushing meat and dead rats down the
same chute and pushing it out of the
plant and selling it to the American
people.

A step forward? Sure. Government
intervention? You bet, at the turn of
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the century, saying this country de-
serves to have a safe supply of food.

That is one thing that has made this
a little better place. There are thou-
sands of others. We constructed, some
long while ago in this country, some-
thing called the National Institutes of
Health and also created something
called Medicare. The combination of
funding in Medicare and the funding of
research in the National Institutes of
Health and the genius of some health
care professionals around this country
have created breathtaking technology
that saves people’s lives.

It allows people to live longer. People
who get old and have trouble with their
knees now get new knees. When they
have trouble with their hips, they get
new hips. When they have trouble see-
ing, cataract surgery. When their heart
blood vessels get plugged up, they get
open heart surgery. So we live longer
and it costs more. But it comes about
because of these breathtaking changes
in health care, most of which came as
a result of investment by, yes, this
Senate, this Congress, the American
people, saying we want to make life
better for people in this country.

I could go through a litany of things
that have changed to make things bet-
ter, but I will not go through the whole
list. I want to say, as you fast-forward
to a point in time at which we face
these enormous challenges, but at a
time in which Americans are living to
an average age of about 78 years, a
time in which, after 20 years, when we
have doubled our use of energy in the
last 20 years we have cleaner air and
cleaner water—why? Why would we
have cleaner air and cleaner water
when we have doubled our use of en-
ergy in the last 20 years? Because the
Congress said to polluters: “You are
not going to be able to pollute any-
more. You're going to pay a penalty if
you pollute. We demand on behalf of
our kids and grandkids that we have
clean air and clean water in our coun-
t'ry.n

Is it perfect? No, but would anyone 21
years ago have predicted if we doubled
our use of energy we would have clean-
er air and cleaner water? No one would
have predicted that. It has happened.
Why? Because the Congress said to
those who were polluting America’s air
and water, “You can’t do it anymore.”

Interference? Regulation? Yes. Are
some people angry about it? Yes. Some
of the largest polluters in our country
are angry about it. In fact, they have
office space over in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The majority party in the House said
to those folks, “You all come in here
and help us write new regulations that
allow you to pollute. Let’s retract
what we have done on clean air and
water regulations. We want to give you
more freedom to pollute.”

It is called Project Relief by the ma-
jority party. Thank God for the U.S.
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Senate that it has not gotten its way
through this Congress, because some of
us here value clean air and clean water.

I said I wanted to, for historical pur-
poses, speak as well to Republican
grandchildren, because we heard this
morning about the burdens of Repub-
lican grandchildren.

Some grandchild is going to be ask-
ing grandpa some day on that side of
the aisle: ‘*Grandpa, I read in the books
that the Social Security system was
actually collecting enough money for
Social Security; in fact, collecting
more money than was needed in the
late 1990's and the early 2000's, and yet,
why isn’t there money available for So-
cial Security now when I reach retire-
ment age?”’

And that Republican grandpa or
grandma, if he or she served in the Sen-
ate, would probably have to say: “Well,
Grandson, that’s because we decided
that we would take that money that we
promised we would save for Social Se-
curity and we would use it over here
for something else. We wanted to say
we balanced the budget, and we also
wanted to build a star wars project and
we wanted to provide tax breaks and
we wanted to give fairly significant tax
cuts, half of which would go to people
whose incomes are over $100,000 a year,
and we couldn't do all that unless we
took the Social Security money and
used it over here as operating budget
revenues so we could claim we bal-
anced the budget. So, Grandson, in
short, those were our priorities.”

Maybe they would say, ‘‘Grandad,
what happened to the jobs? I went to
school, I got my college degree and,
Grandad, I don’t understand, there's
not a good job here."”

Maybe the grandad would say: “Well,
you know what happened to us is we
felt we needed to help big business
when we were in Congress. So what we
decided to do is provide a big, juicy tax
break to businesses who would move
their jobs from the United States over-
seas.”

And they are going to say: ‘‘Grandad,
that doesn’'t make any sense, why
would you do that? Why would you en-
courage people to move jobs out of the
country? You knew I was in your fam-
ily, you knew I was going to go
through the school system, you knew I
was going to need a job some day. Why
would you encourage corporations to
move American jobs overseas?”’

‘“‘Well, that’s just our philosophy,”
they would say, ‘‘because we think the
big, big corporations are what make
the world tick. It is our trickle-down/
supply-side notion: If you make the big
bigger and the rich richer, somehow ev-
erybody else would be better off. So we
gave tax breaks to companies who
would move jobs overseas.”’

I have a hunch some of these
grandkids who were discussed earlier
this morning on the other side of the
aisle are going to be enormously puz-
zled.



June 7, 1996

They might look at the RECORD
here—because we were told that the
majority party had offered a balanced
budget and were upset the President
vetoed it—they might look at the
RECORD and they would say: “But, dad,
I don’t understand. I looked at the
RECORD, and you know what you all
did? What you all did was you took a
little program called the Star Schools
Program, which was designed to target
investments in math and sciences and
certain star schools to enhance Ameri-
ca’s education system, and you slashed
that at the same time that you said
you needed to increase, by over 100 per-
cent, a star wars program. Why was
star wars more important than star
schools?”’

So the father is going to explain to
the son or daughter that choice.

‘‘But, grandpa, what about the Head
Start Program? Didn't all the evidence
suggest the Head Start Program really
did work where you make available to
a 3- or 4-year-old child who comes from
a low-income, disadvantaged family
the opportunity to go into a Head Start
Program? Didn't all the evidence show
that that investment in that 3- and 4-
year-old produced enormous rewards,
enormous returns?”’

‘‘Yes; yes, they did.”

““Well, then, why did you tell 60,000
children that they were no longer
going to be eligible for Head Start? If
that was a good program, why did you
tell 60,000 kids that they don’t matter,
that star wars was more important, or
a tax break to a company that was
going to move their jobs overseas was
more important?”

Or maybe they will read the RECORD
and they will say, ‘“Well, grandma, I
was reading about that budget debate
you all had, and the one thing I don’t
understand is with all the problems
you had with kids and youth crime,
you cut 600,000 summer jobs for dis-
advantaged youth. Why would you do
that? Why would you believe that sum-
mer work for disadvantaged youth
somehow was not in this country’s in-
terest?”

And they are going to have to explain
that, I guess.

But mostly they are going to have to
explain, it seems to me, the contradic-
tion between their assertion that their
demand that they change the Constitu-
tion now in a way that misuses Social
Security funds followed by an agenda
that immediately brings to the floor a
program that will cost up to $60 billion
more to create a star wars program,
immediately bring to the floor a pro-
posal that will cut gas taxes some $30-
some billion in 7 years, a proposal that
will substantially cut taxes somewhere
in the $180 to $200 billion range, much
of which will go to upper income peo-
ple, they are going to have to answer
as to how that adds up. How does all
that add up so that those children can
understand that this was a menu that
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made sense, and, of course, it is going
to be hard for any child to understand
that because this does not make sense.

I want to reinforce this, not with my
words, but I would like to reinforce it
by quoting some others.

David Gergen, who worked for Ron-
ald Reagan, George Bush, and Bill Clin-
ton, writes the following, speaking of
the Republican majority:

In their eagerness to satisfy one principle,
fiscal responsibility, the Republicans would
ask the country to abandon another, equally
vital principle—fair play. This is a false,
cruel choice we should not make.

When Bill Clinton achieved large deficit re-
ductions—

And they have been reduced substan-
tially—
we pursued the idea of shared sacrifice. Not
this time. Instead, Congress now seems in-
tent on imposing new burdens on the poor,
the elderly and vulnerable children, while,
incredibly, delivering a windfall for the
wealthy.

Proposals passed by the House and Senate
would rip gaping holes in the Nation's safety
net, already low by the standards of ad-
vanced nations and once considered sac-
rosanct.

This from a fellow who has worked
for both Republican and Democratic
Presidents.

Another quote from David Gergen:

U.S. News reported last week the lowest 20
percent of the population would lose more
income under these spending cuts than the
rest of the population combined. At the
other end, the highest 20 percent would gain
more from the tax cuts than everyone else
combined.

No one disputes the basic contention that
the burdens of benefits are lopsided. In a na-
tion divided dangerously into haves and
have-nots, this is neither wise nor justified.

Let me describe what he is saying,
because I think it is important. Con-
sider this room is the United States
and then say, ‘‘All right, the 20 percent
of you with the lowest incomes, you
move your chairs over here,”” so we
have the 20 percent with the lowest in-
comes sitting on this side of the room.

*““Now we have a deal for you. You're
going to have 80 percent of the burden
of all the spending cuts. You 20 percent
with the highest incomes, you all move
your chairs to this side of the room,
and we have something that is going to
make you smile, because you are going
to get 80 percent of our tax cuts.”

That is the problem with this agenda.

Let me quote extensively from some-
one who has not worked with both
Democrats and Republicans. This is a
Republican, Kevin Phillips, 2 Repub-
lican political analyst, who has written
extensively on economic issues, writ-
ten a couple wonderful books.

He speaks of this agenda:

Remember, at the same time as the Repub-
licans proposed to reduce Medicare spending
by 3270 billion over 7 years, they want to cut
taxes for corporations, investors, and afflu-
ent families by $245 billion over the same pe-
riod. This is no coincidence.

Kevin Phillips, a Republican political
analyst.
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Kevin Phillips:

Today's Republicans see federal Medicare
outlays to old people as a treasure chest of
gold for partial redirection in their favorite
directions; towards tax cuts for deserving
corporations, families, and individuals.

Again, Kevin Phillips, a Republican
analyst:

Further, [Kevin Phillips says) the revolu-
tionary ideology driving the new Republican
Medicare proposal is also simple. Cut middle-
class programs as much as possible and give
the money back to private-sector businesses,
finance and high-income taxpayers.

Not a Democrat speaking;
Phillips, a2 Republican analyst.

Again, Kevin Phillips:

If the budget deficit were really a national
crisis instead of a pretext for fiscal favor-
isism and finagling, we'd be talking about
shared sacrifice with business, Wall Street
and the rich, the people who have the biggest
money making the biggest sacrifice. Instead,
it's the senior citizens, the poor, the stu-
dents and ordinary Americans who'll see pro-
grams they depend on gutted, while business,
finance and the richest one or two percent,
far from making sacrifices, actually get new
benefits and tax reductions.

Again Republican political analyst
Kevin Phillips:

If the U.S. budget deficit problem does rep-
resent the fiscal equivalent of war—maybe it
does—then what we are really looking at is
one of the most flagrant examples of war
profiteering this century has seen.

I know these are controversial and
very strong, assertive statements—not
from a Democrat—from a Republican
political analyst about the Republican
agenda.

Kevin Phillips again:

Spending on Government programs, from
Medicare and education to home heating oil
assistance, is to be reduced in ways that
principally burden the poor and middle class,
while simultaneously taxes are to be cut in
ways that predominantly benefit the top one
or two percent of the Americans.

Finally—Kevin Phillips—this is the
last quote I will use from him. But as
you can see, this Republican analyst
has had a very harsh view of the Re-
publican agenda.

In short [he says] aid to dependent grand-
mothers, children, college students and city
dwellers is to be slashed, while aid to depend-
ent corporations, stock brokers and general
and assorted James Bond imitators survives
or even Erows.

Then William Kristol, who is the con-
temporary philosopher behind the Re-
publican agenda these days, at least
the principal spokesperson on tele-
vision.

Someone needs to stand up [he says] and
defend the establishment: In the last couple
weeks, there's been too much pseudopop-
ulism, almost too much concern and atten-
tion for the, quote, the people—that is, the
people’'s will, their prejudices, their foolish
opinions. In a certain sense, we're all paying
the price for that now. . . After all, we con-
servatives are on the side of the lords and
barons.

William Kristol.
I would not even bother to come to
the floor today except I sat and

Kevin
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watched almost 2 hours of the other
side saying, “Gee, our agenda's right
for America. We have the right menu.
We're doing the right thing. It's a
bunch of other slothful people around
here who can't get their acts straight.
It’s people who have changed their
mind, people who won't stand and sup-
port a balanced budget.”

I have heard almost more of that
than we care to hear from people who
say they want to change the Constitu-
tion but whose every action on the
floor of the Senate is that they want to
spend more money.

I say this to them, those who spoke
this morning and others, when you
come to the floor of the Senate next
week, if it is a defense authorization
bill you bring to the floor of the Senate
next week—I think it probably will be;
we have not yet been informed—if it is,
and if you are intending to spend, I be-
lieve, between $11 and $13 billion—I
think $11 billion more than the Penta-
gon asked you the spend—would you
also come to the floor of the Senate
and tell the American people who you
want to tax for the extra $11 billion?
Who is going to pay the extra $11 bil-
lion? Why, do you think generals do
not know enough about how many
trucks they want to buy?

You say, we want to buy more trucks
than the generals ask for, buy more
ships than the generals ask for, more
airplanes than the generals need. Last
year you did the same thing. You said
the Defense Department did not know
enough. We insist on buying more sub-
marines, trucks, ships, and planes than
the Pentagon wants, needs or asks for.

I just encourage this: If you say you
are for balancing the budget, the place
to balance the budget is in individual
spending decisions here on the floor of
the Senate, not in the Constitution. If
in the next piece of legislation that
comes to the floor of the Senate, you
have decided that the Pentagon needs
to spend more money than they have
asked to spend, tell us who is going to
pay for that. How much are you going
to increase the debt to accommodate
that?

Then when the next bill comes fol-
lowing that, which you say is not star
wars, but which in fact is a new $60 bil-
lion program—the Congressional Budg-
et Office says $30 to $60 billion— you
show me a program that comes in at
the low end, I will show you every pro-
gram that comes out in the high end.
When you bring the next one on the
floor to spend $60 billion on a new star
wars program, you tell us, again, how
much you favor a balanced budget and
you tell us who you intend to have pay
for that. Or do you intend to charge
that?

I do not have today the charts that
show the budgets that were submitted
by President Reagan and President
Bush in 12 years. But I will bring that
to the floor at some point because the
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implication of the debate on the floor
of the Senate is that somehow it is the
Democrats that want to spend money.
No one has asked for more deficits, no
one has requested higher deficits in the
history of this country than the com-
bination of Ronald Reagan and George
Bush in the budgets they have asked
for Congress to pass. No one.

I am not talking about accidents. I
am talking about deliberate requests,
asking Congress for budgets that cre-
ate deficits that have been the highest
in the history of this country. I will
bring those to the floor and dem-
onstrate that. So it is not a case where
one party is all right and one party is
all wrong. The only reason I stand to
respond to 2 hours of constant finger
pointing is that people need to under-
stand that what the Republicans have
complained about this morning is they
have not been able to get their agenda
through the Congress because this
President has vetoed an agenda that
their own Republican colleagues and
their own Republican authorities have
said is a terrible agenda. It is, take
from the have-nots and give to the
haves. Some of us are unwilling to go
along with that. I know that that
forces some of you to complain.

So I come to the floor to say it is not
the way you suggested. It is not a case
where you can point fingers across the
aisle and say, “They're at fault.
They're responsible.”” We have plenty
of blame on our side of the aisle. Demo-
crats have plenty of blame to spread
around on our side of the aisle.

Let me take some credit for being
part of a party that says, we want to
build a Medicare program in this coun-
try, and we did it. No thanks to some
people who are still bragging they
voted against it. Medicare has made
this a better country and a better life
for a lot of people in this country. I am
proud to be a part of a party with a leg-
acy that is a wonderful legacy that has
made life better in this country.

But we also have some responsibility.
We have created too many programs. I
do not disagree with that. We have
been concerned about solving problems.
Sometimes we create a program that
we think will solve a problem, and it
does not work. We have not, in my
judgment, been aggressive enough in
getting rid of those programs.

But I do not believe the record will
show that those this morning, who
spend 2 hours pointing fingers, are
going to come to the floor of the Sen-
ate in the next couple weeks with a
menu of proposals that really balances
the budget, especially without misus-
ing the Social Security trust funds.
They are going to come instead to the
floor of the Senate with proposals to
increase Federal spending, increase
Federal spending on a star wars pro-
gram and increase Federal spending on
defense programs. They will make a
case where it is necessary. I will not
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discredit them for doing it. They have
every right to do that. I will not ques-
tion their motives. I will not discredit
them. We disagree on the agenda. I will
not discredit them.

If you are going to propose new
spending programs, you have a respon-
sibility to tell us who will pay for it.
The majority leader was asked at a
press conference in the last week, when
they propose this so-called star wars
program, how much will it cost and
who will pay for it? The answer was,
“We will leave that to the experts.”
That is the kind of answer that has
given us the debt that we have and the
deficit that we have in this country.

I want to make one additional point,
and then I know my colleague from
Kentucky wishes to say a few words.

We have $21 trillion in debt in this
country. I heard one person today say,
*I started a business and I had to bal-
ance my budget.” I bet—and I do not
know anything about that person’s
business—I bet $1,000 that person start-
ed that business with debt, had debt fi-
nancing. How many people in here paid
cash for their house? How many people
bought a car with cash?

Mr. President, $21 trillion in debt in
this country, almost 35 trillion in cor-
porate business debt, $4.3 trillion in
household debt, including home mort-
gages, a little over $5 trillion in Fed-
eral debt. Is the Federal debt too high?
You are darn right—far too high. Do we
need to do something? You bet. This is
a very serious problem. But what you
do to solve the deficit problem is what
we started doing in 1993 and we did not
get one vote for it on the other side of
the aisle. We cut spending in a real
way, and we increased taxes.

I understand, some people would not
increase a tax under any condition,
even if their kid did not get education.
They say, “I am against taxes.” I am
perfectly willing and was willing in
1993 to vote for a piece of legislation
that substantially cut the Federal defi-
cit. Yes, it increased the 4.3-cent gas
tax. I did not like that. I would have
preferred we not do that. I am glad I
voted for it because it reduced the defi-
cit substantially.

That deficit has been coming down,
way down, and I am glad we did what
we did. We did not even get one vote on
the other side of the aisle by those who
try to reach 10 feet in height and crow
about how much they want to reduce
the deficit. They care so much they
want to enshrine in the Constitution of
the United States a practice taking
trust funds from the Social Security
trust fund and use them over here to
balance the budget.

Let me finish with this point. I heard
this morning, again, that they have
passed a balanced budget and sent it to
the President. I would like one Member
of the majority party to explain this
chart to me—just one, just once. One
Member explain it just once.



June 7, 1996

This is the chart that you say is a
balanced budget. Mr. President, $108
billion in deficits in the year 2002. Ei-
ther you balanced the budget or you
did not. If you did not, why do you call
it a balanced budget? If you did, why is
$108 billion here?

Now, I see our friend from Wyoming
has entered the Chamber, and we will
probably have a discussion about So-
cial Security, which I am delighted to
have because we have not had an op-
portunity previously to have any sub-
stantial time on the floor to address
the issue. I hope maybe we will today
because I have a fair amount of time
and a fair amount of interest. I say at
the start that I do not discredit his mo-
tives at all, but we have a deep dis-
agreement about a vote I cast, to say
to people you pay higher payroll taxes,
you pay higher payroll taxes, and those
payroll taxes will be dedicated to pay-
ing for Social Security. The fact is, you
will enshrine in the Constitution a re-
quirement they be used in the operat-
ing budget.

I know the Senator from Kentucky
wants to say a few words first, and I
would like to let him speak. I do not
have any place to go. I am happy to
have a discussion with the Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. Briefly, but I would
like to yield to the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. INHOFE. One quick question.
Earlier today I quoted you. Did I inac-
curately quote you in any way?

Mr. DORGAN. I would not have any
idea what you said. I did not hear you.

Mr. INHOFE. It was a statement
made. Put it this way: Is it not true in
1994 you voted for and supported and
totally supported the balanced budget
amendment that was then before this
body? Is that not the same exact bal-
anced budget amendment you voted
against yesterday?

Mr. DORGAN. I am pleased the Sen-
ator has asked the question. The cir-
cumstances are quite interesting about
this. I think the Senator from Ken-
tucky will probably respond to it.

In 1993, we had a balanced budget
amendment on the floor of the Senate.
I raised the same question there that I
raised 10 years previously, in 1983, in
the Ways and Means Committee, about
using the Social Security trust fund. If
you will go back and read the dialog,
you will read that the Senator from Il-
linois and others with whom we had a
substantial discussion about this, said,
““No, no, we do not intend after we pass
this amendment to use Social Security
trust funds to show a balanced budget.
In fact, we intend to do something
statutorily to prevent that.”

Two years later, instead of a promise
by the promoters of the constitutional
amendment that they would not use
the Social Security trust fund, there
was a guarantee by a vote of the Sen-
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ate that they would use the Social Se-
curity trust fund.

So you ask, is it the same vote? No.
One was a promise they would not use
them, and the second was a guarantee
by a vote of the Senate that they
would.

No, it is not the same vote, not the
same circumstances. The difference
might seem small to some, but when
you come from a town of 300 people,
$700 billion is a mountain of money.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has 27 minutes.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I yield my-
self T minutes.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
VOTE

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am glad
the junior Senator from Oklahoma is
on the floor. I regret, once again, the
junior Senator from Oklahoma has re-
sorted to a personal attack and distor-
tion of my record on the balanced
budget amendment.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. FORD. Senator, I did not come
over here and bother you. I will be
glad—

Mr. INHOFE. You suggested I im-
pugned your integrity.

Mr. FORD. You certainly have, and I
will explain it.

Mr. President, I do not yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky does not yield.

Mr. FORD. Just a little while ago,
the junior Senator from Oklahoma
quoted from a floor statement I made
on March 1, 1994. He represented, by
holding up two copies of the legisla-
tion—you do not understand that or
see that in black and white, but you
watch it on television—that I was
speaking in favor of an identical ver-
sion of the balanced budget amendment
which was defeated yesterday.

Mr. President, I want to give you and
the Chamber a page number. I see the
staff. They can go back and go through
it. It was page 52058 of the March 1,
1994, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I wish the
Senator from Oklahoma would have ac-
tually read my full statement. He
would have found out that I was not
speaking about the underlying con-
stitutional amendment from which he
guoted me, but rather about something
called the Reid-Ford-Feinstein amend-
ment.

Guess what that amendment did? It
created a firewall so that the Social
Security trust fund could not be count-
ed to balance the budget. That was my
position. It was the Reid-Ford-Fein-
stein amendment.

The junior Senator has misrepre-
sented my record by quoting from that
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statement in support of an amendment
in the form of a substitute and acting
as if I was speaking about a constitu-
tional amendment which does not pro-
tect Social Security.

On March 7, 1994——

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield?

Mr. FORD. I guess it is all right.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask the distinguished
and honorable Senator from Kentucky
if he did, in fact, vote for Senate Joint
Resolution 41 in 19947

Mr. FORD. You have my record
there. Tell the public.

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, you did. It is iden-
tically the same. You voted——

Mr. FORD. And it is the same ques-
tion you asked the Senator from North
Dakota. The reason we did, they were
excluding Social Security. We had a
firm commitment they were excluding
Social Security.

Now we have a guarantee that you
are going to use Social Security.

Mr. INHOFE. It is an identical reso-
lution.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, if he is
going to talk, I want it on his time, not
on mine.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
respond. The Senator is under a
misimpression, I am sure. He does not
understand this. You are asking if this
is identical, and the answer is, no, it is
not identical. I believe it is not iden-
tical. Let me ask you this. As an exam-
ple, does the latest resolution referred
to include the Nunn amendment, and if
it does—

Mr. INHOFE. I have the two resolu-
tions right here. They are exactly the
same. I ask the Senator to show me or
read to me where they are different.

Mr. DORGAN. I believe the Senator
is absolutely wrong, demonstrably
wrong. As an example, does the Sen-
ator recall that Senator NUNN required
an addition to the amendment to be
made, during the latest go-around, be-
fore he would vote for it and that there
was an addition made by Senator
NUNN? Do you recall that?

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the two reso-
lutions that we voted on—Senate Joint
Resolution 41, in 1994, and House Joint
Resolution 1, in 1996—be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S.J. RES. 41
(103d Congress)

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution, which shall be valid to all intents
and purposes as part of the Constitution
when ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States within seven
years after the date of i{ts submission to the
States for ratification:
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“ARTICLE —

“SECTION 1. Total outlays for any fiscal
year shall not exceed total receipts for that
fiscal year, unless three-fifths of the whole
number of each House of Congress shall pro-
vide by law for a specific excess of outlays
over receipts by a rollcall vote.

“SECTION 2. The limit on the debt of the
United States held by the public shall not be
increased, unless three-fifths of the whole
number of each House shall provide by law
for such an increase by a rollcall vote.

“SECTION 3. Prior to each fiscal year, the
President shall transmit to the Congress a
proposed budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for that fiscal year, in which total
outlays do not exceed total receipts.

“SECTION 4. No bill to increase revenue
shall become law unless approved by a ma-
jority of the whole number of each House by
a rollcall vote.

“SECTION 5. The Congress may waive the
provisions of this article for any fiscal year
in which a declaration of war is in effect.
The provisions of this article may be waived
for any fiscal year in which the United
States is engaged in military conflict which
causes an imminent and serious military
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law.

‘‘SECTION 6. The Congress shall enforce and
implement this article by appropriate legis-
lation, which may rely on estimates of out-
lays and receipts.

**SECTION 7. Total receipts shall include all
receipts of the United States Government ex-
cept those derived from borrowing. Total
outlays shall include all outlays of the
United States Government except for those
for repayment of debt principal.

‘‘SECTION 8. This article shall take effect
beginning with fiscal year 1999 or with the
second fiscal year beginning after its ratifi-
cation, whichever is later.".

H.J. REs. 1
(104th Congress)

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which shall be
valid to all intents and purposes as part of
the Constitution when ratified by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
within seven years after the date of its sub-
mission to the States for ratification:

**ARTICLE—

““SECTION 1. Total outlays for any fiscal
year shall not exceed total receipts for that
fiscal year, unless three-fifths of the whole
number of each House of Congress shall pro-
vide by law for a specific excess of outlays
over receipts by a rollcall vote.

““SECTION 2. The limit on the debt of the
United States held by the public shall not be
increased, unless three-fifths of the whole
number of each House shall provide by law
for such an increase by a rollcall vote.

““SECTION 3. Prior to each fiscal year, the
President shall transmit to the Congress a
proposed budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for that fiscal year in which total
outlays do not exceed total receipts.

““SECTION 4. No bill to increase revenue
shall become law unless approved by a ma-
jority of the whole number of each House by
a rollcall vote.

‘‘SECTION 5. The Congress may waive the
provisions of this article for any fiscal year
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in which a declaration of war is in effect.
The provisions of this article may be waived
for any fiscal year in which the United
States is engaged in military conflict which
causes an imminent and serious military
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law.

‘‘SECTION 6. The Congress shall enforce and
implement this article by appropriate legis-
lation, which may rely on estimates of out-
lays and receipts.

‘‘SECTION 7. Total receipts shall include all
receipts of the United States Government ex-
cept those derived from borrowing. Total
outlays shall include all outlays of the
United States Government except for those
for repayment of debt principal.

“SECTION 8. This article shall take effect
beginning with fiscal year 2002 or with the
second fiscal year beginning after its ratifi-
cation, whichever is later.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has the floor.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, we never
got an answer from the junior Senator
from Oklahoma as to whether Senator
NUNN's amendment was in the last one.
He says they are identical, and they
cannot be identical if Senator NUNN's
amendment was included. It would not
have gotten Senator NUNN's vote had
that not been included.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield—

Mr. FORD. I am not going to yield
for anything, Mr. President. I am not
going to yield.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield so I can
make my point?

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I will yield
to the Senator from North Dakota
briefly.

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator may not
be putting in the documents that re-
late to his question. The Senator’s
question was, were these not identical
amendments, the 1994 and 1995. I think
the Senator put something in the
RECORD that does not relate to the in-
formation that shows you were wrong.

I ask unanimous consent that we
have printed in the RECORD the first
vote on the constitutional amendment,
and that, I believe, was in 1994, and the
actual amendment voted on and the
subsequent amendments, and the
RECORD will show that the Senator is
incorrect in saying that they are iden-
tical.

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object to the unanimous consent re-
quest. The two resolutions that I asked
to be inserted into the RECORD are Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 41, which was in
the 103d Congress, first session, and
Senate Joint Resolution 1, which is
what we voted on yesterday, which are
identically the same. I do not want the
ones from 1993, 1989, or any other time.
I want these two.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator wishes,
we can ask unanimous consent to put
anything we want to the RECORD. Does
the Senator object to allowing us to
put something in the RECORD, or not?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object, I want the RECORD to be clear
that these are the—

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Kentucky has the floor. I
withdraw the request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is withdrawn.

The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, this is
what has been going on in this Senate
Chamber for some time now. You at-
tempt to put in certain things to sub-
stantiate your position, but you do not
tell it all. You put in a piece of legisla-
tion that was printed, but you never
put in the piece of legislation as it was
amended.

When I was brought up, Dad told me
that “‘the devil was in the fine print.”
So let us get to the fine print. You just
cannot continue to condemn people
around here because they do not agree
with you. I wish you would read War-
ren Rudman’s book on why he left the
U.S. Senate. He said he could sit down
with TED KENNEDY, JOE BIDEN—and he
named a list of Senators. He would say,
“Let us compromise and work this
thing out.” He said, “‘I never did ques-
tion their morality or their patriotism.
But we could sit down and work things
out.” We no longer do that in the Sen-
ate, so Warren Rudman is no longer a
major voice in the consideration of leg-
islation in the Senate. So you have
driven from this body one of the sharp-
est, one of the most dedicated individ-
uals, I think, that has served here.

Now, I will go back to where I was in-
terrupted. On March 7, 1994, the distin-
guished majority whip made a similar
mistake, quoting me out of context. I
will say one thing for him. He later
came to the floor and apologized. But
here we go again, misquoting my
record.

Mr. President, we have made some
tough votes around here, which actu-
ally were about deficit reduction, not
just talk, not just an issue. We had a
deficit reduction package in 1990. We
had one in 1993. Yes, Senator, I voted
for both of them, and you voted against
both of them. They were not perfect
packages, that is true. If they were per-
fect, we would not be here. Those of us
who voted for them took a lot of politi-
cal heat—a lot of political heat. But,
guess what? The deficit is coming down
for the fourth consecutive year. The
deficit is being reduced. One pledge
that was made in 1992 was that the def-
icit would be reduced by half. It is bet-
ter than half. There was not a vote
from the Republican side for that pack-
age. I note that the junior Senator
from Oklahoma is as tough as his rhet-
oric is about balancing the budget. He
voted against both deficit reduction
packages.

Let me talk about one other item in-
cluded in the 1990 deficit reduction
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package. It is section 13301. I am sure
the Senator is familiar with that, be-
cause Senator HOLLINGS, if you have
been listening to the debate on the
floor, described it in such detail during
our debate on the balanced budget
amendment. It says, you cannot count
Social Security trust funds when bal-
ancing the budget. You cannot do that.
That is the reason you are $108 billion
short. You have not presented a bal-
anced budget. If you balance the budg-
et, why is it $108 billion short? It is in
the RECORD. CBO is what Speaker
GINGRICH said we had to go by, and the
President agreed. CBO says you are
$108 billion short. There is no balancing
the budget. You can beat your chest all
you want to, but there is no balancing
the budget.

It is more than $100 billion short in
the year 2002. All you have to do is read
the bill, because you cannot count So-
cial Security under current law. But
the balanced budget amendment—the
senior Senator from Oklahoma, yester-
day, objected to the Senator from Or-
egon asking unanimous consent to
offer that amendment for the firewall
on Social Security. The senior Senator
from Oklahoma said it is taxes and ex-
penditures, and it ought to be in the
budget. Now, look that one up.

So here we are offering to protect So-
cial Security with a firewall, which is
now law, and we get an objection from
the senior Senator from Oklahoma,
who said, “‘It is a tax and expenditure,
and it ought to be in the budget, so,
therefore, I object.”” They would not let
us bring that amendment up to even
vote on it. They would not even let us
bring it up to even vote on it. If you
want to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment, put a firewall in, protect Social
Security, and get T0-some votes in this
Chamber. But, no, you want to use it.
We have it in handwriting. The leader-
ship on the Republican side said how
many hundreds of billions of dollars
they will take from Social Security.
Now they are talking about a little
gimmick that after 2002 we will take 4
yvears and pay it back. If you want to
balance the budget, let us balance the
budget.

So the Senator from Oregon was re-
fused.

You know, in this statement I made
from which I was quoted yesterday, it
starts out: ““Mr. President, I have but a
few minutes to speak this morning on
behalf of the Reid-Ford-Feinstein bal-
anced budget amendment. So I will
concentrate my remarks on the Social
Security trust.”

That is where you quoted me. That is
where, excuse me, where the Senator
from Oklahoma—I want to be careful of
my language here; we are not supposed
to use “‘you,” but ‘‘the Senator from
Oklahoma’—that is where you quoted
me from. It was a debate on the Ford-
Reid-Feinstein balanced budget amend-
ment to put firewall in for Social Secu-
rity.
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So it is just be beyond me. I want to
say that I hear so much about, ‘“‘If 40-
some-odd Governors can operate a bal-
anced budget, why can’'t the Federal
Government?”’ We do not have a cap-
ital account. Most Governors have cap-
ital accounts, if you understand how
Governors operate. The Governors have
an operating account. So it is all dif-
ferent. Governors do not print money
like the Federal Government. So they
have to balance the budget. But they
find ways around it.

“I think the implementation of this
amendment will work."” That is a quote
from me in that statement. “I think we
can make it work.”” That is a quote
from me in that statement. It is on
page 2058 of March 1, 1994,

“If we want an issue, fine.” That is in
that statement. “Stay with Senator
SmoN and Senator HATCH. Stay with
them, and then we will have an issue
when we go home with no balanced
budget amendment.”’

I said that in that part of the state-
ment from which I was quoted yester-
day. Also, I might say in there I said,
“I am just as worried about my grand-
children as anyone, and I think I have
a pretty good idea about grand-
children.”

That is in that statement. You did
not read that. People did not read that
out of my statement. You know, you
could just lift these things out, hold up
your hand, beat your chest, and wave
the flag. But when you get down to it,
what do you have? An issue and no
amendment. Take the money out of So-
cial Security.

We have heard a lot about a contract
around here in the last 18 months.
There is a contract for the seniors of
this country, and that is Social Secu-
rity. And they paint a broad brush with
Medicare. Medicare has two parts: part
A and part B. Part B has a surplus. We
have been trying to correct part A now
for 2 years. But they will not listen;
$124 billion was the first cut from the
budget that was given to us.

So now we hear the objection of the
senior Senator from Oklahoma yester-
day to the distinguished Senator from
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] to offer a sub-
stitute amendment that would put a
firewall in to protect Social Security.

There are other different ideas about
Social Security and about Medicare.
But no country in the world, in my
judgment, takes care of its citizens
better. We are a capitalist country.
What happens when the capitalists no
longer need us? They fire us. And when
they fire us, somebody has to try to
pick up the pieces. Because we have
been a strong democracy, government
has picked up the pieces. We have re-
trained personnel. We have helped
them with health care. We have tried
to feed them and clothe them until
they could get back on their feet. But
that is the story of democracy and gov-
ernment, and government has a part.
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So, Mr. President, I hope that in the
times ahead when we start quoting
Senators that we guote them in con-
text instead of out of context, and that
we remember that there is a section
13301, the off-budget status of Social
Security, the exclusion of Social Secu-
rity from all budgets: Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the receipts
and disbursements of the Federal old
age and survivors insurance fund, and
the federal disability insurance trust
fund, shall not be counted—shall not be
counted—as new budget authority out-
lays, receipts, or deficits or surplus for
the purpose of the budget of the U.S.
Government as submitted by the Presi-
dent, the congressional budget, or the
Balanced Budget Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

That is the law. If you put the
amendment on and pass it, then the
law falls, and the amendment to the
Constitution includes Social Security.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). Eight and one-half minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
just conclude, and I understand the
Senator from Wyoming is here and I
will attempt to stay and listen to some
of his discussion as well.

Mr. President, let me also complete
one portion of this discussion. I only
responded to the Senator from Okla-
homa with respect to identical bills be-
cause I believe they are not identical. I
do not want the Senator to sometime
come to the floor and say, ‘“Well, he op-
posed the Nunn amendment.”” But I ac-
tually supported the Nunn amendment.
I have no problem with the Nunn
amendment. I believe the Nunn amend-
ment means those were not identical
proposals. I do not want you to mis-
understand that.

On that, the Senator is wrong. I be-
lieve these are not identical proposals.
I did not oppose, nor did the Senator
from Kentucky oppose, the Nunn
amendment, for that matter.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want
to make an observation about Social
Security. So the Senator from Wyo-
ming might think about this as he be-
gins his presentation. I have heard him
a number of times. Sometimes he and I
are in agreement and sometimes not.
He is always thoughtful, interesting,
and bright, and I enjoy his speeches. I
have written him privately. I think his
leaving the Senate is a loss for the Sen-
ate. I still believe that, even though we
have substantial disagreements. And I
have respect for his opinions.

But I want him to understand that in
1983 when I served on the House Ways
and Means Committee and became a
part of a group of people who wrote the
Social Security Reform Act, in the ar-
chives of the warehouse that holds the
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markup documents for that markup,
the Senator will find that I offered an
amendment that very day 13 years ago,
an amendment designed to head off
what I feared would happen and what
has happened under both Democrats
and Republicans since, and that is we
would increase a regressive payroll tax
and use the regressive money from the
payroll tax to do things other than
save for Social Security.

I would like to just make this obser-
vation. I do not think there is one
Member of the U.S. Senate—not one—
who would vote affirmatively for the
proposition as follows: Let us increase
the payroll tax substantially for work-
ers and for businesses and tell them
that it will come out of their paycheck
in the form of a dedicated tax to be put
into a trust fund, but that we will, in
fact, treat it as all other revenue with
no distinction and that it will become,
in fact, part of the ordinary revenue
stream of Government with which we
will balance the rest of the Federal
budget. I do not think there is one man
or woman in the Senate who would af-
firmatively vote for that kind of propo-
sition. Yet, that is exactly what we
have gotten from the 1983 Social Secu-
rity Reform Act.

I would not have voted for it in a mil-
lion years had I thought that was going
to happen. When it began to happen,
the first day of the markup I offered an
amendment—and I have offered a dozen
proposals since, in meetings with the
Speaker of the House when I was in the
House, and here in the Senate. We have
technically changed the law thanks to
section 13301 of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act, authored by the Senator
from South Carolina. But we have
never altered the momentum of using
the taxes that are taken from the pay-
checks to become part of the general
stream of money to fund general fund
obligations of the Federal Government.

I have had a generous amount of time
to speak. The majority party has spo-
ken generously this morning as well.
Let me, as I sit down, say once again
that although we have deep disagree-
ments, I have great respect for Mem-
bers of the other side of the aisle. But
I believe in my heart that what we are
doing—to the tune of hundreds and
hundreds of billions of dollars of Social
Security revenues—is fundamentally
wrong. No business in America could
do what the Government is doing. No
business in America could say: By the
way, I had a good year last year. Oh, I
was short of money, but I took the
money from my employees’ pension
plan and showed that as part of my in-
come, and it turned out all right.

No business in America could do that
because it is against the law. Yet that
is exactly what happens in this budget
scheme, proposed not only by the ma-
jority party but proposed in the past as
well.

Mr. President, I will stay here and be
anxious to listen. I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I under-
stand all time has expired on both sides
at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has a little
over 3 minutes of time left.

Mr. INHOFE. I think he yielded the
floor. I ask unanimous consent I be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business.

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

GOVERNMENT REGULATION

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I will
make this very brief, because several
questions have come up concerning So-
cial Security. I think it is a very criti-
cal thing. I happen to have been privi-
leged to be presiding yesterday when
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming, the senior Senator, Senator
SIMPSON, who is the chairman of the
Social Security Subcommittee and, I
think we all agree, is the authority in
this body on Social Security—he is
here and will be responding to these
questions in a much more informed and
eloquent way than I would be able to
respond to them. But I do have to re-
spond to a few things that have been
said by both my good friend, the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, and the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

First of all, it was implied—I am sure
it was not intentional—that I was only
concerned about Republican grand-
children. Obviously, we are all con-
cerned about our own. I opened my re-
marks yesterday on the floor making a
reference to Senator Simon, who had
talked about Nicholas Simon, his
grandchild. I said I know he is just as
emotionally involved with his children
and grandchildren as I am, and Demo-
crats are as much as Republicans. I
hope that is understood.

But, when the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota used the example of
government control, with the rats eat-
ing the bread laced with arsenic, cer-
tainly if I had been there at the time I
would have strongly supported an ef-
fort to stop these types of abuses and
these types of unsanitary practices
from taking place.

But there is a fine line here. You
come to a point where, if you see that
point, you have too much government
control. I think that is one of the basic
philosophical differences, and it is an
honest difference, between Democrats
and Republicans. I suggest to you, if
you talk to Tim Carter of Skiatook,
OK, who was called a couple of days be-
fore Christmas a few years ago and put
out of business by the EPA, what he
had done wrong was he moved his busi-
ness from one area of Skiatook, OK, a
very small city, to another area, and
did not inform the EPA of this move.

I said, “They do not know that you
moved?”’ He said, “Well, yes, I in-
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formed the district office, but they ap-
parently did not inform the national
office.”” "For that reason they put him
out of business and they took his num-
ber away from him.

Then, when I finally got that cor-
rected, he called me again and he said,
“Now I have another problem. I have
an inventory of 50,000 bottles.” He had
some kind of operation, horse spray or
something, that they manufactured.
Apparently there is a market for it. He
said, “The EPA says I cannot use those
bottles now, because during that brief
time I was out of business they gave
my number to somebody else.”” This is
the type of thing.

Or Jim Dunn, who owned a third gen-
eration family lumber company in
Tulsa, OK, who called me up and said,
‘“‘The EPA put me out of business.”
This was a couple years ago. I was in
the other body at the time. I said,
“What did you do wrong?'’ He said he
did not do anything wrong. He said, “I
have been selling used crankcase oil to
the same contractor for a couple years
and they traced some of that to the
Double Eagle Superfund Site and they
say I am in violation. They are going
to impose $25,000 a day fines on me.”
This is a company that had its net in-
crease the year before of something
like $50,000. He was out of business. The
heavy hand of overregulation.

We corrected that situation. But if he
had not called me, he probably would
be out of business today. That contrac-
tor he sold his oil to 10 years ago was
licensed by the Federal Government,
by the State of Oklahoma, by Tulsa
County. He did nothing illegal. Yet
Government was regulating him out of
business. This is what I am talking
about. Have we gone beyond that point,
to where we are the most overregulated
society or country, to the point where
we are not globally competitive? I say,
yes, we are overregulated.

MISSILE DEFENSE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota
talked about star wars. He and I have
had this discussion. There is, I guess,
nothing to be gained other than to up-
date it and put it in the context of to-
day's debate, but it always offends me
when we talk about star wars. Star
wars is a phrase that was coined to
make it look like this is something fic-
titious, something imaginary, when in
fact there is a very real threat that is
facing the United States of America,
that of missile attack.

We know the Russians have their SS-
25. They have the SS-18, which is a
MIRV'd missile with a number of war-
heads capability, some 10 warheads. We
know the Chinese have a missile that
can reach us. We know the North Kore-
ans are in the final stages of developing
the Taepo Dong missile that originally
was going to reach the United States
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by 2002. Now we feel, our intelligence
community feels, it will be the year
1999,

We were on schedule from 1983 to pro-
tect ourselves against a missile attack,
so that we would have protection, or a
defense system in place, by the year
1999. We are not talking about star
wars. We are not talking about even
space-based launchers. We are talking
about technology that is alive today.
We have bought and paid for and have
almost 850 billion invested in 22 Aegis
ships that are floating now, paid for.
They have launching capability. They
can knock down missiles coming in.
But they cannot knock down missiles
coming in, ICBM’s, that would come in
from above the atmosphere. So we are
trying merely to take that 350 billion
that has already been spent, spend $4
billion more so they can reach above
the atmosphere and knock down a mis-
sile that might be coming from North
Korea.

We would have some 30 minutes’ time
between the time a missile is launched
and our technology tells us when that
was launched. I am an aviator. I flew
an airplane around the world a couple
of years ago. I used the global position-
ing system, that is satellites, for navi-
gation all the way around. We can
know what is happening around the
world today. The technology is there.

So, if a missile is launched in North
Korea, we know it is coming, we have
30 minutes to do something about it,
but you cannot hit it because it is
above the upper tier. All we need to do
is spend about 10 percent more of the
money that we have spent to be able to
give the capability to knock it down.
That is not star wars. I do not know
where they come up with this $70 bil-
lion or $60 billion. The CBO came out
and said it would cost about $31 billion
to $60 billion more, over the next 14
years, if we installed and made a re-
ality all of the proposed missile defense
systems. We are not suggesting that.
No one is.

The other day on this floor I said it
is like going into a used car lot and
saying I want to buy all the cars. You
do not need to do that. You get the one
that works, the one that fits your
needs, and that takes care of it. That is
the way we are in our missile defense
system. I hate to use that as an exam-
ple. I hate to be redundant by coming
back over and over again, talking
about it, but it has to be talked about.

When the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota said we are talking
about a budget next week about spend-
ing $11 billion more than the Pentagon
wants—yes, I will be supporting that.
Those of us who are conservatives over
here, we want cuts in programs. We
have to defend America. I was so proud
of the chiefs of the four services testi-
fying before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, who came in and—this is
the first time, I think, in the history of
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this country this has happened—they
defied their own President and said we
have to have $20 billion more in order
to defend America. This is what they
said.

They are not the top. There is the
Secretary of Defense, appointed by the
President; not the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, John
Shalikashvili, who is also appointed.
These are the ones in charge of the four
services, and it took a lot of courage.
We do need it and it took courage.

‘““Where is the money going to come
from for all these,” the Senator said. If
he had been listening, I outlined a pro-
gram we have been talking about for
several years now. The Heritage Foun-
dation and others came up with it. If
we take all our Government programs
and not eliminate one program, but
only expand each one by 1.5 percent, we
would be able to balance the budget
and have the tax cuts that we have
talked about that Americans des-
perately need.

That is not realistically what is
going to happen, but we could do it,
and I would live with that in a heart-
beat, a 1.5 percent increase in the de-
fense budget. We have cut our defense
budget 11 consecutive years. We are
down now below the level where we
were in 1980 when we could not afford
spare parts. So that is significant.

THE DEFICIT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
going to wind up here. I will only men-
tion the last thing that was stated by
the Senator from North Dakota in re-
sponse to something the distinguish
Senator from Texas, Senator
HUTCHISON, said this morning.

When she started in business, she
made it grow, and it was difficult. He
said, ‘I bet you started with debt.”

“Yes.”

The difference is this: The business
Senator HUTCHISON is talking about
and the businesses that are started
with debt have to pay that debt back.
We do not, and that is the difference.
Our debt just accumulates, and that is
why we are looking at $5 trillion. The
difference is, they pay it back, and we
do not.

Getting to the comments made by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Kentucky—and I think so much of him;
I have held him in very high regard—
we just disagree philosophically.

When he talked about the deficit re-
duction programs of 1990 and 1993, yes,
one of those was a Republican Presi-
dent. In 1990, it was George Bush. I dis-
agreed with him at that time, and I
even went on ‘“‘Nightline' and talked
about how we should not have caved in
to the Democrat-controlled Congress.
As a result of that one cave-in by
President Bush, he lost the election.

The next one is 1993. In 1993—he can
call it a deficit reduction plan—it was
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the largest single tax increase in the
history of public finance in America or
anyplace in the world, and that is not
a quote from conservative Republican
JiM INHOFE, that is a quote from Sen-
ator DAN MOYNIHAN, who was then
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee.

So you look at these things in a dif-
ferent light. I would just say to those
who are holding on to the past and
those who do want to have business as
usual and want to go back to and con-
tinue the social revolution of the mid-
dle 1960’s, those days are behind us.

The last thing I will say, I hope that
the Senator from Kentucky did not
mean it when he implied that I im-
pugned his integrity. All I was doing
was quoting him, and regardless of how
we interpret the quotes, I do not think
he wanted me to quote his entire state-
ment that was page after page.

But I will say this: These are the two
resolutions we talked about. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota said that does
not include the amendment by Senator
NUNN. I think you are talking about
the judicial review amendment. I sug-
gest to you that, verbatim, that same
amendment was offered and passed by
Senator Danforth in 1994. So we have
identical resolutions, and regardless of
whether the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky was quoted or mis-
guoted, he still supported this back
then, as the Senator from North Da-
kota did, and opposed it yesterday.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I very
much appreciate the presence of Sen-
ator DORGAN of North Dakota. He and I
have had spirited discussions about So-
cial Security, but we respect each
other. I certainly do. I told him that. I
told him whenever I had a pain in my
bosom with regard to his activities, I
shared it exactly and expressly with
him, which I have always done. It is
good that maybe the two of us have a
moment to at least speak on an issue
which surely cannot continue to go in
this fashion, where two thoughtful peo-
ple, as the Senator from North Dakota
and I hope your loyal communicator
here, are continually just totally in op-
position while many who deal with the
Social Security Program are telling us
what is happening to the program and
where the money goes.

So, if I may, in a series of questions,
and then let us have the debate which
we never had, because I will come to
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the floor and do my thing and leave
and get on to the seven committees I
go to, and the Senator from North Da-
kota comes to the floor and gives his
good and able presentation and then
leaves the floor.

Let us just, may I, go back to where
you have been. You were on the House
Ways and Means Committee in 1983. In
1983, Senator DANIEL PATRICK Moy-
NIHAN and company, a bipartisan group
—I believe Senator DOLE was part of
that group; I do not recall all of the
participants—they came together
knowing that Social Security was
going to go broke, totally broke, and
that it would go broke within a very
short time. So they met in good faith,
in a bipartisan way, and they put to-
gether a package, as you described—
and I address the Chair, as my friend
addressed yesterday—they put together
a package which provided for increased
payroll taxes, it provided for some ben-
efit restructure, it did something with
the **notch babies.”

Remember, we had to deal with that
one for about 12 years, and it was an
absolute phony argument. Talk about
the froth that goes with Social Secu-
rity. We finally, when that vampire
came out of the silk casket one more
time, drove the stake through it and
through the lining, hopefully, and that
is the end of it. We do not hear any
more about it from the National Com-
mittee for the Preservation of Social
Security and Medicare or the AARP or
any other group, because it is a dead
issue, staked through the heart.

Yet, it created tremendous concern
around America in what was happen-
ing. Because of the adjustment made in
1983, we found that the people who were
born before that certain cutoff date
had received much, much more than
they ever should have received, far
above the replacement rate of Social
Security. We corrected that, and then
had 10 years of background clutter and
flak and shelling from these various
groups. That is over.

But what we did do—and we must all
use the same facts. We do not have to
share the same opinion, but we must
use the same facts. If anyone will re-
member, you need only go to the report
where we were told that when we did
what we had to do in 1982 and 1983 with
Social Security, it would ‘‘save the sys-
tem and make it solvent until the year

If there is anyone within the range of
my voice who says that that was not
the final package—what we did, our
stuff, tough political stuff, that when
we did that, we would ‘“‘save the Social
Security System till the year 2063.”
That is book, page and hymn number.
Done. OK.

What has happened in the next 13
years? It is now 1996, and each and
every year that the trustees issue their
annual report, we are told that Social
Security is going broke faster than we
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ever would have dreamed. And yester-
day—just yesterday—we have the 1996
annual report. This is a summary. The
actual report is here. It is quite exten-
sive. My staff has been through it. I
hope that all of us will enjoy this
weekend reading. It is just a joy.

But I tell you what it does. It tells
the truth, and I will tell you who is
telling us the truth. The truth-tellers
are Donna Shalala, a woman I have the
greatest respect for and admiration;
the truth-givers are Robert Rubin. He
and I have not agreed on many things,
but I admire him. Robert Reich, my
fellow thespian—our line of work takes
us away from this. We intend to *‘trod
the boards™ starting in Peoria. Robert
Reich, a very splendid man. And then a
citizen member of the trustees,
Marilyn Moon; a citizen trustee, Ste-
phen Kellison; and Shirley Chater,
Commissioner of Social Security.

What are they telling us? They are
telling us that Social Security will go
broke, flat broke, in the year 2029, I say
to my colleagues. So in 13 years, we
have moved the doomsday date of So-
cial Security forward from 2063 to 2029.
Thirty-four years of this cushion has
been eaten up in 13 years, and every-
body knows that. There is not a soul in
this Chamber who does not know that.
There is not a soul downtown who does
not know that.

Are we saying then, all is well? Of
course, it is not well. Next year the
trustees may come in and tell us that
it will go broke in the year 2025. It has
been happening in increments of 3, 4, 5
years a crack. That is reality.

Yesterday, in a spirited little bit of
dialogue, I presented a chart, a most
unique chart. Let me do it one more
time. This is the Social Security Act. I
did not write this. This is section 201(d)
of the act.

If we are going to say that somehow
we are looting, raiding, and pillaging,
then please tell me, please, where is
this taking place? If we mean looting
or raiding to put the Social Security
surplus into T-bills, which are then
sold by the Federal Government, and
the general revenue goes into the Gen-
eral Treasury, and when the interest on
the T-bills comes out and is paid on the
T-bills to those who own them, if that
is looting or raiding, we need a new
definition.

If we defeat the balanced budget
amendment—which is what has oc-
curred—is it not true that the Social
Security surplus will still be put into
T-bills? The answer is, it does not mat-
ter one whit whether we pass or defeat
a Social Security amendment to ex-
clude it. This will go on like Old Man
River, and no one can stop it unless
they wish to change this section.

So what does the section say? “It
shall"—shall—*‘be the duty of the man-
aging trustee to invest such portion of
the trust funds as is not, in his jude-
ment, required to meet current with-
drawals.”
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Stop there.

There is a surplus in Social Security.
Some say it is 329 billion, some say it
is $69 billion. Forget what they say. It
easily could get to $2 trillion by the
year 2010. Then, in the year 2012, it
starts its tremendous swan song. We
all know that. The trustees are telling
us that.

So it matters not whether the re-
serves get to $1 or $2 trillion. There is
nothing that is going to change wheth-
er you pass a balanced budget amend-
ment or not with regard to those funds.

I will go on quoting. ‘‘Such invest-
ments may be made only’’ —there is no
option, no election process—‘‘in inter-
est-bearing obligations of the United
States or in obligations guaranteed to
as to both principal and interest by the
United States * * * Each obligation
issued for purchase by the trust funds
under this subsection shall be evi-
denced by a paper instrument in the
form of a bond, note, or certificate of
indebtedness issued by the Secretary of
the Treasury * * *”

I do not think that is too much
mumbo-jumbo for all of us to deal with
the issue of Social Security. That is
what it says. That is what we do with
it. That is what FDR and the Congress
had in mind for us to do with it.

But now one more subsection. The
Social Security Act, section 201(f). We
must hear this. We must all follow the
law. That is our duty. That is really
maybe the only duty we have here, to
follow the law and try to craft laws
that are understandable to the Amer-
ican people.

“The interest on, and the proceeds
from the sale or redemption of, any ob-
ligations held in the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund
and the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund shall—shall—*‘be credited
to and form a part of the Federal Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund and the Disability Insurance
Trust Fund, respectively.”

And then this, if we can all hear this.
We do not have to agree. We do not
have to fire up each other.

Payment from the general fund of the
Treasury to either of the trust funds of any
such interest or proceeds shall be in the form
of paper checks drawn on such general fund
to the order of such trust fund.

That is what it says. And this section
has been addressed in the report which
came to us yesterday.

Let me read from the summary. This
is the summary of the Social Security
trustees. Here is a very precise, small
paragraph that says this, if I can share
this with my friend from North Da-
kota.

In all trust funds assets that are not need-
ed to pay current benefits or administrative
expenses (the only purposes for which trust
funds may be used) are invested in special
issue U.S. Government securities guaranteed
as to both principal and interest and backed
by the full faith and credit of the United
States of America.
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That section is not changed one whit
whether we include or whether we ex-
clude Social Security from a balanced
budget amendment.

Every penny, every single penny of
the trust fund is left in exactly the
same condition, whether you pass a
balanced budget amendment or not.

It is most extraordinarily remark-
able to suggest that we can ‘‘save’ or
“protect’’ Social Security from this by
simply separating it from a balanced
budget amendment.

Here is the language—I hope this is
not a surprise. I want to be sure my
colleague hears this language. If I
could get the attention of my friend
from North Dakota. I think it is very
important that I share this language. I
do not want it to be a surprise.

This is language from yesterday’s re-
port. I do not know if the Senator’'s
staff has read this. My staff went
through it during the night. I have to
do this kind of work because they have
made me the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Social Security and
Family Policy. I did not really seek
that task, but like all of us who do
good work—and the Senator does with
his subcommittees and my good friend
from Kentucky does with his—we try
then to keep absolutely current. Here
is the language from the report of yes-
terday.

It is very important. This, yesterday,
became open to the American public.
Here is what it says: ‘‘As noted in sec-
tion 2(b), the portion of the OASI trust
fund that is not needed to meet day-to-
day expenditures is used to purchase
investments, generally in special pub-
lic debt obligations of the United
States Government. The cash'—this is
a quote from yesterday’s 1996 annual
report, page 78 and 79— “The cash used
to make these purchases becomes part
of the general fund of the Treasury
. . ., " ladies and gentlemen.

We all know that. We have known it
since Franklin Delano Roosevelt wrote
it and put it in section 201.

“The cash™—that is cash that is not
needed. That means the surplus. That
means the excess. That means what-
ever you want to call it. ‘“The cash
used to make"—I am quoting— ‘‘The
cash used to make these purchases be-
comes part of the general fund of the
Treasury and is used to meet various
Federal outlays.”

Does that mean that we have looted
it or raided it or pillaged it? I think
not, not when we are looking at the
specific language of the act and the
trustees’ report.

I am continuing to quote.

Interest is paid to the trust fund on these
securities. And when the securities mature
or are redeemed prior to maturity, general
fund . . .

If T may get the attention of my
friend from North Dakota. We never
get to get this done. I am going to
stay, too, because I think it is very im-
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portant that he and I do not leave the
Chamber until the American people
know a little more than they do now
about how we are looting or pillaging
or raiding the Social Security system,
which is not taking place under any
scenario known to man or woman.

Quoting again.

Interest is paid to the trust fund on these
securities. And when the securities mature
or are redeemed prior to maturity, general
fund revenues are used to repay the principal
to the trust fund. Thus, the investment oper-
ations of the trust fund result in various
cash flows between the trust fund and the
general fund of the Treasury. And currently
the excess of tax income to the OASI trust
fund over the fund's expenditures results ina
substantial net cash flow from the trust fund
to the general fund.

Finally the quote:

Sometime after the turn of the century, as

shown in the following subsection, this cash
flow will reverse.
It is detailed in horrendous, horrendous
factual figures. *'This cash flow will re-
verse as trust fund security’'—let me
show you how it will reverse.

This is the annual operating balance
of the Social Security trust fund in bil-
lions of dollars. If that is not a reversal
from today’s $60 billion surplus. I think
it is more today—my colleague may
disagree—and then it drops like a rock-
et through the basement. This is the
annual operating balance of the Social
Security in billions of dollars. In the
year 2000 it is $1 trillion operating bal-
ance. This is the figure. This is from
the Social Security Administration,
1985.

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. SIMPSON. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, we will say
that everything my friend has said is
accurate. I do not question his sincer-
ity or his statements. We will take it
from that point on.

Under statutory provisions, we can-
not use Social Security funds as it re-
lates to deficits, budgets—it is off
budget. That is 13301. I am sure you are
familiar with that. Now, in the bal-
anced budget amendment, we are al-
lowing, based on the statement of the
senior Senator from Oklahoma yester-
day, that this is a tax and an expendi-
ture and, therefore, it ought to be part
of the balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution.

What is the underlying fear, as I lis-
ten to the Senator from Wyoming, and
the underlying fear, I say to my friend,
of this Senator is that if we allow the
money to be used to reduce the deficit,
and when we have the leadership on
your side—not necessarily the majority
leader but other leaders in the budg-
etary category—tell us how much of
the Social Security trust funds will be
used if the amendment to the Constitu-
tion is passed to balance the budget,
then we accelerate your fear here of
the reduction of the surplus in the So-
cial Security.
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If the Social Security continues on
its merry way, as you have so aptly de-
scribed, going downhill, will we not ac-
celerate that if we use, as we were told
in handwriting that we are going to
use, $147 billion from the trust fund, at
least the last 2 years, would that not
make it depleted at a much earlier
date?

Mr. SIMPSON. I always enjoy a spir-
ited discussion.

Mr. FORD. This is not spirited.

Mr. SIMPSON. It will be before we
finish.

Mr. FORD. I doubt it.

Mr. SIMPSON. I enjoy that because
he and I, even as deputy assistant lead-
ers for 10 years or near that amount—
there was not anybody that I treated
with more deference, or who dealt with
me more fairly, honestly, and directly.

Where I am, Mr. President, is this:
We are being told in this debate that
these funds are being looted or raided.
This may not be your debate, but this
has been part of a continual debate
about the looting or raiding or using
this. I am saying, based upon the law of
the United States, that any surplus in
these funds is “used’’ and goes directly
to the general fund, that there is no
trust fund in that to be looted, to be
raided. It is a series of great stack of
I0U’s. That is what we have here.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, by “I0OU’s"”
you are talking about T-bills that are
paid to constituents like you and me.
We might be down to the E bonds or
the smaller ones but the T-bills are the
I0U’s in there, and we have by law sold
them or loaned that money to the Fed-
eral Government in return for T-bills
plus interest to be paid at a definite pe-
riod of time and the trustees are re-
quired to have that flow of money.

Am I correct in that?

Mr. SIMPSON. That is correct.

Mr. FORD. So you refer to—you say
we are looting.

Mr. SIMPSON. I did not say that.

Mr. FORD. No, you gquoted others
saying “‘looting,"” and now the Senator
from Wyoming is using the words
“I0U’s” for T-bills. It is just a matter
of how you express yourself.

Mr. SIMPSON. I believe I have the
floor, if you are asking an inquiry.

Mr. FORD. I am trying to give you
my reasoning for the question.

Mr. SIMPSON. If you could, I would
like that.

Mr. FORD. I understand, and you are
doing well in the balcony right now.
There are more giggles up there than
on the floor.

Mr. SIMPSON. I am trying to do
something for my grandchildren.

Mr. FORD. I have tried the grand-
children.

Mr. SIMPSON. If the Senator would
pose the question, I would appreciate
it.

Mr. FORD. Where was I? What I am
trying to say is that if the constitu-
tional amendment is passed and then



13422

ratified by the States, and then we
amend the Constitution on the bal-
anced budget amendment, and that
would do away with statutory provi-
sions as it relates to the trust fund,
and therefore as those who have the re-
sponsibility of budgeting here in the
Senate, to recommend to us as Sen-
ators, say they will use z billions of
dollars of the Social Security trust
fund to balance the budget. Do we do
away with statutory law when we
amend the Constitution?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I can-
not see any format where a constitu-
tional amendment, which would take
years to ratify—all we are doing is
sending this to the States, if we did do
it, and let them decide. I know of noth-
ing in my background that would lead
me to believe that we would have done
anything with section 201 of the Social
Security Act, either F or D or any pro-
vision therein.

Mr. FORD. But you would be able to
use the funds held in trust, for exam-
ple, T-bills, to balance the budget ac-
cording to the budgetary professionals
on your side.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will
continue to direct my remarks to the
Chair. The issue is that you cannot
hide something that is $360 billion a
year and pretend that you are doing
something to ‘‘balance the books.”
That does not mean that we are then
going to “raid” or ‘“‘loot” the Social
Security System.

The constitutional amendment does
not in any way injure Social Security,
because the trust fund goes into T-bills
or notes or obligations regardless. Re-
gardless, the Social Security money
still has to be raised in the future out
of general revenue. That is what the
trustees are telling us.

Somebody said, what about the inter-
est? I heard that one. Mr. President, 87
percent of the money that comes in
comes from payroll taxes. About 9 per-
cent comes from interest. That is all
there is. In the year 2012, you will have
to take the notes and go back to the
Government and say, “There is not
enough payroll money coming in this
month. So we are here to cash these
in.” That is when the double hit comes
that we described.

If you are trying to build a firewall
to protect Social Security, this does
not affect a Social Security firewall,
which seems to be a very important
thing to many, does not affect the
long-term unfunded liability of the So-
cial Security system. It does not alter
the situation which requires a Social
Security surplus to be put in Treasury
bills.

May I just finish the trustees’ quote?
It is two more sentences. Then we can
get on with the action here and see if
we can stick with the trustees’ report.
Do not bother with what I am saying or
Senator DORGAN or any of us. I am
reading from the annual report of the
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trustees. Let me just finish it. *““The
cash flow will reverse as the trust fund
securities are redeemed. To meet bene-
fit payments and other expenditures,
revenue from the general fund of the
Treasury will be drawn upon to provide
the necessary cash.”

That is pages 78 and 79. The balanced
budget amendment in no way changes
this. In no way at all does the balanced
budget amendment firewall for Social
Security change that.

This is the way it is. And that is
what we ought to be debating. I would
be glad to stand here and do that.

(Mr. GRAMS assumed the chair.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a little colloguy?

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, sure.

Mr. FORD. I believe the Senator
would agree that once a constitutional
amendment is passed—and it will not
take years to pass the balanced budget
amendment—once a balanced budget
amendment is passed and it amends the
Constitution, then it is this body’s re-
sponsibility to draft the legislation im-
plementing that amendment, is that
not correct?

Mr. SIMPSON. I am sorry. Repeat
the last part, please, if you would.

Mr. FORD. Well, once an amendment
to the Constitution has been ratified
by the States, is it not the responsibil-
ity, then, of this body and the House to
implement, by law, that amendment?

Mr. SIMPSON. That is correct.

Mr. FORD. Is there anything to pre-
vent a majority from voting to include
Social Security trust funds in the oper-
ation of the budget of the United
States?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, there
is no way to avoid doing anything to
try to hide Social Security from the
budget problems of the United States.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I asked a
question, and I was chastised for not
asking the question. What I want to
know is, is there any way to prevent a
majority vote from using the Social
Security trust funds as a part of reduc-
ing the deficit for balancing the budg-
et?

Mr. SIMPSON. I have no idea, Mr.
President. For 17 years, this Senator
has talked about the absolute cer-
tainty of pretending that something is
off budget when it is $360 billion a year.
You would have to ask a majority at
that time. For me, it is absolutely ab-
surd to believe that you do not talk
about Social Security when you are
trying to balance the budget of the
United States of America, which today
is $1.506 trillion, and $360 billion of that
in there is called Social Security. If
you want to leave it out, fine, but it
will not be this Senator. I will not be
here, but somebody can tap on my box
and tell me how it went.

Mr. FORD. Knowing the Senator
from Wyoming, he will not have to
take his money with him. He can write
a check where he is going.
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I am very concerned that we talk
about IOU’s and they are really the
bills. We talk about raiding and, no, we
are not raiding. You cannot do that.
But the Members of this body will im-
plement an amendment to the Con-
stitution. As the senior Senator from
Oklahoma said yesterday, he objected
to voting on the amendment to put up
the firewall for Social Security because
it was taxes collected and taxes ex-
pended. He wanted it in the balanced
budget amendment.

I thank the Chair and my friend from
Wyoming. I am going to leave the Sen-
ator. I am hungry.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I do
not believe that my good friend would
check through the Senate ethics and fi-
nancial records and find that I was list-
ed among the millionaires of the Sen-
ate. So I think that that was a rather
gratuitous shot.

Mr. FORD. How did the Senator take
that?

Mr. SIMPSON. Now, Mr. President, if
we can get back to the issue, which is
the law, and stick with this and try to
stick in this debate without going into
emotion and who has the bucks and
who does not have the bucks, and the
rich versus the poor, and all the rest of
it, and know that the Social Security
Act is right here—(f) and (d). The trust-
ees report is right here, and I am ready
to move forward and discuss those and
let us do that.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. SIMPSON. Indeed, certainly.

Mr. DORGAN. Let me clear up two
things, and one is minor. The Senator
is not accurate with respect to the
issue of the notch. This is probably not
relevant. That was not adjusted in the
1983 legislation. That was in the 1977
legislation, which was implemented in
1979. The 1983 legislation had nothing
to do with the notch. The notch was
created, as the Senator might remem-
ber, because of a cost-of-living adjust-
ment in Social Security that was op-
posed in the early 1970’s.

Subsequently, it was discovered that
that cost-of-living adjustor, or for-
mula, was inappropriate in 1977. Con-
gress made an adjustment, effective 2
years ago. It was not in 1983. That was
not such a big deal, but I wanted to
make that point for those who are in-
terested in the history of it.

Second, the Senator used a chart
that is demonstrably false. If the Sen-
ator would put the chart back up, I am
sure he did not do this deliberately.

Mr. SIMPSON. No; the dates are not
correct. The dates here should be 2020
here, 2025 here, 2030, 2035, and 2040.

Mr. DORGAN. When I saw the chart,
I knew one would not want to use a
chart like that. The impression would
be that there is a one green line and a
lot of red lines. When I saw your dates,
I realized they were not accurate.

Let me give the accurate numbers.
Here will be the annual surpluses, not
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deficits. In the 1996, your chart had a
red line, and that was in error. There
will be a $71 billion surplus, then a $74
billion surplus, then $80 billion, $87 bil-
lion, $91 billion, and, next year, $97 bil-
lion.

In the year 2002, there will be a $103
billion surplus—that is, receipts into
Social Security over expenditures. This
surplus will continue out on into the
two-thousand-teens, after which there
will be red lines.

It would be appropriate to have a
chart that shows the red lines, but you
would not want to show that unless
you showed very substantial surpluses.
I wanted to make the point that if
somebody saw that chart and started
going, ‘““We have big troubles,” that is
not accurate.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I said
that. I said that the reserves could eas-
ily be $2 trillion by 2010. I want the
record to be absolutely correct. Nobody
needed to palpitate on that.

Mr. DORGAN. There are so0 many
charts showing the deep red canyons,
and that chart should have showed sur-
pluses.

Let us talk, for a moment, about
these surpluses, and let us talk about
this one. The year 2002 is the Tth year
of a budget plan. In the year 2002, the
Social Security system will have re-
ceipts of $103 billion that are greater
than the need for expenditure in that

year.

I will ask the Senator from Wyoming
a couple of questions about that. The
first question is, Is this an accident, or
is this part of a deliberate strategy to
have receipts that far exceed needs or
expenditures in that year? Is that a de-
liberate strategy or an accident?

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, Mr. President,
that is a deliberate strategy. The pur-
pose was to build the reserves, and it
was going to work beautifully, until
this year, in the year 1996. Every 7%
seconds somebody turns 50, and 15
years from now, in the year 2012, there
will be a dramatic drawdown. We ought
to link the two cases together, because
they are so dramatic that it is hard to
describe.

Mr. DORGAN. I accept that. In many
respects, I sat here and listened to a
debate that, if you won, it was a debate
we were not having. I accept much of
what you say. But that is not the
framework of the debate that we have
ventured on the floor with.

Let me try to understand and de-
scribe the debate as between what you
were describing earlier and what I am
saying. If you are right—and I think
you are, because I was part of the
team, as you were, that said let us de-
liberately begin saving money, so that
when the baby boomers retire, or the
war babies, more appropriately, retire
after the turn of the century, we will
have built up some reserves. That was
a deliberate, sober reflective action on
the part of the Congress. I think it was
an a.ppropria.te and courageous won.
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Now, if in the year 2002, we have said
we want $103 billion more to come in in
Social Security than we are going to
spend, and if in the year 2002 the ma-
jority’s budget provides a balanced
budget in 2002, but, they say, we are
$108 billion short in their paper, but
say to the American people we will bal-
ance the budget, is it not the case that
they claim that they have balanced the
budget because we have not had en-
forced savings of the $103 billion that
year, which should have been above
what is necessary to balance the budg-
et if you are going to have an enforced
national savings pool, but, in fact, they
have taken that $103 billion and said,
by the way, we are using it over here so
we can say we balanced the budget.

Is that not a misuse of the term
‘‘double entry booking,” to say we
have a deliberate reserve and, at the
same time, that we are using it here
saying we have a balanced budget?

That is the major point of contention
between us because we will, I fear, get
to the end of this process and we will
never have an enforced national pool of
savings above an otherwise balanced
budget that is used, or usable rather,
when we need it when the war babies
retire.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, that
would be a good argument if we were
saying that we were going to ‘‘use it to
reduce the deficit.”” But it will have al-
ready been used because the minute
there are surpluses in the Social Secu-
rity trust funds, they are invested in T
bills or notes or whatever, and all the
money goes to the general fund. If we
can get to the point where you and I
are, will you please describe to all of us
what you mean when you are describ-
ing ‘“‘looting and raiding” of the trust
fund?

Mr. DORGAN. Exactly. The year 2002
would be a year in which the Federal
Government would have balanced its
budget plus had a $103 billion addi-
tional revenue above the balanced
budget as an enforced pool of national
savings to be saved for the time we are
going to need it. That would comport
with what the idea was in the early
1980's about creating a national pool of
enforced savings. The scheme that we
now have, I respectfully say to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming, means that we
will never have a pool of enforced na-
tional savings to meet the Social Secu-
rity needs. Instead, we will simply have
a regressive payroll tax added to the
general revenue stream to be used for
whatever other purpose it is used for.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, may 1
ask a question of the Senator from
North Dakota? How does the Senator
from North Dakota propose to avoid
looting, or raiding? Does that mean it
will not be in T bills?

Mr. DORGAN. No.

Mr. SIMPSON. What does it mean?

Mr. DORGAN. You are not winning a
debate that we are not having. I am
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not debating whether or not it is in-
vested in T bills. Of course it is. Your
basic contention has been because it is
invested in T bills it does not exist. I
have asked the question. ‘‘Gee. If you
purchase a savings bond for your
grandchild for Christmas, are you
going to tell him when he opens it
that, ‘By the way, what you see does
not exist?'’ No. It is an asset. That
asset exists in the trust fund.

My point is you will not have saved
$103 billion in the year 2002 that you
promised to save if on the budget side
of things you take the $103 billion over
and say, ‘“Well, we are $103 billion
short of balancing the budget generally
speaking but we will count this reve-
nue against it in order to say to people
that we balanced the budget'’; ergo,
you have not, in my judgment, created
any kind of national pool of enforced
savings to meet the future needs of So-
cial Security.

That is the point.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, how do
we achieve this result—by suggesting
then that we defeat the balanced budg-
et amendment?

Mr. FORD. We do not.

Mr. SIMPSON. That is what you have
been saying; that we can avoid this re-
sult by defeating a balanced budget
amendment.

Mr. DORGAN. Excellent question.
Let me tell you exactly how you
achieve the result. The result is
achieved specifically by voting for the
alternative balanced budget amend-
ment that we attempted to offer yes-
terday that we offered previously, that
was voted against by the Senator from
Wyoming, that is this: It is identical in
every respect to the constitutional
amendment to balance the budget
brought to the floor with one excep-
tion; that is, section 7. Section T says
you will not count as revenues or ex-
penditures the Social Security trust
fund and Social Security account,
which means that you would balance
the budget and say, ‘“All right. Now the
budget is in balance plus what we have
is in 2002, or 2005, whatever the year is,
plus we have $103 billion extra money
that came in above the balanced budg-
et. That is the only way you develop a
forced pool of national savings. In the
absence of that, what you ought to do
is get rid of this payroll tax. If you are
not going to do what you said you are
going to do, why should workers and
business not be paying it?

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask, Mr.
President. And I appreciate your cor-
recting us and getting the correct
dates.

Mr. DORGAN. That was a pretty big
correction, actually.

Mr. SIMPSON. It is not a correction.

Mr. DORGAN. We are not saying that
the sky is falling.

Mr. SIMPSON. Not to give too much
credit, but simply these dates are in-
correct, 2020, 2025, 2030—you know
those facts. I know those facts.
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Mr. DORGAN. That chart is a fun-
damentally improper disclosure of
what is happening. You would have to
show substantial green surpluses on
that same chart.

Mr. SIMPSON. This is from the So-
cial Security Administration, and it is
listed in their way as to what is going
to happen to this. This is 2020. There is
2025. This is 2030. There is 2035, and

2040.

Mr. DORGAN. There are four cat-
egories of green, and you just skipped
20-some years of good news to get to
the bad news. There is bad news. We
are not disagreeing about that.

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask a ques-
tion. You have used a figure of $60 bil-
lion in your debate about surplus?

Mr. DORGAN. It is $69 billion.

Mr. SIMPSON. The accumulated sur-
plus to date is $496 billion to date. So
that is rather an incorrect figure. You
have used the figure.

Mr. DORGAN. What is incorrect?

Mr. SIMPSON. The accumulated sur-
plus to date in Social Security is $496
billion, and it is going to go way be-
yond those figures in the outyears. It is
going to go to $1.1 trillion—not $1.2 bil-
lion. It is going to go to $2 trillion.

Mr. DORGAN. We are not having a
debate; it is a misunderstanding. These
are not cumulated numbers. These are
vearly numbers. I said for this year, $69
billion. When you are saying that is
wrong, I do not understand.

Mr. SIMPSON. The cumulated sur-
plus in Social Security is $496 billion.
We need to know that. You have listed
an annual figure of 360 billion or $69
billion. The present surplus, cumulated
surplus, in Social Security today is
$496 billion headed for maybe $2 trillion
in the year 2010. Then a precipitous de-
cline in accordance with the charts of
the Social Security Administration.

Mr. DORGAN. There is no disagree-
ment about that. I do not understand
the point. The point I was making is
that this year we are collecting regres-
sive payroll taxes from workers and
businesses, because you voted for it
and I did, believing that it was done to
collect more than we needed this year
in order to save it for the future. My
only point is, if it is used to offset for
other revenues that we should have
made, or other expense cuts we should
have made, then it is not saved. If it is
not saved, why are we collecting it?
Why not say to the people, “We will
not collect it to misuse it; keep in
yourself'?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I just
hope that perhaps somewhere into the
national debate will come pages 78 and
79 of this year’s 1996 annual report,
which is so clear that there is no Social
Security trust fund. There is nothing
in the way of a pool other than the
IOU’s. These are I0U’s, and the entire
cash, when we sell them, goes to the
general fund.

Is that what the Senator means when
he describes “‘looting or raiding?”
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Please tell me, because these are two
terms that have been used by the Sen-
ator from North Dakota day after day
after day, that we are ‘“looting and
raiding.”” I want to know what the Sen-
ator means when he says ‘‘looting or
raiding.” Does ‘looting or raiding”
mean that we should not be putting it
into T bills? Does ‘“‘looting or raiding™
mean that we should not see the money
go into the general fund, as is the law
of the United States? What is, for this
Senator “looting or raiding’'?

Mr. DORGAN. Let me try it again. I
just refuse to let you win a debate we
are not having. We are not having a de-
bate.

Mr. SIMPSON. I am trying to inform
the national citizens as to what is hap-
pening here.

Mr. DORGAN. I understand. Let me
try to explain it. I will do it again. I
have done it before.

Mr. SIMPSON. Could you use the
term ‘‘looting or raiding’” and define
what that is?

Mr. DORGAN. Let me explain it to
you. In the year 2002—the Senator from
Wyoming, I, and others voted to decide
that we wanted to collect more money
than is necessary in the year 2002 for
the funding of the Social Security pro-
gram—not a little more; a lot more;
$103 billion more than is necessary to
fund that program. We said we want to
do that because we want to be respon-
sible in order to save it for the future.

It is invested in Treasury bonds. The
Senator is correct. If he wants to have
a debate about that, he cannot debate
that with me because I do not contest
that. It is invested in Treasury bonds.
But the $103 billion ought to represent
in 2002 $103 billion of revenue above a
balanced budget. And it does not, be-
cause the Senator from Wyoming and
his friends support a budget scheme
that says we will show up about $108
billion short in the year 2002, and we
will use the Social Security trust funds
to make up the difference.

If that were in the private sector,
they would call it looting. But you
could call it whatever you want to call
it. Abraham Lincoln said, ‘“‘Calling a
horse’s tail a leg doesn't make it a
leg,” but you can describe this however
one wants to describe it. I simply
maintain that if you decided and I de-
cided we should have a pool of enforced
national savings to meet the needs of
the future, that in 2002 you cannot ac-
complish that if you have used the
same money in order to balance the
general operating budget of the United
States. That is the point, a very simple
point.

I would say to the Senator from Wyo-
ming I understand—I have listened pa-
tiently—I understand the presentation
he made. He and I do not disagree on a
lot of this. The Social Security system
is now healthy. I disagree, sometimes,
when I hear the Senator and others
talk about the ““Social Security system
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is going broke.”” In a lot of ways I la-
ment that that language is used be-
cause it is true that a third of a cen-
tury from now it is going to be out of
money, but that is a third of a century
from now.

It is also true we are going to make
some changes. The fact of the matter
is, the Senator from Wyoming is a
leader: he is a leader on this issue. He
has proposed substantial changes to se-
cure the financial well-being of the So-
cial Security trust fund. The Congress
must make changes. But here is the
situation. He and I do not disagree
about the circumstances. We have sur-
pluses; they will continue to build into
the two-thousand-teens, after which
they will diminish. In the year 2029, we
will be out of money. Adjustments will
have to be made long before then to
solve this in the long term. The Sen-
ator is absolutely correct about that.

The disagreement we have is in a
budgeting scheme that says let us treat
the Social Security funds as if they are
no different than any other funds. I
would say, my colleague has made the
point, I think, that the Democrats
have done that and the Republicans
have done it. The answer is, yes, they
have. And I have disagreed no matter
who does it. Now they want to enshrine
it in the Constitution. That is the dif-
ference.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want
to be sure that the American people
know that this is not a partisan issue.
So, when we say, ‘‘My friends on this
side of the aisle,”” the friends on this
side of the aisle joined with a remark-
able number of friends on the other
side of the aisle, a total of 64 of us who
really think we ought to do something
with the balanced budget amendment
and do not feel we are going to do any-
thing to the Social Security trust fund,
because we know we cannot do any-
thing to the Social Security trust fund
because it is all invested and the
money comes out of the general reve-
nue. I guess the debate has to end
there. Unless—and I am going to come
back to this question. I would like,
honestly, an answer.

I want to know what—if we are going
to use the term ‘‘looting and raiding,”
the American people, I think, are being
overly excited by that term. There is
no need to use a term like “looting and
raiding,” because we do not loot or
raid. We are putting it where the law
requires it to go, and nothing more. So
to say that it is looted or cut, there
was never any suggestion that these
dollars would not have to be raised by
general revenue in the year 2012, or
2005. They come from payroll taxes and
revenue. So we are only arguing about
how the deficit is measured, not about
the disposition of Social Security trust
funds.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
for a question on that?

Mr. SIMPSON. I think there is no
reason to portray the balanced budget
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amendment as a place to talk about
Social Security trust funds. They do
not fit.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
for one brief question?

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes.

Mr. DORGAN. Is it not the case,
then, that in the year 2002 the majority
party’s budget plan is either $108 bil-
lion in deficit or it is balanced by using
the $103 billion in Social Security
funds? Is that not the case?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, there
was another one, so we get away from
the partisan aspect if we can.

Mr. DORGAN. That is not a partisan
question. I am just asking you.

Mr. SIMPSON. I heard it that way.
You know that. But let us look at the
Chafee-Breaux proposal.

Mr. DORGAN. Same thing. Same
thing.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, 46 of
us, 24 Democrats and 22 Republicans,
voted for that. I thought that was a
very responsible thing. And whatever
you are talking about in the national
budget, all has to do with balancing or
not balancing the national budget—ev-
erything in the stack.

Mr. DORGAN. But that is not respon-
sive to my question. The Chafee-
Breaux budget falls short of balancing
the budget, if you are going to actually
save the Social Security trust funds.
And so does President Clinton's budget.
They are not in balance, just as the
majority party budget is not in bal-
ance.

So my question is, is there a balance?
We are using the Social Security trust
funds improperly, or they are not in
balance, they fall $108 billion short of
being in balance.

Mr. SIMPSON. Whether we call it
balanced or unbalanced in the year
2002, whether under the Republican
plan or President Clinton’s plan or
Chafee-Breaux, Social Security moneys
will be in exactly the same place. That
is what I am saying. It will be in the
form of Treasury bills or notes backed
by the full faith and credit of the
United States. So if you want me to
say it will be balanced, fine. If you
want me to say it will be unbalanced,
fine. But the issue is, this will go on
like ‘*Old Man River,” and all America
ought to know that.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
to one more point? I think we get to
the point where we disagree. My point
is the budget that you support, the
budget the President has offered, and
others, fall short of balancing the
budget by the equivalent amount of the
Social Security surpluses that we de-
liberately decided we wanted to receive
and save. That is the point I made.

Look, let us finish because I know
the Senator from Massachusetts is
waiting, but—

Mr. SIMPSON. If we want to use the
phrase of ‘‘deliberately saved” and so
on, I have no problem with those
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terms. What I have a lot of problem
with is the continual reference to
“looting and raiding,”” because that is
not true.
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today
is another unfortunate setback for the
cause of health reform. It appears that
the opportunity for meaningful reform
has been lost again. Barring a last-
minute change of heart and mind and
strategy, Senator DOLE will be leaving
the Senate next Tuesday without exer-
cising the leadership needed to make
even the modest consensus reform in
the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill a reality.

I regret very much that “‘Dr. Dole" is
prescribing a poison pill for this con-
sensus legislation. Medical savings ac-
counts do not belong in this legisla-
tion. Several reasonable compromises
on that highly controversial issue have
been offered and categorically rejected.
The full-blown MSA proposal de-
manded by Republicans is a death sen-
tence for this legislation. I intend to
oppose it as vigorously as possible, and
if it should even reach President Clin-
ton’s desk, I am confident he will give
it the veto it deserves.

It is clear House Republicans are pur-
suing a their way or no way strategy,
and Senator DOLE has chosen to be a
part of it. With his departure from the
Senate next week, the chance for any
health insurance reform this year is
slim.

Millions of Americans will suffer un-
necessarily because Senator DOLE has
put gridlock ahead of the needs of the
25 million working families who would
benefit from the consensus reform in
the original bill, before it was poisoned
by the MSA bill.

Senator DOLE left the impression
yesterday that meaningful negotia-
tions for an acceptable compromise
were taking place and that this issue
was close to being resolved because Re-
publicans were open to changes in the
MSA provisions to accommodate
Democratic concerns. It now appears,
however, that the intransigence of the
House Republicans has prevailed.

The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill was
passed 60 to 0 by the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources and 100 to
0 by the full Senate. The bill was en-
tirely noncontroversial, and it makes
no sense to saddle it with this last-
minute killer controversy. If the
Kassebaum-Kennedy bill were passed
by Congress today, it would be signed
by the President tomorrow.

This bill has had two unanimous bi-
partisan votes in the Senate, first in
committee and again on the Senate
floor. Yet it is going to die because of
the Republicans’ decision to force it to
swallow this bitter poison pill.
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Under the Republican plan, medical
savings accounts could be sold to every
employeée of every business in America
with more than 50 workers, approxi-
mately two-thirds of all workers, more
than 80 million employees, and within
a few years, they will be extended to
everyone else. Some compromise.

A massive untested right wing health
idea is being forced on the country.
Any such massive plan is irresponsible
and unacceptable.

Reasonable compromises are pos-
sible, but what House Republicans
want is capitulation, not compromise.

Not everyone agrees that medical
savings accounts are a bad idea, but
surely we should agree that they ought
to be tested first before being imposed
full-blown on the American people.

We all know what is going on. MSA's
reward a handful of insurance compa-
nies that have contributed lavishly to
Republicans in Congress, and they prof-
it handsomely from the worst abuses of
the current system.

The Golden Rule Insurance Co., with
$1.5 million in campaign contributions,
is the political engine driving this pro-
posal. The company does business sell-
ing MSA's, and it will profit immensely
from the Republican plan. Yet, the
company refuses to share the data on
its plans with impartial analysts at the
American Academy of Actuaries and
other bodies. The company, and its Re-
publican allies, are thumbing their
nose at the public interest and asking
the American people to buy a pig in a
poke.

Why should the taxpayers be asked
to subsidize such a scheme with bil-
lions of dollars in lavish tax breaks
that will go primarily to the wealthy?
Medical savings accounts tax the sick
for the benefit of the healthy and
wealthy. They discourage preventive
care by enticing the healthiest Ameri-
cans to leave their current broad insur-
ance pool. MSA's violate a bedrock
principle of health insurance: Broad-
based coverage to spread the risk of ill-
ness among large numbers of citizens
in order to make insurance premiums
affordable for those who need health

care.

Adoption of MSA's will raise pre-
miums for everyone else and threaten
the very existence of conventional
health insurance. It will cost the
Treasury billions of dollars that should
be used to expand health insurance
coverage or go for deficit reduction.

They represent a risky and unneces-
sary experiment that threatens the
health insurance coverage of every
American family. It would be reckless
to include any such full-blown version
of medical savings accounts in this
bill. The Senate has already rejected
this approach, and President Clinton
will veto any bill that tries to impose
this untried and dangerous idea on the
country.

The Republicans have also refused to
appoint conferees to a fairly balanced
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conference. Despite repeated requests,
they refuse to meet with Democrats for
serious negotiation. They have ignored
four separate compromises that we
have offered to allow a fair test of med-
ical savings accounts without endan-
gering the tens of millions of Ameri-
cans who depend on their current in-
surance.

The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill con-
tains a number of key consensus re-
forms that virtually everyone agrees
on. It guarantees that no American
will be denied health insurance or be
saddled with exclusions for preexisting
conditions because they change their
job or lose their job or because their
employer changes insurance compa-
nies. It provides help to small busi-
nesses that want to join together to ne-
gotiate lower insurance premiums of
the kind that only large corporations
can obtain today. Those reforms de-
serve to pass, and they will pass if Sen-
ator DOLE relents.

When Senator DOLE leaves the Sen-
ate next week, he can take his health
insurance with him. Every American
should have the same right. Many
times in recent weeks, Senator DOLE
has said he wants this bill to pass. For
months, Senator DOLE has criticized
President Clinton for saying one thing
and doing another. Senator DOLE
should look in the mirror this weekend
and see what he has done.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR BOB DOLE

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the po-
litical world was stunned a few weeks
ago when our colleague, Majority Lead-
er BoB DOLE, announced his resigna-
tion from the U.S. Senate after 36
years of representing his native State
of Kansas. In his emotional and moving
farewell speech, he said he wanted to
campaign for the Presidency “with
nothing to fall back on but the judg-
ment of the people and nowhere to go
but the White House or home.”

Senator DOLE was elected to the U.S.
House of Representatives in 1960. He
came to the Senate in 1968, where he
served as the Republican leader for a
record 11 years. He ran for Vice Presi-
dent with President Gerald Ford in 1976
and ran for the Republican Presidential
nomination in 1980 and 1988. He has
been a fixture of our National Govern-
ment for 36 years. Regardless of what
we might think of his decision to give
up his life's work for an attempt at the
White House, we all agree that BoB
DoOLE has been an outstanding Senator
and leader. He is a master legislator.

Norman Ornstein of the American
Enterprise Institute has called Senator
DOLE one of the five most significant
Senators of the last half of the 20th
century. That sentiment has been
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echoed by the Brookings Institute's
Stephen Hess, who labeled him ‘‘some-
body who could get things done.” And
in Washington, especially in the un-
wieldy Senate, this is no small com-
pliment.

I have had the pleasure of serving
with BoB DOLE for nearly 18 years and
know him to be an excellent legislator
with an amazing ability to reach solu-
tions to difficult and controversial
issues. He is an honest and forthright
man of integrity. Had he and the Presi-
dent been able to negotiate in good
faith last fall and winter during the
heated budget debate, I have no doubt
they could have reached a solution
which would have been good for our
country and our future. Unfortunately,
the House leadership would not agree
to such an effort.

Despite his legislative prowess, his
major strengths lie in the force of his
personality and his style. His power
comes from his knowledge, from hard
work, from his humor and from his
strong friendships on both sides of the
aisle, and from his rare moral author-
ity. He does his own work and does not
delegate much.

He comes from a humble background,
the son of a cream and egg station op-
erator in Russell, KS. After serving in
the Army during World War II, where
he suffered grave and lasting wounds,
he spent 8 years as a county attorney
dealing with people from all stations in
life. He dealt with bankers and country
club members, but also with garage
mechanics and feed store clerks. He has
exhibited a comprehensive understand-
ing of America as a leader for the in-
terests of the average and disadvan-
taged Americans.

As Senator BoB DOLE—a true giant in
the history of the Senate—leaves this
body, he holds so dear, to pursue the
Nation's highest office, I join my col-
leagues in saluting him.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY
REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today
to comment on a recent action by the
Senate’s Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Technology. In a com-
pletely bipartisan manner, the reau-
thorization for the Office of Pipeline
Safety (S. 1505) was approved with a
substitute amendment offered by Sen-
ator PRESSLER. The compromise
amendment language was crafted
through the leadership of Senators
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PrRESSLER and EXON. It was also co-
sponsored by Senators STEVENS,
HUTCHISON, INOUYE, FORD, BURNS, and
BREAUX. It is now ready for consider-
ation by the full Senate.

The negotiations involved many, and
included various offices within the De-
partment of Transportation. The major
trade organizations ranging from the
American Gas Association, the Inter-
state Natural Gas Association of Amer-
ica, the American Petroleum Institute,
the American Public Gas Association,
to the Association of Oil Pipe Lines
participated as well. Valuable Assist-
ance was also received from the dedi-
cated staff of the Congressional Re-
search Service. Input was also received
from state and environmental groups
like the National Association of Pipe-
line Safety Representatives, the Natu-
ral Resource Defense Council, and the
Environmental Defense Fund. The ne-
gotiations were both challenging and
productive. I want to compliment the
staff from the Department of Transpor-
tation for their constructive and col-
laborative participation.

The major stakeholders are all in
agreement—the substitute amendment
is sound public policy. And this week
the Commerce Committee also spoke
when it unanimously approved the sub-
stitute. Senator PRESSLER has pro-
duced a real consensus which respects
the interests and concerns of all the
stakeholders and furthers the safety of
America’s interstate natural gas lines.

The natural gas industry is impor-
tant to America and I want to share
with my colleagues just a few statistics
to explain why the full Senate needs to
act on this legislation; First, 160 mil-
lion Americans live in gas heated
buildings; second, $10 billion is spent
annually by America’s gas industry for
construction that uses enough pipe to
almost circle the globe; third, Ameri-
ca's natural gas system consists of over
1.2 million miles of pipe or enough to
circle the earth 48 times; and fourth,
there are over 600,000 Americans work-
ing in all aspects of this industry. The
numbers speak for themselves—the
natural gas industry is big business. It
impacts many, and it has a huge pres-
ence in America.

I want to be clear; this legislation
will codify a limited and targeted risk
assessment, cost-benefit regulatory ap-
proach. It is consistent with both the
Administration’s principles and the
goals of Congress. The bill's approach
is a practical and responsible arrange-
ment and is fully supported by the Of-
fice of Pipeline Safety. This legislation
will also permit demonstration
projects where flexibility from the one-
size-fits-all mentality is permitted in a
way which mandates that safety and
environmental concerns must equal or
exceed existing standards. It opens ave-
nues for creativity, but demands strict
accountability. This legislation will
fund the Office of Pipeline Safety into
the next century.
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In response to past criticism, I also
want to be clear; this bill does not
alter the basic statutory structure for
the Federal Government's oversight of
the interstate industry. The new steps
in the regulatory process will cause
neither undue delay nor excessive
costs. In fact, they are designed to pro-
vide better tools and management indi-
cators for informed rulemaking in the
future. This front end analysis will
make government oversight more ef-
fective and efficient. Also the Sec-
retary of Transportation has specific
authority to ensure that the dem-
onstration projects maintain existing
safety standards. And finally, the new
funding levels reflect the amounts stat-
ed by administration officials during
the Commerce Committee’s hearing.

This bill recognizes that new ap-
proaches to pipeline safety are possible
without jeopardizing either the public’s
safety or the environment. It allows
sound and the most up-to-date science,
as well as common sense and flexibility
when standards are established. More
importantly, the process codified in
this bill will be accomplished by build-
ing cooperative consensus through real
consultation with all affected parties
to avoid lengthy wasteful litigation.

The bottom line displayed by the
modified bill, through the good work of
Senators PRESSLER, EXON, HUTCHISON,
and BREAUX, is that government and
industry can produce a genuine natural
gas partnership that is good for all
Americans. I eagerly look forward to
seeing this bipartisan consensus bill
considered by the full Senate as soon
as possible.

Let me conclude by saying safety on
America’s interstate natural gas pipe-
lines will be enhanced by this legisla-
tion. I also want to underscore that en-
vironmental protection along Ameri-
ca’s pipeline right-of-ways will also be
enhanced.

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business Thursday, June 6,
1996, the Federal debt stood at
$5,139,284,273,926.72.

On a per capita basis, every man,
woman, and child in America owes
$19,392.31 as his or her share of that
debt.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 10:55 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 3562. An act to authorize the State of
Wisconsin to implement the demonstration
project known as ““Wisconsin Works."

The message announced that pursu-
ant to the provisions of section
389(d)(2) of Public Law 104-127, the
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Speaker appoints the following as
members from private life on the part
of the House to the Water Rights Task
Force: Mr. Robert S. Lynch of Phoenix,
AZ, and Mr. Bennett W. Raley of Den-
ver, CO.

MEASURE REFERRED

The following bill, previously re-
ceived from the House of Representa-
tives for the concurrence of the Senate,
was read the first and second times by
unanimous consent and referred as in-
dicated:

H.R. 2160. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to carry out the Interjurisdictional
Fisheries Act of 1986 and the Anadromous
Fish Conservation Act; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following measure, previously re-
ceived from the House of Representa-
tives for the concurrence of the Senate,
was read the first and second times by
unanimous consent and placed on the
calendar:

H.R. 3235. An act to amend the Ethics in
Government Act of 1978, to extend the au-
thorization of appropriations for the Office
of Government Ethics for three years, and
for other purposes.

MEASURE READ THE FIRST TIME
The following bill was read the first
time:

H.R. 3120. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to witness retalia-
tion, witness tampering, and jury tampering.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memori-
als were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-574. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the Fourth Olbiil Era Kelulau;
ordered to lie on the table.

“H.J. RES. No. 4-112-14

‘““Whereas, the late U.S. Commerce Sec-
retary Ronald H. Brown was born in Wash-
ington, D.C. on August 1, 1941; and

‘‘Whereas, the late Commerce Secretary
Brown was married to Alma Arrington and
had two children, Tracey and Michael; and

“Whereas, in 1962, the late Commerce Sec-
retary Brown received a Bachelor of Arts de-
gree from Middlebury College in Vermont;
and

““Whereas, from 1963 to 1967, the late Com-
merce Secretary Brown served in the U.S.
Army as a Captain; and

““Whereas, in 1970, the late Commerce Sec-
retary Brown received a Juris Doctor degree
from St. John's University School of Law in
New York; and

““Whereas, in 1972, the late Commerce Sec-
retary Brown taught Community and Pov-
erty law as a visiting professor at the State
University of New York; and

“Whereas, from 1976 to 1979, the late Com-
merce Secretary Brown worked as the legis-
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lative chairman of the Leadership Con-
ference on Civil Rights; and

““Whereas, in 1980, the late Commerce Sec-
retary Brown became the chief counsel to
the U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary;
and

“Whereas, in 1981, the late Commerce Sec-
retary Brown became a partner in the Wash-
ington, D.C. law firm of Patton, Boggs and
Blow; and

““Whereas, in 1988, the late Commerce Sec-
retary Brown acted as the senior political
advisor to the Dukakis—Bentsen Campaign
for President; and

“Whereas, in 1989, the late Commerce Sec-
retary Brown became Chairman of the Exec-
utive Committee of the Democratic National
Party; and

Whereas, in 1993, after these years of dis-
tinguished service to the United States of
America, to the Democratic National Party,
and to his community, Ronald H. Brown was
appointed by United States President Bill
Clinton to be Secretary of Commerce; and

Whereas, the late Comrerce Secretary
Brown achieved the utmost respect as a
member of President Clinton’s cabinet; and

Whereas, the people of Palau are deeply
saddened by the unfortunate and untimely
death of the late Commerce Secretary
Brown; now therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Delegates of
the Fourth Olbiil Era Kelulau, Fourteenth
Regular Session, April 1996, the Senate con-
curring, hereby expresses condolences to the
family, relatives and colleagues of the late
United States Secertary of Commerce Ron-
ald H. Brown for his tragic and untimely
death; and be it

Further resolved, That certified copies of
this joint resolution be transmitted to
Charge d’Affairs Richard Watkins, the Presi-
dent of the Republic of Palau, and the
Speaker of the House of Delegates and the
President of the Senate of the Fourth Olbiil
Era Kelulau.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:

S. 1851. A bill to convey certain Public
lands in the State of Alaska to the Univer-
sity of Alaska, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. JOHNSTON:

S. 1852. A bill to bar class action lawsuits
against Department of Energy contractors
for nonphysical injuries, to bar the award of
punitive damages against Department of En-
ergy contractors for incidents occurring be-
fore August 20, 1988, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:

S. 1851. A bill to convey certain Pub-
lic Lands in the State of Alaska to the
University of Alaska, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA LAND GRANT ACT
e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
today I introduce legislation in support
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of higher education in the State of
Alaska.

Mr. President, the University of
Alaska is a land-grant college without
the land. In 1915, Congress reserved for
Alaska’s land-grant institution poten-
tially more than 250,000 acres in the
Tanana Valley, proceeds from the sale
and development of which—like other
land grant institutions—would help fi-
nance the operation of the school.
Under the terms of the measure, writ-
ten by Delegate James Wickersham,
the college was to receive surveyed and
unclaimed Section 33 in an area of
about 14,000 square miles between Fair-
banks, AK in the north and the foot-
hills of the Alaska Range in the south,
this was in addition to the main cam-
pus of about 2,250 acres 4 miles from
Fairbanks.

However, this large Tanana Valley
land grant never materialized. For dec-
ades, almost all of the land in the
Tanana Valley (like the rest of Alaska)
remained unsurveyed and therefore un-
available. As late as the 1950s, only 0.6
percent of Alaska had been properly
surveyed under the standard rectangu-
lar system, and a territorial report
concluded that at the speed Alaska was
being surveyed, it could take as long as
43,510 years to complete the job. Due
primarily to this incredibly slow pace
of Federal land surveys, Alaska's land
grant institution received only a frac-
tion of the land Congress reserved for
it in 1915; in addition to its 2,250 acre
campus, the University of Alaska re-
ceived less than 9,000 acres out of a res-
ervation created for it totaling ap-
proximately 268,000 acres.

To partially remedy the situation,
Congress granted an additional 100,000
acres to Alaska’s land grant college in
1929, but even with this additional
grant, the total was less than half of
the original acreage authorized in 1915.

Further efforts to increase the size of
Alaska’s higher education Federal land
grant were made from the 1930s
through the 1950s. Several bills were
submitted to Congress that would have
reserved up to 10 million acres for Alas-
ka’s land grant college, but strong op-
position, primarily from the Depart-
ment of the Interior, doomed the ef-
fort.

Traditionally, the size of land grants
were most often determined by a
State’'s population, not by its area.
Nevertheless, some of the last western
States were given generous grants de-
spite their sparse populations. For in-
stance, Oklahoma and New Mexico
each received about 1 million acres to
support higher education. Alaska re-
ceived less land specifically dedicated
for the support of higher education
than all but one of the contiguous
States. Among the 48 States which had
received Federal land or land scrip to
establish land grant colleges, mining
schools, teachers’ colleges, and state
universities, only Delaware received
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fewer acres than Alaska. Thus, after
statehood, Alaska in 1959 was in an
anomalous position. While the State
had received more land and a greater
percentage of land from the Federal
Government than any other western
State, it ranked next to the bottom of
the list in the amount of Federal land
it had received for higher education.

Over the next 15 years, controversies
regarding Alaska land matters contin-
ued to boil, as the public domain in
Alaska was carved up for the first
time. In 1971, Congress passed the Alas-
ka Native Claims Settlement Act, re-
serving 44 million acres for Alaska Na-
tives and opening the way for the con-
struction of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline.
The pipeline marked the start of a na-
tional conservation battle in the 1970s
over the future of Alaska's lands,
which culminated in 1980 with the pas-
sage of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act, a measure
which added 104 million acres to the
State’s conservation systems.

Now, with many of the major Alaska
land issues of the 1970s and 1980s set-
tled, supporters of the University of
Alaska have encouraged State and Fed-
eral officials to reexamine the question
of the university's land grant and con-
sider granting the school additional
lands in order for it to ‘‘achieve par-
ity" with higher educational systems
in other States.

The legislation I am introducing
today would achieve this. It would
grant the University up to 350,000 acres
of Federal land. It would do this on a
matching basis with the State of Alas-
ka for up to a total of 700,000 acres split
equally between the state and Federal
Government. In other words if Alaska
were to grant the University 200,000
acres of State land, the Federal Gov-
ernment would grant them to 200,000
acres.

I believe this is a fair settlement to
this issue. It addresses some of the
needs of higher education in my State
of Alaska and allows the State and the
Federal government to participate in
the fix equally.e

By Mr. JOHNSTON:

S. 1852. A bill to bar class action law-
suits against Department of Energy
contractors for nonphysical injuries, to
bar the award of punitive damages
against Department of Energy contrac-
tors for incidents occurring before Au-
gust 20, 1988, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY CLASS ACTION

LAWSUIT ACT
e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, over
the past 6 months, the Subcommittee
on Oversight and Investigations of the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources has, under the able direction of
Senator THOMAS, conducted an inves-
tigation into the management and cost
of class action lawsuits against the
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contractors that operated the Depart-
ment of Energy's nuclear weapon
plants.

Senator THOMAS' investigation un-
covered a serious abuse of the legal
system that is costing the taxpayers
tens of millions of dollars in lawyer’s
fees each year and could result in hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in judg-
ments or settlements even though
there is no evidence and, in most cases,
no claim that anyone was physically
harmed by the operation of these
plants.

The problem results from the pecu-
liar legal circumstances under which
these cases are brought. Normally, peo-
ple suing the government for injury
must bring their suits under the Fed-
eral Tort Claims Act, which affords the
taxpayers certain protections. Courts
cannot award punitive damages against
the Government. Suits must be ground-
ed on specific claims of wrongdoing,
not generalized grievances. The Gov-
ernment cannot be subjected to a jury
trial or held liable for actions stem-
ming from discretionary policy deci-
sions made by Congress or Executive
Branch officials.

None of the protections of the Fed-
eral Tort Claims Act applies in these
cases because the suits are not brought
against the Government itself, but
against its contractors. Yet, under the
Price-Anderson Act, the Government
indemnifies the contractors against
any liability or legal costs arising out
of the operation of the Department of
Energy’s nuclear weapons complex.
The contractors defend the suits, with-
out the benefit of the Government’s
normal protections, but the Govern-
ment pays all the bills.

In sum, we have divorced the power
to defend these suits, which rests with
the contractors, from the obligation to
pay, which remains with the Govern-
ment. The Government is the real
party in interest in these cases, but it
has been stripped of all of the legal pro-
tections it has in other cases.

Today, I am introducing legislation
to correct this problem. My bill is
quite simple. It does three things.

First, it prevents lawyers maintain-
ing class action lawsuits against the
nuclear weapons contractors for non-
physical injuries. Individual claims for
nonphysical injuring could still be pur-
sued. Class action suits could still be
maintained for physical injuries. But
class actions could not be maintained
for nonphysical injuries.

Second, the bill makes the medical
monitoring regime established under
Superfund the exclusive source of med-
ical monitoring for these cases. The
pending cases ask the courts to set up
medical monitoring programs costing
tens of millions of dollars for tens of
thousands of people near these plants.
The bill would require the courts to
make use of the existing institution in-
stead of creating multiple and redun-
dant new ones.
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Third, it bars punitive damages
where the government would have to
pay them. The Federal Tort Claims Act
does this already for suits against the
government itself. We thought we were
doing this under the Price-Anderson
Act when we amended it in 1988, but
the 1988 amendments only applied to
incidents occurring on or after August
20, 1988, and the pending cases are
based on occurrences prior to that
date. This amendment extends the 1988
prohibition to apply to incidents occur-
ring before 1988.

These three reforms are the mini-
mum that is needed to address the cur-
rent problem. Indeed, some might say
they do not go far enough. These re-
forms strike a fair balance that will en-
sure that anyone who is in fact injured
by the operation of the nation’s nu-
clear weapons complex will be com-
pensated. At the same time, they close
the loophole in the current law that
has allowed a few lawyers to raid the
U.S. Treasury on the flimsiest of
claims.

I urge all Senators to join me in sup-
porting this measure and ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1852

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 “Department
of Energy Class Action Lawsuit Act™.
SEC. 2. CLASS ACTIONS.

Section 170n. of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210(n)) is amended by adding
after paragraph (3) the following:

“(4)(A) An action may not be maintained
as a class action under Rule 23 of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure against any person
indemnified by the United States under sec-
tion 170d. with respect to any claim for a
nonphysical injury that arises from a nu-
clear incident or precautionary evacuation
regardless of when it occurred.

“(B) For purposes of this paragraph, ‘‘non-
physical injury’ includes—

(1) emotional distress and any mental or
emotional harm (such as fright or anxiety)
that is not directly brought about by a phys-
ical injury even though it may manifest
itself in physical symptoms; and

*(C) For purposes of this paragraph and
paragraph (5), the term “person indemnified
by the United States under section 170d.”
means any person indemnified by the United
States—

(1) under section 170d.; or

‘(1) under any other authority that obli-
gates the United States to make payments
relating to a nuclear incident or precaution-
ary evacuation that arises from activities
conducted under contract with the Depart-
ment of Energy or any of its predecessor
agencies.”

SEC. 3. MEDICAL MONITORING.

Section 170n. of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210(n)) is further amended by
adding at the end the following:

“(5)(A) Except in the case of an extraor-
dinary nuclear occurrence, medical monitor-
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ing provided by the Agency for Toxic sub-
stances and Disease Registry under section
104(i) of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(42 U.S.C. 9604(1)) shall be the exclusive rem-
edy for any claim for medical monitoring in
a public liability action against a person in-
demnified by the United States under section
170d. No court may grant a remedy for a
claim for medical monitoring in a public li-
ability action except in the case of an ex-
traordinary nuclear occurrence or as pro-
vided in section 310(a)(2) of the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9659(a)(2)).

“(B) For purposes of this paragraph, ‘““med-
ical monitoring” includes any medical
screening, testing, or surveillance program
intended to detect, study, prevent, or treat
bodily injury, sickness, disease, or death
that may arise from a nuclear incident or
precautionary evacuation.”.

SEC. 4. PUNITIVE DAMAGES.

Section 170s. Of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210(s)) is amended to read as
follows:

“(s.) LIMITATION ON PUNITIVE DAMAGES.—
No court may award punitive damages in
any action with respect to a nuclear incident
or precautionary evacuation against a per-
son on behalf of whom the United States is
obligated to make payments under any
agreement of indemnification covering the
incident or evacunation, regardless of—

*(A) when the incident or evacuation oc-
curred; or

“(B) whether the agreement of indem-
nification was entered into under this Act or
under any other authority.”.

SEC. 5. ACTIONS COVERED.

The provisions of this Act shall apply to
any public liability action (as defined in sec-
tion 1l1hh. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954
(42 U.S.C. 2014(hh)) that is pending on the
date of the enactment of this Act or com-
menced on or after such date.e

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 684
At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 684, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to provide
for programs of research regarding Par-
kinson's disease, and for other pur-
poses.
5. 840
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S.
949, a bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of the 200th anniversary of
the death of George Washington.
S. 1437
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1437, A bill to provide for
an increase in funding for the conduct
and support of diabetes-related re-
search by the National Institutes of
Health.
5. 1452
At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
KyL] was added as a cosponsor of S.
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1452, a bill to establish procedures to
provide for a taxpayer protection lock-
box and related downward adjustment
of discretionary spending limits and to
provide for additional deficit reduction
with funds resulting from the stimula-
tive effect of revenue reductions.
S. uM
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. INHOFE] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1477, a bill to amend the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
and the Public Health Service Act to
improve the regulation of food, drugs,
devices, and biological products, and
for other purposes.
5. 1632
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. SiMON] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1632, a bill to prohibit persons
convicted of a crime involving domes-
tic violence from owning or possessing
firearms, and for other purposes.
S. 1641
At the request of Mr. Grawms, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1641, a bill to repeal the consent of
Congress to the Northeast Interstate
Dairy Compact, and for other purposes.
S. 1755
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BonND] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1755, a bill to amend the Federal Ag-
riculture Improvement and Reform Act
of 1996 to provide that assistance shall
be available under the noninsured crop
assistance program for native pasture
for livestock, and for other purposes.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

RECOGNITION OF NORTHERN
TELECOM FOR RECEIVING THE
CORPORATE CITIZENSHIP AWARD

e Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to recognize and congratu-
late a distinguished corporate citizen
of my home State of Texas. As you
may know, Northern Telecom [Nortel],
a telecommunications equipment man-
ufacturer based in Richardson, TX, re-
cently received the first annual Cor-
porate Citizenship Award from the
Committee on Economic Development
[CED].

The CED is an independent, non-
partisan educational research organiza-
tion of 250 top business, leaders, econo-
mists, and university presidents. CED
represents no single industry or special
interest group, nor does it lobby. For
more than 50 years, CED’s rec-
ommendations have played a major,
often decisive, role in critical policy
areas such as American competitive-
ness, government and business manage-
ment, energy security, education, and
job creation. The CED’s Corporate Citi-
zenship Award was created to salute
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those companies that have dem-
onstrated both an active involvement
in the policy dialog and a carefully
considered commitment to the commu-
nities in which they operate and soci-
ety at large.

Nortel received the award in recogni-
tion of the principles of corporate and
civic responsibility that have guided
the company throughout its 100-year
history. The award cited Nortel's in-
vestment in research and development,
the training and education of its work-
ers, the quality of its management, as
well as the company’s strong and ongo-
ing commitment to education, the
preservation of the arts and culture,
and community service.

With over 5,000 employees, Nortel is a
global telecommunications leader. It is
with much pride, Mr. President, that I
urge my colleagues to join me today in
congratulating the Nortel family on
this much-deserved distinction.e

1997 BUDGET RESOLUTION VOTES

e Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would
like to take this opportunity to thank
my colleagues for their support of the
Kerry-Simpson-Nunn-Brown-Robb
long-term entitlements amendment.
My colleagues and I were a mere 14
votes away from passing legislation to
begin the process of changing our enti-
tlement laws. The support for this type
of long-term reform is unprecedented,
due in no small measure to our persist-
ence on this matter.

I am particularly gratified because
the reforms we advocated did not sim-
ply tinker around the edges of our
budgetary dilemmas. Our adjustment
to the Consumer Price Index would
have saved the country $126 billion
over T years; the phasing in of the
Medicare eligibility age to 70 would
eventually, by 2030, in 1 year alone save
$41.1 billion in 1996 dollars; and our pro-
vision would have given more than 120
million working Americans the chance
to start accumulating their own wealth
through personal investment plans.

Mr. President, the fiscal imbalance of
entitlements versus  discretionary
spending threatens our implicit
intergenerational compact to leave a
prosperous and growing economy to
the next generation of Americans. The
great demographic shift that will occur
over the next 20 or 30 years—when the
baby boom generation reaches retire-
ment age—will largely shape our Na-
tion’'s future. Accordingly, these
changes must be met with new assump-
tions, different rules, and a fresh per-
spective.

That is what my colleagues and I of-
fered. With growing support from both
sides of the aisle and increased public
awareness, perhaps soon we will get the
votes we need to pass long-term enti-
tlement reform. So, I am encouraged.

Accordingly, I would also like to
briefly comment on other amendments
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offered to the budget resolution which
I chose to vote against.

Several amendments were offered to
the Republican budget resolution to re-
store funding to education, Medicaid,
and the environment. While I agreed
that the spending cuts to these pro-
grams in the budget resolution, par-
ticularly education, were severe and
counterproductive—I could not vote for
the add back amendments as they were
written. In order to balance the budget
and according to budget rules, amend-
ments which add money back to pro-
grams in the budget resolution must be
offset by cuts in other areas of Govern-
ment spending. Each of the add back
amendments 1 voted against used un-
specified cuts to corporate welfare to
pay for them. I realize that this might
look like a good idea to the average
citizen—cuts to corporations to fund
education—but it’s not always that
simple.

“Corporate welfare’”” can be a very
loosely defined and overused term. The
reality is that most of us support—and
more importantly benefit from—some-
thing that someone could call cor-
porate welfare. The home mortgage de-
duction is a prime example. Some peo-
ple would say it qualifies as corporate
welfare for the real estate industry.
However, if Congress ended the pro-
gram today, we would hear the furious
cry of the people claiming that we had
increased their taxes. The self-em-
ployed health insurance deduction is
another example. So is the research
and development tax credit—and the
list goes on. These obviously were not
the programs my colleagues had in
mind. But I felt I needed a better sense
of what they did have in mind before I
joined them in support of these amend-
ments.

Please do not misunderstand, I be-
lieve there are many places where Gov-
ernment can cut back on spending—in-
cluding unfair tax breaks for corpora-
tions. But we cannot use cuts to cor-
porate welfare as a panacea to cure all
our budget ills. I believe we must ex-
amine each program for its merits be-
fore deciding to eliminate it. Had the
add-back amendments in the budget
resolution been more specific on which
items were to be used as offsets, my
votes may have been cast quite dif-
ferently.

Moreover, as I mentioned earlier, the
most responsible way to solve our
budget problems is not to tinker on the
edges, cutting slices from corporate
welfare or discretionary spending. We
must address the unsustainable growth
of entitlement spending if we want to
bring our budget into long-term bal-
ance. The support for our long-term en-
titlement amendment was an impor-
tant first step to getting us there.®

SMALL BUSINESS WEEK

e Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
week is Small Business Week, during
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which we honor and express our appre-
ciation for the men and women who, by
dint of hard work and risktaking, help
keep the American economy going
strong and create jobs for millions of
their fellow citizens.

The life of a small business owner is
not easy: Long hours, uncertain fi-
nances, competition, the very real
chance of failure. Add to these burdens
Federal taxes and regulations, and you
have a rough road indeed. Many small
business people will tell you that the
Federal tax and regulatory burden is
an obstacle to growth, and that the
Federal Government's excessive inter-
ference poses a threat not only to their
growth, but in some cases to their very
survival. It's time the Government got
off the backs of small businesses, and
stopped throwing obstacles in the way
of their success.

Because small businesses are so vital
to our economy, and because so many
American workers benefit from em-
ployment in small businesses, Congress
is working to relieve some of the tax
and regulatory burdens on small busi-
ness owners so that they may be free to
grow, create jobs, and contribute even
more to the economy.

We've done quite a bit, passing—and
making law—15 bills that included
measures endorsed by last year’s White
House Conference on Small Business.
Unfortunately, eight bills that con-
tained important small business relief
have been vetoed by President Clinton.

Yes, that's right—eight bills that in-
cluded recommendations from the
White House Conference on Small Busi-
ness were vetoed by the current occu-
pant of the White House, President
Clinton. Those eight measures, which
would have been of tremendous help to
small business men and women were:
An estate tax reduction, health care re-
form, pension reform, legal reform, a
health deduction for the self-employed,
an expensing provision, broad-based
capital gains reform, and small busi-
ness investment via capital gains re-
form. Last year, at the conference, the
President expressed strong support for
these measures and led us to believe
that he wanted to relieve some of the
burdens on our Nation’s entrepreneurs.

Well, as we know from past experi-
ence, you can’t always rely on what the
President says he’s going to do. I cer-
tainly hope this Small Business Week
will jog his memory as to the promises
he made last year, and that he will
work with Congress as we continue in
our efforts to ease the burdens on small
businesses.®

CONGRATULATING WEST PHILA-
DELPHIA CATHOLIC HIGH
SCHOOL

e Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President,
today I call attention to a very special
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honor bestowed upon the West Phila-
delphia Catholic High School of Phila-
delphia, PA. West Philadelphia Catho-
lic High School is among 266 secondary
schools to be selected as a Blue Ribbon
School of Excellence. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Education’s Blue Ribbon
School of Excellence Program nation-
ally recognizes public and private
schools that are effective in meeting
local, State, and national goals and in
educating their students.

Mr. President, I would like to con-
gratulate West Philadelphia Catholic
High School on this distinguished
achievement. I am also proud to say
that the West Philadelphia Catholic
High School is a two-time winner of
this prestigious honor and is the only
Archdiocesan school to have received
this award. As the U.S. Department of
Education notes, these Blue Ribbon
Schools are not only centers of edu-
cational excellence in their commu-
nities, but are often visited by edu-
cators from across the country who
study their success.

The West Philadelphia Catholic High
School is a Blue Ribbon Award winner
because of the hard work of its stu-
dents, the continued support of parents
and graduates, and the dedication of its
faculty and administration. This hard
work and dedication to excellence can
also be seen in the high number of
graduating students who pursue higher
education.

Again Mr. President, the Blue Ribbon
Award is an honor to the students, fac-
ulty, and administration of the West
Philadelphia Catholic High School as
well as the city of Philadelphia. At this
time I would like to extend my best
wishes to West Philadelphia Catholic
High School and congratulate this aca-
demic community on a job well done.e

BICENTENNIAL CELEBRATION OF
MONTAUK POINT LIGHTHOUSE

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on
the seventh day of June, 1796, the
founding block of sandstone was placed
at the base of the Montauk Point
Lighthouse on the eastern tip of Long
Island. Two hundred years of Atlantic
breakers have worn away more than
half of the land that once separated the
great black and white striped tower
from the ocean; however, this steady
beacon continues to welcome seafarers
from near and far and guides them
around the point, safely to shore.

On April 12, 1792, President George
Washington signed into law the con-
gressional authorization for the con-
struction of the Montauk Point Light-
house. On March 2, 1793, a sum of
$20,000 was appropriated for the
project. Unbiased in its service to the
vessels of the sea, the lighthouse was
the first to be constructed in New York
State at full Federal expense, and it re-
mains a shining beacon of the best of
what we can do as a nation.
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From the top of the lighthouse
tower, one can see Long Island, Con-
necticut, Rhode Island and Block Is-
land. This range of sight proved bene-
ficial during World War II, when spot-
ters from the tower would coordinate
the 16” cannons located in the battery
at Fort Hero—500 meters to the west.
Throughout the war, the lighthouse
was operated by the Army Signal Corps
and established itself as a crucial part
of the eastern coastal defensive shield.

Though its construction was signifi-
cantly altered only once, the light-
house has changed with the times.
Originally it burned whale oil, housed a
lightkeeper, and could be seen from but
a few miles from its source. Today the
lighthouse runs on an automated sys-
tem, and can be seen at a distance of 19
nautical miles. In addition, it forms
part of a satelite-based global position-
ing system.

This year the Montauk Point Light-
house Museum will welcome its 1 mil-
lionth visitor by land. On behalf of
those who pass both by land and by sea,
I would like to thank the Montauk His-
torical Society and the Coast Guard for
their dutiful service to the light, and I
am delighted to celebrate the Bicen-
tennial of the Montauk Lighthouse.e

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—H.R. 3120

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I inquire of
the Chair if H.R. 3120 has arrived from
the House of Representatives?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it
has.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask for
its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3120) to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to witness retalia-
tion, witness tampering and jury tampering.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask
for its second reading, and I object on
behalf of the Democratic leadership. I
understand they have some concerns
with it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Mr. LOTT. Will the bill remain at the
desk to be read a second time following
the next adjournment of the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

HEALTH INSURANCE REFORM

Mr. LOTT. Before I go to the closing
script, I want to comment briefly on
what I understand is happening with
the health insurance reform package. I
understand that discussions are con-
tinuing. I have the impression that
very good progress is being made. I am
hopeful, as I know the distinguished
majority leader is, that agreement can
be reached and that this legislation can
be taken up early next week.
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Yet I was amused to hear the Senator
from Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY,
a few moments ago, complaining loud-
ly, vociferously about how not enough
was being done. Actually, what he is
complaining about is the way it is
being done to come to an agreement. It
was amusing to me because he was
complaining about how there were
meetings going on and they were not
being informed or kept advised, yet he
immediately started talking about ex-
actly what is being discussed. He
knows every detail. I know he is in-
volved and staff is involved.

Senator KASSEBAUM, the Senator
from Kansas, who coauthored this leg-
islation with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, is keeping him informed.
Really, he protests too much. He says
they are not involved, yet he knows
every detail immediately. When we get
close to an agreement he does not like,
he runs to the floor and says, "My
goodness.”” Then he continues to com-
plain that members of the minority are
not involved in discussions. Yet every
time we have tried to get conferees ap-
pointed, the Democrats have objected.
1 tried it yesterday. That way Senator
KENNEDY, Senator PELL, Senator Moy-
NIHAN, Senator BIDEN or others would
be involved, sitting down in a room dis-
cussing the solution. The reason they
are not directly, formally involved is
because Senator KENNEDY and other
Democrats have objected to the ap-
pointment of conferees.

We are never going to bring this to a
conclusion if we cannot get over the
hurdle of at least appointing conferees.
What they really want is an agreement
first. Once we get it all worked out,
they will have conferees. I think that
is a little bit of a perversion of how the
system usually has worked and how it
should work.

What Senator KENNEDY is complain-
ing about with regard to the distin-
guished majority leader is that the ma-
jority leader may have a little dif-
ferent view of some of the comments.
So the inference is if Senator DOLE
does not agree to what Senator KEN-
NEDY wants, then it is hopeless. That is
not the way it works. A lot of progress
has been made. A lot of concessions
have been made by the House to the
Senate and some from the Senate to
the House. The big objection is medical
savings accounts. There are solutions
there. There are compromises that are
within reach.

It is a question of choice. Will our
people, some day—some day—have a
chance to decide if maybe they want to
put their money in medical IRA’s? Sen-
ator KENNEDY wants to block that.
Even the President has indicated along
the way over the last year that he
would be willing to go with some form
of agreement on medical savings ac-
counts. Maybe not what they are talk-
ing about now, but on a pilot basis,
some form. This is an idea we ought to
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try. I hope the conferees or the people
who are talking about it, since they
will not let us appoint conferees, are
getting close to an agreement. I believe
they are. It is encouraging. I look for-
ward to our having a chance to take
that up next week.

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JUNE 10,
1996

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until the hour of 12
noon on Monday June 10; further, that
immediately following the prayer, the
Journal of proceedings be deemed ap-
proved to date, no resolutions come
over under the rule, the call of the cal-
endar be dispensed with, the morning
hour be deemed to have expired, and
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day.

I further ask that there then be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators to speak for up
to 5 minutes, with Senators to be rec-
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ognized as follows: Senator HOLLINGS
for up to 30 minutes, Senator DOMENICI
to be in control of time from 1 o’clock
to 3:30, Senator DASCHLE or his des-
ignee in control of time from 3:30 until
4:30, Senator COVERDELL or his des-
ignee in control of time from 4:30 to
5:30.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. LOTT. For the information of all
Senators, on Monday it is expected
that during morning business the Sen-
ate will debate the budget resolution
conference report. It is hoped that any
Senator who desires to speak in regard
to the budget conference report will do
s0 during Monday's session of the Sen-
ate. This would enable the Senate to
yield back some of the statutory time
limitation on Tuesday and allow for a
vote on the conference report during
Tuesday’s session of the Senate. This is
a measured step in the right direction.
I am glad that conference report has
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been agreed to and we can take it up
early next week. Rollcall votes are pos-
sible during Monday’s session of the
Senate, and the Senate may be asked
to turn to any legislative items that
can be cleared.

I am sure in the opening session and
opening script on Monday we will have
additional information about the
schedule during the day of Tuesday and
Wednesday. I think we are pretty close
to getting an understanding of what
that might be. I know the majority
leader will make that available to the
Members early next week.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 12 NOON
MONDAY, JUNE 10, 1996

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I now ask that the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 1:57 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
June 10, 1996, at 12 noon.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, June 7, 1996

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Ms. GREENE of Utah].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 7, 1996.

I hereby designate the Honorable ENID
GREENE to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Remind each person, O gracious God,
of the blessedness of giving rather than
receiving, of the exhilaration of service
to others and the fulfillment that
comes with contributions to noble
causes, of the joy that comes when
there is hope for the day and peace at
the end. As there is no other gift that
s0 truly makes us human, we acknowl-
edge you, O God, with the gifts of
thankfulness and gratitude. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House her approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
HERGER] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

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

1 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.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 178,
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1997

Mr. HERGER submitted the follow-
ing conference report and statement on
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
178) establishing the congressional

budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 1997 and setting
forth appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and
2002:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. CON. RES. 178)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 178) establishing the
congressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 1997 and setting
forth appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997.

The Congress determines and declares that the
concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 1997 is hereby established and that the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal years 1998
through 2002 are hereby set forth.

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents for this concurrent reso-

lution is as follows:
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 1997.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS

Sec. 101. Recommended levels and amounts.
Sec. 102. Debt increase.
Sec. 103. Social security.
Sec. 104. Major functional categories.
TITLE II—RECONCILIATION DIRECTIONS

Sec. 201. Reconciliation in the House of Rep-
resentatives.
202. Reconciliation in the Senate.

TITLE III—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT

301. Discretionary spending limits.

302. Budgetary treatment of the sale of
Government assets.

303. Budgetary treatment of direct student
loans.

304. Superfund reserve fund.

305. Taz reserve fund in the Senate.

306. Erercise of rulemaking powers.

307. Government shutdown prevention al-
lowance.

TITLE IV—SENSE OF CONGRESS, HOUSE,
AND SENATE PROVISIONS

401. Sense of Congress on baselines.

402. Sense of Congress on loan sales.

403. Sense of Congress on changes in med-
icaid.

404. Sense of Congress on impact of legisia-
tion on children.

405. Sense of Congress on debt repayment.

406. Sense of Congress on commitment to a
balanced budget by fiscal year
2002.

407. Sense of Congress that tar reductions
should benefit working families.
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Sec.
Sec.
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422,
423.

424.
425.
426.
427.

428.
429,

430.

431.

432.

433.

434.
. 435,
436.

437.
438.

Sense of Congress on a bipartisan com-
mission on the solvency of medi-
care.

Sens;' of Congress on medicare trans-
ers.

Sense of Congress regarding changes
in the medicare program.

Sense of Congress regarding revenue
assumptions.

Sense of Congress regarding domestic
violence.

Sense of Congress regarding student
loans.

Sense of Congress regarding additional
charges under the medicare pro-
gram.

Sense of Congress regarding require-
ments that welfare recipients be
drug-free.

Sense of Congress on an accurate
indexr for inflation.

Sense of Congress that the 1993 income
tar increase on social security
benefits should be repealed.

Sense of Congress regarding the Ad-
ministration’s practice regarding
the prosecution of drug smugglers.

Sense of Congress on corporate sub-
sidies.

Sense of Congress regarding welfare
reform.

Sense of Congress on FCC spectrum
auctions.

Sense of the House on emergencies.

Sense of the Senate on funding to as-
sist youth at risk.

Sense of the Senate on long-term
trends in budget estimates.

Sense of the Senate on repeal of the
gas taz.

Sense of the Senate regarding the use
of budgetary savings.

Sense of the Senate regarding the
transfer of excess Government
computers to public schools.

Sense of the Senate on Federal re-
treats.

Sense of the Senate regarding the es-
sential air service program of the
Department of Transportation.

Sense of the Senate regarding egual
retirement savings for home-
makers.

Sense of the Senate on the National
Institutes of Health funding for
anti-addiction drugs.

Sense of the Senate regarding the ez-
tension of the employer education
assistance exclusion under section
127 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986.

Sense of the Senate regarding the Eco-
nomic Development Administra-
tion placing high priority on
maintaining field-based economic
development representatives.

Sense of the Senate on LIHEAP.

Sense of the Senate on Davis-Bacon.

Sense of the Senate on reimbursement
of the United States for oper-
ations Southern Watch and Pro-
vide Comfort.

Sense of the Senate on solvency of the
Medicare Trust Fund.

Sense of the Senate on the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [J 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Marrer sert in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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Sec. 439. Sense of the Senate regarding the
Sunding of Amtrak.
TITLE I—-LEVELS AND AMOUNTS

SEC. 101, RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution.

(A) The recommended levels of Federal reve-
nues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997; $1,083,728,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998 $1,130,269,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,177,467,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,231,178,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,290,661,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,359,046,000,000.

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate ley-
els of Federal revenues should be changed are
as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: —$§16,627,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: — $18,280,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: — $20,890,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: — $20,620,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: — $20,436,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: —§14,849,000,000.

(C) The amounts for Federal Insurance Con-
tributions Act revenues for hospital insurance
within the recommended levels of Federal reve-
nues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $108,053,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $113,226,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $119,361,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $125,737,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $131,641,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $138,131,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total new budget authority are
as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: §1,314,760,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,362,075,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,392,403,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,433,371,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,453,873,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: £1,496,063,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the en-
forcement of this resolution, the appropriate lev-
els of total budget outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $1,311,011,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,354,668,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,383,872,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,416,453,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: 81,432.423,900,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,462,900,000,000.

(4) DEFICITS.—For purposes of the enforce-
ment of this resolution, the amounts of the defi-
cits are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $227,283,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $224,399,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $206,405,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $185,315,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $141,762,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $103,854,000,000.

(5) PuBLIC DEBT—The appropriate levels of
the public debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: 85,435,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: 85,702,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $5,945,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $6,165,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $6,338,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: 26,468,400,000,000.

(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.—The appro-
priate levels of total new direct loan obligations
are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $41,353,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $36,358,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $36,455,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $36,535,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $36,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $36,624,000,000.

(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT-
MENTS.—The appropriate levels of new primary
loan guarantee commitments are as follows:
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Fiscal year 1997: $267,284,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $269,467,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999; $268,601,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $§268,489,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $270,244,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $270,948,000,000
SEC. 102. DEBT INCREASE.

The amounts of the increase in the public debt
subject to limitation are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: §279,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $266,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $243,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $219,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: §173,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $§130,000,000,000.

SEC. 103. SOCIAL SECURITY.

(a) SocraL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections 302,
602, and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, the amounts of revenues of the Federal
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund
and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $385,010,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $402,282,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $423,420,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $445,102,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $465,155,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $487,344,000,000.

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For purposes
of Senate enforcement under sections 302, 602,
and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the amounts of outlays of the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as
follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $357,596,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $374,931,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $393,137,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $412,438,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $433,311,000,000

Fiscal year 2002: $455,165,000,000.

SEC. 104. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that the
appropriate levels of new budget authority,
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations, and
new primary loan guarantee commitments for
fiscal years 1997 through 2002 for each major
functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $265,583,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $264,146,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $268,198,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $263,018,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $270,797,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $266,289,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $192,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $273,337,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $269,961,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $187,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, 3275,961,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $269,025,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $185,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $278,621,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $268,962,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $183,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $14,308,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,201,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £4,333,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,110,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $§12,120,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,519,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $4,342,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,262,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $11,095,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,520,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $4,358,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,311,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $11,556,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,235,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $4,346,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,311,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $11,664,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 811,022,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $4,395,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,409,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $11,864,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,896,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $4,387,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,409,000,000.
2;(.’;) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $16,788,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,865,000,000.

(C) New direct loan ob!igatkms $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $16,249,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,421,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $16,012,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,053,000,000

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, §15,775,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,805,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, §15,717,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $15,573,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,611,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $3,728,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,080,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,033,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $2,830,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,328,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,039,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $2,512,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 81,758,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,045,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $2,272,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $1,351,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,036,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $2,385,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $1,329,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $2,069,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $874,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,031,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment (300):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $20,879,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,707,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $37,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $18,862,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $19,698,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $41,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30,

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $19,787,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,515,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $38,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $18,604,000,000.

(B) Outlays, £19,125,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £38,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(4) New budget authority, $19,170,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,418,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $38,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $19,098,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,169,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $38,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, £12,811,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,985,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $7,794,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,870,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A} New budget authority, 812,122,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,220,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £9,346,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,637,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, §11,789,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,898,000,000

(c) New direct
$10,743,000,000.

Ioan obligations,
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,586,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $11,146,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,268,000,000.

(C) New
$10,736,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,652,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(4) New budget authority, $10,015,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,229,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$10,595,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,641,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $9,627,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,822,000,000

(C) New  direct loan
£10,570,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,709,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $8,186,000,000.

(B) Outlays, - $2,307,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,856,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $197,340,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $9,561,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,746,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,787,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $196,570,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $10,575,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,109,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,763,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $196,253,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $12,543,000,000.

(B) Outlays, §7,414,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,759,000,000

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $195,883,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $11,363,000,000.

(B) Outlays, £7,377,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,745,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $195,375,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $11,695,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,312,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,740,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $194,875,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, §42,635,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,311,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 815,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 80.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $43,427,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,306,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $43,904,000,000.

(B) Outlays, §35,886,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $43,798,000,000.

(B) Outlays, §34,678,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

direct loan obligations,
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Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $44,104,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $34,121,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $44,518,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 833,624,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $8,218,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $10,321,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,231,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guaraniee commit-
ments, $2,133,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $6,651,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,982,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,257,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,133,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, 36,611,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,111,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,287,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,171,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $6,656,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,267,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,365,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §1,171,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $6,466,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,819,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,404,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,202,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $6,367,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,334,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, £1,430,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,202,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1997

(A) New budget authority, $48,983,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,964,000,000

(C) New  direct loan
$16,219,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $17,469,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $47,428,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,758,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
£16,219,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,760,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $48,197,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,761,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$16,219,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $20,854,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $48,931,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $48,319,000,000.

(c) New direct loan
£16,219,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $21,589,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $49,686,000,000.

(B) Outlays, §48,953,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$16,218,000,000.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $23,319,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $50,409,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $49,629,000,000.

{C) New direct loan
$16,219,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $25,085,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $133,228,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $133,172,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $187,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $140,343,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $140,728,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $94,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $146,103,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $146,246,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(4) New budget authority, $152,405,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $152,317,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $158,848,000,000.

(B) Outlays, §158,509,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $164,380,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $163,912,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $192,835,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $191,151,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $207,412,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $205,687,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $218,091,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $215,819,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $230,596,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $228,847,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $243,192,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $241,458,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $253,649,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $251,248,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(13) Income Security (600):

obligations,
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Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $230,233,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $§239,737,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $241,767,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $244,694,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $246,842,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $253,422,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(4) New budget authority, $265,119,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $265,209,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $264,868,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 3268,404,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $283,450,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $280,388,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $7,813,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,001,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998: .

(4) New budget authority, $8,476,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,213,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(4) New budget authority, $9,219,000,000.

(B) Outlays, §11,922,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A4) New budget authority, $9,979,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,662,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $10,775,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,458,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A4) New budget authority, $11,607,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,290,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $38,463,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,561,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $935,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $26,362,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $38,552,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,313,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 8962,000,000.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $25,925,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $38,179,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $38,644,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $987,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $25,426,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $38,186,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $39,886,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,021,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $24,883,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $38,382,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,265,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,189,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $24,298,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $39,318,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,602,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §1,194,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $23,668,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $20,924,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,540,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $22,320,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,397,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $23,264,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,331,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $23,278,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,966,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $20,330,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,281,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $20,315,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,267,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1997:

{A4) New budget authority, §12,353,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,186,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(4) New budget authority, $14,097,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,275,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $13,288,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 813,461,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $13,609,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $13,675,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $13,262,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,185,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $13,209,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $12,831,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $282,591,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $282,591,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1993:

(A) New budget authority, $289,121,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $289,121,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $292,939,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $292,939,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $294,426,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $294,426,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, 3298,531,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $298,531,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $302,932,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $302,932,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, —$465,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$1,867,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, —$1,921,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$1,217,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, — §2,084,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$1,085,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, —$2,340,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$§1,413,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, - $2,552,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$§2,401,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, — §2,898,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$2,863,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 0.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, —$45,334,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, —$45,334,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $7,900,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1993:

(A) New budget authority, — $35,539,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$35,539,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,350,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, —$34,727,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$34,727,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, —$36,505,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$36,505,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(4) New budget authority, — $38,277,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —838,277,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, — $39,940,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$39,940,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

TITLE II—RECONCILIATION DIRECTIONS
SEC. 201. RECONCILIATION IN THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES.

(a) SUBMISSIONS.—

(1) WELFARE AND MEDICAID REFORM AND TAX
RELIEF.—Not later than June 13, 1996, the House
committees named in subsection (b) shall submit
their recommendations to provide direct spend-
ing and revenues to the Committee on the Budg-
et of the House of Representatives. After receiv-
ing those recommendations, the Committee on
the Budget shall report to the House a reconcili-
ation bill carrying out all such recommendations
without any substantive revision.

(2) MEDICARE PRESERVATION.—Not later than
July 18, 1996, the House committees named in
subsection (c) shall submit their recommenda-
tions to provide direct spending to the Commit-
tee on the Budget of the House of Representa-
tives. After receiving those recommendations,
the Committee on the Budget shall report to the
House a reconciliation bill carrying out all such
recommendations without any substantive revi-
sion.

(3) TAX AND MISCELLANEQUS DIRECT SPENDING
REFORMS.—Not later than September 6, 1996, the
House committees named in subsection (d) shall
submit their recommendations to provide direct
spending, deficit reduction, and revenues to the
Committee on the Budget of the House of Rep-
resentatives. After receiving those recommenda-
tions, the Committee on the Budget shall report
to the House a reconciliation bill carrying out
all such recommendations without any sub-
stantive revision.

(b) INSTRUCTIONS FOR WELFARE AND MEDICAID
REFORM AND TAX RELIEF.—

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—The House
Committee on Agriculture shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending such that the total level of direct
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spending for that committee does not exrceed:
$35,609,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
$36,625,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
and $216,316,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(2) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE.—The House
Committee on Commerce shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide direct
spending such that the total level of direct
spending for that committee does not exceed:
8326,354,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
£473,718,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
and $2,395,231,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(3) COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND EDU-
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES.—The House Commit-
tee on Economic and Educational Opportunities
shall report changes in laws within its furisdic-
tion that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that committee
does not exceed: $15,808,000,000 in outlays for
fiscal year 1997, $19,670,000,000 in outlays for
fiscal year 2002, and $105,331,000,000 in outlays
in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(4) COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.—(A) The
House Committee on Ways and Means shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending such that the total level
of direct spending for that committee does not
exceed: $381,199,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997, $563,607,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2002, and $2,810,569,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(B) The House Committee on Ways and Means
shall report changes in laws within its jurisdic-
tion sufficient to reduce revenues by not more
than $122,400,000,000 for fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

(c) INSTRUCTIONS FOR MEDICARE PRESERVA-
TION.—

(1) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE.—The House
Committee on Commerce shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide direct
spending such that the total level of direct
spending for that committee does not ezceed:
$319,554,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
$420,915,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
and $2,237,231,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(2) COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.—The
House Committee on Ways and Means shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending such that the total level
of direct spending for that committee does not
exceed: $374,399,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997, $510,804,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2002, and $2,652,569,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(d) INSTRUCTIONS FOR TAX AND MISCELLANE-
OUS DIRECT SPENDING REFORMS.—

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—The House
Committee on Agriculture shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending such that the total level of direct
spending for that committee does not erceed:
$£35,599,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
$36,614,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
and $216,251,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(2) COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND FINANCIAL
SERVICES.—(A) The House Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending such that the total level of direct
spending for that committee does not erceed:
—$12,645,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
—$85,775,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
and —3$41,639,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(B) The House Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that would reduce the
deficit by: 30 in fiscal year 1997, $115,000,000 for
fiscal year 2002, and $305,000,000 in fiscal years
1997 through 2002.
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(3) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE.—The House
Committee on Commerce shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide direct
spending such that the total level of direct
spending for that committee does not erceed:
$318,054,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
£415,290,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
and $2,216,885,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(4) COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND EDU-
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES.—The House Commit-
tee on Economic and Educational Opportunities
shall report changes in laws within its jurisdic-
tion that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that committee
does not erceed: $15,025,000,000 in outlays for
fiscal year 1997, $18,963,000,000 in outlays for
fiscal year 2002, and $101,660,000,000 in outlays
in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(5) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND
OVERSIGHT.—(A4) The House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Owversight shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro-
vide direct spending such that the total level of
direct spending for that committee does not ex-
ceed: $65,164,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997, $62,594,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2002, and $442,230,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(B) The House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that would reduce the
deficit by: 8$201,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
8590,000,000 for fiscal years 2002, and
$2,837,000,000 in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(6) COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS.—The House Committee on International
Relations shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending such
that the total level of direct spending for that
committee does not exrceed: $13,025,000,000 in
outlays for fiscal year 1997, $10,311,000,000 in
outlays for fiscal year 2002, and $67,953,000,000
in outlays in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(7) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The House
Committee on the Judiciary shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending such that the total level of direct
spending for that committee does not exceed:
$2,784,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
$4,586,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002, and
$26,482,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

(8) COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY.—The
House Committee on National Security shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending such that the total level
of direct spending for that commitiee does not
erceed: $39,787,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997, $49,774,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2002, and $271,815,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(9) COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES.—The House
Committee on Resources shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide direct
spending such that the total level of direct
spending for that committee does not exceed:
$2,115,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 1997,
$2,048,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002, and
£11,652,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

(10) COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE.—The House Com-
mittee on Science shall report changes in laws
within its furisdiction that provide direct spend-
ing such that the total level of direct spending
for that committee does not exceed: $40,000,000
in outlays for fiscal year 1997, $46,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 2002, and $242,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal years 1597 through 2002.

(11) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—The House Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro-
vide direct spending such that the total level of
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direct spending for that committee does not ex-
ceed: $18,315,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997, $18,001,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2002, and $107,328,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(12) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS.—The
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending such that the total level
of direct spending for that commitiee does not
exceed: $21,375,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997, $22,217,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2002, and $130,468,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(13) COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.—(A)
The House Committee on Ways and Means shall
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending such that the total
level of direct spending for that committee does
not erceed: $372,342,000,000 in outlays for fiscal
year 1997, $508,107,000,000 in outlays for fiscal
year 2002, and $2,638,057,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal years 1997 through 2002,

(B)(i) The House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction sufficient to reduce revenues by not
more than $113,838,000,000 in fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

(ii) If a reconciliation bill referred to in sub-
section (a)(1) is enacted into law, then the reve-
nue amount set forth in clause (i) shall be ad-
justed to reflect the revenue provisions of that
Act.

(e) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘‘direct spending’’ has the meaning
given to such term in section 250(c)(8) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985.

SEC. 202. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE.

(a) FIRST RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS.—Not
later than June 21, 1995, the committees named
in this subsection shall submit their rec-
ommendations to the Committee on the Budget
of the Senate. After receiving those rec-
ommendations, the Committee on the Budget
shall report to the Senate a reconciliation bill
carrying out all such recommendations without
any substantive revision.

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
AND FORESTRY.—The Senate Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro-
vide direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce outlays
£1,974,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 326,169,000,000
for the period of fiscal years 1997 through 2002,
and $5,967,000,000 in fiscal year 2002.

(2) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—(A) The Senate
Committee on Finance shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide direct
spending (as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985) to reduce outlays $260,000,000 in
fiscal year 1997, $98,321,000,000 for the period of
fiscal years 1997 through 2002, and
$36,578,000,000 in fiscal year 2002.

(B) The Committee on Finance shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction necessary
to reduce revenues by not more than
$122,400,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(b) SECOND RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS.—
No later than July 24, 1996, the Committee on
Finance shall report to the Senate a reconcili-
ation bill proposing changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending (as de-
fined in section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to
reduce outlays $6,800,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$158,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002, and $52,803,000,000 in fiscal
year 2002.

(c) THIRD RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS.—No
later than September 18, 1996, the committees
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named in this subsection shall submit their rec-
ommendations to the Committee on the Budget
of the " Senate. After receiving those rec-
ommendations, the Committee on the Budget
shall report to the Senate a reconciliation bill
carrying out all such recommendations without
any substantive revision.

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
AND FORESTRY.—The Senate Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro-
vide direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce outlays
810,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, $65,000,000 for the
period of fiscal years 1997 through 2002, and
811,000,000 in fiscal year 2002.

(2) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The Sen-
ate Committee on Armed Services shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro-
vide direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce outlays
3$79,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 3649,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 1997 through 2002, and
$166,000,000 in fiscal year 2002.

(3) COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND
URBAN AFFAIRS—The Senate Commiltee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
reduce the deficit by $3,628,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, 33,605,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002, and $462,000,000 in fiscal year
2002.

(4) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION.—The Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending (as defined in section
250(¢c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce outlays
$19,396,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1997
through 2002, and $5,649,000,000 in fiscal year
2002.

(5) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources shall report changes in laws
within its furisdiction that provide direct spend-
ing (as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985) to reduce outlays $90,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1997, 81,512,000,000 for the period of fis-
cal years 1997 through 2002, and $72,000,000 in
fiscal year 2002.

(6) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS.—The Senate Committee on Environment
and Public Works shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide direct spend-
ing (as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985) to reduce outlays $87,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1997, $2,184,000,000 for the period of fis-
cal years 1997 through 2002, and $392,000,000 in
fiscal year 2002.

(7) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—(A) The Senate
Committee on Finance shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that reduce the defi-
cit by $3,639,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$23,184,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1997
through 2002, and $4,121,000,000 in fiscal year
2002.

(B) The Committee on Finance shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction to reduce
revenues for the period of fiscal years 1997
through 2002 by not more than the amount spec-
ified in subsection (a)(2)(B) reduced by the
amount that legislation enacted pursuant to
subsection (a) reduced revenues for that period
of fiscal years.

(8) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS.—
The Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
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shall report changes in laws within its jurisdic-
tion that reduce the deficit $1,101,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1997, $8,801,000,000 for the period of fis-
cal years 1997 through 2002, and $1,492,000,000
in fiscal year 2002.

(9) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro-
vide direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce outlays
$476,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1997
through 2002 and $119,000,000 in fiscal year 2002.

(10) COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide direct spend-
ing (as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985) to reduce outlays $783,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1997, $3,671,000,000 for the period of fis-
cal years 1997 through 2002, and $707,000,000 in
fiscal year 2002.

(11) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS.—The
Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce outlays
$126,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 85,271,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 1997 through 2002, and
81,418,000,000 in fiscal year 2002.

(d) TREATMENT OF RECONCILIATION BILLS FOR
PRIOR SURPLUS.—For purposes of section 202 of
House Concurrent Resolution 67 (104th Con-
gress), legislation which reduces revenues pur-
suant to a reconciliation instruction contained
in subsection (c) shall be taken together with all
other legislation enacted pursuant to the rec-
onciliation instructions contained in this resolu-
tion when determining the deficit effect of such
legislation.

TITLE III—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT
SEC. 301, DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.

(a) DEFINITION.—As used in this section and
for the purposes of allocations made pursuant to
section 302(a) or 602(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, for the discretionary cat-
egory, the term ‘‘discretionary spending limit"
means—

1) with respect to fiscal year 1997—

(A4) for the defense category $266,362,000,000 in
new budget authority and $264,968,000,000 in
outlays; and

(B) jor the nondefense category
$230,988,000,000 in new budget authority and
$273,644,000,000 in outlays;

(2) with respect to fiscal year 1998—

(4) for the defense category $268,971,000,000 in
new budget authority and $263,862,000,000 in

outlays; and

(B) for the  mondefense category
3224,746,000,000 in mew budget authority and
$263,093,000,000 in outlays;

(3) with respect to fiscal year 1999, for the dis-
cretionary category $491,268,000,000 in new
?udge: authority and $525,485,000,000 in out-
ays;

(4) with respect to fiscal year 2000, for the dis-
cretionary category $498,589,000,000 in new
?udget authority and $525,251,000,000 in out-
ays,

(5) with respect to fiscal year 2001, for the dis-
cretionary category $491,117,000,000 in new
budget authority and $516,223,000,000 in out-
lays; and

(6) with respect to fiscal year 2002, for the dis-
cretionary category $500,592,000,000 in new
budget authority and $514,219,000,000 in out-
lays;
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defini-
tions and emergency appropriations.

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as provided in para-
graph (2), it shall not be in order in the Senate
to consider—

(A) a revision of this resolution or any con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal year
1998 (or amendment, motion, or conference re-
port on such a resolution) that provides discre-
tionary spending in ercess of the sum of the de-
fense and nondefense discretionary spending
limits for such fiscal year;

(B) any concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002 (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on
such a resolution) that provides discretionary
spending in excess of the discretionary spending
Iimit for such fiscal year; or

(C) any appropriation bill or resolution (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on
such appropriation bill or resolution) for fiscal
year 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002 that
would exceed any of the discretionary spending
limits in this section or suballocations of those
limits made pursuant to section 602(b) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(2) EXCEPTION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not apply
if a declaration of war by the Congress is in ef-
fect or if a joint resolution pursuant to section
258 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 has been enacted.

(B) ENFORCEMENT OF DISCRETIONARY LIMITS
IN FY 1997.—Until the enactment of reconcili-
ation legislation pursuant to subsections (a),
(b), and (c) of section 202 of this resolution and
Jor purposes of the application of paragraph (1),
only subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) shall
apply, and it shall apply only for fiscal year
1997,

{c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or
suspended in the Senate only by the affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen
and sworn.

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from the
decisions of the Chair relating to any provision
of this section shall be limited to 1 hour, to be
equally divided between, and controlled by, the
appellant and the manager of the concurrent
resolution, bill, or joint resolution, as the case
may be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn,
shall be required in the Senate to sustain an ap-
peal of the ruling of the Chair on a point of
order raised under this section.

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—For
purposes of subsection (b), the levels of new
budget authority and outlays for a fiscal year
shall be determined on the basis of estimates
made by the Committee on the Budget of the
Senate.

SEC. 302. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF THE SALE
OF ASSETS.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the prohibition on scoring asset sales has
discouraged the sale of assets that can be better
managed by the private sector and generate re-
ceipts to reduce the Federal budget deficit;

(2) the President’s fiscal year 1997 budget in-
cluded 33,900,000,000 in receipts from asset sales
and proposed a change in the asset sale scoring
rule to allow the proceeds from these sales to be
scored,;

(3) assets should not be sold if such sale would
increase the budget deficit over the long run;
and

(4) the asset sale scoring prohibition should be
repealed and consideration should be given to
replacing it with a methodology that takes into
account the long-term budgetary impact of asset
sales.

(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—(1) For the pur-
poses of any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et and the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
amounts realized from sales of assets shall be
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scored with respect to the level of budget au-
thority, outlays, or revenues.

(2) For purposes of this section, the term ‘‘sale
of an asset” shall have the same meaning as
under section 250(c)(21) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(3) For purposes of this section, the sale of
loan assets or the prepayment of a loan shall be
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit Re-
form Act of 1990.

SEC. 303. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF DIRECT
STUDENT LOANS.

For the purposes of any concurrent resolution
on the budget and the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, the cost of a direct loan under the Fed-
eral direct student loan program shall be the net
present value, at the time when the direct loan
is disbursed, of the following cash flows for the
estimated life of the loan—

(1) loan disbursements;

(2) repayments of principal;

(3) payments of interest and other payments
by or to the Government over the life of the loan
after adjusting for estimated defaults, prepay-
ments, fees, penalties, and other recoveries; and

(4) direct expenses, including—

(A) activities related to credit extension, loan
origination, loan servicing, management of con-
tractors, and payments to contractors, other
government entities, and program participants;

(B) collection of delinquent loans; and

(C) writeoff and closeout of loans.

SEC. 304. SUPERFUND RESERVE FUND.

(@) DEFICIT NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS IN THE
HOUSE.—

(1) COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS.—In the House of
Representatives—

(4) after the enactment of a superfund bill
that reforms the Superfund program to facilitate
the clean up of hazardous waste sites and ezx-
tends Superfund tazes; and

(B) upon the reporting of an appropriation
measure (or submission of a conference report
thereon) that appropriates funds for the Super-
fund program in excess of §1,302,000,000;
the chairman of the Committee on the Budget of
that House may submit revised allocations,
functional levels, budget aggregates, and discre-
tionary spending limits to carry out this section
by an amount that is equal to such ercess.
These revisions shall be considered for the pur-
poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as
the allocations, levels, aggregates, and limits
contained in this resolution.

(2) COMMITTEE SUBALLOCATIONS—The Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives may report appropriately revised
suballocations pursuant to sectioms 302(b)(1)
and 602(b)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 following the revision of allocations to that
committee pursuant to paragraph (1).

(3) LIMITATIONS.—The adjustments under this
subsection shall not exceed—

(A) the net revenue increase for a fiscal year
resulting from the enactment of legislation that
extends Superfund tares; and

(B) $898,000,000 in budget authority for a fis-
cal year and the outlays flowing from such
budget authority in all fiscal years.

(3) READJUSTMENTS.—In the House of Rep-
resentatives, any adjustments made under this
subsection for any appropriations measure or
any conference report thereon may be read-
justed if that measure is not enacted into law.

(b) DEFICIT NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS IN THE
SENATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, after the en-
actment of legislation that reforms the Super-
fund program and ertends Superfund tazes, in
the Senate, budget authority and outlays allo-
cated to the Committee on Appropriations under
sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, the appropriate functional
levels, the appropriate budget aggregates, and
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the discretionary spending limits in section 201
of this resolution may be revised to provide ad-
ditional budget authority and the outlays flow-
ing from that budget authority for the Super-
Jund program, pur t to this subsection.

(2) DEFICIT NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS.—

(A) ALLOCATIONS.—

(i) COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS.—In the Senate,
upon reporting of an appropriations measure, or
when a conference commitiee submils a con-
ference report thereon, that appropriates funds
for the Superfund program in exrcess of
£1,302,000,000, the chairman of the Committee on
the Budget of the Senate may submit revised al-
locations, functional levels, budget aggregates,
and discretionary spending limits to carry out
this section that adds to such allocations, levels,
aggregates, and limits an amount that is equal
to such ercess. These revised allocations, levels,
aggregates, and limits shall be considered for
the purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 as the allocations, levels, aggregates, and
limits contained in this resolution.

(ii) COMMITTEE SUBALLOCATIONS.—The Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate may re-
port appropriately revised suballocations pursu-
ant to sections 302(b)(1) and 602(b)(1) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 following the
revision of the allocations pursuant to clause

(i).

(B) LIMITATIONS.—The adjustments under this
subsection shall not exceed—

(i) the net revenue increase for a fiscal year
resulting from the enactment of legislation that
extends Superfund tazes; and

(ii) $898,000,000 in budget authority for a fis-
cal year and the outlays flowing from such
budget authority in all fiscal years.

SEC. 305. TAX RESERVE FUND IN THE SENATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue and
spending aggregates may be reduced and alloca-
tions may be revised for legislation that reduces
revenues by providing family tazx relief, fuel tazx
relief, and incentives to stimulate savings, in-
vestment, job creation, and economic growth if
such legislation will not increase the deficit
Jor—

(1) fiscal year 1997;

(2) the period of fiscal years 1997 through
2001; or

(3) the period of fiscal years 2002 through

2006.
(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—Upon the consid-
eration of legislation pursuant to subsection (a),
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of
the Senate may file with the Senate appro-
priately revised allocations under sections 302(a)
and 602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 and revised functional levels and aggre-
gates to carry out this section. These revised al-
locations, functional levels, and aggregates
shall be considered for the purposes of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 as allocations,
functional levels, and aggregates contained in
this resolution.

(c) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The
appropriate committee may report appropriately
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b)
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 to carry out this section.

SEC. 306. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.
Congress adopts the provisions of this title—
(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of

the Senate and the House of Representatives, re-

spectively, and as such they shall be considered
as part of the rules of each House, or of that

House to which they specifically apply, and

such rules shall supersede other rules only to

the extent that they are inconsistent therewith;
and

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional
right of either House to change those rules (so
far as they relate to that House) at any time, in
the same manner, and to the same ertent as in
the case of any other rule of that House.
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SEC. 307. GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN PREVENTION
ALLOWANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the House of Representa-
tives for consideration of a conference report, or
in the Senate, the fiscal year 1997 outlay alloca-
tion made pursuant to sections 302(a) and 602(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to the
Committees on Appropriations, the fiscal year
1997 outlay aggregate, the fiscal year 1997 dis-
cretionary limit on nondefense outlays and
other appropriate aggregates may be increased
for a resolution making continuing appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1997. These revised alloca-
tions, aggregates, and limits shall be considered
for all purposes of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1874 as allocations, aggregates, and limits
contained in this resolution and shall remain in
effect for the consideration of any fiscal year
1997 appropriations measure.

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—In the Senate,
upon the consideration of a motion to proceed or
an agreement to proceed to a resolution making
continuing appropriations for fiscal year 1997,
or in the House of Representatives, upon the fil-
ing of a conference report thereon, that complies
with the fiscal year 1997 discretionary limit on
nondefense budget authority, the Chairman of
the Committee on the Budget of the appropriate
House may submit a revised outlay allocation
Jor such committee and appropriately revised
aggregates and limits to carry out this section.

(¢) COMMITTEE SUBALLOCATIONS.—The Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the appropriate
House may report appropriately revised sub-
allocations pursuant to sections 302(b)(1) and
602(b)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
following the revision of allocations pursuant to
this section.

(d) LIMITATIONS.—The adjustments made
under this section shall not exceed $1,337,000,000
in outlays for fiscal year 1997.

TITLE IV—-SENSE OF CONGRESS, HOUSE,
AND SENATE PROVISIONS
SEC. 401. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON BASELINES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that:

(1) Baselines are projections of future spend-
ing if existing policies remain unchanged.

(2) Under baseline assumptions, spending
automatically rises with inflation even if such
increases are not mandated under ezisting law.

(3) Baseline budgeting is inherently biased
against policies that would reduce the projected
growth in spending because such policies are de-
picted as spending reductions from an increas-
ing baseline.

(4) The baseline concept has encouraged Con-
gress to abdicate its constitutional obligation to
control the public purse for those programs
which are automatically funded.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the semse of
Congress that baseline budgeting should be re-
placed with a budgetary model that requires jus-
tification of aggregate funding levels and mazi-
mizes congressional accountability for Federal
spending.

SEC. 402, SENSE OF CONGRESS ON LOAN SALES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that:

(1) The House and Senate Appropriations
Subcommittees on Treasury, Postal Service, and
General Government have stated that ‘‘more
consideration should be given to the sale of non-
performing loans held not only by HUD, but by
all Federal agencies that provide credit pro-
grams” and directed the Office of Management
and Budget to direct Federal agencies to evalu-
ate the value of their credit programs and de-
velop a plan for the privatization of such credit
programs.

(2) The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice, State, the Judiciary, and
Related Agencies has directed that the Small
Business Administration should study and re-
port to Congress on the feasibility of private
servicing of SBA loan activities.

June 7, 1996

(3) The House Appropriations Subcommittee
on Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies pre-
viously directed the Farmers Home Administra-
tion to “‘erplore the potential savings that might
occur from contract centralized servicing."

(4) The Committee on Agriculture of the House
has consistently urged the Secretary of Agri-
culture to explore contracting out loan servicing
operations.

(5) The General Accounting Office has found
that “*Allowing the public and private sectors to
compete for the centralized servicing (of loans)
could mean reaping the benefits of the competi-
tive marketplace—greater efficiency, increased
focus on customer needs, increased innovation,
and improved morale."

(6) The House Committee on Small Business
has recommended ‘‘that 40 percent of the loan
servicing portfolio (for Disaster Loans) be
privatized."

(7) The President's Budget for Fiscal Year
1997 proposes to review options for improving
the quality of loan portfolio management in-
cluding contracting to the private sector.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the appropriate committees of the
House and the Senate should report legislation
authorizing the sale of such loan assets as they
deem appropriate in order to contribute to Gov-
ernment downsizing, administrative cost sav-
ings, and improved services to borrowers.

SEC. 403. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CHANGES IN
MEDICAID.

It is the sense of Congress that any legislation
changing the medicaid program pursuant to this
resolution should—

(1) guarantee coverage for low-income chil-
dren, pregnant women, the elderly, and the dis-
abled as described in the National Governors'
Association February 6, 1996, policy on reform-
ing medicaid, which was endorsed unanimously
by our Nation's Governors,

(2) maintain the medicaid program as a
matching program while providing a fairer and
more eguitable formula for calculating the
matching rate;

(3) reject any illusory financing schemes;

(4) continue existing law for Federal minimum
quality standards for nursing homes and the en-
forcement of those standards;

(5) continue Federal rules that prevent wives
or husbands from being reguired to impoverish
themselves in order to obtain and keep medicaid
benefits for their spouse requiring nursing home
care and continue eristing prohibitions against
the States requiring the adult children of insti-
tutionalized patients from having to contribute
to the cost of nursing facility services; and

(6) provide coverage of medicare premiums
and cost-sharing payments for low-income sen-
iors consistent with the unanimous National
Governors' Association medicaid policy.

SEC. 404. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON IMPACT OF
LEGISLATION ON CHILDREN.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that Congress should not adopt or
enact any legislation that will increase the num-
ber of children who are hungry, homeless, poor,
or medically uninsured.

(b) LEGISLATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY FOR IMPACT
ON CHILDREN.—In the event legislation enacted
to comply with this resolution results in an in-
crease in the number of hungry, homeless, poor,
or medically uninsured by the end of fiscal year
1997, Congress shall revisit the provisions of
such legislation which caused such increase and
shall, as soon as practicable thereafter, adopt
legislation which would halt any continuation
of such increase.
szc.msmsmgr CONGRESS ON DEBT REPAY-

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) Congress has a basic moral and ethical re-
sponsibility to future generations to repay the
Federal debt;
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(2) Congress should enact a plan that bal-
ances the budget and also develop a regimen for
paying off the Federal debt;

(3) after the budget is balanced, a surplus
should be created which can be used to begin
paying off the debt; and

(4) such a plan should be formulated and im-
plemented so that this generation can save fu-
ture generations from the crushing burdens of
the Federal debt.

SEC. 406. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON COMMITMENT
T0 A BALANCED BUDGET BY FISCAL
YEAR 2002.

It is the sense of Congress that the President
and Congress should continue to adhere to the
statutory commitment made by both parties on
November 20, 1995, to enact legislation to
achieve a balanced budget not later than fiscal
year 2002 as estimated by the Congressional
Budget Office.

SEC. 407. SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT TAX REDUC-
TIONS SHOULD BENEFIT WORKING
FAMILIES.

It is the sense of Congress that this concurrent
resolution on the budget assumes any reductions
in tares should be structured to benefit working
families by providing family tazr relief and in-
centives to stimulate savings, investment, job
creation, and economic growth.

SEC. 408. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON A BIPARTISAN
COMMISSION ON THE SOLVENCY OF
MEDICARE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the Trustees of medicare have concluded
that ‘‘the medicare program is clearly
unsustainable in its present form"’;

(2) the Trustees of medicare concluded in 1995
that ‘‘the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund,
which pays inpatient hospital erpenses, will be
able to pay benefits for only about 7 years and
is severely out of financial balance in the long
range'’;

(3) preliminary data made available to Con-
gress indicate that the Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund will go bankrupt in the year 2001, rather
than the year 2002, as predicted last year;

(4) the Public Trustees of medicare have con-
cluded that ‘'the Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Trust Fund shows a rate of growth of costs
which is clearly unsustainable’’;

(5) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitlement
and Tazr Reform concluded that, absent long-
term changes in medicare, projected medicare
outlays will increase from about 4 percent of the
payroll taxr base today to over 15 percent of the
payroll tax base by the year 2030;

(6) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitlement
and Tazr Reform recommended, by a vote of 30 to
1, that spending and revenues available for
medicare must be brought into long-term bal-
ance; and

(7) in the most recent Trustees’ report, the
Public Trustees of medicare ‘‘strongly rec-
ommend that the crisis presented by the finan-
cial condition of the medicare trust funds be ur-
gently addressed on a comprehensive basis, in-
cluding a review of the program's financing
methods, benefit provisions, and delivery mecha-
nisms."

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that in order to meet the aggregates
and levels in this budget resolution—

(1) a special bipartisan commission should be
established immediately to make recommenda-
tions concerning the most appropriate response
to the short-term solvency and long-term sus-
tainability issues facing the medicare program
which do not include tazr increases in any form,
including transfers of spending from the medi-
care Part A program to the Part B program; and

(2) the commission should report to Congress
its recommendations prior to the adoption of a
concurrent budget resolution for fiscal year 1998
in order that the committees of jurisdiction may
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consider these recommendations in fashioning

an appropriate congressional response.

SEC. 409. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON MEDICARE
TRANSFERS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) home health care provides a broad spec-
trum of health and social services to approzi-
mately 3,500,000 medicare beneficiaries in the
comfort of their homes;

(2) the President has proposed reimbursing the
first 100 home health care visits after a hospital
stay through medicare part A and reimbursing
all other visits through medicare part B, shifting
responsibility for $55,000,000,000 of spending
from the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund to the
general revenues that pay for medicare part B;

(3) such a transfer does nothing to control
medicare spending, and is merely a bookkeeping
change which artificially extends the solvency
of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund,

(4) this transfer of funds camouflages the need
to make changes in the medicare program to en-
sure the long-term solvency of the Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund, which the Congressional
Budget Office now states will become bankrupt
in the year 2001, a year earlier than projected in
the 1995 report by the Trustees of the Social Se-
curity and Medicare Trust Funds;

(5) Congress will be breaking a commitment to
the American peopie if it does not act to ensure
the solvency of the entire medicare program in
both the short- and long-term;

(6) the President’s proposal would force those
in need of chronic care services to rely upon the
availability of general revenues to provide fi-
nancing for these services, making them more
vulnerable to benefits changes than under cur-
rent law; and

(7) according to the National Association of
Home Care, shifting medicare home care pay-
ments from part A to part B would deemphasize
the importance of home care by eliminating its
status as part of the Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund, thereby undermining access to the less
costly form of care.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the senmse of
Congress that in meeting the spending targets
specified in the budget resolution, Congress
should not accept the President’s proposal to
transfer spending from one part of medicare to
another in its efforts to preserve, protect, and
tmprove the medicare program.

SEC. 410. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
CHANGES IN THE MEDICARE PRO-
GRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that, in achiev-
ing the spending levels specified in this resolu-
tion—

(1) the public trustees of medicare have con-
cluded that “‘the medicare program is clearly
unsustainable in its present form'';

(2) the President has said his goal is to keep
the medicare hospital insurance trust fund sol-
vent for more than a decade, but his budget
transfers $55,000,000,000 of home health spend-
ing from medicare part A to medicare part B;

(3) the transfer of home health spending
threatens the delivery of home health services to
3.5 million medicare beneficiaries;

(4) such a transfer increases the burden on
general revenues, including income tares paid
by working Americans, by $55,000,000,000;

(5) such a transfer artificially inflates the sol-
vency of the medicare hospital insurance trust
fund, misleading Congress, medicare bene-
ficiaries, and working tazpayers;

(6) the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office has certified that, without such a trans-
fer, the President's budget ertends the solvency
of the hospital insurance trust fund for only one
additional year; and

(7) without misleading transfers, the Presi-
dent’s budget therefore fails to achieve his own
stated goal for the medicare hospital insurance
trust fund.
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(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that, in achieving the spending levels
specified -in this resolution, Congress assumes
that Congress would—

(1) keep the medicare hospital insurance trust
Jund solvent for more than a decade, as rec-
ommended by the President; and

(2) accept the President's proposed level of
medicare part B savings over the period 1997
through 2002; but would

(3) reject the President’s proposal to transfer
home health spending from one part of medicare
to another, which threatens the delivery of
home health care services to 3.5 million medicare
beneficiaries, artificially inflates the solvency of
the medicare hospital insurance trust fund, and
increases the burden on general revenues, in-
cluding income tazes paid by working Ameri-
cans, by $55,000,000,000.

SEC. 411. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING REV-
ENUE ASSUMPTIONS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:

(1) Corporations and individuals have clear
responsibility to adhere to environmental laws.
When they do not, and environmental damage
results, the Federal and State governments may
impose fines and penalties, and assess polluters
for the cost of remediation.

(2) Assessment of these costs is important in
the enforcement process. They appropriately pe-
nalize wrongdoing. They discourage future en-
vironmental damage. They ensure that taz-
payers do not bear the financial brunt of clean-
ing up after damages done by polluters.

(3) In the case of the Exzon Valdez oil spill
disaster in Prince William Sound, Alaska, for
ezxample, the corporate settlement with the Fed-
eral Government totaled $900,000,000.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that assumptions in this resolution as-
sume an appropriate amount of revenues per
year through legislation that will not allow de-
ductions for fines and penalties arising from a
failure to comply with Federal or State environ-
mental or health protection laws.

SEC. 412, SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING DO-
MESTIC VIOLENCE.

The assumptions underlying functional totals
in this budget resolution include:

(1) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:

(4) Violence against women is the leading
cause of physical infury to women. The Depart-
ment of Justice estimates that over 1 million vio-
lent crimes against women are committed by do-
mestic partners annually.

(B) Domestic violence dramatically affects the
victim's ability to participate in the workforce.
A University of Minnesota survey reported that
one-guarter of battered women surveyed had
lost a job partly because of being abused and
that over half of these women had been har-
assed by their abuser at work.

(C) Domestic violence is often intensified
women seek to gain economic i d
through attending school or job training pro-
grams. Batterers have been reported to prevent
women from attending such programs or sabo-
tage their efforts at self-improvement.

(D) Nationwide surveys of service providers
prepared by the Taylor Institute of Chicago,
document, for the first time, the interrelation-
ship between domestic violence and welfare by
showing that between 50 percent and 80 percent
of women in welfare to work programs are cur-
rent or past victims of domestic violence.

(E) The American Psychological Association
has reported that violence against women is
usually witnessed by their children, who as a
result can suffer severe psychological, cognitive
and physical damage and some studies have
found that children who witness violence in
their homes have a greater propensity to commit
violent acts in their homes and communities
when they become adults.

as
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(F) Over half of the women surveyed by the
Taylor Institute stayed with their batterers be-
cause they lacked the resources to support them-
selves and their children. The surveys also
found that the availability of economic support
is a critical factor in women's ability to leave
abusive situations that threaten themselves and
their children.

(G) Proposals to restructure the welfare pro-
grams may impact the availability of the eco-
nomic support and the safety net necessary to
enable poor women to flee abuse without risking
homelessness and starvation for their families.

(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that:

(A) No welfare reform provision should be en-
acted by Congress unless and until Congress
considers whether such welfare reform provi-
sions would eracerbate violence against women
and their children, further endanger women's
lives, make it more difficult for women to escape
domestic violence, or further punish women vic-
timized by violence.

(B) Any welfare reform measure enacted by
Congress should require that any welfare to
work, education, or job placement programs im-
plemented by the States address the impact of
domestic violence on welfare recipients.

SEC. 413. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING STU-
DENT LOANS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) over the last 60 years, education and ad-
vancements in knowledge have accounted for 37
percent of our nation’s economic growth;

(2) a college degree significantly increases job
stability, resulting in an unemployment rate
among college graduates less than half that of
those with high school diplomas;

(3) a person with a bachelor’'s degree will av-
erage 50-55 percent more in lifetime earnings
than a person with a high school diploma;

(4) education is a key to providing alter-
natives to crime and violence, and is a cost-ef-
fective strategy for breaking cycles of poverty
and moving welfare recipients to work;

(5) a highly educated populace is necessary to
the effective functioning of democracy and to a
growing economy, and the opportunity to gain a
college education helps advance the American
ideals of progress and social equality;

(6) a highly educated and flerible work force
is an essential component of economic growth
and competitiveness;

(7) for many families, Federal Student Aid
Programs make the difference in the ability of
students to attend college;

(8) in 1994, nearly 6 million postsecondary stu-
dents received some kind of financial assistance
to help them pay for the costs of schooling;

(9) since 1988, college costs have risen by 54
percent, and student borrowing has increased
by 219 percent;

(10) in fiscal year 1996, the Balanced Budget
Act achieved savings without reducing student
loan limits or increasing fees to students or par-
ents; and

(11) under this budget resolution student
loans will increase from $26.6 billion today to
837.4 billion in 2002; the Congressional Budget
Office projects that these are the eract same lev-
els that would occur under President Clinton’s
student loan policies.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the aggregates and functional lev-
els included in this budget resolution assume
that savings in student loans can be achieved
without any program change that would in-
crease costs to students and parents or decrease
accessibility to student loans.

SEC. 414. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING ADDI-
TIONAL CHARGES UNDER THE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) senior citizens must spend more than I dol-
lar in 5 of their limited incomes to purchase the
health care they need;
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(2) % of spending under the medicare program
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act is
for senior citizens with annual incomes of less
than $15,000;

(3) fee for service cost increases have forced
higher out-of-pocket costs for seniors; and

(4) the current medicare managed care erperi-
ence has demonstrated that medicare HMO en-
rollees face lower out-of-pocket costs when they
join HMO's in competitive markets; also, over
one half of these enrollees pay no medicare pre-
miums and receive ertra benefits free of charge,
such as prescription drugs and eye glasses, due
to competitive market forces.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that any reconciliation bill considered
during the second session of the 104th Congress
should maintain Medicare beneficiaries right to
remain in the current Medicare fee-for-service
program and also should maintain the eristing
prohibitions against additional charges by pro-
viders under the Medicare fee-for-service pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Security
Act (“‘balance billing"), and that Medicare
beneficiaries should be offered the greatest op-
portunity possible to choose private plans that
will offer lower out-of-pocket costs than what
they currently pay in the Medicare fee-for-serv-
ice program, and to choose a health care deliv-
ery option that best meets their needs.

SEC. 415. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING RE-
QUIREMENTS THAT WELFARE RE-
CIPIENTS BE DRUG-FREE.

In recognition of the fact that American work-
ers are required to be drug-free in the work-
place, it is the sense of Congress that this con-
current resolution on the budget assumes that
the States may require welfare recipients to be
drug-free as a condition for receiving such bene-
fits and that random drug testing may be used
to enforce such requirements.

SEC. 416. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON AN ACCURATE
INDEX FOR INFLATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) a significant portion of Federal erpendi-
tures and revenues are indezed to measurements
of inflation; and

(2) a variety of inflation indices exist which
vary according to the accuracy with which such
indices measure increases in the cost of living;
and

(3) Federal Government usage of inflation in-
dices which overstate true inflation has the
demonstrated effect of accelerating Federal
spending, increasing the Federal budget deficit,
increasing Federal borrowing, and thereby en-
larging the projected burden on future American
tarpayers.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the assumptions underiying this
budget resolution incilude that all Federal
spending and revenues which are indered for
inflation should be calibrated by the most accu-
rate inflation indices which are available to the
Federal Government.

SEC. 417. SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE 1993 IN-
COME TAX INCREASE ON SOCIAL SE-
CURITY BENEFITS SHOULD BE RE-
PEALED.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the fiscal year 1994 budget proposal of
President Clinton to raise Federal income tazes
on the Social Security benefits of senior citizens
with income as low as $25,000, and those provi-
sions of the fiscal year 1994 recommendations of
the Budget Resolution and the 1993 Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act in which the One
Hundred Third Congress voted to raise Federal
income tares on the Social Security benefits of
senior citizens with income as low as $34,000
should be repealed;

(2) President Clinton has stated that he be-
lieves he raised Federal tares too much in 1993;
and
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(3) the budget resolution should react to Presi-
dent Clinton’s fiscal year 1997 budget which
documents the fact that in the history of the
United States, the total taxr burden has mever
been greater than it is today.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the assumptions underlying this
resolution include—

(1) that raising Federal income tazes in 1993
on the Social Security benefits of middle-class
individuals with income as low as 834,000 was a
mistake;

(2) that the Federal income tar hike on Social
Security benefits imposed in 1993 by the One
Hundred Third Congress and signed into law by
President Clinton should be repealed; and

(3) President Clinton should work with Con-
gress to repeal the 1993 Federal income tar hike
on Social Security benefits in a manner that
would not adversely affect the Social Security
Trust Fund or the Medicare Part A Trust Fund,
and should ensure that such repeal is coupled
with offsetting reductions in Federal spending.
SEC. 418. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING THE

ADMINISTRATION’S PRACTICE RE-
GARDING THE PROSECUTION OF
DRUG SMUGGLERS.

{a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) drug use is devastating to the Nation, par-
ticularly among juveniles, and has led juveniles
to become involved in interstate gangs and to
participate in violent crime;

(2) drug use has experienced a dramatic resur-
gence among our youth;

(3) the number of youths aged 12-1T using
marijuana has increased from 1.6 million in 1992
to 2.9 million in 1994, and the category of ‘‘re-
cent marijuana use' increased a staggering 200
percent among 14- to 15-year-olds over the same
period;

(4) since 1992, there has been a 52 percent
jump in the number of high school seniors using
drugs on a monthly basis, even as worrisome de-
clines are noted in peer disapproval of drug use;

(5) 1 in 3 high school students uses marijuana;

(6) 12- to 17-year-olds who use marijuana are
85 percent more likely to graduate to cocaine
than those who abstain from marifuana;

(7) juveniles who reach 21 without ever having
used drugs almost never try them later in life;

(8) the latest results from the Drug Abuse
Warning Network show that marijuana-related
episodes jumped 39 percent and are running at
155 percent above the 1990 level, and that meth-
amphetamine cases have risen 256 percent over
the 1991 level;

(9) between February 1993 and February 1995
the retail price of a gram of cocaine fell from
8172 to 8137, and that of a gram of heroin also
fell from 82,032 to $1,278;

(10) it has been reported that the Department
of Justice, through the United States Attorney
for the Southern District of California, has
adopted a policy of allowing certain foreign
drug smugglers to avoid prosecution altogether
by being released to Mezico;

(11) it has been reported that in the past year
approzimately 2,300 suspected narcotics traffick-
ers were taken into custody for bringing illegal
drugs across the border, but approrimately one
in four were returned to their country of origin
without being prosecuted;

(12) it has been reported that the United
States Customs Service is operating under guide-
lines limiting any prosecution in marijuana
cases to cases involving 125 pounds of mari-
juana or more;

(13) it has been reported that suspects possess-
ing as much as 32 pounds of methamphetamine
and 37,000 Quaalude tablets were not prosecuted
but were, instead, allowed to return to their
countries of origin after their drugs and vehicles
were confiscated;

(14) it has been reported that after a seizure of
158 pounds of cocaine, one defendant was cited
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and released because there was no room at the
Federal jail and charges against her were
dropped;

(15) it has been reported that some smugglers
have been caught two or more times—even in
the same week—yet still were not prosecuted;

(16) the number of defendants prosecuted for
violations of the Federal drug laws has dropped
from 25,033 in 1992 to 22,926 in 1995;

(17) this Congress has increased the funding
of the Federal Bureau of Prisons by 11.7 percent
over the 1995 appropriations level; and

(18) this Congress has increased the funding
of the Immigration and Naturalization Service
by 23.5 percent over the 1995 appropriations
level.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the function totals and aggregates under-
lying this resolution assume that the Attorney
General should promptly investigate this matter
and report, within 30 days, to the Chair of the
Senate and House Committees on the Judiciary;
and

(2) the Attorney General should ensure that
cases involving the smuggling of drugs into the
United States are vigorously prosecuted.

SEC. 419. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CORPORATE
SUBSIDIES.

It is the sense of Congress that the functional
levels and aggregates in this budget resolution
assume that—

(1) the Federal budget contains tens of billions
of dollars in payments, benefits and programs
that primarily assist profit-making enterprises
and industries rather than provide a clear and
compelling public interest;

{2) corporate subsidies can provide unfair
competitive advantages to certain industries and
industry segments;

(3) at a time when millions of Americans are
being asked to sacrifice in order to balance the
budget, the corporate sector should bear its
share of the burden; and

(4) Federal payments, benefits, and programs
which predominantly benefit a particular indus-
try or segment of an industry, rather than pro-
vide a clear and compelling public benefit,
should be reformed or terminated in order to
provide additional tar relief, deficit reduction,
or to achieve the savings necessary to meet this
resolution’s instructions and levels.

SEC. 420. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING WEL-
FARE REFORM.

(a) Congress finds that—

(1) this resolution assumes substantial savings
from welfare reform; and

(2) children born out of wedlock are five times
more likely to be poor and about ten times more
likely to be ertremely poor and therefore are
more likely to receive welfare benefits than chil-
dren from two parent families; and

(3) high rates of out-of-wedlock births are as-
sociated with a host of other social pathologies;
for example, children of single mothers are twice
as likely to drop out of high school; boys whose
fathers are absent are more likely to engage in
criminal activities; and girls in single-parent
families are three times more likely to have chil-
dren out of wedlock themselves.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that any com-
prehensive legislation sent to the President that
balances the budget by a certain date and that
includes welfare reform provisions and that is
agreed to by Congress and the President shall
also contain to the marimum ertent possible a
strategy for reducing the rate of out-of-wedlock
births and encouraging family formation.

SEC. 421. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON FCC SPEC-
TRUM AUCTIONS.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) the Congressional Budget Office has scored
revenue erpected to be raised from the auction
of Federal Communications Commission licenses
Sfor various services;
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(2) for budget scoring purposes, Congress has
assumed that such auctions would occur in a
prompt and expeditious manner and that reve-
nue raised by such auctions would flow to the
Federal treasury,

(3) this resolution assumes that the revenue to
be raised from auctions totals billions of dollars;

(4) this resolution makes assumptions that
services would be auctioned where the Federal
Communications Commission has not yet con-
ducted auctions for such services, such as Local
Multipoint Distribution Service (LMDS), Ili-
censes for paging services, final broadband PCS
licenses, narrow band PCS licenses, licenses for
unserved cellular, and Digital Audio Radio
(DARS), and other subscription services, reve-
nue from which has been assumed in Congres-
sional budgetary calculations and in determin-
ing the level of the deficit; and

(5) the Commission’s service rules can dra-
matically affect license values and auction reve-
nues and therefore the Commission should act
erpeditiously and without further delay to con-
duct auctions of licenses in a manner that maxri-
mizes revenue, increases efficiency, and en-
hances competition.

SEC. 422. SENSE OF THE HOUSE ON EMER-
GENCIES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House of Representatives
finds that:

(1) The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 ex-
empted from the discretionary spending limits
and the Pay-As-You-Go reguirements for enti-
tlement and tar legislation funding require-
ments that are designated by Congress and the
President as an emergency.

(2) Congress and the President have increas-
ingly misused the emergency designation by—

(A) designating as emergencies funding re-
quirements that are predictable and do not pose
a threat to life, property, or national security,

(B) designating emergencies with the sole pur-
pose of circumventing statutory and congres-
sional spending limitations, and

(C) adding to emergency legislation controver-
sial items that would not otherwise withstand
public scrutiny.

(b) SENSE OF THE HOUSE.—It is the sense of
the House of Representatives that in order to
balance the Federal budget Congress should
consider alternative approaches to budgeting for
emergencies, including codifying the definition
of an emergency, establishing contingency funds
to pay for emergencies, and fully offsetting the
costs of emergencies with rescissions of spending
authority that would have been obligated but
for the rescission.

SEC. 423. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING TO
ASSIST YOUTH AT RISKE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) there is an increasing prevalence of vio-
lence and drug use among this country’s youth;

(2) in recognizing the magnitude of this prob-
lem, the Federal Government must continue to
mazimize efforts in addressing the increasing
prevalence of violence and drug use among this
country's youth, with necessary adherence to
budget guidelines and proven program effective-
ness,

(3) the Federal Bureau of Investigation re-
ports that between 1985 and 1994, juvenile ar-
rests for violent crime increased by 75 percent
nationwide;

(4) the United States Attorney General reports
that 20 years ago, fewer than half our cities re-
ported gang activity and now, a generation
later, reasonable estimates indicate that there
are more than 500,000 gang members in more
than 16,000 gangs on the streets of our cities re-
sulting in more than 580,000 gang-related crimes
in 1993;

(5) the Justice Department’s Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delingquency Prevention reports that
in 1994, law enforcement agencies made over
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2,700,000 arrests of persons under age 18, with
juveniles accounting for 19 percent of all violent
crime arrests across the country;

(6) the Congressional Task Force on National
Drug Policy recently set forth a series of rec-
ommendations for strengthening the criminal
justice and law enforcement effort, including
domestic prevention efforts reinforcing the idea
that prevention begins at home;

(7) the Office of National Drug Control Policy
reports that between 1991 and 1995, marijfuana
use among 8th, 10th, and 12th graders has in-
creased and is continuing to spiral upward;
and

(8) the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention
reports that in 1993, substance abuse played a
role in over 70 percent of rapes, over 60 percent
of incidents of child abuse, and almost 60 per-
cent of murders nationwide.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the function totals and aggre-
gates underlying this concurrent resolution on
the budget assume that—

(1) sufficient funding should be provided to
programs of proven program effectiveness which
assist youth at risk to reduce illegal drug use
and the incidence of youth crime and violence;

(2) priority should be given to determine
“what works’' through scientifically recognized,
independent evaluations of eristing programs to
marimize the Federal investment and efforts
should be made to reform those programs of no
proven benefit;

(3) efforts should be made to ensure coordina-
tion and eliminate duplication among federally
supported at-risk youth programs; and

(4) special efforts should be made to increase
successful interdiction of the flow of illegal
drugs into the United States and intoe commu-
nities nationwide.

SEC. 424. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON LONG-TERM
TRENDS IN BUDGET ESTIMATES.

It is the sense of the Senate that—

(1) the report accompanying a concurrent res-
olution on the budget should include an analy-
sis, prepared after consultation with the Direc-
tor of the Congressional Budget Office, of the
concurrent resolution’s impact on likely budg-
etary trends during the next 30 fiscal years; and

(2) the President should include in his budget
each year, an analysis of the budget's impact on
revenues and outlays for entitlements for the pe-
riod of 30 fiscal years, and that the President
should also include likely budgetary trends dur-
ing the next 30 fiscal years, and that the Presi-
dent should also include generational account-
ing information each year in the President’s
budget.

SEC. 425. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON REPEAL OF
THE GAS TAX.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the President originally proposed a
£72,000,000,000 energy excise tar (the so-called
BTU taz) as part of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993 (OBRA 93) which in-
cluded a new tar on transportation fuels;

(2) in response to opposition in the Senate to
the BTU tar, the President and Congress adopt-
ed instead a new 4.3 cents per gallon transpor-
tation fuels tar as part of OBRA 93, which rep-
resented a 30 percent increase in the ezristing
motor fuels tax;

(3) the OBRA 93 transportation fuels tar has
cost  American  motorists an  estimated
$14,000,000,000 to $15,000,000,000 since it went
into effect on October 1, 19593;

(4) the OBRA 93 transportation fuels tar is re-
gressive, creating a larger financial impact on
lower and middle income motorists than on
upper income motorists;

(5) the OBRA 93 transportation fuels tar im-
poses a disproportionate burden on rural citi-
zens who do not have access to public transpor-
tation services, and who must rely on their
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automobiles and drive long distances, to work,
to shop, and to receive medical care;

(6) the average American faces a substantial
tar burden, and the increase of this tar burden
through the OBRA 93 transportation fuels tar
represented and continues to represent an inap-
propriate and unwarranted means of reducing
the Nation's budget deficit;

(7) retail gasoline prices in the United States
have increased an average of 19 cents per gallon
since the beginning of the year to the highest
level since the Persian Gulf War, and the OBRA
93 transportation fuels tar exacerbates the im-
pact of this price increase on consumers;

(8) continuation of the OBRA 93 transpor-
tation fuels taxr will exacerbate the impact on
consumers of any future gasoline price spikes
that result from market conditions; and

(9) the fiscal year 1997 budget resolution will
assume a net tar cut totaling $122,000,000,000
over sir years, which erceeds the revenue impact
of a repeal of the OBRA 93 transportation fuels
tar, and will establish a reserve fund which may
be used to provide other forms of tax relief, in-
cluding relief from the OBRA 93 transportation
fuels tax, on a deficit neutral basis.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the revenue levels and proce-
dures in this resolution provide that—

(1) Congress and the President should imme-
diately approve legislation to repeal the 4.3
cents per gallon transportation fuels tar con-
tained in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993 through the end of 1996;

(2) Congress and the President should ap-
prove, through the fiscal year 1997 budget proc-
ess, legislation to permanently repeal the 4.3
cents per gallon transportation fuels tar con-
tained in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993; and

(3) the savings generated by the repeal of the
4.3 cents per gallon transportation fuels tax con-
tained in OBRA 93 should be fully passed on to
CONSUMETS.

SEC. 426. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
USE OF BUDGETARY SAVINGS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) in August of 1994, the Bipartisan Commis-
sion on Entitlement and Taxr Reform issued an
Interim Report to the President, which found
that, “‘To ensure that today's debt and spending
commitments do not unfairly burden America’s
children, the Government must act now., A bi-
partisan coalition of Congress, led by the Presi-
dent, must resolve the long-term imbalance be-
tween the Government's entitlement promises
and the funds it will have available to pay for
them";

(2) unless Congress and the President act to-
gether in a bipartisan way, overall Federal
spending is projected by the Commission to rise
from the current level of slightly over 22 percent
of the Gross Domestic Product of the United
States (hereafter in this section referred as
“GDP") to over 37 percent of GDP by the year
2030;

(3) the source of that growth is not domestic
discretionary spending, which is approzimately
the same portion of GDP now as it was in 1969,
the last time at which the Federal budget was in
balance;

(4) mandatory spending was only 29.6 percent
of the Federal budget in 1963, but is estimated to
account for 72 percent of the Federal budget in
the year 2003;

(5) social security, medicare and medicaid, to-
gether with interest on the national debt, are
the largest sources of the growth of mandatory
spending,

(6) ensuring the long-term future of the social
security system is essential to protecting the re-
tirement security of the American people;

(7) the Social Security Trust Fund is projected
to begin spending more than it takes in by ap-
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prozimately the year 2013, with Federal budget

deficits rising rapidly thereafter unless appro-

priate policy changes are made;

(8) ensuring the future of medicare and medic-
aid is essential to protecting access to high-qual-
ity health care for senior citizens and poor
women and children;

(9) Federal health care erpenses have been
rising at double digit rates, and are projected to
triple to 11 percent of GDP by the year 2030 un-
less appropriate policy changes are made; and

(10) due to demographic factors, Federal
health care expenses are profected to double by
the year 2030, even if health care cost inflation
is restrained after 1999, so that costs for each
person of a given age grow no faster than the
economy.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that budget savings in the manda-
tory spending area should be used—

(1) to protect and enhance the retirement se-
curity of the American people by ensuring the
long-term future of the social security system;

(2) to protect and enhance the health care se-
curity of senior citizens and poor Americans by
ensuring the long-term future of Medicare and
Medicaid; and

(3) to restore and maintain Federal budget
discipline, to ensure that the level of private in-
vestment necessary for long-term economic
growth and prosperity is available.

SEC. 427. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
TRANSFER OF EXCESS GOVERNMENT
COMPUTERS TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS.

(a) ASSUMPTIONS.—The figures contained in
this resolution are based on the following as-
sumptions:

(1) America’s children must obtain the nec-
essary skills and tools needed to succeed in the
technologically advanced 21st century;

(2) Ezecutive Order 12999 outlines the need to
make modern computer technology an integral
part of every classroom, provide teachers with
the professional development they need to use
new technologies effectively, connect classrooms
to the National Information Infrastructure, and
encourage the creation of ercellent education
software;

(3) many private corporations have donated
educational software to schools, which are lack-
ing the necessary computer hardware to utilize
this equipment,;

(4) current inventories of excess Federal Gov-
ernment computers are being conducted in each
Federal agency,; and

(5) there is mo current communication being
made between Federal agencies with this ercess
eguipment and the schools in need of these com-
puters.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the functional totals and aggre-
gates in this budget resolution assume that the
General Services Administration should place a
high priority on facilitating direct transfer of
ercess Federal Government computers to public
schools and community-based educational orga-
nizations.

SEC. 428. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FEDERAL RE-
TREATS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the assump-
tions underlying the function totals and aggre-
gates in this resolution assume that all Federal
agencies will refrain from using Federal funds
for expenses incurred during training sessions or
retreats off Federal property, unless Federal
property is not available.

SEC. 429. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE PROGRAM
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the essential air service program of the De-
partment of Transportation under subchapter 11
of chapter 417 of title 49, United States Code—
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(A) provides essential airline access to isolated
rural communities across the United States;

(B) is necessary for the economic growth and
development of rural communities;

(C) connects small rural communities to the
national air transportation system of the United
States;

(D) is a critical component of the national
transportation system of the United States; and

(E) provides air service to 108 communities in
30 States; and

(2) the National Commission to Ensure a
Strong Competitive Airline Industry established
under section 204 of the Airport and Airway
Safety, Capacity, Noise Improvement, and Inter-
modal Transportation Act of 1992 recommended
maintaining the essential air service program
with a sufficient level of funding to continue to
provide air service to small communities.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the essential air service program
of the Department of Transportation under sub-
chapter Il of chapter 417 of title 49, United
States Code, should receive a sufficient level of
funding to continue to provide air service to
small rural communities that qualify for assist-
ance under the program.

SEC. 430. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
EQUAL RETIREMENT SAVINGS FOR
HOMEMAKERS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that the as-
sumptions of this budget resolution take into ac-
count that—

(1) by teaching and feeding our children and
caring for our elderly, American homemakers
are an important, vital part of our society;

(2) hememakers retirement needs are the same
as all Americans, and thus they need every op-
portunity to save and invest for retirement;

(3) because they are living on a single income,
homemakers and their spouses often have less
income for savings;

(4) individual retirement accounts are pro-
vided by Congress in the Internal Revenue Code
to assist Americans for retirement savings;

(5) currently, individual retirement accounts
permit workers other than homemakers to make
deductible contributions of $2,000 a year, but
limit homemakers to deductible contributions of
3250 a year;

(6) limiting homemakers individual retirement
account contributions to an amount less than
the contributions of other workers discriminates
against homemakers.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the revenue level assumed in
this budget resolution provides for legislation to
make individual retirement account deductible
contribution limits for homemakers equal to the
individual retirement account deductible con-
tribution limits for all other American workers,
and that Congress and the President should im-
mediately approve such legislation in the appro-
priate reconciliation vehicle.

SEC. 431. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE NA-
TIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
FUNDING FOR ANTI-ADDICTION
DRUGS.

It is the sense of the Senate that amounts ap-
propriated for the National Institutes of Health
should provide funding for additional research
on an anti-addiction drug to block the craving
Sor illicit addictive substances.
mczmormsmmmsmmm

EXTENSION OF THE EMPLOYER EDU-
CATION ASSISTANCE EXCLUSION
UNDER SECTION 127 OF THE INTER-
NAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) since 1978, over 7,000,000 American workers
have benefited from the employer education as-
sistance exclusion under section 127 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 by being able to im-
prove their education and acquire new skills
without having to pay tazes on the benefit;
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(2) American companies have benefited by im-
proving the education and skills of their em-
ployees who in turn can contribute more to their
company.;

(3) the American economy becomes more glob-
ally competitive because an educated workforce
is able to produce more and to adapt more rap-
idly to changing technologies;

(4) American companies are experiencing un-
precedented global competition and the value
and necessity of life-long education for their em-
ployees has increased,;

(5) the employer education assistance erclu-
sion was first enacted in 1978;

(6) the exclusion has been extended 7 previous

times;

(7) the last extension erpired December 31,
1994; and

(8) the exclusion has received broad bipartisan
support.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the revenue level assumed in the
Budget Resolution accommodate an extension of
the employer education assistance exclusion
under section 127 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 from January 1, 1995, through December
31, 1996.

SEC. 433. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINIS-

NOMIC DEVELOPMENT REPRESENTA-
TIVES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) The Economic Development Administration
plays a crucial role in helping economically dis-
advantaged regions of the United States develop
infrastructure that supports and promotes
greater economic activity and growth, particu-
larly in nonurban regions.

(2) The Economic Development Administration
helps to promote industrial park development,
business incubators, water and sewer system im-
provements, vocational and technical training
facilities, tourism development strategies, tech-
nical assistance and capacity building for local
governments, economic adjustment strategies,
revolving loan funds, and other projects which
the private sector has not generated or will not
generate without some assistance from the Gov-
ernment through the Economic Development Ad-
ministration.

(3) The Economic Development Administration
maintains 6 regional offices which oversee staff
that are designated field-based representatives
of the Ecomomic Development Administration,
and these field-based representatives provide
valuable erpertise and counseling on economic
planning and development to nonurban commu-
nities.

(4) The Economic Development Administration
Regional Centers are located in the urban areas
of Austin, Seattle, Denver, Atlanta, Philadel-
phia, and Chicago.

(5) Because of a 37-percent reduction in ap-
proved funding for salaries and erpenses from
fiscal year 1995, the Economic Development Ad-
ministration has initiated staff reductions re-
quiring the elimination of & field-based posi-
tions. The field-based economic development
representative positions that are either being
eliminated or not replaced after voluntary re-
tirement and which currently interact with non-
urban communities on economic development ef-
forts cover the States of New Merico, Arizona,
Nevada, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Nlinois, In-
diana, Maine, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and
North Carolina.

(6) These staff cutbacks will adversely affect
States with very low per-capita personal income,
including New Mexico which ranks 47th in the
Nation in per-capita personal income, Okla-
homa ranking 46th, North Dakota ranking 42nd,
Arizona ranking 35th, Maine ranking 34th, and
North Carolina ranking 33rd.
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(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the functional totals and aggre-
gates underlying this budget resolution assume
that—

(1) it is regrettable that the Economic Develop-
ment Administration has elected to reduce field-
based economic development representatives
who are fulfilling the Economic Development
Administration’s mission of interacting with and
counseling nonurban communities in economi-
cally disadvantaged regions of the United
States;

(2) the Economic Development Administration
should take all necessary and appropriate ac-
tions to ensure that field-based economic devel-
ap;tem representation receives high priority;
an

(3) the Economic Development Administration
should reconsider the planned termination of
field-based economic development representa-
tives responsible for States that are economically
disadvantaged, and that this reconsideration
take place without delay.

SEC, 434. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON LIHEAP.

(a) FINDINGS—The Senate finds that:

(1) Home energy assistance for working and
low-income families with children, the elderly
on fized incomes, the disabled, and others who
need such aid is a critical part of the social safe-
ty net in cold-weather areas during the winter,
and a source of necessary cooling aid during the
summer;

(2) LIHEAP is a highly targeted, cost-effective
way to help millions of low-income Americans
pay their home energy bills. More than two-
thirds of LIHEAP-eligible households have an-
nual incomes of less than $8,000, more than one-
half have annual incomes below $6,000; and

(3) LIHEAP funding has been substantially
reduced in recent years, and cannot sustain fur-
ther spending cuts if the program is to remain a
viable means of meeting the home heating and
other energy-related needs of low-income fami-
lies, especially those in cold-weather States.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The assumptions
underlying this budget resolution assume that it
is the sense of the Senate that the funds made
available for LIHEAP for fiscal year 1997 will be
not less than the actual erpenditures made for
LIHEAP in fiscal year 1996.

SEC. 435. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DAVIS-
BACON.

Notwithstanding any provision of this resolu-
tion, it is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions in this resolution do not assume the repeal
but rather reform of the Davis-Bacon Act.

SEC. 436. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON REIMBURSE-
MENT OF THE rglm STATES FOR

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) as of May 1996, the United States has
spent $2,937,000,000 of United States tarpayer
funds since the conclusion of the Gulf War in
1991 for the singular purpose of protecting the
Kurdish and Shiite population from Iragi ag-
gression;

(2) the President’s defense budget request for
1997 includes an additional $590,100,000 for Op-
erations Southern Watch and Provide Comfort,
both of which are designed to restrict Iragi mili-
tary aggression against the Kurdish and Shiite
people of Irag;

(3) costs for these military operations con-
stitute part of the continued budget deficit of
the United States; and

(4) United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tion 986 (1995) (referred to as ""SCR 986"') would
allow Irag to sell up to $1,000,000,000 in petro-
leum and petroleum products every 90 days, for
an initial period of 160 days.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the assumptions underlying the
function totals and aggregates in this resolution
assume that—
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(1) the President should instruct the United
States Permanent Representative to the United
Nations to ensure any subsequent eztension of
authority beyond the 180 days originally pro-
vided by SCR 986 specifically mandates and au-
thorizes the reimbursement of the United States
for costs associated with Operations Southern
Watch and Provide Comfort out of revenues
generated by any sale of petroleum or petro-
leum-related products originating from Irag;

(2) in the event that the United States Perma-
nent Representative to the United Nations fails
to modify the terms of any subseguent resolution
extending the authority granted by SCR 986 as
called for in paragraph (1), the President should
reject any United Nations' action or resolution
seeking to ertend the terms of the oil sale be-
yond the 180 days authorized by SCR 966;

(3) the President should take the necessary
steps to ensure that—

{A) any effort by the United Nations to tempo-
rarily lift the trade embargo for humanitarian
purposes, specifically the sale of petroleum or
petroleum products, restricts all revenues from
such sale from being diverted to benefit the Iragi
military; and

(B) the temporary lifting of the trade embargo
does not encourage other countries to take steps
to begin promoting commercial relations with
the Iragi military in expectation that sanctions
will be permanently lifted; and

(4) revenues reimbursed to the United States
Jrom the oil sale authorized by SCR 986, or any
subsequent action or resolution, should be used
to reduce the Federal budget deficit.

SEC. 437. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOLVENCY
OF THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that repeal of
certain provisions from the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993 would move the insol-
vency date of the HI (Medicare) Trust Fund for-
ward by a full year.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that no provisions in this budget res-
olution should worsen the solvency of the Medi-
care Trust Fund.

SEC. 438. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE PRESI-
DENTIAL  ELECTION CAMPAIGN
FUND.

It is the sense of the Senate that the assump-
tions underlying the functional totals in this
resolution assume that when the Finance Com-
mittee meets its outlay and revenue obligations
under this resolution the committee should not
make any changes in the Presidential Election
Campaign Fund or its funding mechanism and
should meet its revenue and outlay targets
through other programs within its jurisdiction.
SEC. 439. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE

FUNDING OF AMTRAK.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) a capital funding stream is essential to the
ability of the National Rail Passenger Corpora-
tion ('‘Amtrak’’) to reduce its dependence on
Federal operating support; and

(2) Amtrak needs a secure source of financing,
no less favorable than provided to other modes
of transportation, for capital improvements.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that—

(1) revenues attributable to one-half cent per
gallon of the excise tazes imposed on gasoline,
special motor fuel, and diesel fuel from the Mass
Transit Account should be dedicated to a new
Intercity Passenger Rail Trust Fund during the
period January 1, 1997, through September 30,
2001;

(2) revenues would not be deposited in the
Intercity Passenger Rail Trust Fund during any
fiscal year to the extent that the deposit is esti-
mated to result in available revenues in the
Mass Transit Account being insufficient to sat-
isfy that year’s estimated appropriation levels;

(3) monies in the Intercity Passenger Rail
Trust Fund should be generally available to
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fund, on a reimbursement basis, capital expendi-
tures incurred by Amitrak;

(4) amounts to fund capital erpenditures re-
lated to rail operations should be set aside for
each State that has not had Amtrak service in
such State for the preceding year; and

(5) funding provided by the Intercity Pas-
senger Rail Trust Fund shall be made available
subject to appropriations and shall not increase
mandatory spending.

And the Senate agree to the same.

From the Committee on the Budget, for con-
sideration of the House concurrent resolu-
tion and the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:

JOHN KASICH,
DAVE HOBSON,
BOB WALKER,
JmM KOLBE,
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS,
WALLY HERGER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

PETE V. DOMENICI,
CHUCK GRASSLEY,
DON NICKLES,
PHIL GRAMM,
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
SLADE GORTON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the Senate
and the House at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (House Concurrent Resolution
178), setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States for fiscal years 1997,
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1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, submit the fol-
lowing joint statement to the House and the
Senate in explanation of the effect of the ac-
tion agreed upon by the managers and rec-
ommend in the accompanying conference re-

port:

The Senate amendment struck out all of
the House resolution after the resolving
clause and inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment which is a substitute for the
House resolution and the Senate amend-
ment.

EXPLANATION OF THE CONFERENCE

AGREEMENT
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS OF THE CONFERENCE
AGREEMENT

The conference agreement on the budget
resolution for fiscal year 1997 achieves a bal-
anced Federal budget by 2002. It calls for tax
relief of $122.4 billion over 6 years, prin-
cipally through a $500-per-child middle-class
tax credit. It recommends comprehensive re-
form of the Nation's failed welfare system,
slowing the growth of Federal welfare spend-
ing by $33 billion over 6 years, and restrain-
ing the increase in Federal Medicaid spend-
ing by $72 billion over 6 years.

The agreement also endorses comprehen-
sive reform of the Medicare program for the
Nation's seniors and disabled beneficiaries.
Under the plan assumed in the conference
agreement, the solvency of the Medicare
Part A [hospital insurance] trust fund would
be extended 10 years. Total Medicare spend-
ing would increase an average of 6.2 percent
a year, with a 6-year spending total of $1.479
trillion. Spending per beneficiary would in-

AGGREGATES AND FUNCTION LEVELS

HOUSE RESOLUTION
[In millions of dollars]

June 7, 1996

crease, on average, from $5,200 in 1996 to
37,000 in 2002. These spending levels assume
no increases in beneficiary copayments or
deductibles.

The conference agreement also reflects
House and Senate emphasis on funding na-
tional priorities such as strengthening na-
tional security, enhancing benefits for the
Nation's veterans, boosting law enforcement
and crime prevention, improving education,
protecting the environment and the Nation’s
parks, advancing basic research to create
new knowledge, and transitioning agri-
culture to a more market-oriented system.

DISPLAYS AND AMOUNTS

The contents of concurrent budget resolu-
tions are set forth in section 301(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

House Resolution. The House budget resolu-
tion includes all of the items required as
part of a concurrent budget resolution under
section 301(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act other than the spending and revenue lev-
els for Social Security (which is used to en-
force a point of order applicable only in the
Senate).

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
includes all of the items required under sec-
tion 301(a) of the Congressional Budget Act.
As permitted under section 301(b) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act, section 102 of the
Senate amendment includes amounts of the
increase in the public debt subject to limita-
tion. Section 101(1)(c) of the Senate amend-
ment also includes the total amount of reve-
nues from payroll taxes for Medicare Part A.

Conference Agreement. The House recedes to
the Senate amendment.

Fiscal year—
1897-2002
1987 1998 1899 2000 2001 2002
Total Spending:
On-budget BA .. 1311 1357,208 1386338 1428397 1450450 1497756 8431433
0 ... 1306521 1350905 1379428 1413490 1428809 1463504  B343087
Off-budget BA .. 318579 i 347616 358,261 376,514 388716  2,124950
0 .n 311138 324,587 334239 791 365011  37BEM4 2062640
Total BA .. 1629863 1692472 1733954 1786638 1826964 1886472 10556383
0 ... 1618059 1675492 1713667 ).762.281 1793820 1842378 10405697
ues:
I e e e R 1,085,197 1130260 1176070 1229.500 1288832 1358053  7.267912
Off-budget EEHN 385,176 402448 423586 445268 485,321 487,510 2,609,309
T e e B AR G, Tl . 1470373 1532708 1599656 1674768 1754153 1845563 9877221
Deficit/Surplus:
On-budget 1724 220,645 203,358 183,990 139,977 105451 1,075,145
Off-budget —74038 71861 —B89347 -—96477 -—100310 -—108536 —546569
| e e~ Y R S | e e g 147,688 142,784 114,011 87,513 39,667 -3,185 528476
050: National Defense
BA .. 267,183 268358 271677 274377 277,121 280,101 1,639,417
0 264,845 263,618 267049 270841 270,025 70122 1,606,501
150: International Affairs
BA ... 13,732 11,551 10,576 11,089 10,890 11,009 68,847
L 14,963 13484 12,467 11,025 10,584 10,281 72804
250: General Science, Space, and Technology
BA . 16,537 16428 16313 16,158 15,934 15,602 96,973
L 5 16,697 16.494 16,224 16,111 15,943 15673 97.142
270: Energy
BA .. 2380 2441 2,034 1.697 1782 1430 11,764
| SIS 2729 2,078 1327 815 740 51 1920
300: Natural Resources and Environment
BA .. 20,528 18902 19.713 18,399 18,994 18850 115397
0 2322 19,654 20,409 18,950 19,205 18510 118450
350: Agriculture
BA .. 11,840 11750 11,367 10,714 9497 8,964 64132
[ g 10,238 9.855 9483 8843 1730 7,181 53330
370: Commerce and Housing Credit
On-budget BA ... 7838 9.464 10.476 12448 11,268 11,588 63,082
0.1 =2319 5,752 6,043 1320 7.283 1218 31297
Otf-budget BA .. 1,119 4724 3621 a2 3394 0 13,266
| - 720 1,581 1,666 -479 L2 ] 1,268
Total BA ... 8,957 14,188 14,103 12.850 14,662 11,598 76,358
[ s -1599 7333 &am 6,841 8395 1218 32565
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HOUSE RESOLUTION—Continued
[in millions of dollars]

Fiscal year—
1997-2002
15997 1998 1938 2000 2001
400: Transportation
BA .. 41737 43581 43951 44,103 44,531 45,045 262918
0 39,007 37635 36,111 35,236 34526 34,042 216,557
450: Community and Regional Development
BA ... 6672 6,605 6,559 6.595 6.243 6,153 38807
1 B 10,148 8,640 7820 7.040 6,655 6,161 45,463
500: Education, Training, Employment, and Social Services
BA ... 46,965 47418 48,046 48,636 45,410 50,082 290,625
550: Health L FPa 49,504 48112 47817 48209 48,704 49335 291,681
BA ... 129918 137,726 144,535 152,961 161,114 167,926 894,640
0 v 130,276 138,064 145,168 152,890 160,783 167,476 B94,663
570: Medicare
BA ... 193,165  207.183 217,250 229308 241541 255,121 1,343,669
[+ YA 151,481 205458 714978 21560 239,807 52720 1332104
600: Income Security
BA .. 232612 241254 244842 262510 262,260 281100  1524,578
0 .. 240,007 244185 251716 263060 265271 213 1541552
650: Social Security
On-budget BA ... 7812 8476 5219 9979 10.775 11,607 57,868
BA .. 10,543 11.213 11922 12,662 13,458 14,290 74,088
Off-budget BA .. 364638 382465 401221 421027 2532 465,007 2476830
0 357596 31931 393137 412438 433311 455,165 2426578
Total BA ... 372,450 390,841 410,440 431,006 453307 476614 2,534,758
{: Wit 368,139 386,144 405,059 425,100 446,769 469,455 2,500,565

700: Veterans Benefits and Services

BA ... 39117 38.458 N2 37713 38,002 35,713 230715
R 39,654 35321 38,063 39427 35,882 38912 233259
750: Administration of Justice
22,125 22,302 23,18 23,235 20,746 20,740 132334
G 19,530 21,182 2.241 22,544 20,704 20,700 127,681
800: General Government
BA ... 11312 13314 12,592 12,987 12,549 13,020 75.834
{1 e 11,747 13,640 12928 13,364 12454 12,321 76,454
900: Net Interest
On-budget BA ... 282.653 288,947 292607 234,004 298,041 302443  1.758,685
B 282,653 288,947 292507 234,004 298,041 302443 1758695
Oft-budget BA .. —40555 44900 49690 54979 60722 66864 317710
L+ L —40,555 —44500 —49890 54979 -60722 —66884 317710
Total BA .. 242098 244047 242817 239,025 237,319 235579 1440985
(¢ JE—~ 242038 244047 242317 239025 237319 235579 1440985
920: Nllowances
BA ... 2671 -1934 -2025 2038 -2,026 -2,182 -1.534
[+ [P -1,032 ~833 -183 - =177 =213 —6.228

950: Offsetting Receipts

On-budget BA —45574 —35574 34762 36540 -383m 4058 -2313%8

0.. ——45574 —-35574 34762 -36540 38372 40586 2312358

Off-budget EA L= - 6,623 =17.025 =754 -8.183 — 8,630 —9.427 —47 4%
BA

—-6,623 -1025 —-17542 =8,189 —§,690 —9427 —474%
Total e =52197 —42599 -42304 44729 -47012 -50013 —278854
0. =52,197 —42599 42304 -44729 -47012 50013 -278854
SENATE AMENDMENT
[in billions of doltars]
Fiscal year—
1997-2002
1997 1598 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total Spending:
On-budget BA .. 13216 13609 13916 14347 1455.7 14991 BAE3S
0... 1317.1 13527 13816 14166 14347 14674 8370.1
Off-budget BA ... 3185 3353 3476 3582 3165 388.7 212438
0. 31L1 3245 3342 348.7 5.0 3784 2,062.4
Total BA ... 1.640.1 16962 1.729.2 17929 18322 8 10.588.4
0 1.628.2 16772 17158 17653 1.799.7 18463 10.432.5
Revenues:
On-budget 1,086.2 11298 1,176.1 1,2299 12896 1359.1 7.2710.8
Off-budget 385.0 4023 423.4 a5 465.2 4873 6083
A S s B R s sy Tl i 14712 15322 1,589.5 1,6750 1.754.8 18464 9.879.1
Deficit/Surplus:
On-bud 230.9 228 205.5 186.7 145.1 1083 1.099.3
Off-budget ~739 -1138 —89.2 -96.4 -100.2 —-1084 -585.9
TN o s e s B R R AR i " 157.0 1450 1163 903 439 -0l 5534

050: National Defense

BA ... 265.6 261.1 269.5 2718 2742 2768 1.625.1
{1 M 2637 262.1 265.1 2686 %75 2672 1.594.2
150: International Affairs
BA ... 142 127 116 120 124 127 756
L — 1449 136 126 114 115 115 755
250: General Science, Space, and Technology
BA ... 16.7 16.1 157 154 155 155 949
{1 R 168 163 158 155 155 155 95.5
270: Energy
BA .. a7 23 25 25 27 24 168
0. 31 22 1.8 16 16 12 115
300: Natural Resources and Environment
BA ... 203 200 199 19.5 194 193 1184
) {: Bt 215 208 206 20.1 196 154 122.1
350: Agriculture
BA ... 128 125 122 115 10.5 103 63.8
{1 SR 110 10.6 103 87 87 84 58.7
370: Commerce and Housing Credit
On-budget BA ... 81 56 1056 126 114 1.7 6.0
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SENATE AMENDMENT—Continued
{In billions of doilars)

Frscal year—

1997-2002
1997 1938 1999 2000 2001 2002
1 J— =24 57 6.1 15 74 14 317
Off-budget BA ... L1 47 36 0.4 34 1] 132
0. 0.7 15 =17 =05 Ll 0 11
Total BA . 92 143 142 13.0 148 117 a2
[+ SR =17 12 44 1.0 85 74 328
400: Transportation
26 433 438 435 437 440 2609
| 393 3 356 341 137 332 2129
450: C and Regional Develop
BA. 89 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 65 433
D 108 95 85 I 12 6.7 50.5
500: Education, Training, Emplayment, and Social Services
BA 514 43.0 502 51.0 S8 526 306.0
i 515 483 454 50.2 509 517 3026
550: Health
BA .. 1324 1374 1440 1528 1603 167.2 894.1
| =) 1324 1378 1441 1527 1599 166.7 8336
570: Medicare
BA ... 1918 2053 216.0 2285 2411 2533 1336.2
0 190.1 2035 43 2.7 2393 511 13244
600: Income Security
BA ... 8324 419 246.5 2646 264.1 2828 1,5323
0 s 2403 2452 253.0 2645 2685 2811 15526
650: Social Security
On-budget BA ... 18 85 92 100 108 116 579
[+ 10.5 11.2 119 12.7 135 143 74.1
Otf-budget BA ... 3646 3825 401.2 421.0 425 465.0 24768
' B 3576 3749 3331 424 4333 4552 24265
Total BA ... s kLhE 4104 4310 4533 4766 25347
[ - 368.1 386.1 405.0 425.1 44638 4695 25006
700: Veterans Benefits and Services
BA ... 39.0 385 387 387 388 390 2328
L e 335 393 393 404 7 393 2355
750: Administration of Justice
BA ... 217 23 233 233 189 199 1304
{ 206 28 24 230 158 198 1212
800: General Government
138 136 133 132 133 135 807
137 136 133 131 132 133 802
900: Net Interest
On-budget 282.7 2893 293.1 29456 2988 3034 17619
2827 2893 21 2846 298 3034 17619
Off-budget -406 -443 -497 -550 607 —669 -
=406 —449 —497 —-3550 -60.7 —-66.9 -3178
Total 21 2044 2434 2396 281 265 14441
2421 2444 2434 2396 2381 5 1.444.1
920: Allowances
BA ... ~18 -02 -04 -08 -2 -37 =19
_ 2 % 08 ol -03 -08 =11 =37 =50
950: Offsetting Receipts
On-budget BA ... —437 -357 -39 =367 —385 —40.1 -2296
[ -437 -357 -39 -36.7 -3835 —40.1 -2295
OH-budget BA .. -85 -10 =15 -82 -87 -94 -474
0. ] -0 =15 -82 -87 -94 -474
Total BA ... -503 —427 ~424 —449 -412 -495 -2717.0
0... -503 -427 —424 ~449 ~412 —435 -2717.0
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—TOTALS
[In millions of doliars]
Fiscal year— Soyear
1987 1398 1993 2000 2001 2002 boal
Total Spending
On-bud, BA .. 1314760 1362075 1392403 1433371 1453873 1496063 8,452,545
[} j 1311011 1354668 1383872 1416493 1432423 1462900 8361367
OH-budget BA .. 318579 333264 347616 338,261 376514 388716 2,124,950
0 ... 311,138 324587 334239 348,791 365,011 378874 2,052,640
Total BA .. 1833339 1697339 1740019 1.791.632 1830387 1884779 10577495
0. 1622143 1679255 1718111 1765284 1797434 1841774 10,424,007
On-budget 1083728 1,130269 1177467 1231178 1290661 1359046 7,272,349
Off-budget 385,010 402,282 423420 445,102 465,155 487344 2608313
O e R R e e st opkibinss 1468738 1532551 1600887 1676280 1755816 1.8463%0 9,880,662
Deficit/Surplus:
e A N o e AR B AL o Ao e O s O e ORI | NSt adeetee VRS e rses SR arasr ooty 227,281 224339 206,405 185315 141,762 103858 .
0Off-budget i ~73812 ~-7769%5 —B89.1B1 —-96311 ~100.144 —10BA70 ..
TR s e o A A U 153411 146,704 1224 83,004 41618 —4B16 i
050: National Defense
BA .. 265,583 268158 270797 273337 275961 278821  1.632.697
0. 264,146 263018 266,289 269,961 269025 268962  1,601.401
150: International Attairs
BA ... 14,308 12,120 11.095 11,556 11,664 11,864 12607
| 0 15,201 13519 12,520 11.235 11022 10,836 74393
250: Science, Space, and Technology
BA .. 16,788 16,243 16,012 15,775 15,700 15,573 96,097
0 .. 16,865 16421 16,053 15,805 15117 15,611 95472
270: Energy
BA ... 3728 2830 2512 2272 2385 2,069 15,796
0 e 3,080 238 1.758 1.351 1329 874 10,720



June 7, 1996

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—TOTALS—Continued

{in millions of dolars]

13449

Fiscal year— i
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 total
300: Natural Resources and Environment
BA .. 20879 18.862 19,787 18,604 19,170 19,098 116,400
L AR 21,707 19,658 20,515 18,125 19.418 19,189 119,632
350 Agriculture
BA .. 12811 12.122 11,799 11,146 10,015 9,627 67.520
. . [ Jiee 10,985 10,220 9,898 9,268 8229 1822 56,422
370: Commerce and Housing Credit
On-budget 8.186 8,561 10,575 12,543 11363 11,695 63523
~2307 5,746 6,109 7414 13 1312 31,651
Off-budget 1119 4724 3621 402 3,394 0 266
720 1581 ~ 1,666 —478 L1z 0
Total 9.305 14,285 14,202 12,945 14,757 11,685 77,189
- 1587 1321 4443 6,935 8489 1312 32919
400: Transportation
42,635 43427 43,904 43,738 44,104 44518 262,386
; ; 39311 37,308 35,886 U5 34121 33624 214,326
450: Community and Regional Development
8218 6,651 6611 6,656 6,466 6,367 40,959
10321 8982 8111 1.287 6813 6,334 47834
500: Education, Training, Employment, and Social Services
BA ... 48983 47428 48,197 48,931 49,686 50,408 29364
1) JS 43,964 47,758 47,761 48318 48953 49,529 292,384
530: Health
BA .. 133,228 140,343 146,103 152,405 158,848 164,380 895,307
0 133,172 140,728 145,245 152,317 158,509 163912 834,884
570: Medicare
BA ... 192835 207412 218081 230,596 243,192 253,649 1345775
. 0. 181,151 205,687 215819 28,847 241458 281,248 L3210
600: Incame Security
BA .. 230233 241766 246,842 265,119 264,868 283450 1532278
0 e 239737 244694 253422 265,209 268404 280388 1551854
650: Social Security
On-budget 1813 8476 9,219 9,979 10.775 11,607 57,869
11,001 11,213 11,922 12,662 13,458 14,290 74,54
Ofi-budget 364638 382465 401221 421,027 442532 465007 2476890
35759 374331 393137 412438 43331 455,165 2426578
Total 372451 390,941 410,440 431,006 453307 476614 2534753
368,587 386,144 405,059 425,100 445,769 459 2501124
700: Veterans
38463 38,552 38179 38,185 38.382 39318 231,080
39,561 39313 38,644 39,886 37.265 39,602 2342m
750: Administration of Justice
20,924 230 23,264 8278 20,330 20,315 130431
19,540 21397 23131 22,966 20,281 20,267 126,782
800: General Government
12.353 14,097 13,288 13.609 13.262 13,209 73818
12,188 14,275 13.451 13,675 13.185 12,831 1513
500: Met Interest
On-budget 282,591 289,121 292,939 294426 298531 302932 1760540
282,591 289,121 292,939 234,426 298,531 302932 1760540
Off-budget —40555 —44900 —-496%0 -54979 —G0722 -66B64 -312.710
—40555 —443800 —49690 —54979 —60722 -66,864 -317.710
Total 242,038 244,221 243,249 239,447 237809 236068  1.442.830
242,036 244,221 243,248 ¥ 37,809 236,068 1,442,830
920: Allowances
~ 465 -1921 —2,084 -23 -2.552 -28%8  -12.260
-1867 -1217 1,085 -1413 - 2,401 —2863 ~ 10,846
950: Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
On-budget -45334 -35539 - -3 -38277 -39940 —230322
-45334 -35539 -34707 -36505 —-38217 —-33940 -23032
Off-budget -6623 -1.025 —17.542 —-8,189 -8,690 -9427 —47,49%
e -6,623 -1.025 -1.542 -8189 —8,690 -3427 —47 4%
Total BA .. —51957 —42564 42269 —44694 46967 49367 277818
0 -51957 —42564 42269 —-44594 45967 43367 277818
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT COMPARED TO CURRENT LAW LEVELS
[In millions of dollars)
Fiscal year— Syear
1997 1958 1999 2000 2001 2002 sl
Total Spending:
On-budget BA.. ~—11974 25016 -—47877 —55217 -88134 —109775 —341993
0 -19111 -31617 -50479 —67.283 89839 -—I124209 382578
Off-budget BA ... R ) 7 0 0 7
B 32 3 7 0 0 0 70
Total BA.. ~—11942 -24985 47870 59217 —-B8134 -108775 341923
0.. =—19079 -31586 -50472 —67283 89839 -1242439 —382.508
Revenues:
On-budget —16627 —18280 20830 20620 —20436 143849 -—]l1L702
0Off-budget 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total wen = 16627 —18280 -20890 —20620 —20436 —14843 —11L702
Deficit/Surplus:
On-budget s —-72488 —13337 -29589 46663 —69403 ~—109400 -270876
Oft-budget il 32 3 7 0 0 0 70
Total pmE —2452 -13306 —-29582 —46663 60403 —109.400 -270.806
050 National Defense
BA .. 1044 3653 6,182 8,705 11,267 14,042 44,893
0 i -957 =530 2222 4128 8.450 6446 19,789
150: International Affairs
BA ... =131 =2,091 -3241 -3959 =3.966 ~ 4,045 =-111712
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Fiscal year— Eeot
1997 1938 1999 2000 2001 2002 L
) o, 293 =921 ~2,050 -2933 -333 -3,642 -12,587
250: Science, Space, and Technology
BA ... 111 —429 - 668 -908 —-982 -L110 ~3984
. 4 -2%0 ~ 564 -85 - 965 -1 =302
270: Energy
BA ... 17 —807 -1307 -149¢ - 1551 —-1,595 -6737
_ 1 8 —352 =1.021 -1.284 —1.450 -1.542 —5,681
300: Natural Resources and Environment
827 ~-1,036 ~110 - 1,168 - 524 ~ 545 ~-2,556
. 14 —=1449 =20 -1.208 =517 - 549 -38719
350: Agriculture
0 —B686 -831 -836 -1.023 —1,168 — 4554
[] =612 -m -89 -993 - 1135 -4410
370: Commerce and Housing Credit
On-budget BA ... =164 =661 -376 - 1.000 - 1,000 -2318
L -3533 46 78 1211 100 ~893 -2993
Of-budget BA . 32 31 7 0 0 ] 10
L T 32 31 1 0 0 0 0
Total BA ... -132 -630 —369 883 =1.000 - 1,000 —-2.248
Dicic =3501 n 8 1211 100 -893 -2
400: Transportation
BA ... -1,097 -1292 -1417 -2219  -2821 —-2941 —-11.593
) L« -0 - 1613 -2.520 ~3305 =300 —-4,154 - 15462
430 C ity and Regional D
BA .. -39 ~1601 - 1,629 -1548 -1828 -1815 -8,561
; B -83 —-638 —1,167 - 1,595 =170 - 1.800 -1.023
500: Education, Training, Employment, and Social Services
BA .. ~1,084 -1559 -1815 - 1,956 —-2,063 -2098  —10875
sy - 1,066 —1581 —1.887 -2.012 -2,163 -2.230 -10.929
550: Health
BA . 653 =2751 —-8200 -14178 21467 31,267 -n2r
[+ o 553 — 2497 -B8l125 -K117 -=21411 =3L207 —T76.804
570: Medicare
-67439 11108 -—20597 28536 38508 52831 158389
-675% —11,108 -20537 —28536 —38508 —52.881 - 158,396
600: Income Security: 7
BA ... -3911 - 1,948 - 6,880 - 1,686 — 6,687 =2,115 -2
0 -445  -8362 —6,850 -6.337 ~-6,746 -8,142 - 40,382
650: Social Security
On-budget BA ... 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
¢ e 458 0 0 0 0 0 458
Dfi-budget BA .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
{ I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total BA 1 ] 0 0 0 0 1
10 e 458 0 0 0 0 0 458
700: Veterans
-132 -327 -13914 -2,145 -21713 - 1545 —-8.236
-130 108 - 1,631 -2132 -2,142 -1623 ~7.550
750: Administration of Justice
1,076 2.290 3231 3,265 341 350 10.553
27 1784 1737 3.008 348 58 7.532
800: General Government
-4 -193 -95% - 682 -1072 -811 ~3,766
14 164 —-736 —788 —988 —988 -332
900: Net Interest
On-budget —-68 — 478 -1518  -3285 -6001 -10217 - 21,567
-68 —478 -1518 -3,285 =6001 -10217 -21,567
Of-budget 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total —68 —478 -1518 -3.285 -6001 -10217 —21.567
~68 —478 -1,518 -3,285 -6001 -10217 -21.567
920: Allowances
465 =1921 ~2,084 -2340 -2,552 -2898  -12.260
- 1,698 -1217 =1,085 -1413 —2401 —2.863 —10.677
950: Undistributed Otfsetting Receipts
On-budget ~2,076 —2,061 — 3642 —4.831 -5718 =6,105 24513
—2.076 —2.061 —3.642 —-4931 -5718 =6,105 -5
Off-budget 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
L} 0 0 1] 0 0 0
Total - 2,076 —2,081 ~-3,642 —-4931 -5718 -§,105 —-24,533
...... -2,076 —-2,081 —-3,642 —-4,931 -5718 -6,105 -24533
DISCRETIONARY AND MANDATORY SPENDING LEVELS
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—DISCRETIONARY SPENDING
[in millions of dollars]
Fiscal year— G-year
1887 1958 1999 2000 2001 2002 ol
Total Spending:
BA .. 497350 493717 491268 498588 491,117 500592 2972633
[ - 538,612 526,935 525,485 525,251 516,223 514219 3,146,745
050: Nationa! Defense
266,362 268,971 271,500 24024 276572 279459 1636988
264,968 263862 267,048 270657 26904 269.608 1605887
150: International Atfairs
18,236 16,060 14877 14,281 14,264 14175 91,993
19,548 17.878 16,593 15474 14,853 ¥ 98,816
250: Science, Space, and Technology
16,748 16.208 15,969 15,7131 15,655 15,521 95,838
16.826 16,382 16,013 15,763 15673 566 96,223
270: Energy
BA ... 5,126 3946 4074 3904 3,864 3,838 2,152
| - 5402 4505 4,440 4,136 4,000 3.897 26,380
300: Natural Resources and Environment
BA .. 20,139 19477 19,150 18,849 18791 18,725 115,131
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(In millions of dollars)

Fiscal year— Gyear
1997 1958 1983 2000 2001 2002 byl
[ 0. 21.088 20337 19.940 19.508 19.131 18916 118520
350: Agriculture
BA ... 3.949 3253 3118 3013 2926 2,781 19,040
0. 3958 3329 3.169 3.042 2948 2,808 19.252
370: Commerce and Housing Credit
BA ... 3099 2,606 3.008 4,283 2402 2,400 17.7%
: 0. 2.9% 2511 2.75% 3791 2578 2,18 16.885
400: Transportation
BA ... 13840 12536 12,460 11,658 11,250 10,936 72,680
’ [+ . 36,744 35.161 34,047 33,017 32532 32,058 203,559
450: Community and Regional Development
BA ... 7926 6,364 6,336 6.316 6,137 6.150 39,229
0. 10345 9,158 8,299 7318 6,865 6,479 48.462
500: Education, Training., Employment, and Social Services
BA .. 740 35351 35.219 3’21 35,176 35,145 213539
{ 5 35,64 35.217 35,094 35,011 34,959 214,451
550: Health
BA .. 23,168 21875 21,774 21018 21559 21559 131,754
[ 23,238 22144 21875 21.800 2,13 21,641 132433
570: Medicare
BA ... 3031 2892 2,892 2,882 2892 2892 17,491
Bz 3.031 2892 2892 2.852 2892 2892 17431
600: Income Secunty
BA ... 27816 35,119 31,690 38,104 33946 40,824 207499
; 0, 40,338 40,667 40,830 40,714 40011 40,299 22919
6350: Social Security
BA .. & 5 5 5 5 5 31
s 3.184 2742 2.708 2688 2688 2688 16.708
700: Veterans
BA .. 18425 18223 17.621 17.527 17,334 18.309 107,639
’ 0 s 19311 18829 17.958 17,567 17,544 18.223 109.432
750: Administration of Justice
BA .. 20,661 21875 22816 22,850 19.926 19,935 128,063
{1 i 19338 21.015 21948 22,600 19,340 19.350 124,791
800: General Government
BA ... 11,561 10,841 10,652 10.530 10,537 10,738 64,919
i 3. a 113712 10993 10,798 10,569 10,482 10,402 64,576
900: Net Interest
BA .. 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
920: Allowances
BA ... -4 - 1885 -2,051 -2.307 -2519  -2866 -11.8482
[ - ~1544 -1,180 - 1,046 -13n -2.367 ~2.830 -84
950: Undistnbuted Offsetting Receipts
BA 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 '] 0 0 0 0
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—MANDATORY SPENDING
[in miliions of dollars]
Fiscal year— Boyear
1997 1938 1999 2000 2001 2002 bl
Total Spending:
On-budget BA .. 817410  B68358 901,135 934,782 962756 995471 5479912
| Jey 772399 827713 858387 891242 916200 948681 5214622
Off-budget BA .. 318,579 335,264 347616 358,261 376,514 388,716 2,124,950
{+ et 311138 324587 334239 348,791 365,011 378,874 2,062,640
Total BA .. 1135989 1203622 1248751 1.293,043 1339270 1384187 7,604,862
(- a 1,083,537 1,152,300 1192626 1.240,033 1281211 1327555  17.277.262
050: National Defense
-1 -173 -703 - 687 -7 —-638 -4.291
-822 - 844 758 ~ 6% ~719 —-646 — 4,486

150: International Affairs
-3528 -3940 -3.882 -5 ~2,600 -2311 - 19,386
—4348 -4359 -4073 -4.239 -3831 =351 - 24423
250: Seience, Space, and Technology

40 41 43 4 & 45 239
39 39 40 42 4 45 249
270: Energy

-1398  ~LlI6 - 1562 -1632 -1479 - 1,769 ~8.956
-3 -2 - 2,682 -2.785 -260 -3.023 - 15,660

300: Natural Resources and Environment
740 -615 637 -5 k1L] 373 1.269
619 ~-639 575 -38 87 33 T2

350: Agriculture
8862 8869 8,681 8133 7,089 6,846

\ 48480
1027 6.891 6.728 6.226 5.281 5018 317

5.094 6.955 1.569 8.260 8,961 9.295 46,134
-5.297 3,169 3.383 3623 4,738 5,126 14772
4724 40 0

370: Commerce and Housing Credit
On-budget

Oft-budget L118 . 1627 3394 13,266
120 1581 - 1,666 -4 L2 ] 1,268
Total 6213 11679 11196 8,662 1235 9,295 59,400
~4577 4,750 1.687 KR 5910 5126 16.040
400: Transportation
BA ... 28,795 30891 3144 32,140 32854 33582 189,706
! s R, 2.567 2145 1839 1,661 1,589 1,566 11,367
450: Community and Regional Development
BA .. 92 87 75 340 3 217 1,740
0 - =176 ~ 188 —45 -4 - 145 —-628
500: Education, Training, Employment, and Social Services
BA ... 11,506 12077 12918 13,720 14510 15,264 79,995
550: Health 0 ... 11458 12,094 12,544 13,225 13942 14,660 77923
BA ... 110059 118,468 124329 130,687 137,183 142821 763,553
T s ) 109,336 118,584 124,371 130,517 136,772 142271 762451
: Medica

BA .. 189804 204520 215199 227704 240300 250757 1,328,284
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—MANDATORY SPENDING—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year—

Geyear
1997 1958 1998 2000 2001 2002 ol
_ 0.. 18120 200785 212827 225955 238566 248356 1316719
600: Income Security
BA .. 202417 206647 215152 227015 230322 242626 1347719
0. 19339 204027 212502 224495 228393 240089 1308935
850: Social Security
On-budget 7807 8471 9214 9914 1 11502 :
7807 8471 9714 997e 10770 11602 57838
Oft-budget WAL 382485 M0L271 421007 A4D532 465007 2475890
B75%6  IMAS3 39T 41243 433301 455065 2426508
Total BA.. 372445 39093 410435 431001 453302 476609 2534728
0. 365403 383402 402351 422412 444081 486067 2484416
700: Veterans
BA . 20038 20329 20558 20658 2088 21008 123441
0... 20250  2048¢ 20886 22319 19721 239 12488
750: Administration of Justice
BA .. %3 s s 28 404 380 2358
0.0 02 382 383 36 ul kit 1991
800: General Government
BA ... 792 325 2536 3079 2725 2411 14,899
0. 81 3282 25683 3,108 718 2429 15,037
900: et Interest
On-budget BA.. 282391 283021 202939 294426 298531 302932  1760.540
g 282591 89121 232939 234426 298531 302932 1760540
Off-budget BA. 40555 —44900 ~—49530 54979 60722 —G6.864 —317.710
s —40555 44900 -—49§90 54973 —60722 —66864 317710
Total BA.. 202036 244221 243249 239447 237809 236068 1442830
0 u2036 284220 243243 239447 237808 236068 1442830
920: Allowances
BA ... -251 -3 -33 -33 -33 -32 -418
0. -223 -37 -3 -3 -3 -3 -2
950: Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
On-budget BA ... — 45334 -35539 =34727 - 36,505 =382 -3940 -230322
[ PR — 45334 —35539 -34721 -36505 —38.217 —39940 -230.322
Oft-budget BA.  -8623 -7025 —7582 —8189 —B&0 9427 —474%
0. —663 -7025 7542 8189 -8830 9407 -474%
Total BA .. —51947 -—42568 —42269 ~—d4694 —46967 —d9367 —2778I8
s ~51347 —4256% —42265 44698 46367 —49367 277818
CREDIT LEVELS
CREDIT LEVELS IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT BY FUNCTION
{In billions of ollars)
Fiscal year— Beyear
1997 1958 1999 2000 01 2002 o
Direct Loans 41353 36358 36455 36535 36600 36628 223925
Loan G 267.284 260457 268601 268489 270244 270948 1615033
050: National Defense

0800 0200 0s2  0.J87 018 0183 1.747

Loan

150: International Affairs
Direct Loans 4333 4342 4358 4345 4395 43 26.161
Loan Guarantees 18110 18262 18311 18311 13409 18409 109812

1.033 1.03% 1045 1.035 1L.000 1031 6.184

Loans
300: Natural Resources and Environment
rect Loans

Du 0037 0041 0038 0038 0038 0038 0230
350: Agriculture

Direct Loans 7794 9346 10743 10736 10595 10570 59.784

Loan G 3870 6.637 6.586 6.652 6.641 6.709 39.905
370: Commerce and Housing Credit

Direct Loans 185 1787 1.763 1759 L5 1.740 10.650

Loan G 197.340 196750 196253 195.883 195375 194875 1176.476

400: Transpartation
Direct Loans 0015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0015 0.090
450: C ity and Regional Dy

Direct Loans 1.231 1.257 1.287 1.365 1.404 1.430 7374

Loan G 2133 2133 LM LIT1 2202 2.202 11012
500: Education, Training, Empleyment, and Social Services

Direct Loans

16219 16219 16219 16219 16219 16218 97.314
17469 19760 20854 21.589 23313 25085 128078

550: Health
Loan G 0187 0094 0.000 0000  0.000 0.000 0.281
700: Veterans
Direct Loans 0935 0962 0.987 1.021 1.189 1.194 6.283
Loan G 26362 255925 25426 24883 24298 23668 150.562

950: Undistributed Otfsetting Receipts
Direct Loans 7.900 1350 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 9.250

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS

Section 301(g)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act requires that the joint explanatory statement accompanying a conference report on
a budget resolution set forth the common economic assumptions upon which the joint statement and conference report are based. The con-
ference agreement is based entirely on the economic forecast and projections of the Congressional Budget Office, published in CBO’s report
to the budget committees, ‘“The Economic and Budget Outlook: Fiscal Years 1997-2006" (May 1996). These economic assumptions assume
:h balanced budget by 2002 and are adjusted for anticipated revisions to the Consumer Price Index [CPI]. The assumptions are reflected in

e table below.

House Resolution. The Bureau of Labor Statistic [BLS) has announced its plans to make two technical revisions to the CPL First, the
BLS rebenchmarking of the CPI is estimated by CBO to reduce the growth in the CPI by 0.2 percentage points a year. This comprehensive
revision is to be completed by 1998. Second, the BLS also will incorporate improvements in the CPI to remove the ‘“‘formula bias" by June,
1996. CBO estimates that this revision will reduce the growth in the CPI by 0.16 percentage point a year. These revisions are incorporated
in the economic assumptions of the House resolution.

Senate Amendment. The assumptions of the Senate amendment are identical to those of the House resolution.

Conference Agreement. The conference agreement follows the House resolution and the Senate amendment.
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ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS
[Calendar years] -
1955 Forecast Projected
actusl je96 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Nominal GOP (billions of dollars) 7.248 7584 7846 8333 BM5 8177 9831 10,108
Percent change. year over year:
Nominal GDP 45 45 48 45 48 49 49 49
Real GDP 20 20 20 2.1 22 22 22 22
Chained GDP price index 25 26 28 27 27 27 27 27
Inflation, CPI-U 28 238 3.1 30 29 29 29 30
Percent, annual:
Jnempl rate 56 58 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
3-month Treasury Bill rate 55 49 43 43 39 37 37 7
10-year Treasury Note rate 66 57 55 53 53 53 53 53
Source: Congressional Budget Office.
FUNCTIONS AND REVENUES

FUNCTION 050: NATIONAL DEFENSE

House Resolution. The House resolution provides $267.2 billion in budget authority and $264.8 billion in outlays in 1997 for national de-
fense. Over 6 years, the resolution provides $1,639.4 billion in budget authority and $1,606.5 billion in outlays. The resolution assumes policies
consistent with those anticipated for the National Defense Authorization Act of 1996. It also assumes sales from the National Defense Stock-
pile of $§79 million in 1997 and total sales of $649 million over 6 years.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment provides 1997 budget authority of $265.6 billion and outlays of $263.7 billion. For the 6-year
period, the amendment calls for $1,625.0 billion in budget authority and $1,594.4 billion in outlays. Like the House resclution, the Senate
amendment assumes policies consistent with those anticipated for the National Defense Authorization Act of 1996 and sales from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile of $79 million in 1997 and total sales of $649 million over 6 years.

Conference  Agreement.—The conference
agreement provides $265.6 billion in budget
authority and $264.1 billion in outlays in
1997. Over 6 years, the resolution provides
$1,632.7 billion in budget authority and
$1,601.4 billion in outlays. The resolution as-
sumes policies consistent with those antici-
pated for the National Defense Authorization
Act of 1996. It also assumes sales from the
National Defense Stockpile of $79 million in
1997 and total sales of $649 million over 6
years.

FUNCTION 150: INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

House Resolution.—For international af-
fairs, the House resolution calls for $13.7 bil-
lion in budget authority and $15.0 billion in
outlays in fiscal year 1997. Over 6 years, it
recommends $68.8 billion in budget authority
and $72.8 billion in outlays. The resolution
assumes the President’s requested cuts for
the Department of State, peacekeeping oper-
ations, and Foreign Military Financing
[FMF] loans. It anticipates that much of the
United States Information Agency will be
gradually privatized or eliminated. It also
assumes that funding in the Agency for
International Development will continue to
be reduced, and that the replenishments for
several multilateral development banks will
soon be completed. The resolution calls for
maintaining funding in 1997 for export fi-
nance and trade promotion programs. It rec-
ommends maintaining funding for Bosnia's
reconstruction through 1998, but assumes
that other Eastern European countries and
the former Soviet Union will graduate from
United States ald programs.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment calls for 1997 budget authority of $14.2
billion and outlays of $14.9 billion. It rec-
ommends $75.7 billion in budget authority
and $75.4 billion in outlays over 6 years. The
amendment assumes the President's re-
quested cuts for the Department of State,
the United States Information Agency, the
Agency for International Development, and
various multilateral development banks. The
Senate amendment, like the House resolu-
tion, recommends maintaining funding in
1997 for export finance and trade promotion
programs. It also shares the House resolu-
tion's call for maintaining funding for Bos-
nia’s reconstruction through 1998 while as-
suming that other Eastern European coun-
tries will graduate from United States aid
programs.

Conference  Agreement.—The conference
agreement calls for $14.3 billion in budget au-
thority and $15.2 billion in outlays in 1997.
Over 6 years, it recommends $72.6 billion in
budget authority and $74.4 billion in outlays.
The agreement endorses the notion that the
entire foreign affairs apparatus of the United
States needs to be completely reassessed.
The conference agreement assumes the
President's reductions for the Department of
State. It also recognizes that changes are re-
quired at the United States Information
Agency, the Agency for International Devel-
opment, and various multilateral develop-
ment banks. It maintains funding in 1997 for
export finance and trade promotion pro-
grams. It maintains funding for Bosnia's re-
construction through 1998, but assumes that
other countries will graduate from United
States aid programs.

FUNCTION 250: GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE, AND

TECENOLOGY

House Resolution. The House resolution pro-
poses 1997 budget authority of $16.5 billion
and outlays of $16.7 billion. It calls for $97.0
billion in budget authority and $97.1 billion
in outlays over 6 years. The resolution as-
sumes a 3-percent annual increase for re-
search and related activities in the National
Science Foundation. It emphasizes NASA's
core missions, but assumes savings from pri-
vate operation of the space shuttle. It pro-
vides resources to complete the inter-
national space station. It also calls for a $6
billion Mission to Planet Earth [MTPE] pro-
gram, and for prioritizing the Department of
Energy’s general science program.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
calls for $16.7 billion in budget authority and
$16.8 billion in outlays for fiscal year 1997.
Over 6 years, it recommends $94.9 billion in
budget authority and $95.6 billion in outlays.
The amendment assumes the same 3-percent
annual increase as the House resolution for
research and related activities in the Na-
tional Science Foundation. It also assumes
the President’s reductions to other NSF ac-
counts. It recommends maintaining the 1996
budget resolution’s assumptions for NASA.

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement calls for $16.8 billion in budget au-
thority and $16.9 billion in outlays in 1997.
Over 6 years, it recommends $96.1 billion in
budget authority and $96.5 billion in outlays.
The agreement retains the priority status of

basic research, assuming a 3-percent increase
for research and related activities within the
National Science Foundation. Relative to
the Senate amendment, the conference
agreement provides $0.9 billion in additional
funds over 6 years.
FUNCTION 270: ENERGY

House Resolution, For Function 270, the
House resolution recommends 1997 budget
authority of $2.4 billion and outlays of $2.7
billion. Budget authority over 6 years would
be 511.8 billion, with outlays of $7.9 billion.
The resolution calls for terminating the De-
partment of Energy [DOE]. It supports basic
research, such as DOE's efforts to map the
human genome and an expanded hydrogen
energy research program. It calls for elimi-
nating further funding for various DOE-sub-
sidized energy research programs. It rec-
ommends eliminating unnecessary bureauc-
racy in the Department of Energy, and as-
sumes the President’s proposal to reduce
strategic petroleum reserve [SPRO] oper-
ations and maintenance funding. It also as-
sumes the President's recommendation for
the Rural Electrification Administration
[REA]. The resolution calls for authorizing
DOE to lease excess SPRO storage capacity
and extending through 2002 the requirement
that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
[NRC] collect 100 percent of its budget from
fees assessed on the nuclear powerplants
that it regulates.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
calls for $3.7 billion in fiscal year 1997 budget
authority, and $3.1 billion in outlays. For the
6-year period, it recommends $16.8 billion in
budget authority and $11.5 billion in outlays.

The amendment does not assume termi-
nation of the Department of Energy. But it
joins in the House resolution’s support for
science and basic research, such as DOE’s ef-
forts to map the human genome. The amend-
ment builds on the President’s proposals to
reduce funding for the development of en-
ergy technologies. It rejects the President’s
$33 million increase for the DOE head-
quarters budget, and assumes reductions in
other DOE headquarters functions. The
amendment also assumes the President’s
proposal to reduce strategic petroleum re-
serve [SPRO] operations and maintenance
funding, and the President’s recommenda-
tion for the REA. It calls for authorizing
DOE to lease excess SPRO storage capacity
and, as with the House resolution, extending
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through 2002 the requirement that the NRC
collect 100 percent of its budget from fees as-
sessed on the nuclear powerplants that it

regulates.
Conference Agreement. The conference com-

mittee agrees to $3.7 billion in budget au-
thority and $3.1 billion in outlays in 1997.
Over 6 years, it recommends $15.8 billion in
budget authority and $10.7 billion in outlays.
The conferees agree to disagree on the future
status of the Department of Energy; they
recognize that ultimately the committees of
jurisdiction will determine whether the De-
partment is or is not terminated. The con-
ference agreement supports basic science and
research. It calls for reducing the Depart-
ment of Energy’'s [DOE] efforts to commer-
cialize energy technologies. It rejects the
President’s $33 million increase for the DOE
headquarters' functions, and recommends re-
ductions in DOE overhead. It adopts the
President’s proposal to reduce the strategic
petroleum reserve [SPRO] operations and
maintenance funding. It assumes the Presi-
dent's recommendation for the REA. The
agreement resolves the differences for DOE's
appropriated programs by providing $24.8 bil-
lion in budget authority and $26.4 billion in
outlays over 6 years. Finally, the resolution
recommends that DOE be allowed to lease
excess SPRO storage capacity, and extends
the requirement through 2002 for the NRC to
collect 100 percent of its budget from fees as-
sessed on the nuclear powerplants that it
regulates.
FUNCTION 300: NATURAL RESOURCES AND
ENVIRONMENT

House Resolution. For fiscal year 1997, the
House resolution provides $20.5 billion in
budget authority and $21.3 billion in outlays.
Over 6 years, the resolution recommends
$115.4 billion in budget authority and $118.5
billion in outlays. The resclution calls for
priority funding to address environmental
concerns and to improve the quality of the
Natlon's parks. It recommends an increase
for the Superfund and safe drinking water
and wastewater programs of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, as well as in-
creases each year to operate the National
Park Service [NPS]. In addition, the resolu-
tion would permit resource managers to in-
crease fees and retain a large portion of
those fees for improvements in the parks.
The resolution assumes the elimination of
the Agricultural Conservation Program and
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Program, which were subsumed in the new
Environmental Quality Incentives Program
of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and
Reform [FAIR] Act of 1996. It assumes the
President’s recommendation to terminate
the international forestry program. It re-
focuses the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration [NOAA] on its core
missions. It recommends reforms at the Bu-
reau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engi-
neers, and reductions in overhead in the De-
partment of the Interior. It calls for ending
the government's involvement in the helium
program and reforming other minerals-relat-
ed activities, and it recommends refinancing
of the debt of the Central Utah Water Con-
servancy District.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
assumes 1997 budget authority of $20.3 bil-
lion, and outlays of $21.5 billion. It calls for
$118.3 billion in budget authority over 6
years and $122.2 billion in outlays. The
amendment shares the House resolution’s
emphasis on the environment and the na-
tional parks, calling for an increase for the
Superfund and safe drinking water programs
of the Environmental Protection Agency,
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and assuming full funding for the National
Park Service [NPS]. It further parallels the
House resolution in calling for the elimi-
nation of duplicative programs, such as the
Agricultural Conservation Program and the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Pro-
gram, which were subsumed within the new
Environmental Quality Incentives Program
of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and
Reform [FAIR] Act of 1996. It also assumes
the President's recommendation to termi-
nate the international forestry program.
Also like the House resolution, the amend-
ment calls for ending the government’s in-
volvement in the helium program and refi-
nancing the debt of the Central Utah Water
Conservancy District. Finally, the Senate
amendment recommends reducing royalties
in new oil and gas leases in water depths of
more than 200 meters in the Gulf Coast.

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement calls for $20.9 billion in budget au-
thority and $21.7 billion in outlays in 1997.
Over 6 years, it recommends $116.4 billion in
budget authority and $119.6 billion in out-
lays. Consistent with the thrusts of both the
House resolution and the Senate amend-
ment, the Conference agreement provides in-
creased funding for the Superfund and safe
drinking water programs of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and assumes an
increase in funding each year to fund the op-
erations of the National Park Service [NPS].
It also calls for eliminating several duplicate
programs that were subsumed within the
new Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram of the FAIR Act. It assumes the Presi-
dent's recommendation to terminate the
international forestry program, and ends the
government's involvement in the helium
program. Finally, it recommends refinancing
of the debt of the Central Utah Water Con-
servancy District.

FUNCTION 350: AGRICULTURE

House Resolution. The House resolution
calls for 1997 budget authority of $11.8 bil-
lion, and outlays of $10.2 billion, in Function
350. Over 6 years, the resolution recommends
$64.1 billion in budget authority and $53.3 bil-
lion in outlays. The resolution incorporates
the 1996 farm bill—the Federal Agriculture
Improvement and Reform [FAIR] Act—which
transitions agriculture to a more market-
oriented system. The resolution also as-
sumes the administrative reductions in-
cluded in the President’s budget for the
Farm Service Agency; reforms of the Foreign
Agricultural Service; reductions in unneces-
sary bureaucracy in the Department of Agri-
culture; and reforms of the Farmers Home
Administration. It also calls for permitting
the private sector to flnance additional re-
search, and reducing overhead in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Senate Amendment. For fiscal year 1997, the
Senate amendment recommends $12.8 billion
in budget authority and $11.0 billion in out-
lays. It calls for $69.7 billion in budget au-
thority and $38.6 billion in outlays over 6
years, As reflected in the House resolution,
the Senate amendment also incorporates the
1996 FAIR Act, and assumes the administra-
tive reductions included in the President’s
budget for the Farm Service Agency. It also
assumes the President's user fee proposals
for the Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service; Grain Inspection, Packers and
Stockyards Administration; and the Agricul-
tural Marketing Service.

Conference Agreement. The conferees agree
to $12.8 billion in budget authority and $11
billion in outlays in 1997 for Function 350.
Over 6 years, it recommends $67.5 billion in
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budget authority and $56.4 billion in outlays.
The conference agreement incorporates the
reforms-included in the Federal Agricultural
Improvement and Reform [FAIR] Act, which
transitions agriculture to a more market-
oriented system. It also assumes the admin-
istrative reductions included in the Presi-
dent's budget for the Farm Service Agency.
FUNCTION 370; COMMERCE AND HOUSING CREDIT

House Resolution. The House resolution rec-
ommends 1997 budget authority of $9.0 billion
and outlays of —$1.6 billion. Over the 6-year
budget period through 2002, it calls for $76.4
billion in budget authority and $32.6 billion
in outlays. The resolution assumes elimi-
nation of the Department of Commerce, in-
cluding elimination of the Advanced Tech-
nology Program [ATP], and reforms of re-
maining Department of Commerce functions.
It calls for the restructuring of Federal
Housing Administration [FHA] insured mort-
gages and accommodates a cost of $383 mil-
lion in 1997 associated with this policy rec-
ommendation. The resolution also assumes
the reform of the FHA assignment program
included in the Balanced Budget Act of 1995
(H.R. 2491) and the recapitalization of the
Savings Association Insurance Fund and the
extension of Financing Corporation [FICO]
bond obligations to all institutions insured
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion. Finally, it provides for an additional
$3.1 billion over the next 6 years to prepare
for, conduct, and complete the decennial
census scheduled to occur in 2000.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
provides budget authority of $9.2 billion in
1997 and outlays of —3$1.7 billion. It calls for
$77.3 billion in budget authority and $32.9 bil-
lion in outlays over 6 years. The amendment
does not assume the elimination of the De-
partment of Commerce. It assumes reducing
funds for certain administrative accounts,
and eliminating appropriations for certain
expired activities. It recommends the reform
of the FHA assignment program included in
the Balanced Budget Act of 1995 (H.R. 2491).
It also assumes the recapitalization of the
Savings Association Insurance Fund and the
extension of Financing Corporation [FICO]
bond obligations to all institutions insured
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion. Finally, like the House resolution, the
amendment provides for an additional $3.1
billion over the next 6 years to prepare for,
conduct, and complete the decennial census
scheduled to occur in 2000.

Conference Agreement. For fiscal year 1997,
the conferees assume $9.3 billion in budget
authority and —$1.6 billion in outlays. Over
6 years, the conference agreement assumes
$77.2 billion in total budget authority and
$32.9 billion in total outlays. The conferees
agree to disagree on the future status of the
Department of Commerce; they recognize
that ultimately the committees of jurisdic-
tion will determine whether the Department
is or is not terminated. They assume $3.1 bil-
lion over the next 6 years to fund the decen-
nial census, and the extension of patent and
trademark fees. Further, the conferees call
for the reform of the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration’s assignment program. The con-
ference agreement further assumes the re-
capitalization of the Savings Association In-
surance Fund and the extension of FICO
bond obligations to all institutions insured
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion. These provisions were originally in-
cluded in the Balanced Budget Act of 1995.

FUNCTION 400: TRANSPORTATION

House Resolution. For 1997, the resolution

calls for $41.7 billion in budget authority and
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$39.0 billion in outlays. It recommends $262.9
billion in budget authority and $216.6 billion
in outlays over 6 years. The resolution as-
sumes phasing out Amtrak and mass transit
subsidies, and eliminating several outdated
or unnecessary programs, including the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission, the Federal
Aviation Administration’s civil aeromedical
and management training programs, Intel-
ligent Transportation Systems, and the air-
line subsidy program. The resolution also
recommends the extension of vessel tonnage
fees; maintaining the current payment date
for cost-of-living-adjustments [COLA’s] for
Coast Guard retirees; and the elimination of
the fiscal year 1997 installment of Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
[ISTEA] demonstration projects.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
recommmends 1997 budget authority of $42.6
billion and outlays of $39.3 billion. It pro-
vides $260.9 billion in budget authority over
6 years and $212.9 billion in outlays. The
amendment assumes phasing out mass tran-
sit and Amtrak operating assistance and
adopting other Department of Transpor-
tation streamlining initiatives. It also en-
dorses the administration’'s recommenda-
tions for reducing Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration facilities and equipment and Federal
Transit Administration discretionary grant
spending. It assumes the extension of vessel
tonnage and emergency preparedness fees
and the elimination of the fiscal year 1997 in-
stallment of ISTEA demonstration projects.
The Senate amendment also contains report
language commending the Coast Guard for
its streamlining efforts.

Conference Agreement. For fiscal year 1997,
the conferees assume $42.6 billion in budget
authority and $39.3 billion in outlays. Over 6
years, the conferees assume $262.4 billion in
total budget authority and $214.9 billion in
total outlays. The conferees assume these
levels will be achieved through wvarious
streamlining measures in the Department of
Transportation, and the extension of vessel
tonnage fees.

FUNCTION 450: COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

House Resolution. The House resolution rec-
ommends 1997 budget authority of $6.7 billion
and outlays of $10.1 billion. Over 6 years, it
assumes $38.8 billion in budget authority and
$46.5 billion in outlays. The resolution calls
for creating a new Native American block
grant and a rural development block grant.
It assumes streamlining efforts in the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission and the Eco-
nomic Development Administration. It also
calls for focusing community development
programs on areas with the greatest need.

Senate Amendment. For 1997, the Senate
amendment recommends $9.9 billion in budg-
et authority and $10.8 billion in outlays. It
calls for $43.3 billion in budget authority
over 6 years and $50.5 billion in outlays. The
amendment assumes an increase in the oper-
ation of Indian programs for law enforce-
ment, child protection, housing, and welfare
assistance. It recommends reforms of com-
munity development programs, and adopts
the President’s proposal to reauthorize Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency
[FEMA] assessments on Nuclear Regulatory
Commission licensees.

Conference Agreement. For fiscal year 1997,
the conferees assume $8.2 billion in budget
authority and $10.3 billion in outlays. They
assume $41.0 billion in total budget author-
ity over 6 years, and $47.8 billion in total
outlays. The conferees assume extension of
FEMA emergency preparedness fees.
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FUNCTION 500: EDUCATION, TRAINING,
EMPLOYMENT, AND SOCIAL SERVICES

House Resolution. For fiscal year 1997, the
House resolution provides budget authority
of $47.0 billion and outlays of $49.5 billion.
Over 6 years, budget authority would total
$290.6 billion and outlays $291.7 billion. The
resolution recommends that Education for
the Disadvantaged (Title I) be funded at $7.2
billion and the Drug Free Schools Program
at $440 million—the same levels provided in
the Balanced Budget Downpayment Act, II
(H.R. 3019). It calls for the elimination of
Goals 2000. It also assumes passage of a job
training consolidation bill giving State and
local authorities control of job training
funding. Finally, the resolution assumes sav-
ings of $4.6 billion in budget authority from
eliminating direct lending and reducing sub-
sidies to banks and guaranty agencies.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
calls for 1997 budget authority of $51.4 billion
and outlays of $51.5 billion. It recommends 6-
year budget authority of $306.0 billion and
outlays of $302.7 billion. The amendment as-
sumes savings of $3.4 billion in budget au-
thority from capping direct lending volume
at 20 percent and reducing subsidies to banks
and guaranty agencies. It also assumes 338
billion in discretionary spending for fiscal
year 1997, $1.7 billion above the 1996 funding
level.

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement recommends $49.0 billion for
budget authority and $50.0 billion for outlays
in 1997, and 6-year totals of $293.6 billion in
budget authority and $292.4 billion in out-
lays. The agreement assumes priority fund-
ing for Title 1, Special Education, Impact
Aid, and Pell Grants. The agreement also as-
sumes the passage of a job training consoli-
dation bill.

The conference agreement assumes student _

loan outlay savings of $3.670 billion over 6
years. Conferees assume these savings will be
achieved without raising costs or limiting
access to student loans. Conferees assume
that savings in the guaranteed loan program
will be achieved in conjunction with a cap on
direct lending volume.
FUNCTION 550: HEALTH

House Resolution. The House resolution rec-
ommends $129.9 billion in budget authority
and $130.3 billion in outlays in fiscal year
1997. Over the 6-year period through 2002, the
resolution calls for $894.6 billlon in budget
authority and $89%4.7 billion in outlays. The
resolution assumes comprehensive reform of
Medicaid consistent with the framework of
the National Governors’ Association reform
plan, slowing the growth of Federal Medicaid
spending by $72 billion over 6 years. Total
Federal Medicaid spending would grow from
$96 billion in 1996 to $140 billion in 2002. The
resolution also incorporates the House-
passed Health Coverage Availability and Af-
fordability Act of 1996. It recommends struc-
tural reform of the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and maintenance of the 1996 in-
creases in funding for the National Institutes
of Health. It also accepts the administra-
tion's funding for Health Care Resources and
Administration, and accommodates the
health provisions of the new Native Amer-
ican block grant described in Function 450.
The resolution rejects the administration’s
25-percent cut in Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention. It calls for terminating the
National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health, consolidating health data collec-
tion and analysis in the Department of
Health and Human Services; eliminating un-
necessary funding in departmental manage-
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ment; consolidating bureaucracy in the Mine
Safety and Occupational Safety and Health
Administrations; and reducing departmental
overhead.

Senate Amendment. For fiscal year 1997, the
Senate amendment recommends $132.4 bil-
lion in budget authority and $132.4 billion in
outlays. It calls for $894.0 billion in budget
authority over 6 years, and $893.7 billion in
outlays. Corresponding with the House reso-
lution, the Senate amendment recommends
comprehensive reform of Medicaid consistent
with the framework of the National Gov-
ernors’ Association reform plan, slowing the
growth of Federal Medicaid spending by $72
billion over 6 years. Total Federal Medicaid
spending would grow from $96 billion in 1996
to $140 billion in 2002. The Senate amend-
ment also assumes National Institutes of
Health funding of $11.95 billion in budget au-
thority through 2002. Finally, it recommends
priority funding for Indian Health Services
and local health center service sites.

Conference  Agreement.—The conference
agreement provides $133.2 billion in budget
authority and $133.2 billion in outlays in
1997, and 6-year totals of $895.3 billion in
budget authority and $894.9 billion in out-
lays. The conferees firmly endorse the
recomendation of both the House resolution
and the Senate amendment in calling for
comprehensive reform of Medicaid, consist-
ent with the framework of the National Gov-
ernors’ Association reform plan, slowing the
growth of Federal Medicaid spending by $72
billion over 6 years. Total Federal Medicaid
spending would grow from $96 billion in 1996
to $137 billion in 2002. The conference agree-
ment also assumes priority funding for the
National Institutes of Health at $11.95 billion
in budget authority, and structural reform of
the Food and Drug Administration.

FUNCTION 570: MEDICARE

House  Resolution.—The comprehensive
Medicare reform envisioned in the House res-
olution assumes net 1997 Medicare spending
of $193.2 billion in budget authority and
$191.5 billion in outlays. Net budget author-
ity over 6 years would total $1,343.7 billion,
and outlays would be $1,332.1 billion. The as-
sumed Medicare reform would slow the
growth of net Medicare spending by $158 bil-
lion over 6 years. Gross 6-year spending
would be $1.479 trillion, rising from $196 bil-
lion in 1996 to $284 billion in 2002. The aver-
age growth rate in total program spending
would be 6.4 percent per year, and average
spending per beneficiary would rise from
$5,200 in 1996 to $7,000 in 2002. The resolution
calls for no increases in Medicare beneficiary
copayments or deductibles, and assumes
maintaining the Part B premium at 25 per-
cent of program costs while reducing the
taxpayer subsidy for high-income bene-
ficiaries.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment also calls for comprehensive Medicare
reform, assuming a plan that yields net 1997
Medicare budget authority of $193.2 billion,
and outlays of $191.5 billion. Over 6 years, the
assumed Senate reform results in net budget
authority of $1,335.9 billion, and outlays of
$1,324.3 billion. The assumed Medicare sav-
ings match those of the House resolution,
slowing the growth of net Medicare spending
by $158 billion over 6 years. Gross 6-year
spending would be $1.459 trillion, growing
from $196 billion in 1996 to 3279 billion in
2002. The amendment provides for an average
growth rate in total program spending of 6.1
percent per year, and the same per-bene-
ficiary spending increase as the House. The
amendment makes no explicit assumption
about Part B premiums, but calls for Part B
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savings consistent with the President’s budg-
et, which assume retaining the premium at
25 percent of program costs.

Conference Agreement.—Adopting the call
for comprehensive Medicare reform from the
House resolution and the Senate amend-
ment, the conferees propose $192.8 billion in
net Medlcare budget authority in 1997, and
$191.2 billion in net outlays. Over 6 years, the
conference totals would be $1,345.8 billion in
net budget authority and $1,334.2 billion in
net outlays. The reform assumed in the con-
ference agreement yields gross Medicare
spending of $209.1 billion in 1997 (an increase
from $196.1 billion in 1996) and $282.1 billion
in 2002. It assumes an average annual spend-
ing increase of 6.2 percent, with a 6-year
gross spending total of $1.479 trillion. The
conference agreement also assumes that
spending per beneficiary will increase from
$5,200 in 1996 to $7,000 in 2002. These spending
levels assume no increases in beneficiary co-
payments or deductibles. They also assume
maintaining the Part B premium at 25 per-
cent of program costs, but reducing the tax-
payer subsidy for high-income beneficiaries.
Savings from the Part A program assumed in
the conference agreement will extend the
solvency of the Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund for 10 years; savings from the Part B
program will be consistent with Part B pro-
gram savings assumed in the President's
budget.

FUNCTION 600: INCOME SECURITY

House Resolution.—The House resolution
calls for 1997 budget authority of $232.6 bil-
lion and outlays of $240.1 billion. Over 6
years, it recommends $1,524.6 billion in budg-
et authority and $1,541 6 billion in outlays.
The principal policy recommendation is for
comprehensive welfare reform, consistent
with the framework of the Conference Re-
port on the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Act of 1995, slowing the
growth of Federal welfare spending by $53
billion over 6 years. Total Federal welfare
spending would grow from $85 billion in 1996
to $106 billion in 2002. The resolution also as-
sumes the ‘‘Stevens™ package of retirement
reforms from the Balanced Budget Act of
1985 (H.R. 2491); maintaining the current
cost-of-living adjustment [COLA] payment
date for civilian retirees; increasing the
agency contribution to retirement for Civil
Service Retirement System [CSRS] employ-
ees by 1.5 percentage points; and increasing
employees’ contributions to retirement for
the Federal Employees’ Retirement System
[FERS], CSRS, and Postal Service employees
by 0.5 percentage points (effective October 1,
1996). Congressional pension reform also is
assumed. In addition, the resolution calls for
an open season for allowing CSRS employees
to convert to FERS. It assumes making per-
manent the current ongoing roll manage-
ment within the FECA Federal employees’
workers compensation program and schedul-
ing the payment of military retirees' cost-of-
living adjustments [COLA’s] at the same
time as those of civilian Federal retirees.
The resolution calls for equity in unemploy-
ment insurance for persons affected by inter-
national trade or who voluntarily leave the
military. It assumes reform of the Earned In-
come Credit. It also assumes renewing sec-
tion 8 housing contracts, but at market rents
rather than current, oversubsidized rents;
other reforms in assisted and public housing;
and provisions limiting the increase of an-
nual adjustment factor reimbursements to
private project owners

Senate A t. The Senate amendment
calls for 1997 budget authority of $232.4 bil-
lion and outlays of $240.3 billion. It rec-
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ommends 6-year budget authority of $1,532.3
billion and outlays of $1,552.6 billion. The
amendment shares in the House resolution’s
call for comprehensive reformm of welfare,
consistent with the National Governors' As-
sociation proposals, slowing the growth of
Federal welfare spending by $53 billion over
6 years. As with the House resolution, total
Federal welfare spending under the Senate
amendment's assumptions would grow from
$85 billion in 1996 to $106 billion in 2002. The
amendment also assumes the ‘‘Stevens”
package of retirement reforms included in
the Balanced Budget Act of 1995 (H.R. 2491),
with agency contributions increased by 1.51
percentage points. Agency and employee
contribution rate increases are tied to Janu-
ary 1 effective dates. No assumptions are
made regarding changes in military retire-
ment. Like the House resolution, the amend-
ment calls for equity in unemployment in-
surance for persons affected by international
trade or who voluntarily leave the military.
It assumes reform of the Earned Income
Credit. It also assumes the renewal of sec-
tion 8 housing contracts—but at market
rents, rather than current, oversubsidized
rents, and provisions limiting the increase of
annual adjustment factor reimbursements to
private project owners.

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement assumes $230.2 billion in budget
authority and $239.7 billion in outlays in
1997, and $1,532.3 billion in budget authority
and $1,551.9 billion in outlays over 6 years.

The conference agreement assumes com-
prehensive welfare reform, slowing the
growth of Federal welfare spending by $53
billion over 6 years. For mandatory welfare
programs within Function 600, spending lev-
els are assumed to be $81.7 billion in fiscal
year 1997, $97.5 billion in fiscal year 2002, and
a total of $529.5 billion over the 6-year pe-
riod. A portion of the programs affected
under the welfare reform proposal assumed
in the resolution appear in Function 500.
When those are taken into account, total
spending on all programs affected by the wel-
fare reform proposals in Functions 500 and
600 is assumed to be $576.2 billion during the
period 1997 through 2002.

The conference agreement rejects the ad-
ministration’s proposed outyear cuts for the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram [LIHEAF], which reach a maximum re-
duction of nearly $200 million in fiscal year
2000. The resolution instead assumes
LIHEAP funding will remain at the fiscal
year 1996 level through 2002.

The conference agreement assumes re-
forms of the Earned Income Credit [EIC] to
eliminate fraud and abuse within the pro-
gram, to better target benefits to low-in-
come working families with children, and to
coordinate the credit with the $500 per child
tax credit that also is assumed in this budg-
et. The cutlay portion of the EIC, which ap-
pears in Function 600, assumes spending of
$19.2 billion in fiscal year 1997, rising to $23.6
billion in fiscal year 2002. Total spending on
the EIC assumed in both Function 600 and
revenues during the period 1997-2002 is as-
sumed to be $156.3 billion.

The conferees also assume major proposals
to strengthen the integrity of Federal retire-
ment programs. These proposals include con-
forming pension benefits for Members of
Congress and congressional staff to the pen-
sion benefits available to Federal employees
within the executive branch, and maintain-
ing the current COLA payment date for re-
tired Federal workers as recommended by
the President through 2002. Additionally,
Federal agency contributions to the Civil

June 7, 1996

Service Retirement and Disability Trust
Fund [CSRDF] will be increased by 1.51 per-
centage points for CSRS covered workers be-
ginning October 1, 1996. CSRS, FERS, and
Postal Service employee contributions will
be increased by 0.25 percentage points on
January 1, 1997, by 0.15 percentage points on
January 1, 1998, and by 0.1 percentage points
on January 1, 1999. Portions of those propos-
als also appear in Function 950 and Reve-
nues.

The conferees assume the renewal of sec-
tion 8 housing assistance contracts, but at
market rents rather than the current above-
market rents. The conferees further assume
provisions limiting the increase of annual
adjustment factor reimbursements to pri-
vate project owners.

FUNCTION 650: SOCIAL SECURITY

House Resolution. The House resolution
calls for $372.5 billion in 1997 budget author-
ity and $368.1 billion in outlays. Over 6 years,
it assumes $2,534.8 billion in budget author-
ity and $2,500.7 billion in outlays. The resolu-
tion assumes no changes from current law.
Current law includes recently enacted legis-
lation that gradually raises the Social Secu-
rity earnings limit as called for in the Con-
tract With America Advancement Act of 1996
(H.R.. 3136).

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
matches the House resolution with regard to
Social Security. It calls for $372.5 billion in
1997 budget authority and $368.1 billion in
outlays. Over 6 years, it assumes $2,534.8 bil-
lion in budget authority and $2,500.7 billion
in outlays. The amendment assumes no
changes from current law. Current law in-
cludes recently enacted legislation that
gradually raises the Social Security earnings
limit as called for in the Contract With
America Advancement Act of 1996 (H.R.
3136).

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement follows the House resolution and
the Senate amendment.

FUNCTION 700: VETERANS' BENEFITS AND
SERVICES

House Resolution. The House resolution as-
sumes $39.1 billion in budget authority and
$39.7 billion in outlays in fiscal year 1997.
Over 6 years, the resolution calls for $230.7
billion in budget authority and $233.3 billion
in outlays. The resolution provides for $10.2
billion more in budget authority over 6 years
than the President’s budget in areas such as
medical care, medical research, and the VA
cemetery system. For fiscal year 1997, it rec-
ommends approximately $100 million more
for VA medical care than the President, It
also calls for several new initiatives: Raising
disabled veterans' auto allowance; improving
compensation for surviving spouses; extend-
ing back benefit payment limits; providing a
scholarship for college seniors; converting
certain education benefits to the Montgom-
ery GI Bill; making permanent the Alter-
native Teacher Certification Program; and
funding the Pro Bono Program at the Court
of Veterans Appeals.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
recommends 1997 budget authority of $39.0
billion, and outlays of $39.5 billion. It calls
for $232.7 billion in budget authority over 6
years, and $235.5 billion in outlays. The
amendment calls for $13 billion more in
budget authority than the President’s budg-
et over the next 6 years for veterans' medical
care, and assumes continued reform of medi-
cal care delivery. It recommends $5.1 billion
in savings from extending sunset dates in the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act [OBRA]
of 1993, repealing the Gardner and Davenport
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decisions, rounding down compensation
COLA's to the nearest whole dollar, and
making other small programmatic reforms.

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement assumes $38.5 billion in budget
authority and $39.6 billion in outlays in 1997,
and $231.1 billion in budget authority and
$234.3 billion in outlays over 6 years. The
agreement rejects the administration’'s pro-
posed cuts for the veterans’ medical care,
prosthetic research, the National Cemetery
System, and numerous other programs for
veterans. Thus, the agreement calls for $10.6
billion more in budget authority over 6 years
than the President’s budget in these and re-
lated areas. The agreement assumes adop-
tion of those savings in mandatory programs
agreed to with the President during budget
negotiations earlier this year. The agree-
ment also assumes enactment of several new
initiatives: Raising disabled veterans’ auto
allowance; improving compensation for sur-
viving spouses; extending back benefit pay-
ment limits; providing a scholarship for col-
lege seniors; converting certain education
benefits to the Montgomery GI Bill; making
permanent the Alternative Teacher Certifi-
cation Program; and funding the Pro Bono
Program at the Court of Veterans Appeals.

FUNCTION 750: ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE

House Resolution. The House resolution
calls for $22.1 billion in budget authority and
$19.9 billion in outlays in 1997. It rec-
ommends $132.3 billion in budget authority
over 6 years, and $127.7 billion in outlays.
The resolution assumes $4.7 billion in 1997
budget authority for the Violent Crime Re-
duction Trust Fund. It provides for full fund-
ing of $699 million for reforms contained in
the House's recently passed Immigration in
the National Interest Act, and full funding of
$229 million for the Antiterrorism and Effec-
tive Death Penalty Act of 1996. The resolu-
tion also recommends eliminating the politi-
cal appointment process for U.S. Marshals.

Senate Amendment. For 1997, the Senate
amendment recommends $21.7 billion in
budget authority and $20.6 billion in outlays.
It calls for $130.3 billion in budget authority
and $127.2 billion in outlays through 2002.
The amendment assumes full funding of $5
billion in 1997 budget authority for the Vio-
lent Crime Reduction Trust Fund, and calls
for eliminating the political appointment
process for U.8. Marshals.

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement assumes $20.9 billion in budget
authority and $19.5 billion in outlays in 1997,
and $130.4 billion in budget authority and
$126.8 billion in outlays over 6 years. The
conferees recommend $4.7 billion in 1997
budget authority for the Violent Crime Re-
duction Trust Fund to demonstrate the con-
tinued Federal commitment to support Fed-
eral, State, and local law enforcement and
crime prevention efforts. The conferees as-
sume full funding for the Antiterrorism and
Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996. In addi-
tion, the conference agreement supports the
Immigration in the National Interest Act
and calls for sufficient funding to implement
the reform priorities set forth in the act.

FUNCTION 800: GENERAL GOVERNMENT

House Resolution.—For Function 800, the
House resolution provides for 1997 budget au-
thority of $11.4 billion and outlays of $11.7
billion. Over 6 years, the resolution rec-
ommends $75.8 billion in budget authority
and $76.5 billion in outlays. The resolution
calls for ending the government's monopoly
on printing and implementing overall reform
of the General Services Administration. It
also assumes savings from amending the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

McKinney Homeless Assistance Act to re-
duce unnecessary litigation during the dis-
posal of surplus Federal property.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment recommends 1997 levels of $13.8 billion
in budget authority and $13.7 billion in out-
lays. It calls for 6-year budget authority of
$80.7 billion and outlays of $80.2 billion. The
amendment assumes savings of $1.5 billion
over 6 years on Federal courthouse construc-
tion.

Conference Agreement.—The conferees rec-
ommend $12.4 billion in budget authority and
$12.2 billion in outlays in 1997, and $79.8 bil-
lion in budget authority and $79.6 billion in
outlays over 6 years. It also assumes savings
from amending the McKinney Homeless As-
sistance Act to reduce unnecessary litigation
during the disposal of surplus Federal prop-
erty.

FUNCTION 900: NET INTEREST

House Resolution.—The House resolution
assumes net interest levels in 1997 of $242.1
billion in budget authority and outlays. Over
6 years, net interest would be $1,441.0 billion
in budget authority and outlays. The bal-
anced budget plan called for in the resolu-
tion is projected to reduce net interest pay-
ments from $239.7 billion in 1996 to $235.6 bil-
lion in 2002.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment assumes $242.2 billion in 1997 budget
authority and outlays for net interest. Over
6 years, a total of $1,444.6 billion in budget
authority and outlays is assumed. The bal-
anced budget plan called for in the amend-
ment is projected to reduce net interest pay-
ments from $239.7 billion in 1996 to $236.6 bil-
lion in 2002.

Conference  Agreement.—The conference
agreement assumes 3$242.0 billlon in 1997
budget authority and outlays for net inter-
est, and $1,442.8 billion in budget authority
and outlays over 6 years.

FUNCTION 920: ALLOWANCES

House Resolution.—For 1997, the House reso-
lution assumes $2.7 billion in budget author-
ity and —$1.0 billion in outlays. It calls for
-$7.5 billion in budget authority over 6
years, and —$6.2 billion in outlays. The reso-
lution assumes repeal of the Davis-Bacon
Act and the Service Contract Act and a re-
duction in the number of political appointees
in the executive branch. It calls for contract-
ing out printing orders of less than $1,000. It
also recommends funding for emergencies,
contingent emergencies, and an anticipated
1997 supplemental appropriation for the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency
[FEMA). In addition, this function reflects a
portion of the savings from allowing an open
season for Federal CSRS employees to con-
vert to FERS. [A debt collection provision
identical to that in the Senate amendment
in this function is reflected in Function 950
of the House resolution.]

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment calls for 1997 budget authority of —$1.6
billion and outlays of $0.8 billion. Over &
years, the amendment assumes —$8.0 billion
in budget authority and -$5.0 billion in out-
lays. The amendment assumes additional
savings by expanding debt collection provi-
sions in the Omnibus Consolidated Rescis-
sions and Appropriations Act (Public Law
104-134). It also assumes reform of the Davis-
Bacon Act and repeal of the Service Contract
Act.

Conference  Agreement.—The conference
agreement assumes —3$465 million in budget
authority and -$§1.9 billion in outlays in
1997, and -$12.3 billion in budget authority
and -3$10.8 billion in outlays over 6 years.
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The conference agreement assumes the addi-
tional $235 million in savings from expanding
debt collection provisions contained in the
Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Ap-
propriations Act (Public Law 104-134).
FUNCTION 950: UNDISTRIBUTED OFFSETTING
RECEIPTS

House Resolution.—For 1997, the House reso-
lution assumes -3$52.2 billion in budget an-
thority and outlays. It assumes —3278.9 bil-
lion in budget authority and outlays over 6
years. The resolution assumes an additional
$235 million above the Balanced Budget
Downpayment Act, II level from amending
debt collection provisions. It also reflects in
this function the receipts portions of the
Federal retirement provisions, including the
increased agency contributions and a portion
of the open season for CSRS employees to
convert to FERS. It assumes savings from
enactment of the expanded spectrum auction
provisions included in the Balanced Budget
Act of 1995 (H.R. 2491).

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment assumes budget authority and outlays
of —3$50.3 billion in 1997 and -$277.0 billion
over 6 years. It assumes the increased em-
ployers' share payments in Federal retire-
ment and enactment of the expanded spec-
trum auction provisions included in the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1995 (H.R. 2491). [Debt
collection provision identical to those re-
flected in the House resolution in this func-
tion appear in Function 920 of the Senate
amendment.]

Conference Agreement.—The conferees as-
sume $52.0 billion in budget authority and
$52.0 billion in outlays in 1997. Over 6 years,
they assume $277.8 billion in budget author-
ity and $277.8 billion in outlays. The agree-
ment assumes the spectrum auction provi-
sion in the House resolution and the Senate
amendment. In addition, a portion of the
Federal retirement reforms discussed in
Function 600 appear in Function 950. Agency
contributions to the Civil Service Retire-
ment and Disability Trust Fund [CSRDF] are
assumed to Increase by 1.51 percentage
points for all CSRS employees beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1996.

REVENUES

House Resolution—The House resolution
assumes $1,470.4 billion in revenues in 1997
and $9,877.2 billion over 6 years. It calls for
tax relief of $123.7 billion over 6 years with
adoption of a permanent $500-per-child mid-
dle-class family tax credit. The resolution
also assumes a 35,000 tax credit for adoption
expenses as contained in the Adoption Pro-
motion and Stability Act of 1996 (H.R. 3286),
and a repeal of the President's 4.3-cent in-
crease in the gasoline tax. It allows for po-
tential additional tax relief on a deficit-neu-
tral basis by reducing business tax subsidies
and extending expired tax provisions. In ad-
dition, the resolution calls for $9 billion in
savings from the Earned Income Credit [see
Function 600], and assumes revenues por-
tions of the Federal retirement reforms, in-
cluding the increased employee contribution
to the retirement trust fund [see Function
600]. Finally, it calls for $1.315 billion from
enactment of debt collection measures.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment assumes aggregate revenue levels of
$1,471.2 billion in 1997 and $9,879.2 billion over
6 years. It calls for tax relief of $122 billion
over 6 years with adoption of a permanent
$500-per-child middle-class family tax credit.
It establishes a reserve fund to provide for
the following: additional tax relief to mid-
dle-class families and small businesses; relief
from gasoline taxes; and incentives for sav-
ing and investment on a deficit-neutral
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basis. The amendment also assumes $5.5 bil-
lion in savings from the Earned Income Cred-
it [see Function 600] and includes in the reve-
nues function the increased employee con-
tribution portion of the ‘‘Stevens' package
of Federal retirement reforms discussed in
Function 600.

Conference  Agreement.—The conference
agreement assumes $1,468.7 billion in reve-
nues in 1997 and $9,880.7 billion over 6 years.
It assumes $122.4 billion in tax relief with
adoption of a $500-per-child middle-class fam-
ily tax credit. The agreement assumes $1.315
billion in additional revenues resulting from
enactment of debt collection measures. The
revenue aggregates also reflect the revenue
portion of reforming the Earned Income
Credit and the contribution portion of the
‘*Stevens’’ package of Federal retirement re-
forms.

RECONCILIATION

Under sections 301(b) and 310(a) of the
Budget Act, the budget resolution may in-
clude reconciliation instructions directing
the authorizing committees to make changes
in mandatory spending and revenues. The
purpose of reconciliation instructions, as set
forth in section 310(a) of the Budget Act, is
to effectuate the provisions and require-
ments of a concurrent resolution on the
budget.

INTERVALS

House Resolution. The House resolution pro-
vides reconciliation instructions for the ap-
propriate authorization committees to
achieve specified aggregate targets for fiscal
year 1997, fiscal year 2002, and the 6-year
total for fiscal years 1997 through 2002. In ad-
dition the Committees on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services and Government Reform
and Oversight have deficit reduction targets
for the same intervals.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
provides reconciliation instructions for its
committees to achieve savings from a base-
line for fiscal year 1997 and the 6-year total
for fiscal years 1997 through 2002 (except for
the tax relief bill, which is reconciled for fis-
cal year 2002, and the 6-year total of 1997
through 2002).

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement provides reconciliation instruc-
tions that will produce changes in manda-
tory spending for fiscal year 1997, fiscal year
2002, and the 6-year total for fiscal years 1997
through 2002. The agreement provides in-
structions that will produce changes in reve-
nues for the 6-year total for fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

DEADLINES, SUBJECT MATTER, AND COMMITTEES
RECONCILED

House Resolution. The House budget resolu-
tion establishes a process for considering
three separate reconciliation bills. On three
specified dates, the appropriate House au-
thorizing committees are instructed to sub-
mit their reconciliation recommendations to
the House Committee on the Budget. The
House Committee on the Budget will report,
without substantive change, three separate
reconciliation bills. Each of these bills will
be fully privileged in the House as a rec-
onciliation bill as defined in section 310 of
the Congressional Budget Act.

The deadlines, subject matter, and list of
instructed committees are summarized
below:

— May 24—Welfare and Medicaid Reform.
Committees reconciled: Agriculture,
Commerce, Economic and Educational
Opportunities, and Ways and Means.
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— June 14—Medicare Preservation. Commit-
tees reconciled: Commerce and Ways and
Means.

— July 12—Taz Relief and Miscellaneous and
Financial Services Direct Spending Reforms.
Committees reconciled: Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, Commerce, Economic
and Educational Opportunities, Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, Inter-
national Relations, Judiciary, National
Security, Resources, Science, Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, Veterans' Af-
fairs, and Ways and Means.

Although the House resolution does not in-
clude contingency provisions comparable to
the Senate amendment, the House retains its
prerogative to allow floor consideration of
subsequent reconciliation bills if one or
more of the reconciliation bills are vetoed.

Senate Amendment. Section 105 of the Sen-
ate amendment establishes a three-step
interdependent reconciliation process. The
first step of this process involves reform of
the welfare and Medicaid programs, and the
Agriculture and Finance Committees are in-
structed to report their recommended
changes in law to the Senate Committee on
the Budget by June 14, 1996. If this first rec-
onciliation bill is enacted into law, then the
following committees are instructed to re-
port their recommended changes in law to
the Senate Committee on the Budget by July
12, 1996: Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry; Armed Services; Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs; Commerce, Science, and
Transportation; Energy and Natural Re-
sources; Environment and Public Works; Fi-
nance; Governmental Affairs; Judiciary;
Labor and Human Resources; and Veterans’
Affairs. Finally, if both the first and second
bills are enacted into law, the Finance Com-
mittee is instructed to report to the Senate
by September 18, 1996, changes in law regard-
ing reductions in revenue.

Conference Agreement. The conference in-
cludes instructions for considering three sep-
arate reconciliation bills. The submission
deadlines, subject matter, and reconciled
committees for the House are as follows:

— June 13, 1996—Welfare and Medicaid Re-
form and Tar Relief. House committees
reconciled: Agriculture, Commerce, Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities,
and Ways and Means.

— July 18, 1996—Medicare Preservation.
House committees reconciled: Commerce
and Ways and Means.

— September 6, 1996—Tazx and Miscellaneous
Direct Spending Reforms. House commit-
tees reconciled: Agriculture, Banking
and Financial Services, Commerce, Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities,
Government Reform and Oversight,
International Relations, Judiciary, Na-
tional Security, Resources, Science,
Transportation and Infrastructure, Vet-
erans’ Affairs, and Ways and Means. The
amount reconciled in this third rec-
onciliation bill will reflect the full
amount of any tax changes reconciled
pursuant to this budget resolution con-
ference report. The amount reconciled in
the third reconciliation bill shall be ad-
justed to reflect any amount of revenue
reduction enacted pursuant to this budg-
et resolution conference report.

The House conferees note that the multi-
reconciliation process provides maximum
flexibility to achieve the changes in spend-
ing and the tax relief assumed in this con-
ference report. For example, any of the
spending or revenue changes assumed in the
first bill could—if not enacted—be achieved
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in the third bill. Moreover, the reconciled
committees are permitted to exceed the sav-
ings assumed in each of the reconciliation
bills. Nevertheless, the process still requires
reconciled committees ultimately to meet
their targets whether incrementally through
the separate reconciliation bills or solely
through the third bill.

The submission deadlines, assumed subject
matter, and reconciled committees for the
Senate are as follows:

— June 21, 1996—First Reconciliation Instruc-
tion: Assumed Welfare and Medicaid Reform
and Miscellaneous Taz Relief. Senate com-
mittees reconciled: Agriculture and Fi-
nance.

— July 24, 1996—Second Reconciliation In-
struction: Assumed Medicare Reform. Sen-
ate committee reconciled: Finance.

— September 18, 1996—Third Reconciliation
Instruction: Assumed Tar Relief and Mis-
cellaneous Direct Spending Reforms. Senate
committees reconciled: Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry; Armed Services;
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs;
Commerce, Science, and Transportation;
Energy and Natural Resources; Environ-
ment and Public Works; Finance; Gov-
ernmental Affairs; Judiciary; Labor and
Human Resources; and Veterans' Affairs.

The Senate conferees note that the Budget
Act and the precedents of the Senate permit
a concurrent resolution on the budget that
includes reconciliation instructions which
result in more than one reconciliation bill,
and which includes a reconciliation instruc-
tion that standing alone could increase the
deficit.

Section 310 of the Budget Act provides that
reconciliation instructions may appro-
priately be included in a budget resolution.
The Budget Act is silent as to the number of
reconciliation bills which may result from
any such instructions. Moreover, there is
clear precedent for providing for more than
one reconciliation bill. This is not the first
time a budget resolution has done so.

The budget resolution for fiscal year 1994
(House Concurrent Resolution 64) which im-
plemented President Clinton's first budget,
provided for two reconciliation bills: an om-
nibus reconciliation bill and a debt limit
bill. The omnibus bill considered as a result
of that budget resolution contained many
provisions which arguably did not contribute
in any way to ‘“‘deficit reduction’—notably
the substantial increase in spending in the
Food Stamp Program and the Federal pur-
chase of all childhood vaccines.

The budget resolution for fiscal year 1983
(Senate Concurrent Resolution 92) provided
for an omnibus reconciliation bill and a tax
reconciliation bill. The omnibus bill (Public
Law 97-253) resulted from instructions that
required Senate committees to report their
recommended changes by July 20, 1982. A sec-
ond set of instructions directed the Commit-
tee on Finance to report additional changes
by July 12, 1982. These additional changes be-
came the Senate's amendment to a nonrec-
onciliation tax bill which originated in the
House (the Tax Equity and Fiscal Respon-
sibility Act [TEFRA), Public Law 97-248).
Notwithstanding the fact that TEFRA was
not considered on the floor of the Senate as
a reconciliation bill, this was clearly an ex-
ample of a reconciliation instruction di-
reclt.ed at producing a separate reconciliation
bill.

Section 310(a)(2) provides that a budget
resolution may specify the total amount by
which revenues are to be changed. It is im-
portant to note that section 310 dictates nei-
ther the magnitude nor direction of such
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changes. Thus nothing in the Budget Act
prohibits reconciliation instructions from
reducing revenues. The precedents confirm
this authority. This is not the first time a
budget resolution has contained among its
reconciliation instructions an instruction for
an increase in the deficit. Again in House
Concurrent Resolution 64, the budget resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1994, the House Agri-
culture Committee was reconciled for outlay
increases for fiscal years 1994 through 1998.
This instruction permitted the House Agri-
culture Committee to successfully bring
through the conference on the reconciliation
bill language which substantially expanded
spending in the Food Stamp Program. More
recently, in last year's budget resolution
(House Concurrent Resolution 67), the Fi-
nance Comnmittee was reconciled for revenue
reduction.

The first use of reconciliation was for leg-
islation that reduced revenues. In 1975 the
applicable budget resolution (House Concur-
rent Resolution 466) provided an instruction
to both Ways and Means and Finance to re-
port legislation decreasing revenues.

Notwithstanding the fact that the authors
of the 1974 Budget Act were neutral as to the
policy objectives of reconciliation, since 1975
reconciliation and reconciliation legislation
has been used to reduce the deficit. The Sen-
ate conferees note that while this resolution
includes a reconciliation instruction to re-
duce revenues, the sum of the instructions
would not only reduce the deficit but would
result in a balanced budget by 2002.

The Senate conferees also note that the
three-bill approach to reconciliation con-
tained in this resolution provides for a more
thorough and orderly consideration of the
issues involved. It provides for extensive
consideration on the Senate floor of the pro-
posal for balancing the budget by the year
2002 as embodied by this budget resolution.
Rather than having just 20 hours of debate
on a single bill and 10 hours of debate on a
conference report, this three-step process
would permit 60 hours of debate on the bills
and 30 hours of debate on the conference re-
ports. In addition, in separating the proposal
to balance the budget into manageable
issues, Senators are permitted to address
their specific concerns to the issues con-
tained in each bill, rather than forcing Sen-
ators to vote on an ‘‘all-or-nothing propo-
sition.” Furthermore, the Senate conferees
note that section 313 of the Budget Act,
known as the “Byrd Rule,” provides great
protection to the minority against extra-
neous matter being placed in any reconcili-
ation bill and is reinforced by a 60-vote mar-
gin required to waive its restrictions.

Separate tables for the House and Senate
summarize the levels or amounts reconciled
to each of the appropriate committees are
provided below:

RECONCILIATION BY HOUSE COMMITTEE
WELFARE AND MEDICAID REFORM AND TAX RELIEF
Recommendations Due June 13, 1998
[In millions of dollars]
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MEDICARE PRESERVATION
Recommendations Due July 18, 1996
[in millions of dollars]

Committes 1597 2002 1997-2002
Commerce Committes: Di-
rect SpRdiNg ...oororeeens 319,554 420915 2.231,231
Ways and Means Commit-
tee; Direct spending ....... 3143% 510,804 2,652,563
TAX AND MISCELLANEOUS DIRECT SPENDING REFORMS
Recommendations Due September 6, 1996
[In millions of dollars]

Committes 1997 2002 1897-2002
Agriculture: Direct spending 35,599 36614 216,251
Banking and Financial

Senvices:
Direct spending .......... — 12,845 =5715 —41633
Deficit reduction? ..... 0 115 305
Commerce: Direct spending 318,054 415,250 2,216,885
Economic and Educational
Opportunities: Direct
LT S — 15.025 18,963 101,660
Govemment Reform and
Oversight:
Direct spending 65.164 82,594 442230
Deficit reduction 201 580 2837
International Relations:
rect spending 13,025 10311 67,953
Judiciary: Direct 2,78¢ 4,585 26482
National Security: Direct
SPENGING e ersresssnains & 39,787 45774 271815
Resources: Direct spending 2115 2048 11,652
Science: Direct spending ... 40 46 242
Transportation and Infra-
structure: Direct spend-
g e 18315 18,001 107,328
Veterans' Affairs: Direct
SPRAGING .oovoeercanioions 21375 2217 130,468
Ways and Means:
Direct spending ......... 723482 508,107 2,638,057
Revenue change ......... NA NA 2113838

1 Deficit reduction targets are in addition to and not reflected in the
Committee's total direct spending level.

2The amount reconciled in the third reconciliation bill shall be adjusted
to reflect any amount of revenue reduction enacted pursuant to this budget
resolution conference report.

RECONCILIATION BY SENATE COMMITTEE
FIRST RECONCILIATION
Recommendations Due June 21, 1996
[In billions of dollars]

Committee 1997 2002 1997-2002
Agnculture Committee: Di-
rect spending 35,609 36.625 216,316
Commerce Comm
rect spendin s 326,354 473718 2,335,231
Economic and Educational
Opportunities Committee:
Direct spending ........... 15.808 19.670 105,331
'll‘:f:cand Means Commit-
Direct spending ........ 381,199 563,607 2,810,569
Revenue change ....... NA NA - 122,400

Committee 1957 2002 1887-2002
Agnculture, Nutrition and
Forestry: Direct spending -1814 —5.967 -26,169
Finance:
Direct spending -0.260 —36.578 98321
Revenues ........ NA NA = 122400
SECOND RECONCILIATION
Recommendations Due July 24, 1996
[In billions of dollars]

Committee 1997 2002 1997-2002
Finance: Direct spending ... -6.800 - 52803 - 158.000
THIRD RECONCILIATION
Recommendations Due September 18, 1936
[in billions of dollars]

Committee 1997 2002 1897-2002

Agriculture, Nutrition and

Forestry: Direct spending -0.010 -0.011 =0.065
Armed Services: Direct

T -0.079 —0.166 —0.649
Banking, Housing and

Urban Atfairs: Deficit re-

{17 7 3628 0.462 3605
Commerce, Science and

T ion: Direct

1T 1L KA -5649 —-19.3%
Energy and Natural Re-

sources: Direct spending —0.0% -0072 - 1512
Environment 2nd Public

Works: Direct spending .. =0.087 -0392 —2.184
Finance: Deficit reduction ... 3639 4121 23184
Governmental Affairs: Defi-

cit reduction ....ooevenne 1101 1482 B.801
Judiciary; Direct spending .. HA -0.119 -0476
Labor and Human Re-

sources: Direct spending ~0.783 =0.707 =3671
Veterans' Affairs: Direct

spending -0.126 - 1418 -52m
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ELECTIVE OMNIBUS BILL

House Resolution. Section 4(a)(1)(4) of the
House resolution provides the chairman with
the discretion to designate an additional
submission deadline for an omnibus rec-
onciliation bill. The authority to include
such a procedure is set forth in section
301(b)(4) of the Budget Act, which provides
that the budget resolution may ‘‘set forth
such other matters, and require such other
procedures, relating to the budget, as may be
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
Act.” This omnibus bill would be fully privi-
leged as a reconciliation bill as defined in
section 310 of the Budget Act.

Although the House resolution provides for
the possibility of an omnibus reconciliation
bill, each authorizing committee is still re-
quired to meet its reconciliation targets as if
each of the reconciliation bills had been
moved separately. Committees may submit
recommendations previously vetoed and re-
vise their submissions so long as they meet
each of their separate targets.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
does not contain a comparable provision.

Conference Agreement. The House recedes to
the Senate amendment.

BUDGET ENFORCEMENT

Under the Budget Act, the aggregate
spending and revenue levels set forth in the
concurrent budget resolution and the alloca-
tions in the accompanying report are en-
forced through points of order that may be
raised on the House and Senate floor during
the consideration of such legislation. Since
the Constitution reserves to the Congress
the power to revise its own rules, and the
Budget Act specifies that the concurrent
budget resolution may include ‘“‘such other
matters, and require such other procedures,
relating to the budget, as may be appro-
priate to carry out the purposes of this Act,”
the House and Senate budget resolutions in-
clude changes in congressional budgetary
procedures.

ASSET SALES

House Resolution. Under section 5 of the
House budget resolution, both the proceeds
and costs from asset sales are included in
committee allocations, counted in determin-
ing of compliance with reconciliation in-
structions pursuant to section 310 of the
Budget Act, and in meeting other Budget
Act requirements that are enforceable in the
House by points of order.

Senate Amendment. The Senate amendment
includes language providing that only those
asset sales that contribute to long-term defi-
cit reduction shall be counted for various
Budget Act purposes. For the purposes of
this section, the long-term budgetary effects
are to be calculated by estimating the im-
pact of an asset sale on a net present value
basis. If the asset sale would result in an in-
crease in the deficit based on this net
present value analysis, then the proceeds
from the asset sale will not be scored for the
purposes of budget resolutions and the Budg-
et Act.

Conference Agreement. Section 302 of the
conference report extends to the Senate the
budgetary treatment of assets set forth in
the House resolution. In addition, the con-
ference report includes related sense of Con-
gress language on the sale of government as-
sets. The Senate amendment provides a le-
gitimate rule for the scoring of asset sales
based on a net present value analysis. The
Senate amendment, however, raises a num-
ber of issues with respect to the construction
and administration of such an analysis and
rule. These issues include the appropriate
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discount rate, the duration, and the incorpo-
ration of tax proceeds that would result from
private ownership of an asset in such an
analysis. The conferees note that the Con-
gressional Budget Office is conducting a
study of asset sales and believe it is appro-
priate to forgo establishing such a rule until
this study and further consultations with the
Congressional Budget Office and others have
been completed.

The conferees are concerned about the
long-term budgetary impact of asset sales
and do not support asset sales that would
cost the Federal Government money in the
long run. The conferees believe that the Con-
gress should consider adoption of a new scor-
ing rule that would take into account the
long-term budgetary impact of asset sales.

RESERVE FUND FOR TAX RELIEF

House Resolution. The House budget resolu-
tion does not include a reserve fund for tax
relief legislation because reserve funds are
unnecessary in the House. Section 602(e) of
the Budget Act specifically exempts tax and
other legislation not assumed in the baseline
but offset in the same or other House-passed
legislation (assuming such offsets are in ad-
dition to amounts required by the appro-
priate budget resolution) from sections 302(f)
and 303(a) of the Budget Act.

Senate Amendment. Section 202 of the Sen-
ate amendment provides for a reserve fund
for the consideration of deficit-neutral legis-
lation that reduces revenues. The reserve
fund provides the chairman of the Senate
Committee on the Budget with the authority
to modify the binding ceiling on budget au-
thority and outlays as well as the floor on
revenue for such legislation.

Under subsection (b), the budget aggre-
gates, function totals, and allocations under
section 602 of the Budget Act may be ad-
justed by the chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Budget to accommodate defi-
cit-neutral tax legislation. The chairman has
the authority to trigger the reserve fund if
the revenue legislation does not increase the
deficit for fiscal year 1997, the period of fis-
cal years 1997-2001 and the period of fiscal
years 2002-2006.

Conference Agreement. The House recedes to
the Senate amendment.

RESERVE FUND FOR SUPERFUND

House Resolution. The House budget resolu-
tion does not include reserve fund language
for the Superfund Program. The House reso-
lution assumes $2 billion annually in discre-
tionary budget authority for the Superfund
Program.

Senate Amendment. Section 203 of the Sen-
ate amendment establishes a reserve fund for
legislation extending Superfund taxes and
making various reforms in the Superfund
Program. Under the Senate amendment, the
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chairman is authorized to revise the appro-
priate functional levels, the appropriate
budget aggregates, and discretionary spend-
ing limits to provide additional resources for
an appropriation measure that funds the
Superfund Program. The adjustments are
limited to the net revenue increase resulting
from enactment of legislation that extends
Superfund taxes and $898 million in budget
ala,uthority (along with the corresponding out-
ays).

Conference Agreement. Section 304 of the
conference report modifies the Senate
amendment to apply the Superfund reserve
fund in the House and the Senate and to
clarify that any reform of the Superfund
Program must provide for the actual cleanup
of hazardous waste sites.

If Superfund reserve adjustments are
made, the conference agreement includes
language that, in the House, authorizes the
Budget Committee chairman to reverse the
adjustments made pursuant to this reserve
fund. In the Senate, this language is unnec-
essary. In the past, when a budget resolution
has contained a reserve fund, the practice in
the Senate has been to adjust budget resolu-
tion levels only for the legislation that
qualifies for the reserve fund. This ensures
that the budget resolution’s modified levels
are not available for other legislation that
does not meet the requirements of the par-
ticular reserve fund.

STUDENT LOANS

House Resolution. Section 6 of the House
resolution is identical to section 207 of House
Concurrent Resolution 67, the fiscal year 1996
budget resolution, and provides that the ad-
ministrative costs for new direct student
loans are to be scored on a net present value
basis for all purposes under the Budget Act,
just as they currently are for guaranteed
student loans. The purpose of this provision
is to conform the budgetary treatment of di-
rect student loans to that of guaranteed stu-
dent loans.

This change corrects a disparity that has
arisen under the Federal Credit Reform Act
of 1990 for the scoring of student loans.
Under Credit Reform, the administrative
costs for direct student loans are measured
on a cash basis, with the budget reflecting
only that year's cost of administering the
loan. For guaranteed student loans, most ad-
ministrative costs are measured on a net
present value basis for the entire length of
the loan.

As a consequence of this disparity in the
budgetary treatment of these two types of
loans, direct student lending appears less ex-
pensive than guaranteed student lending.
Both the Congressional Research Service and
the Congressional Budget Office acknowl-
edge the bias that this treatment of adminis-
trative expenses has created.
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Senate Amendment. Although the Senate
amendment has no comparable provision,
identical language that was included in sec-
tion 207 of the conference report accompany-
ing House Concurrent Resolution 67 is still
applicable in the Senate.

Conference Agreement. Section 303 of the
conference report reflects the House provi-
sion.

The conferees acknowledge that the Con-
gressional Budget Office [CBO] has correctly
interpreted section 207 of the fiscal year 1996
budget resolution (House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 67) with the understanding that Con-
gress did not intend to change the manner in
which guaranteed student loans are scored,
but only to conform the budgetary treat-
ment of direct student loans to that of guar-
anteed student loans. Therefore, the con-
ferees conclude that CBO has correctly de-
termined that any administrative expenses
for guaranteed student loans which were in-
cluded in the subsidy estimate shall continue
to be accorded the same budgetary treat-
ment by CBO. Any equivalent administrative
expenses for direct loans shall be considered
in the same manner. In addition, the con-
ferees intend that any expenses for guaran-
teed student loans which were scored on a
cash basis using the method of calculation
from fiscal year 1994 shall continue to be ac-
corded the same budgetary treatment by
CBO. Equivalent administrative expenses for
direct loans shall be considered in the same
manner.

DEFENSE/NONDEFENSE LIMITS

House Resolution. The House resolution
does not establish separate limits for defense
and nondefense discretionary spending.

Senate Amendment. Section 201(a) of the
Senate amendment sets forth separate limits
on defense and nondefense discretionary
spending for fiscal years 1997 and 1998. Sub-
section (b)(1)(A) creates a point of order in
the Senate against consideration of any
budget resolution that exceeds the aggregate
cap on the sum of defense and nondefense
discretionary spending for fiscal years 1997
and 1998. Subsection (b)(1)(B) creates a point
of order in the Senate against consideration
of any budget resolution that exceeds the ag-
gregate cap on discretionary spending for fis-
cal years 1999 through 2002. Subsection
(b)(1XC) provides a point of order against an
appropriations bill that would exceed any of
the discretionary spending limits for a fiscal
year or would exceed the suballocations set
forth in section 602(b) of the Budget Act. The
point of order may be waived or suspended
by three-fifths vote of the Senate.

Conference Agreement. In section 301 of the
conference report, the House recedes to the
Senate amendment with the discretionary
spending limits at the following levels:

Defense Nondefense Total

Budget Budget Bugget

athonty- O uponty.  OUlla¥S  gppy.  Cutiars
1997 266,362 264,968 226305 270,571 452,667 535,535
1998 268,971 263 219546 258,429 488,617 522,251
1959 271,500 267,048 213.718 252,981 485218 520,029
2000 274,024 270,657 218515 248,847 492, 519,504
2001 276,672 269,744 214, 245479 491117 516,223
2002 279,458 265,608 221,133 244511 500,582 514219

EMERGENCIES

House Resolution. The House resolution
does not include language on the budgetary
treatment of emergencies, although a relat-
ed sense-of-Congress provision included in
section 8 includes the elimination of the
emergency designation as one of the alter-

natives to the existing budgetary treatment
of emergencies.

Senate Amendment. Section 204 of the Sen-
ate amendment provides the budgetary costs
of all emergencies will be counted for pur-
poses of complying with committee alloca-
tions and the aggregate spending levels set
forth in the budget resolution.

Under section 251 of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act, Con-
gress and the President may exempt from
statutory spending limits amounts provided
in emergency legislation. Section 606 of the
Budget Act provides that legislation so des-
ignated is also exempt from points of order
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under sections 302(f) and 311(a) of the Budget
Act.

Section 204 supersedes section 606 of the
Budget Act. Accordingly, budget authority
and outlays designated as emergency legisla-
tion would be subject to points of order
raised under sections 302(f) and 311(a) of the
Budget Act.

Conference Agreement. The conference
agreement does not contain the Senate pro-
vision.

RULEMAKING AUTHORITY

House Resolution. The House resolution
does not include language regarding the ex-
ercise of rulemaking authority.

Senate Amendment. Section 205 of the Sen-
ate amendment states that the provisions of
this title are adopted pursuant to the rule-
making power of the House and the Senate,
and are to be considered as part of the rules
of each House. The Senate amendment also
states that either House has the right to
change these rules at any time in the same
manner as any other rule of that House.

Conference Agreement. In section 306 of the
conference report, the House recedes to the
Senate amendment, with an amendment that
states that the provisions regarding the ex-
ercise of rulemaking power also apply to the
House.

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN PREVENTION
ALLOWANCE

The conference agreement permits an ad-
justment in the nondefense discretionary
outlay level, and other appropriate levels,
for fiscal year 1997 to avoid a government
shutdown.

MISCELLANEOUS BUDGET ENFORCEMENT

The Senate conferees note that in last
year's budget resolution (House Concurrent
Resolution 67) the pay-as-you-go [PAYGO]
point of order for the Senate was extended
through the end of fiscal year 2002. Con-
sequently it was determined that it is not
necessary to include the language in the text
of this year's resolution. In order to empha-
size the overall goal of balancing the budget
set out in this resolution and that the pay-
as-you-go discipline is still in effect, the text
of section 202 from House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 67 is provided herein:

“SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT
OF ORDER.

‘(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it
is essential to—

*(1) ensure continued compliance with the
balanced budget plan set forth in this resolu-
tion; and

“(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforce-
ment system.

“(b) POINT OF ORDER.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider any direct spending
or revenue legislation that would increase
the deficit for any one of the three applica-
ble time periods as measured in paragraphs
(5) and (6).

‘Y(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection the term “applicable
time period™ means any one of the three fol-
lowing periods:

*/(A) The first year covered by the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget.

‘(B) The period of the first five fiscal years
covered by the most recently adopted con-
current resolution on the budget.

*(C) The period of the five fiscal years fol-
lowing the first five fiscal years covered in
the most recently adopted concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget.

‘(3) DIRECT-SPENDING LEGISLATION.—For
purposes of this subsection and except as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

provided in paragraph (4), the term ‘“‘direct-
spending legislation™ means any bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that affects direct spending as
that term is defined by and interpreted for
purposes of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

“(4) ExcLusioN.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the terms ‘“‘direct-spending legisla-
tion™ and ‘‘revenue legislation' do not in-
clude—

‘(A) any concurrent resolution on the
budget; or

*(B) any provision of legislation that af-
fects the full funding of, and continuation of,
the deposit insurance guarantee commit-
ment in effect on the date of enactment of
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990.

*(5) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursu-
ant to this section shall—

“(A) use the baseline used for the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget; and

“(B) be calculated under the requirements
of subsections (b) through (d) of section 257
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985 for fiscal years beyond
those covered by that concurrent resolution
on the budget.

‘(6) PRIOR SURPLUS.—If direct spending or
revenue legislation increases the deficit
when taken individually, then it must also
increase the deficit when taken together
with all direct spending and revenue legisla-
tion enacted since the beginning of the cal-
endar year not accounted for in the baseline
under paragraph (5)(A), except that the di-
rect spending or revenue effects resulting
from legislation enacted pursuant to the rec-
onciliation instructions included in that con-
current resolution on the budget shall not be
available.

‘(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn.

“(d) —Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this section shall be limited to 1
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of
the bill or joint resolution, as the case may
be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on
a point of order raised under this section.

‘‘(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of
new budget authority, outlays, and revenues
for a fiscal year shall be determined on the
basis of estimates made by the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate.

“(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 23
of House Concurrent Resolution 218 (103d
Congress) is repealed.

“(g) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (e)
of this section shall expire September 30,
LANGUAGE RELATED TO THE FEDERAL
RESERVE SURPLUS

Because the goal of this resolution is to
achieve a balanced budget in 2002 in a man-
ner that generates economic dividends, the
Budget Committees discourage other rec-
onciled committees from attempting to meet
their reconciliation instructions with
changes that only appear to reduce the defi-
cit (through timing changes or other arti-
fices) rather than changes with real eco-
nomic effects. For example, the 1993 budget
reconciliation bill included a provision di-
recting the Federal Reserve to transfer $213
million from its surplus capital account to
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the Treasury over 1997 and 1998. Because the
Federal Reserve is not included in the uni-
fied budget, the slated transfer was counted
as savings for reconciliation purposes even
though there was then and is now general
agreement that the transfer is a timing gim-
mick, acts like an intragovernmental trans-
fer, and leaves the private sector and the
rest of the economy unaffected. The Congres-
sional Budget Office concurs with the Budget
Committees that such a transfer has no real
economic impact on the deficit.

These same reasons inform more recent
proposals to attach the Federal Reserve’s
surplus capital account for other than at-
tempted deficit reduction. In late March, a
congressionally released draft report by the
General Accounting Office [GAO] suggested
that the Federal Reserve might not need to
retain this surplus and should instead trans-
fer it to the Treasury because, based on his-
tory, the Federal Reserve is not likely to ex-
perience any losses. Shortly thereafter, var-
ious congressional proposals emerged to di-
rect the Federal Reserve to make its surplus
capital available to increase discretionary
appropriations or to make payments to hold-
ers of “private’ [FICO] bonds issued in the
late 1980's to cover Federal deposit insurance
costs of failed savings and loans. The spon-
sors of these proposals advance them pre-
sumably because these uses of the Federal
Reserve's surplus appear to be free and would
not have to count on the budget.

But just as transferring the surplus ac-
count to the Treasury would not decrease
the deficit, using the account to pay for any-
thing would not really be free. One simply
would be taking money that the Federal Re-
serve invests in Treasury securities (which
thereby reduces the amount of Federal bor-
rowing needed from the general private sec-
tor), and instead transferring the money to a
certain part of the private sector. That
transaction would increase the amount of
borrowing that the Federal Government
would have to undertake from the general
private sector just like a transaction in
which money was paid directly out of the
Treasury for Federal purposes. Another pos-
sible result is that if the Federal Reserve
were going to deliver on GAO’s recommenda-
tion and transfer some (if not all) of the sur-
plus account to the Treasury, designating
that money for some Federal purpose before
that transfer could occur would be equiva-
lent to paying money directly out of the
Treasury for that purpose. Therefore, the
conferees (using the authority provided to
the Budget Committees for estimating out-
lays and revenues by section 310(d)(4) of the
Congressional Budget Act) direct the Con-
gressional Budget Office on the following
points: do not score savings for any new leg-
islation that might affect the Federal Re-
serve's transfer of the surplus capital ac-
count to the Treasury, but do score as a cost
any legislation that directs spending out of
the Federal Reserve capital account.

SENSE OF CONGRESS

The budget resolution routinely includes
sense of House, Senate, and Congress provi-
sions.

House Resolution.—The House resolution in-
cludes the following sense-of-House provi-
sion:

—Sense of the House of Representatives on

debt repayment

The House resolution includes the follow-
ing sense-of-Congress provisions:

—Sense of Congress on baselines

—=Sense of Congress on emergencies

—Sense of Congress on loan sales
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—Sense of Congress on changes in Medicald

—Sense of Congress on domestic violence
and Federal assistance

—=Sense of Congress on impact of legisla-
tion on children

—Sense of Congress on comrmitment to a
balanced budget by fiscal year 2002

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment includes the following sense-of-Con-
gress provisions:

—Sense of Congress on the sale of govern-

ment assets

—Sense of Congress that tax reductions

should benefit working families

—Sense of Congress on a bipartisan com-

mission on the solvency of Medicare

—Sense of Congress on Medicare transfers

—Sense of Congress regarding changes in

the Medicare Program

—Sense of Congress regarding additional

changes under the Medicare Program

—Sense of Congress regarding nursing

home standards

—Sense of Congress concerning nursing

home care

—Sense of Congress regarding require-

ments that welfare recipients be drug-
free

—Sense of Congress on reimbursement of

the United States for operations South-
ern Watch and Provide Comfort

—=Sense of Congress that the 1993 income

tax increase on Social Security Benefits
should be repealed

The Senate amendment includes the fol-
lowing sense-of-the-Senate provisions:

—=Sense of the Senate on considering a
change in the minimum wage in the Sen-
ate

—=Sense of the Senate on long-term projec-
tions in budget estimates

—Sense of the Senate on repeal of the gas
tax

—=Sense of the Senate on Medicare trustees
report

—Sense of the Senate on funding to assist
youth at risk

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the use of
budgetary savings

—Sense of the Senate regarding the trans-
fer of excess government computers to
public schools

—=Sense of the Senate on Federal retreats

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the essen-
tial air service program of the Depart-
ment of Transportation

—Sense of the Senate regarding equal re-
tirement savings for homemakers

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the Na-
tional Institute of Drug Abuse

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the exten-
sion of the employer education assist-
ance exclusion under section 127 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the Eco-
nomic Development Administration plac-
ing high priority on maintaining field-
based economic development representa-
tives

—=Sense of the Senate regarding revenue
assumptions

—=Sense of the Senate regarding domestic
violence

—=Sense of the Senate regarding student
loans

—>Sense of the Senate regarding reduction
of the national debt

—Sense of the Senate regarding hungry or
homeless children

—=Sense of the Senate on LIHEAP

—=Sense of the Senate on Davis-Bacon I

—Sense of the Senate on Davis-Bacon I

—=Sense of the Senate on an accurate index
for inflation

—Sense of the Senate on solvency of the
Medicare Trust Fund

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the Ad-
ministration’s practice regarding the
prosecution of drug smugglers

—=Sense of the Senate regarding corporate
subsidies and sale of government assets

—Sense of the Senate on the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund

—=Sense of the Senate regarding welfare re-
form

—A resolution regarding the Senate's sup-
port for Federal, State, and local law en-
forcement

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the fund-
ing of Amtrak

—=Sense of the Senate—truth in budgeting

Conference Agreement.—The  conferees

agreed to the following sense-of-Congress
provisions:

—Sense of Congress on baselines

—=Sense of Congress on loan sales

—=Sense of Congress on changes in Medicaid

—Sense of Congress on impact of legisla-
tion on children

—=Sense of Congress on debt repayment

—=Sense of Congress on commitment to a
balanced budget by fiscal year 2002

—=Sense of Congress that tax reductions
should benefit working families

—Sense of Congress on a bipartisan com-
mission on the solvency of Medicare

—=3Sense of Congress on Medicare transfers

—Sense of Congress regarding changes in
the Medicare Program

—Sense of Congress regarding revenue as-
sumptions

—=Sense of Congress regarding domestic vi-
olence

—>Sense of Congress regarding student
loans

—Sense of Congress regarding additional
changes under the Medicare Program

—=Sense of Congress regarding require-
ments that welfare recipients be drug-
free

—Sense of Congress on an accurate index
for inflation

—=Sense of Congress that the 1993 income
tax increase on Social Security benefits
should be repealed

—=Sense of Congress regarding the adminis-
tration’s practice regarding the prosecu-
tion of drug smugglers

—=Sense of Congress on corporate subsidies

—=Sense of Congress regarding welfare re-
form

—Sense of Congress on FCC spectrum auc-
tions

The conferees agreed to the following

sense-of-the-House provision:

—=Sense of the House on emergencies
The conferees agreed to the following

sense-of-the-Senate provisions:

—=Sense of the Senate on funding to assist
youth at risk

—=BSense of the Senate on long-term trends
in budget estimates

—Sense of the Senate on repeal of the gas
tax

—Sense of the Senate regarding the use of
budgetary savings

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the trans-
fer of excess government computers to
public schools

—=Sense of the Senate on Federal retreats

—=Sense of the Senate regarding the essen-
tial air service program of the Depart-
ment of Transportation

—=Sense of the Senate regarding equal re-
tirement savings for homemakers

—Sense of the Senate regarding the Na-

tional Institute of Drug Abuse
—=Sense.of the Senate regarding the exten-
slon of the employer education assist-
ance exclusion under section 127 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986

—>Sense of the Senate regarding the Eco-
nomic Development Administration plac-
ing high priority on maintaining field-
based economic development representa-
tives

—>Sense of the Senate on LIHEAP

—Sense of the Senate on Davis-Bacon

—>Sense of the Senate on reimbursement of

the United States for operations South-
ern Watch and Provide Comfort

—=Sense of the Senate on solvency of the

Medicare Trust Fund
—Sense of the Senate on the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund
—Sense of the Senate regarding the fund-
ing of Amtrak
ALLOCATIONS

As required in sections 302 and 602 of the
Budget Act, the joint statement of the man-
agers includes an allocation, based upon the
conference report, of the levels of total budg-
et authority, total budget outlays, and—in
the House only—total entitlement authority,
among each of the appropriate House and
Senate committees.

As required under sections 302 and 602, the
allocations are divided between mandatory
or otherwise uncontrollable amounts and
discretionary or otherwise controllable
amounts.

The allocations for each House consist of a
set of two tables for the House and Senate.
The first set of tables shows the allocation
for the budget year, fiscal year 1997. For the
House, the amount allocated to each com-
mittee is broken down by budget function.
The second set of tables shows the amounts
allocated for the totals of the budget year
and the four succeeding planning years.

These allocations serve as the basis for
congressional enforcement of the budget res-
olution through points of order under the
Budget Act.

The allocations are as follows:

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1997

{In millions of dollars]

Budget Entitiement
aiorty O

authonity
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
Current level (enacted law):
050 Mational defense ... 1% 1% 0
150  International affairs 170 170 0
300 Natural resources
and environment ........ 1997 2008 0
350 i 312¢ L7132 0
370 Commerce and
housing credit ........... . 32 =318 0
400 Transportation ... 6805 602 0
500 Dii:;:t‘m t.ruainm_g,E
em t. and social
SEnces .. - 10,741 10,796 0
108,098 109,029 0
58308 58,309 0
600 Income securnity ... 85.391 85.305 0
650 Social Secunity ...... 21 21 0
700 Veterans benefits
and SLIVICES ..o 19,508 19,552 0
750  Administration of
Jostiow i 414 411 0
800 General government B.666 8,566 0
900  Met interest ........... 10 10 0
711 — 298,282 296,483 0
Discretionary appropnations ac-
tian (assumed legisiation):
050 Naticnal defense ... 266,362 264,968 0
150 International affairs 18.236 19,543 0
250 General, science,
space, and technology 16,748 16,826 0
270 EMBIQY cocooscsssincames 5126 5402 0
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1997—Con-

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1997—Con-
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1997—Con-

tinued tinued tinued
[in millions of dollars) [in millions of doliars) [In millions of dollars]
Bud Entitlement Budget Entitlement Bud Entitiement
aubery OB e authority O by ,u:n.ﬁ:, Outlays "3 tharity
300 Matural resources Discretionary action (assumed Subtotal ..o 95 25 95
and eavironment ... 20.133 21,088 0 legislation):
350 Agriculture ........... 3943 33958 (1] 370 Commerce and Committee total ......... 95 25 95
370 Commerce and 299 " ﬁgwucm crud:w e -128 -3528 0
housing credit ... 3092 4 munity and re- M
400 Transportation .. 13840 374 0 I development .. 0 -n o RESOURCES COMMITIEE
450 Community and re- 600 Income security ... 0 =100 0 Cument IMIE:;:::!M law): i 1 )
¥ e Sing ’".,,"::,,;}: o T d R A 128 -3200 0 300 Natural resources
empioyment, and social and environment ... 908 807 0
37477 38,506 0 Committee total ... 3,001 —-9,039 0 370 Commerce and i 4 g
23,188 23236 0 HOUSING CrEdit ...
3081 3,031 0 ECONOMIC AND EDUCATIONAL 450 Community 2nd re-
27815 40,398 0 OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE Ssm mnlnpmn{ e 382 35? g
6 3194 0 {enact e 550 Health
cumglﬂlﬂmﬁdmtn:\d. Itar:'.mng 800 General ent 42 766 173
18,425 18311 ] empleyrriml and social . po oo %Lﬂl_.lndiml_iukt:ﬁ off- 388 1,358 .
SEIVICES. oo 104 2 i ing rCHPES v -1, =
20,681 19338 0 600 lmrns security ... 174 162 9,930
SDO Eenml iwunmmt 11,561 11372 0 Subtotal .....oonmemnss 770 745 179
920 AIOWaNCES ... 214 - 164 0 Sublohil s 3278 2548 13,980
- A
Subbotal o 437,350 538,612 0 Discretionary action (assumed legislation):
legislati 300 Natural resources
Discretionary action by other 500 Education, tralmng and environment ......... T -93 -12
mmmt:w':s, (Ia::ummw enti- :::&lmm and social - g p 800 General government 3 3 0
0 Ismeecekarm -4 =4 -152 T -391 -0 -12
Smhnnssi;g :’eui: ............. -32 -3 0 —4 =k g 679 655 167
ucation, training, Committee total ..........
employment, and social i 11 | =912 - 800 - 152
i - ; Committee tota] ... 2,366 189 1328  Comnt il (enaced owl
A SN O COMMERCE COMMTIEE DOUSTG TG 195 195 0
and SEIVICES v 308 30 0 Curm;t} Jeve Co[:nnmw mg; ggg ::mn’re:l?n?alw # a 9
= = e O | | e 1,556 1538 238
LT — 1892 1,792 0 4,700 4,700 4,700 ND e i19 it 0
Committee total ... 793,740 833,309 0
1 1 0 SUBLOtR! e 2429 2313 247
AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 675 675 105,397 Committee total ... 2429 2313 27
Current level (enacted law): s $ 9
T favoas  <MEe = : 5385 5385 110057 TRAXSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
683 648 0 c;mnt IMI (enacted law):
.............. 280 m 0
3‘.3?3 5";3 mg 0 0 370 300 Fl:t.gl fesoufces
a7 and environment ... 245 243 (1]
zg zc{; 1 ”g 0 0 0 ﬁ rﬁm%md_._, 27,102 2,142 502
" munRity and re-
20 210 0 3385 535 10w gional development ... 5 75 0
0 0 10 RELATIONS g Income mummé;t' 15,04:: 15.01‘? g
8210 5,161 8,360 COMMITTEE y
Current level (enacted law): Subtotal oo 4267 17.706 502
8210 5,161 8,360 I Ilmﬂl mmﬂfns w.sug 12.33? g
ransportation .......
600 Income security 523 523 sip P mend
COMMITTEE 800 General government 6 g 400 Transportation ... 2.280 150 0
O ol oo . 1S3 11470 0 Sablptal ... us%:  128% i i e -12 -1 0
ﬂnammm 3 5 § Committee total .. 11436 12,856 511 600 Income securiy ... 12 12 0
400 Transportation ...... 0 -19 0 Subtotal ... 2.280 =15 0
500 Education, tmmng GOVERNMENT REFORM AND
employment, and social OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE Committes tota ......... Qs 17531 802
0 inco 54; .ssg g mm@%ﬂ“‘ mﬁ‘fm i 0 54 3914
600 Income secunty ... 29, ) - 3 COMM
700 Veterans hmm‘l‘,ilts §00  Income security ... 41,507 40,887 40.887 mmff,;"ﬁ,m"ﬁ,
and SBIVCES ........... 180 180 180 750  Administration of 250 General ssience.
_________ 40 40 40 :
Justice space, and technology 4 39 0
Subtotal s 41,640 41452 180 300 General gmrnment 13,042 13.040 0 500 Education, trainin
900 Net interest .. 28 2 0 Cwibmnit dat L
Discretionary action (assumed 950 Undistributed m&us 1 1 0
oot setting actints. _2 _20 I S
930 Uintrbag o - = ) Subtotal ... a9y sasl aasdl R [— 4 10 0
setting receipts .......... —1,500 - 1,500 0 Committee total oo 1 40 0
Subtotal e ~ 1578 -1573 0 35 8 280 SHAL BUSHESS COMMTIEE
Committee total ........ 40,061 39513 180 =3 -3 0 Current level (enacted law):
BANKING AND FINANCIAL -0 -0 4 tmuE:m::d::t“d 3 -125 0
SERVICES COMMITTEE =578 — 376 0 450" Community 404 T
Current leve! (enacted law): SUBIDL o -10%8  -10%  —289 panal dewlomast ... ¢ -m 0
150 International atfairs —588 -2438 ] 3 —2% 0
370 Commerce and Committes total ......... 53919 52,843 44,552 5 3% 2
‘sawm mdgll S 405 —-6.084 0
manity and re-
(£ St g -5 0 PO o B VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMITIEE
Income secunly .. = 500 Education, training. Current level (enacted law):
900 Mt interest ......... 3.2% 3256 0 emplomen‘ and wn‘al 4 . 700 d‘u'mrans benefits o il —_—
SUBOAR! e 318 -533 0 00 G g - 3 P i J :
SUBLOLA! o 1437 1.604 20,869
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CON- ~ COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1997—Con-  GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1997—Con-

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1997—Con-

tinued tinued tinved
[In miltions of dollars) [In millions of dollars] (In millions of dallars]
Budget Entitlement Budget Entitlement Bu Entitlement
authority UM Capmerity aothority NS aupherity athay  Outars authonty
Diseretionary action (assumed 570 Medicare ............. —6,800 -6.800 0 650 Secial Security ... —78805 —78.905 0
legislation): 600 Income secunty ... =773 -1,362 ~2.024 mu \ans benefits
700 Veterans benefits % % S 800 General government -65 0 0 d SBVICES .orocereer —13423 -13423 0
' Subtota 8913 ~o1: 2087 750" Nimstiton o h T
W ew | i T T o ot 3 -ig @
mittee totals ........ 615,531 61 11.046 ¥ ’
Comittee total ......... 1347 1514 21093 00 Metinterest ... 2304 23,0 0
20 Alowances ... —73155 —73055  —60.765
WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE gz 25 90 Undistrbuted off-
Current level Iunamd law): setting receipts ......... —41,883 - 41,883 0
Cument level (enacted law): 050  Wational defe 0 0 0
0 ,ES,‘.?.,?“;,.?;."J:%. 0 0 0 Sublotal ~268438 265903  —60J6S
SEIVICES .o i 0 0 8,044 0 0 0
90 Medcar ... UIN0 Sl 26 -12400  -12.409 g D i e
800 Income security ... 45173 45136 37091 . 0
80 Secal Securty . 7786 7788 —1383 -139% 0 920 AIOWARCES ..o 0 ]
el w o 0 o e ° Subtatel 0 0 0
800 General government 473 a2 0 -3,002 -3,002 0 ;
900  Met interest ........... 352452 352452 352452 — 1,645 -145 0 Committee total ........ —267328 —765828  —60.765
Sublotal . G4504 62742 613103 - 156 - 156 0 Total—curment level ... 830982 790735 752,299
Discretionary action (assumed Total—discretionary
legisiation): -1,229 —195 0 =
T o Lo+ ) . T W8 5028 1916
i xR T 5 o Nan L p— 1314760 131101 750383

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 302(a)/602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT
[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1997-2001

Apprepriation Committee:
Current level:
sum tharit 298,282 291973 320,554 348,874 370,294 1,636,017
296,489 281,204 312,352 2 361,183 1,604,107
Dtsurlhm action, general purpose:
Budat autharity 266,352 268,971 271,500 274,024 276,672 1,357.529
lhwm 264.968 263.862 267.048 270,657 269,744 1.336.279
n nse:
Budget authority 226,305 219,646 213,718 218,515 214,445 1,092.629
i Outlays 270,571 258,429 252,981 248,847 246,473 1.217.300
Budget 492,567 488617 485218 452,539 491117 2450158
§35,539 522,291 520,029 519,504 516,223 2513,586
Viclent Crime Reduction Trust Fund:
Budget authority 4583 5.100 6,050 6,050 0 21,883
Outlays 3013 4,564 5.456 5,747 0 18,940
Total discretionary action:
Budget authority 497350 483717 491,268 298,589 491,117 2472.041
Outlays 538,612 526,955 525,485 525,251 516223 2,632,526
Discretionary action by other committees:
Budget ity - 1882 26,681 22,665 17,861 11,766 17,081
Outlays =-1792 25403 221 1.3 11,705 75,305
Committee total:
Budget authority 793,740 818,371 834,527 865,324 873.177 4,185,133
Outlays 833,309 843,562 850,713 885,243 889,111 4311938
Agniculture Committes:

Current level (enacted law):
Budget i

Outiays .
New entitlement authority
National Security Committee:
Gulranin:IM (enacted law):

8210 8359 8104 7460 6.402 38,535
5,161 5395 5,109 4,556 3519 B
] 1192 123 1,267 1301 4.9%

get authority 41,540 43,186 44,769 46,343 48,017 213,955
Outlays 41492 43,001 44,595 45,221 47899 223,208
Discretionary action:
Budget auth - 1579 a1 257 243 144 — 664
Outlays -1579 bl 57 13 144 —-864
Committee total:
Budget authority 40,061 43,457 45,026 46,586 48,161 223,281
Outlays 39913 43212 44,852 45,464 48,043 222,58
New entitlement autharity (1] 0 0 0 0 0
Banking and Financial Services Committee:
Cument level (enacted law):
Budget authority 3129 4401 4,147 4,682 4,485 20,843
& Outiays = -5339 - 1679 ~2425 -2,804 -2119 - 14,426
iscretionary action:
Budget authority —-128 -7 -138 -157 -161 -7
Out! 3,700 B ~148 -130 —64 —4.004
Committee total:
Budget authority 3,001 4274 4,009 4525 4325 20,134
=-9,039 - 1,641 -2573 -2934 -2243 —18,430
Economic Oppartunity Committee:
Current level (enacted law):
Budget authority 3218 2968 3631 3889 4221 17,987
Outlays 2549 2549 3,008 3381 3648 15,305
Discretionary action:
Budget authority -912 ~425 =716 -~ 589 -1 —3.465
Outiays - 800 ~ 386 -5 ~ 582 -1 -3.1%
Committee total:
Budget authority 2.366 2543 2915 3,200 3498 14522
Outiays 1843 2283 2414 2,669 2937 12.152
New entitiement authority -152 1.275 2031 .23 22 7,669
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 302(a)/602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—Continued
[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]

1897 1938 1999 2000 2001 1997-2001

Commerce Committee:
Current level (enacted law):
Bu(ﬂt authorty 5385 5833 6584 1380 8,080 33422
5385 5895 6,701 1398 8058 33477
D:smlmm action:
Budget authority 0 =1401 -2.909 -4713 -5517 ~ 14,540
Outlays 0 - 1,401 -2.909 -4713 -5§517 - 14,540
Committee total:
Budget authority 5385 4492 3175 2667 2,563 18,882
Outlays . 5.385 4434 3792 2685 2.581 18,937
New entitiement authority 370 -1.740 -7080 -13010 -20240 —4L710

Intemational Relations Committse:
Current level (enacted law):
Budget autharity 11436 10.321 9,393 9953 9877 50,980

Outlays . 12,866 11,880 11033 10,638 10,350 56,807
Govement Reform and Oversight Committee:
Current level (enacted law):
Budget autharity 54997 57.320 59,793 62,342 65,094 299,546
 Dutlays 53921 56,383 58.742 61,132 63,670 293,848
Discretionary action:
Budget authority -1.078 —883 —-882 ~B876 —-880 —4,605
Outiays -1.078 889 —882 ~876 ~880 —4,605
Committee total:
Budget authority 53919 56.431 38311 61,466 64,214 294,941
Outlays 52.843 55434 57.860 60,256 62,750 289,243
Ilwemnlemnt authority -89 -33 -339 -3 -361 - 1668
l?ﬂ ment Iml {mmﬂ law):
Budget authonity 95 97 %8 99 97 488
Outlays % 5 54 264 kL 402
Public Lands and Resources Committee:
Current level (enacted law):
Budget authority m 2021 2,066 2,169 2393 9419
i ; 745 1931 2014 2113 23n 9,125
Discretionary action:
Budget authonty =91 ] =3 -39 -93 -1401
Outiays -90 —~798 —-47 — 440 -8 — 1,460
Committee total:
Budget aul 679 1236 2,029 1774 2300 8018
Outlays " 653 1133 1,967 1673 2237 1665
erﬂﬁmwt autharity ~12 -3 13 =11 -4 -59
Judiciary Committee:
cunzgtlz:‘l Lm‘mty o 2428 4287 4,389 4441 4,506 20,062
_ 23n 423% 4,326 aaan 4,441 19,753
Discretionary action:
Budget authority 0 0 -119 =119 -119 -357
Outlays 0 0 -118 -115 -119 -357
Committee total:
Budget 2428 4297 4,270 43 4387 19,705
Outlays 23n 4.236 4200 4,258 Lan 19,396
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee:
Cument level (enacted law):
Buuga authority 42674 15.895 15.935 16,106 16,340 106,550
Outfays ..... 12,706 17,464 16922 16,670 16.675 85437
Discretionary action:
Budget autharity 2,280 30,138 30,188 31352 32,031 125,989
Outlays 0 19 -287 B4 435 521
Committee toal:
Budget autharity 44,954 46,033 46,123 47,458 48371 232939
4 17,706 17,483 16,635 17,024 17,110 85,958
New entitlement autharity 0 1 1 0 0 2
Scignce Committee:
Cumrent level (enacted law):
Budget autharity 41 42 4 45 45 218
PO v e 40 40 41 43 45 209
ion:
Budget authority 0 -13 0 0 0 =13
Outiays 0 -13 0 0 0 =13
Committee total:,
Budge! autharity 41 29 4 45 45 205
40 27 41 43 45 1%
Small Business Committee:
Current level [enacted law]:
Budget authority 3 2 2 2 0 9
Outiays -29 —402 -3 -181 -153 -1.284
Veterans' Aftfairs Committee:
Current level [mmd law]:
Budget authority 1437 1.365 1.280 1,205 1,141 6428
Outlays 1,604 1573 1,466 1458 1,462 7.563
Discn;:;m et S0 0 265 7% 288 919
get authority - - - - -91
Outlays =90 0 —265 -6 —~188 -919
Committee total:
Budget authority 1347 1,365 1015 529 853 5,509
Outlays 1514 1,573 1,201 1182 1,174 6,644
New entitiement authority eld 615 542 87 1.267 3475
Ways and Means Committee:
Current leve! [enacted law):
Budget authority 624,504 633468 680614 705,720 135,576 3,359,882
Outlays 621,742 650,771 677,460 703,202 733,171 3,386,346
Discretionary action:
Budget authority -8973 -16.992 - 27,095 -35,548 - 45,603 -134.211
Outlays -g,132 -16935 -27.083 -35,793 — 45,675 -134518
Committee total:
Budget authority 515,531 636,476 653,519 670,172 689,973 3265671
Outlays 612,610 633,836 650,377 667,409 687,436 3251728
New entitiement authority -2,087 -2 -2.024 -2213 2139 =10743
Unassigned to Committee:
Current level [enacted faw]:
Budget authority -268437 -275709 281358 292611 304370 —1422485
 Outlays -265903 —267983 -2735739 —-284756 —296969 —1389,1%0
Discretionary action:
Budget authonty 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Outlays 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Committee total:

Budget autherity 0 0 0 0 0 0
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 302(2)/602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—Continued

1997 1938 1999 2000 2001 1397-2001

Outlays 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total current level:

Budget autharity 830,982 831,899 830,185 928,099 972,200 4,443,365

Outlays 780,735 822557 858,408 916,108 957,355 4,355,261
Total discretionary action:

Budget authority 483,778 530178 512218 505.272 481674 2513,118

Outlays 520,276 532,010 515463 500,387 475,069 2543205
Grand totals:

Budget authority 1314760 1362075 1392403 1433371 1453874 6,956,483

Outlays " 1310011 1354567 1383871 1416493 14324 6.838,456
Total new entitiement autherity -1316 -1.252 -5857 -11,308 —17.907 ~38,040

SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT BUDGET YEAR TOTAL: 1997

[In millions of dollars]

Direct spending jurisdiction

Entitiements funded in

annual
e B hority Outlays Budget
udget authori - g
thority a5

A iati 795,878 835,346 0 0
Appropriations (Viclent Crime Trust Fund) 0 0 0 0
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 6017 259 10,068 8492
Armed Services 40,058 39,929 0 0
Banking, Housing, and Urban AMairs 5881 =907 0 0
Commerce, Science, and i 74239 4799 605 602
Energy and Natural R 143 22 52 54
Environment and Public Works 23,969 3.201 0 0
Finance 627429 624,564 130,818 130,886
Foreign Relations 11,429 12,859 0 0
G Affairs 54,083 53.017 0 0
Judiciary 2408 231 238 218
Labor and Human Resurces 5534 5,009 1412 1412
Rules and Administration % 25 0 0
Veterans' Affairs 1309 1458 19,688 18731
Select Indian Affairs 3% 362 0 0
Small Busi 3 —296 0 0
Not allocated to committees —267.328 — 265,828 0 0

Total 1.314,7600 1311011 162.882 161415

SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT 5-YEAR TOTAL: 1997-2001

[in millions of doliars]

Direct spending jurisdiction Entitiements funded in
annual i
Committes
Budget authority Outlays Budget au- Outlays
Agneculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 4252729 4379309 0 0
Armed Services 0 0 0 0
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 17,361 2652 B1.443 48,025
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 223,276 222,626 0 0
Energy and Natural Ry 35375 - 18528 0 0
Environment and Public Works 31876 18,051 3352 334
Finance 5,219 5,067 52 7%
Foreign Relati 128,545 10,883 0 0
G | Affairs 3282774 3288828 76,267 776,549
Judiciary 50,945 56,772 0 0
Labor and Human R 294,435 288,737 0 0
Rules and Administrati 19,705 19,396 1257 1.254
Veterans' Affairs 30,605 28,251 7499 7499
Select Indian Atfairs 486 402 0 0
Small Business 2552 3908 103,415 103,285
1,965 1,832 0 0
§ - 1,264 0 0
- 1421376 —-1.388.376 0 0
6,956,483 6,898 466 973,485 940,222
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From the Committee on the Budget, for con-
sideration of the House concurrent resolu-
tion and the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:
JOHN KASICH,
DAVE HOBSON,
BOB WALKER,
JiM KOLBE,
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS,
WALLY HERGER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
PETE V. DOMENICI,
CHUCK GRASSLEY,
DON NICKLES,
PHIL GRAMM,
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
SLADE GORTON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

REPORT ON H.R. 3603, AGRI-
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS,

FISCAL YEAR 1997

Mr. SKEEN, from the Committee on
Appropriations, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 104-613) on the bill
(H.R. 3603) making appropriations for
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies programs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the Union Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
points of order are reserved on the bill.

R —
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted

to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. PALLONE.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 5 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, June
10, 1996, at 12:30 p.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3441. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quest to make avallable appropriations to-
taling $111,016,158 in budget authority to the
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
and to designate the amounts made available
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(1) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended—received in the U.S. House of
Representatives June 6, 1996, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 1107 (H.Doc. No. 104-229); to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

3442. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment's final rule—Veterans Education: In-
creased Allowances for the Educational As-
sistance Test Program (RIN: 2900-AHT8) re-
celved June 6, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on National
Security.

3443. A letter from the Acting Chairperson,
Appraisal Subcommittee, transmitting the
1995 annual report of the Appraisal Sub-
committee of the Federal Financial Institu-
tions Examination Council, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 101-73, section 1103(a)(4) (103 Stat.
512); to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

3444. A letter from the Program Manage-
ment Officer, National Marine Fisheries
Service, transmitting the National Marine
Fisheries Services’s final rule—Whaling Pro-
visions; Consolidation and Revision of Regu-
lations Collection-of-Information Approval
[Docket No. 960312069-6153-02; 1.D. 022796F]
received June 5, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3445. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’'s final rule—Soldiers’ and Sailors’,
Civil Relief (RIN: 2900-AH53) received June 5,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

3446. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment's final rule—United States Government
Life Insurance (RIN: 2900-AHS52) received
June 5, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A);
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

3447. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
clal Security Administration, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Social Security Act and related laws to ex-
tend and amend demonstration project au-
thority, make perfecting amendments relat-
ed to tax withholding from Social Security
benefits, make a technical clarification in
the effective date of the denial of disability
benefits to drug addicts and alcoholics, make
administrative improvements respecting re-
ports by prisons and certain other institu-
tions, and address the treatment under the
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supplemental security income program of
the disposal of resources for less than fair
market value—received June 5, 1996; jointly,
to the Committees on Ways and Means and
Government Reform and Oversight.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. KASICH: Committee of conference.
Conference report on House Concurrent Res-
olution 178. Resolution establishing the con-
gressional budget for the U.S. Government
for fiscal year 1997 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002 (Rept. 104-612). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. SKEEN: Committee on Appropriations.
H.R. 3603. A bill making appropriations for
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1997, and for other purposes (Rept.
104-613). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er.

H.R. 3107. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than June 11, 1996.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SKEEN:

H.R. 3603. A bill making appropriations for
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1997, and for other purposes.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:
H.R. 3449: Mr. Lucas and Mr. STENHOLM.
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

NONPHYSICIAN PROVIDERS PRO-
VIDE INVALUABLE HEALTH
CARE SERVICES

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 7, 1996

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, last week, the
Subcommittee on Health and Environment
held a hearing on issues surrounding man-
aged care that | hope will lead to passage of
much-needed legislation.

The focus of the hearing came down to
choice. Patients want to be able to choose
their own doctor. They want to be able to
know of all of the treatments that are available
to them. They want to be able to rely on the
expertise of a medical specialist for a very
specific medical problem. And as we continue
to consider proposals to restructure Medicare,
| would like to add that many seniors do not
want to give up their choice of providers.

Real problems do exist and | believe that
there are many legislative vehicles before
Congress that will work to ensure quality care,
while preserving choice. | am a cosponsor of
the Family Health Care Act, H.R. 2400, which
would set a ground floor, a minimum set of
standards that all health plans would have to
follow, including important point-of-service op-
tions and quality assurance mechanisms. This
legislation will enable patients to see the pro-
viders of their choice, including nonphysician
providers, such as opticians who provide qual-
ity care services to their patients.

| would like to include in the RECORD the
statement of Paul Houghland, Jr., CAE, exec-
utive director, Opticians Association of Amer-
ica that was presented before the subcommit-
tee on May 30, to further shed light on issues
surrounding choice in a managed care setting.
STATEMENT BY PAUL HOUGHLAND, JR., CAE,

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OPTICIANS ASSOCIA-

TION OF AMERICA

On behalf of the Opticians Association of
America (OAA), which represents the inter-
ests of more than 35,000 dispensing opticians
throughout the United States, I am pleased
that the Subcommittee on Health and Envi-
ronment has convened hearings on managed
care issues. As the panel with jurisdiction
over health insurance it is important that
you hear the view of all participants in the
health care delivery system including non-
physician providers.

OAA wishes that these hearings had pro-
vided more of an opportunity for nonphysi-
cian providers to participate. This group of
health care providers is responsible for many
of the most cost-effective approaches to
health care delivery. Yet nonphysician pro-
viders have had many difficulties being in-
cluded in many managed care organizations
(MCOs). For this reason OAA and many other
nonphyslcian providers have joined the Coa-

lition for Health Care Choice and Account-
ablility (CHCCA), a group dedicated to mak-
ing MCOs more accountable for their actions
and more patient and provider friendly.

OAA wishes to associate itself with the
written statement provided to this sub-
committee by CHCCA and also to associate
itself with the testimony presented by the
American Dental Assoclation, a CHCCA
member. The concerns raised by these orga-
nizations reflect legitimate issues that
should be addressed legislatively by this sub-
committee at its earliest convenience.

OAA believes that many of the managed
care problems that nonphysician providers in
general and opticians in particular face are
corrected by HR 2400, the “Family Health
Care Fairness Act’ introduced by Represent-
ative Charlie Norwood of Georgia, a member
of this subcommittee. OAA commends Rep-
resentative Norwood for his leadership in
calling attention to aspects of the managed
care industry which need modification. We
thank Representative Bill Brewster of Okla-
homa for being the prime cosponsor of this
measure. As a pharmacist, Representative
Brewster understands well the struggles
which far too many nonphysician providers
have had with MCOs. OAA also appreciates
the bipartisan support expressed for HR 2400
by its Republican and Democratic cospon-
S0rs.

The health subcommittee could prove its
commitment to innovative solutions to
health care problems by favorably reporting
the Norwood bill to the full committee with-
in the next 60 days. While aware of the short-
ness of the 1996 legislative calendar and the
numerous demands upon your time, managed
care issues are too important for Congress to
abandon this year without significant ac-
tion. Market-based solutions are not ade-
quate to correct abuses within the managed
care industry. HR 2400 provides fair and equi-
table solutions to real problems.

Many of managed care's shortcomings are
discussed in the ADA and CHCCA testimony.
After reading the stories collected by the
CHCCA I am certain this panel will agree
that action on HR 2400 will benefit the public
interest. What more positive message could
you take back to your constituents this fall
than news that you approved a bill to make
managed care more accessible, more ac-
countable, more patient friendly?

OAA’'s national legislative agenda can be
summarized very concisely: maximize com-
petition within the health care market place
and maximize freedom of choice for consum-
ers. We support HR 2400 because it promotes
equity for both consumers and providers. It
contains nondiscrimination language which
would assure that both those using the
health care system and those providing the
services are treated fairly.

A second major component of HR 2400
would require all MCOs to offer a point-of-
service (POS) option to all subscribers. The
health care marketplace has confirmed that
a POS option is very popular and cost effec-
tive. Approximately three-quarters of the
managed care plans offer this option. OAA
and the CHCCA believe that all plans should

include this option with a reasonable cost-
sharing formula so that it is a viable alter-
native.

The POS issue was debated last fall in the
Commerce Committee during the Medicare
reform debate. Two members of the Health
and Environment Subcommittee offered POS
amendments supported by OAA and the
CHCCA members. OAA appreciates the ef-
forts of Representatives Greg Ganske of Iowa
and Tom Coburn of Oklahoma. Unfortu-
nately, both the Ganske and Coburn amend-
ments were defeated because most members
of the majority party refuse to support maxi-
mizing freedom of choice for consumers.

In a discussion of managed care issues last
week on WPFW-FM in Washington, DC,
Cindy Elkin, a Northern Virginia optician,
described her experiences with managed care
programs. She pointed out that many man-
aged care vision programs referred eyewear
customers for dispensing purposes to person-
nel who are often unlicensed, or uncertified,
in short to persons who are not well trained
or in a position to provide quality service.
And this lesson is not lost on customers. Fre-
quently, persons with managed vision care
programs have found the quality to be so low
compared to their previous service that cus-
tomers frequently vote with their feet. How-
ever, by choosing to forego a benefit pro-
vided by their employer these persons wind
up with a self-chosen POS option with a 100
percent copayment.

OAA and its members strongly support
competition and free market solutions with-
in the health care sector. Because OAA be-
lieves so strongly in the principle of com-
petition within the marketplace it will
unveil a managed vision care program for its
members next month at its national conven-
tion in St. Louis. The OAA managed vision
care program, unlike so many vision care
programs currently available, will be open to
all vision care providers willing to meet the
terms and conditions of the program. We
welcome participation by our friends in the
ophthalmological and optometric commu-
nity. We not only support the concept of pro-
vider equity, but we practice it in our own
managed care initiatives.

While opticians are willing to compete
within the free market for managed vision
care business, we are well aware that a start
up vision care plan offered by opticians will
not level the playing field overnight. Our
members still face numerous instances of
disciminatory practices by managed vision
care plans which simply exclude independent
opticians. This deprives the consumer of
freedom of choice and the opportunity to
shop for eyewear at the provider of choice. It
also frequently denies the consumer a least-
cost alternative.

Congress can level the playing field for op-
ticians and all nonphysician providers who
wish to compete within the managed care
system by passing HR 2400. OAA calls upon
this panel to begin the legislative process by
sending this bill to the full committee for
consideration with a strong endorsement.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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