
JOURNAL OF THE

1338

JUNE 12T73.21
T73.21 PROVIDING FOR THE

CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 3610

Mr. SOLOMON, by direction of the
Committee on Rules, reported (Rept.
No. 104–619) the resolution (H. Res. 453)
providing for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 3610) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes.

When said resolution and report were
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered printed.

T73.22 OLYMPIC TORCH RELAY

On motion of Mr. GILCHREST, by
unanimous consent, the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 172) author-
izing the 1996 Summer Olympic Torch
Relay to be run through the Capitol
Grounds, and for other purposes; to-
gether with the following amendment
of the Senate, was taken from the
Speaker’s table:

Page 2, line 8, strike out all after
‘‘Grounds’’ down to and including ‘‘over-
night,’’ in line 9.

On motion of Mr. GILCHREST, said
Senate amendment was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the vote
whereby said Senate amendment was
agreed to was, by unanimous consent,
laid on the table.

Ordered, That the Clerk notify the
Senate thereof.

T73.23 WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST THE CONFERENCE REPORT TO
ACCOMPANY H. CON. RES. 178

Mr. DREIER, by direction of the
Committee on Rules, called up the fol-
lowing resolution (H. Res. 450):

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 178) estab-
lishing 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. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration
are waived. The conference report shall be
considered as read. The conference report
shall be debatable for one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on the Budget.

When said resolution was considered.
After debate,
On motion of Mr. DREIER, the pre-

vious question was ordered on the reso-
lution to its adoption or rejection.

The question being put, viva voce,
Will the House agree to said resolu-

tion?
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr.

EWING, announced that the yeas had
it.

Mr. MOAKLEY objected to the vote
on the ground that a quorum was not
present and not voting.

A quorum not being present,
The roll was called under clause 4,

rule XV, and the call was taken by
electronic device.

Yeas ....... 232When there appeared ! Nays ...... 190

T73.24 [Roll No. 235]

YEAS—232

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frisa

Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick

Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—190

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bevill
Bishop
Blumenauer
Bonior

Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)

Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks

Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)

Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)

Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Vela

´
zquez

Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—12

Berman
Boucher
Calvert
Chapman

Frelinghuysen
Gillmor
Hayes
Lincoln

McDade
Moran
Rose
Wilson

So the resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider the vote

whereby said resolution was agreed to
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the
table.

T73.25 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
RESOLUTION

Mr. KASICH, pursuant to House Res-
olution 450, called up the following con-
ference report (Rept. No. 104–612):

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 appropriate budgetary levels for fis-
cal years 1998 through 2002 are hereby set
forth.
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SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents for this concurrent
resolution 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.
Sec. 202. Reconciliation in the Senate.

TITLE III—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 301. Discretionary spending limits.
Sec. 302. Budgetary treatment of the sale of

Government assets.
Sec. 303. Budgetary treatment of direct stu-

dent loans.
Sec. 304. Superfund reserve fund.
Sec. 305. Tax reserve fund in the Senate.
Sec. 306. Exercise of rulemaking powers.
Sec. 307. Government shutdown prevention

allowance.

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

Sec. 401. Sense of Congress on baselines.
Sec. 402. Sense of Congress on loan sales.
Sec. 403. Sense of Congress on changes in

medicaid.
Sec. 404. Sense of Congress on impact of leg-

islation on children.
Sec. 405. Sense of Congress on debt repay-

ment.
Sec. 406. Sense of Congress on commitment

to a balanced budget by fiscal
year 2002.

Sec. 407. Sense of Congress that tax reduc-
tions should benefit working
families.

Sec. 408. Sense of Congress on a bipartisan
commission on the solvency of
medicare.

Sec. 409. Sense of Congress on medicare
transfers.

Sec. 410. Sense of Congress regarding
changes in the medicare pro-
gram.

Sec. 411. Sense of Congress regarding rev-
enue assumptions.

Sec. 412. Sense of Congress regarding domes-
tic violence.

Sec. 413. Sense of Congress regarding stu-
dent loans.

Sec. 414. Sense of Congress regarding addi-
tional charges under the medi-
care program.

Sec. 415. Sense of Congress regarding re-
quirements that welfare recipi-
ents be drug-free.

Sec. 416. Sense of Congress on an accurate
index for inflation.

Sec. 417. Sense of Congress that the 1993 in-
come tax increase on social se-
curity benefits should be re-
pealed.

Sec. 418. Sense of Congress regarding the
Administration’s practice re-
garding the prosecution of drug
smugglers.

Sec. 419. Sense of Congress on corporate sub-
sidies.

Sec. 420. Sense of Congress regarding wel-
fare reform.

Sec. 421. Sense of Congress on FCC spectrum
auctions.

Sec. 422. Sense of the House on emergencies.
Sec. 423. Sense of the Senate on funding to

assist youth at risk.
Sec. 424. Sense of the Senate on long-term

trends in budget estimates.
Sec. 425. Sense of the Senate on repeal of the

gas tax.

Sec. 426. Sense of the Senate regarding the
use of budgetary savings.

Sec. 427. Sense of the Senate regarding the
transfer of excess Government
computers to public schools.

Sec. 428. Sense of the Senate on Federal re-
treats.

Sec. 429. Sense of the Senate regarding the
essential air service program of
the Department of Transpor-
tation.

Sec. 430. Sense of the Senate regarding equal
retirement savings for home-
makers.

Sec. 431. Sense of the Senate on the Na-
tional Institutes of Health
funding for anti-addiction
drugs.

Sec. 432. Sense of the Senate regarding the
extension of the employer edu-
cation assistance exclusion
under section 127 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986.

Sec. 433. Sense of the Senate regarding the
Economic Development Admin-
istration placing high priority
on maintaining field-based eco-
nomic development representa-
tives.

Sec. 434. Sense of the Senate on LIHEAP.
Sec. 435. Sense of the Senate on Davis-

Bacon.
Sec. 436. Sense of the Senate on reimburse-

ment of the United States for
operations Southern Watch and
Provide Comfort.

Sec. 437. Sense of the Senate on solvency of
the Medicare Trust Fund.

Sec. 438. Sense of the Senate on the Presi-
dential Election Campaign
Fund.

Sec. 439. Sense of the Senate regarding the
funding 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
revenues 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

levels 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

Contributions Act revenues for hospital in-
surance within the recommended levels of
Federal revenues 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 ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity 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
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels 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: $1,416,493,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,432,423,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,462,900,000,000.
(4) DEFICITS.—For purposes of the enforce-

ment of this resolution, the amounts of the
deficits 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: $5,435,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $5,702,200,000,000.
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: $6,468,400,000,000.
(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.—The appro-

priate levels of total new direct loan obliga-
tions 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 pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments are as
follows:

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) SOCIAL 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 Insur-
ance 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 pur-

poses 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 Insur-
ance 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 author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, and new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments for fiscal years 1997 through 2002
for each major functional category are:
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(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, $275,961,000,000.
(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, $278,821,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $268,962,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(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, $11,022,000,000.
(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.
(3) 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 obligations, $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) Outlays, $15,717,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
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.
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, $1,758,000,000.
(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 commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $18,862,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,698,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $41,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
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:
(A) 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, $0.
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, $12,122,000,000.
(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, $11,799,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,898,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$10,743,000,000.
(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 direct loan obligations,

$10,736,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,652,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $10,015,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,229,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$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 obligations,

$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.
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(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, $15,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
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.
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, $33,624,000,000.
(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) Outlays, $10,321,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,231,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee 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, $6,611,000,000.
(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 obligations,

$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 obligations,

$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 obligations,

$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 obligations,

$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 obligations,

$16,219,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $23,319,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $50,409,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,629,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$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) Outlays, $146,246,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $152,405,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $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) Outlays, $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) Outlays, $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):
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:
(A) 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, $268,404,000,000.
(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, $0.
(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:
(A) New budget authority, $8,476,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,213,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) 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, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) 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:
(A) 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,

$962,000,000.
(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, $0.
(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, $0.
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:
(A) 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:
(A) 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, $13,461,000,000.
(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.
(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) Outlays, $12,831,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(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 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $289,121,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $289,121,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(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, $298,531,000,000.
(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, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$2,340,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,413,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(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.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$2,898,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$2,863,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(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) Outlays, ¥$45,334,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$7,900,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(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, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$34,727,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$34,727,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(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:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$38,277,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$38,277,000,000.
(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 pro-
vide direct spending and revenues to the
Committee on the Budget of the House of
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Representatives. After receiving those rec-
ommendations, the Committee on the Budg-
et shall report to the House a reconciliation
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
recommendations to provide direct spending
to the Committee on the Budget of the
House of Representatives. After receiving
those recommendations, the Committee on
the Budget shall report to the House a rec-
onciliation bill carrying out all such rec-
ommendations without any substantive revi-
sion.

(3) TAX AND MISCELLANEOUS DIRECT SPEND-
ING REFORMS.—Not later than September 6,
1996, the House committees named in sub-
section (d) shall submit their recommenda-
tions to provide direct spending, deficit re-
duction, and revenues to the Committee on
the Budget of the House of Representatives.
After receiving those recommendations, 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 MED-
ICAID REFORM AND TAX RELIEF.—

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—The
House Committee on Agriculture shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that com-
mittee does not exceed: $35,609,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 1997, $36,625,000,000 in out-
lays 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: $326,354,000,000 in outlays for
fiscal year 1997, $473,718,000,000 in outlays for
fiscal year 2002, and $2,395,231,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(3) COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND EDU-
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES.—The House Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities 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:
$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 report changes in laws within its juris-
diction 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
jurisdiction 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 exceed: $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 out-
lays in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(2) COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.—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 com-
mittee 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 MISCELLA-
NEOUS DIRECT SPENDING REFORMS.—

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—The
House Committee on Agriculture shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that com-
mittee does not exceed: $35,599,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 1997, $36,614,000,000 in out-
lays 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
Banking and Financial Services 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: ¥$12,645,000,000 in outlays
for fiscal year 1997, ¥$5,775,000,000 in outlays
for fiscal year 2002, and ¥$41,639,000,000 in
outlays in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(B) The House Committee on Banking and
Financial Services shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that would re-
duce the deficit by: $0 in fiscal year 1997,
$115,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and
$305,000,000 in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(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 exceed: $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 out-
lays in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(4) COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND EDU-
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES.—The House Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities 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:
$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.—(A) The House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that com-
mittee does not exceed: $65,164,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 1997, $82,594,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 2002, and $442,230,000,000 in
outlays in fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(B) The House Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that would re-
duce the deficit by: $201,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, $590,000,000 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 Inter-
national Relations shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending such that the total level of di-
rect spending for that committee does not
exceed: $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 fis-
cal years 1997 through 2002.

(7) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The
House Committee on the Judiciary shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that com-
mittee does not exceed: $2,784,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 1997, $4,586,000,000 in out-
lays 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
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that com-
mittee does not exceed: $39,787,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 1997, $49,774,000,000 in out-
lays 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
Committee on Science 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: $40,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997, $46,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
and $242,000,000 in outlays in fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

(11) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—The House Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending such that the
total level of direct spending for that com-
mittee does not exceed: $18,315,000,000 in out-
lays for fiscal year 1997, $18,001,000,000 in out-
lays 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 report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending such
that the total level of direct spending for
that committee 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 juris-
diction that provide direct spending such
that the total level of direct spending for
that committee does not exceed:
$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
subsection (a)(1) is enacted into law, then
the revenue amount set forth in clause (i)
shall be adjusted to reflect the revenue pro-
visions of that Act.

(e) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘direct spending’’ has the
meaning given to such term in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.
SEC. 202. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE.

(a) FIRST RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS.—
Not later than June 21, 1996, the committees
named in this subsection shall submit their
recommendations to the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate. After receiving those
recommendations, the Committee on the
Budget shall report to the Senate a rec-
onciliation bill carrying out all such rec-
ommendations without any substantive revi-
sion.

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
AND FORESTRY.—The Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending (as defined in
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section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to re-
duce outlays $1,974,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$26,169,000,000 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 Emer-
gency Deficit Control 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 nec-
essary 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 rec-
onciliation bill proposing 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
$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 com-
mittees named in this subsection shall sub-
mit their recommendations to the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate. After re-
ceiving those recommendations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget shall report to the Sen-
ate a reconciliation bill carrying out all such
recommendations without any substantive
revision.

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
AND FORESTRY.—The Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 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 Control Act of 1985) to re-
duce outlays $10,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$65,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1997
through 2002, and $11,000,000 in fiscal year
2002.

(2) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The
Senate Committee on Armed Services 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 Control Act of 1985) to re-
duce outlays $79,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$649,000,000 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 Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs shall
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that reduce the deficit by $3,628,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1997, $3,605,000,000 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 report changes in laws within its juris-
diction 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 $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 jurisdiction that provide
direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce

outlays $90,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$1,512,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002, and $72,000,000 in fiscal
year 2002.

(6) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS.—The Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide
direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce
outlays $87,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$2,184,000,000 for the period of fiscal 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 deficit 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 re-
duce revenues for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002 by not more than the
amount specified in subsection (a)(2)(B) re-
duced by the amount that legislation en-
acted pursuant to subsection (a) reduced rev-
enues for that period of fiscal years.

(8) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AF-
FAIRS.—The Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that reduce the deficit
$1,101,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, $8,801,000,000
for the period of fiscal 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
provide direct spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency 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 fis-
cal 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 spending (as defined in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to reduce
outlays $783,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$3,671,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002, and $707,000,000 in fiscal
year 2002.

(11) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS.—
The Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction 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 $126,000,000 in fiscal
year 1997, $5,271,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 1997 through 2002, and $1,418,000,000 in
fiscal year 2002.

(d) TREATMENT OF RECONCILIATION BILLS
FOR PRIOR SURPLUS.—For purposes of section
202 of House Concurrent Resolution 67 (104th
Congress), legislation which reduces reve-
nues pursuant to a reconciliation instruction
contained in subsection (c) shall be taken to-
gether with all other legislation enacted pur-
suant to the reconciliation instructions con-
tained in this resolution 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 pursu-
ant to section 302(a) or 602(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, for the discre-
tionary category, the term ‘‘discretionary
spending limit’’ means—

(1) with respect to fiscal year 1997—

(A) for the defense category $266,362,000,000
in new budget authority and $264,968,000,000
in outlays; and

(B) for 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—
(A) for the defense category $268,971,000,000

in new budget authority and $263,862,000,000
in outlays; and

(B) for the nondefense category
$224,746,000,000 in new budget authority and
$263,093,000,000 in outlays;

(3) with respect to fiscal year 1999, for the
discretionary category $491,268,000,000 in new
budget authority and $525,485,000,000 in out-
lays;

(4) with respect to fiscal year 2000, for the
discretionary category $498,589,000,000 in new
budget authority and $525,251,000,000 in out-
lays;

(5) with respect to fiscal year 2001, for the
discretionary 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
discretionary category $500,592,000,000 in new
budget authority and $514,219,000,000 in out-
lays;
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defi-
nitions and emergency appropriations.

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (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 con-
ference report on such a resolution) that pro-
vides discretionary spending in excess of the
sum of the defense and nondefense discre-
tionary spending limits for such fiscal year;

(B) any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for fiscal year 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002 (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on
such a resolution) that provides discre-
tionary spending in excess of the discre-
tionary spending limit for such fiscal year;
or

(C) any appropriation bill or resolution (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on
such appropriation bill or resolution) for fis-
cal year 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002 that
would exceed any of the discretionary spend-
ing 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 effect or if a joint resolution pursuant
to section 258 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit 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 for purposes of the application of para-
graph (1), only subparagraph (C) of paragraph
(1) shall apply, and it shall apply only for fis-
cal year 1997.

(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.—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 concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.
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(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 esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget
of the Senate.
SEC. 302. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF THE SALE

OF GOVERNMENT 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 receipts to reduce the Federal
budget deficit;

(2) the President’s fiscal year 1997 budget
included $3,900,000,000 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 budg-
etary impact of asset sales.

(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—(1) For the
purposes of any concurrent resolution on the
budget and the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, amounts realized from sales of assets
shall be scored with respect to the level of
budget authority, outlays, or revenues.

(2) For purposes of this section, the term
‘‘sale of an asset’’ shall have the same mean-
ing as under section 250(c)(21) of the Bal-
anced 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 Reform Act of 1990.
SEC. 303. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF DIRECT

STUDENT LOANS.
For the purposes of any concurrent resolu-

tion on the budget and the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, the cost of a direct loan
under the Federal direct student loan pro-
gram 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 pay-

ments by or to the Government over the life
of the loan after adjusting for estimated de-
faults, prepayments, fees, penalties, and
other recoveries; and

(4) direct expenses, including—
(A) activities related to credit extension,

loan origination, loan servicing, manage-
ment of contractors, and payments to con-
tractors, other government entities, and pro-
gram participants;

(B) collection of delinquent loans; and
(C) writeoff and closeout of loans.

SEC. 304. SUPERFUND RESERVE FUND.
(a) DEFICIT NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS IN THE

HOUSE.—
(1) COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS.—In the House

of Representatives—
(A) after the enactment of a superfund bill

that reforms the Superfund program to fa-
cilitate the clean up of hazardous waste sites
and extends Superfund taxes; and

(B) upon the reporting of an appropriation
measure (or submission of a conference re-
port thereon) that appropriates funds for the
Superfund program in excess of $1,302,000,000;
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of that House may submit revised alloca-
tions, functional levels, budget aggregates,
and discretionary spending limits to carry
out this section by an amount that is equal
to such excess. These revisions shall be con-
sidered for the purposes of the Congressional

Budget Act of 1974 as the allocations, levels,
aggregates, and limits contained in this reso-
lution.

(2) COMMITTEE SUBALLOCATIONS.—The Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives may report appropriately
revised suballocations pursuant to sections
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 legisla-
tion that extends Superfund taxes; and

(B) $898,000,000 in budget authority for a
fiscal 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 meas-
ure or any conference report thereon may be
readjusted if that measure is not enacted
into law.

(b) DEFICIT NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS IN THE
SENATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, after the
enactment of legislation that reforms the
Superfund program and extends Superfund
taxes, in the Senate, budget authority and
outlays allocated to the Committee on Ap-
propriations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the
appropriate functional levels, the appro-
priate budget aggregates, and the discre-
tionary spending limits in section 201 of this
resolution may be revised to provide addi-
tional budget authority and the outlays
flowing from that budget authority for the
Superfund program, pursuant to this sub-
section.

(2) DEFICIT NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS.—
(A) ALLOCATIONS.—
(i) COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS.—In the Sen-

ate, upon reporting of an appropriations
measure, or when a conference committee
submits a conference report thereon, that
appropriates funds for the Superfund pro-
gram in excess of $1,302,000,000, the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget of the Sen-
ate may submit revised allocations, func-
tional levels, budget aggregates, and discre-
tionary spending limits to carry out this sec-
tion that adds to such allocations, levels, ag-
gregates, and limits an amount that is equal
to such excess. These revised allocations,
levels, aggregates, and limits shall be consid-
ered for the purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as the allocations, levels,
aggregates, and limits contained in this reso-
lution.

(ii) COMMITTEE SUBALLOCATIONS.—The
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate
may report appropriately revised suballoca-
tions pursuant 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 legisla-
tion that extends Superfund taxes; and

(ii) $898,000,000 in budget authority for a
fiscal 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
allocations may be revised for legislation
that reduces revenues by providing family
tax relief, fuel tax relief, and incentives to
stimulate savings, investment, job creation,
and economic growth if such legislation will
not increase the deficit for—

(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 con-
sideration of legislation pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Chairman of the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate may file with
the Senate appropriately revised allocations
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised
functional levels and aggregates to carry out
this section. These revised allocations, func-
tional levels, and aggregates shall be consid-
ered for the purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as allocations, functional
levels, and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.

(c) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The
appropriate committee may report appro-
priately revised allocations pursuant to sec-
tions 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 Representa-
tives, respectively, 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 incon-
sistent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional 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 extent as in the case of any other rule
of that House.
SEC. 307. GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN PREVEN-

TION ALLOWANCE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the House of Rep-

resentatives for consideration of a con-
ference report, or in the Senate, the fiscal
year 1997 outlay allocation made pursuant to
sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to the Committees
on Appropriations, the fiscal year 1997 outlay
aggregate, the fiscal year 1997 discretionary
limit on nondefense outlays and other appro-
priate aggregates may be increased for a res-
olution making continuing appropriations
for fiscal year 1997. These revised alloca-
tions, aggregates, and limits shall be consid-
ered for all purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as allocations, aggregates,
and limits contained in this resolution and
shall remain in effect for the consideration
of any fiscal year 1997 appropriations meas-
ure.

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—In the Senate,
upon the consideration of a motion to pro-
ceed or an agreement to proceed to a resolu-
tion making continuing appropriations for
fiscal year 1997, or in the House of Represent-
atives, upon the filing of a conference report
thereon, that complies with the fiscal year
1997 discretionary limit on nondefense budg-
et authority, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the appropriate
House may submit a revised outlay alloca-
tion for such committee and appropriately
revised aggregates and limits to carry out
this section.

(c) 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 pur-
suant 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:
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(1) Baselines are projections of future

spending if existing policies remain un-
changed.

(2) Under baseline assumptions, spending
automatically rises with inflation even if
such increases are not mandated under exist-
ing law.

(3) Baseline budgeting is inherently biased
against policies that would reduce the pro-
jected growth in spending because such poli-
cies are depicted as spending reductions from
an increasing baseline.

(4) The baseline concept has encouraged
Congress to abdicate its constitutional obli-
gation to control the public purse for those
programs which are automatically funded.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that baseline budgeting should be
replaced with a budgetary model that re-
quires justification of aggregate funding lev-
els and maximizes congressional account-
ability 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 nonperforming loans held not only by
HUD, but by all Federal agencies that pro-
vide credit programs’’ and directed the Office
of Management and Budget to direct Federal
agencies to evaluate the value of their credit
programs and develop a plan for the privat-
ization of such credit programs.

(2) The Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee on Commerce, Justice, State, the
Judiciary, and Related Agencies has directed
that the Small Business Administration
should study and report to Congress on the
feasibility of private servicing of SBA loan
activities.

(3) The House Appropriations Sub-
committee on Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies previously directed the
Farmers Home Administration to ‘‘explore
the potential savings that might occur from
contract centralized servicing.’’

(4) The Committee on Agriculture of the
House has consistently urged the Secretary
of Agriculture 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 serv-
icing (of loans) could mean reaping the bene-
fits of the competitive marketplace—greater
efficiency, increased focus on customer
needs, increased innovation, and improved
morale.’’

(6) The House Committee on Small Busi-
ness 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 leg-
islation authorizing the sale of such loan as-
sets as they deem appropriate in order to
contribute to Government downsizing, ad-
ministrative cost savings, and improved
services to borrowers.
SEC. 403. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CHANGES IN

MEDICAID.
It is the sense of Congress that any legisla-

tion changing the medicaid program pursu-
ant to this resolution should—

(1) guarantee coverage for low-income chil-
dren, pregnant women, the elderly, and the
disabled as described in the National Gov-
ernors’ Association February 6, 1996, policy
on reforming 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 equitable formula for calculating
the matching rate;

(3) reject any illusory financing schemes;
(4) continue existing law for Federal min-

imum quality standards for nursing homes
and the enforcement of those standards;

(5) continue Federal rules that prevent
wives or husbands from being required to im-
poverish themselves in order to obtain and
keep medicaid benefits for their spouse re-
quiring nursing home care and continue ex-
isting prohibitions against the States requir-
ing the adult children of institutionalized
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
seniors consistent with the unanimous Na-
tional Governors’ Association medicaid pol-
icy.
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
number of children who are hungry, home-
less, poor, or medically uninsured.

(b) LEGISLATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY FOR IM-
PACT ON CHILDREN.—In the event legislation
enacted to comply with this resolution re-
sults in an increase in the number of hungry,
homeless, poor, or medically uninsured by
the end of fiscal year 1997, Congress shall re-
visit 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.
SEC. 405. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON DEBT REPAY-

MENT.
It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) Congress has a basic moral and ethical

responsibility to future generations to repay
the Federal debt;

(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
implemented so that this generation can
save future generations from the crushing
burdens of the Federal debt.
SEC. 406. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON COMMITMENT

TO A BALANCED BUDGET BY FISCAL
YEAR 2002.

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-
dent and Congress should continue to adhere
to the statutory commitment made by both
parties on November 20, 1995, to enact legis-
lation 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 concur-
rent resolution on the budget assumes any
reductions in taxes should be structured to
benefit working families by providing family
tax relief and incentives to stimulate sav-
ings, 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 con-

cluded 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 ex-
penses, 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
Congress indicate that the Hospital Insur-
ance 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
concluded that ‘‘the Supplementary Medical
Insurance Trust Fund shows a rate of growth
of costs which is clearly unsustainable’’;

(5) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitle-
ment and Tax Reform concluded that, absent
long-term changes in medicare, projected
medicare outlays will increase from about 4
percent of the payroll tax base today to over
15 percent of the payroll tax base by the year
2030;

(6) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitle-
ment and Tax Reform recommended, by a
vote of 30 to 1, that spending and revenues
available for medicare must be brought into
long-term balance; and

(7) in the most recent Trustees’ report, the
Public Trustees of medicare ‘‘strongly rec-
ommend that the crisis presented by the fi-
nancial condition of the medicare trust funds
be urgently addressed on a comprehensive
basis, including a review of the program’s fi-
nancing methods, benefit provisions, and de-
livery mechanisms.’’

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that in order to meet the aggre-
gates and levels in this budget resolution—

(1) a special bipartisan commission should
be established immediately to make rec-
ommendations concerning the most appro-
priate response to the short-term solvency
and long-term sustainability issues facing
the medicare program which do not include
tax increases in any form, including trans-
fers of spending from the medicare Part A
program to the Part B program; and

(2) the commission should report to Con-
gress its recommendations prior to the adop-
tion of a concurrent budget resolution for
fiscal year 1998 in order that the committees
of jurisdiction may consider these rec-
ommendations 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 ap-
proximately 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 medi-
care part B, shifting responsibility for
$55,000,000,000 of spending from the Hospital
Insurance Trust Fund to the general reve-
nues that pay for medicare part B;

(3) such a transfer does nothing to control
medicare spending, and is merely a book-
keeping 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 pro-
gram to ensure the long-term solvency of the
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund, which the
Congressional Budget Office now states will
become bankrupt in the year 2001, a year ear-
lier than projected in the 1995 report by the
Trustees of the Social Security and Medicare
Trust Funds;

(5) Congress will be breaking a commit-
ment to the American people 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 financing for these services, making
them more vulnerable to benefits changes
than under current law; and
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(7) according to the National Association

of Home Care, shifting medicare home care
payments from part A to part B would deem-
phasize 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 sense of
Congress that in meeting the spending tar-
gets specified in the budget resolution, Con-
gress should not accept the President’s pro-
posal to transfer spending from one part of
medicare to another in its efforts to pre-
serve, protect, and improve the medicare
program.
SEC. 410. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING

CHANGES IN THE MEDICARE PRO-
GRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that, in
achieving the spending levels specified in
this resolution—

(1) the public trustees of medicare have
concluded 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 solvent for more than a decade, but his
budget transfers $55,000,000,000 of home
health spending from medicare part A to
medicare part B;

(3) the transfer of home health spending
threatens the delivery of home health serv-
ices to 3.5 million medicare beneficiaries;

(4) such a transfer increases the burden on
general revenues, including income taxes
paid by working Americans, by
$55,000,000,000;

(5) such a transfer artificially inflates the
solvency of the medicare hospital insurance
trust fund, misleading Congress, medicare
beneficiaries, and working taxpayers;

(6) the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office has certified that, without such a
transfer, the President’s budget extends 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 in-
surance trust fund.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that, in achieving the spending lev-
els specified in this resolution, Congress as-
sumes that Congress would—

(1) keep the medicare hospital insurance
trust fund solvent for more than a decade, as
recommended 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 trans-
fer home health spending from one part of
medicare to another, which threatens the de-
livery of home health care services to 3.5
million medicare beneficiaries, artificially
inflates the solvency of the medicare hos-
pital insurance trust fund, and increases the
burden on general revenues, including in-
come taxes paid by working Americans, by
$55,000,000,000.
SEC. 411. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING REV-

ENUE ASSUMPTIONS.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) Corporations and individuals have clear

responsibility to adhere to environmental
laws. When they do not, and environmental
damage results, the Federal and State gov-
ernments may impose fines and penalties,
and assess polluters for the cost of remedi-
ation.

(2) Assessment of these costs is important
in the enforcement process. They appro-
priately penalize wrongdoing. They discour-
age future environmental damage. They en-
sure that taxpayers do not bear the financial
brunt of cleaning up after damages done by
polluters.

(3) In the case of the Exxon Valdez oil spill
disaster in Prince William Sound, Alaska,
for example, the corporate settlement with
the Federal Government totaled $900,000,000.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that assumptions in this resolution
assume an appropriate amount of revenues
per year through legislation that will not
allow deductions for fines and penalties aris-
ing from a failure to comply with Federal or
State environmental or health protection
laws.
SEC. 412. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING DO-

MESTIC VIOLENCE.
The assumptions underlying functional to-

tals in this budget resolution include:
(1) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:
(A) Violence against women is the leading

cause of physical injury to women. The De-
partment of Justice estimates that over 1
million violent crimes against women are
committed by domestic partners annually.

(B) Domestic violence dramatically affects
the victim’s ability to participate in the
workforce. A University of Minnesota survey
reported that one-quarter of battered women
surveyed had lost a job partly because of
being abused and that over half of these
women had been harassed by their abuser at
work.

(C) Domestic violence is often intensified
as women seek to gain economic independ-
ence through attending school or job train-
ing programs. Batterers have been reported
to prevent women from attending such pro-
grams or sabotage their efforts at self-im-
provement.

(D) Nationwide surveys of service providers
prepared by the Taylor Institute of Chicago,
document, for the first time, the inter-
relationship between domestic violence and
welfare by showing that between 50 percent
and 80 percent of women in welfare to work
programs are current or past victims of do-
mestic violence.

(E) The American Psychological Associa-
tion has reported that violence against
women is usually witnessed by their chil-
dren, who as a result can suffer severe psy-
chological, 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 be-
come adults.

(F) Over half of the women surveyed by the
Taylor Institute stayed with their batterers
because they lacked the resources to support
themselves and their children. The surveys
also found that the availability of economic
support is a critical factor in women’s abil-
ity to leave abusive situations that threaten
themselves and their children.

(G) Proposals to restructure the welfare
programs may impact the availability of the
economic support and the safety net nec-
essary 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
enacted by Congress unless and until Con-
gress considers whether such welfare reform
provisions would exacerbate violence against
women and their children, further endanger
women’s lives, make it more difficult for
women to escape domestic violence, or fur-
ther punish women victimized by violence.

(B) Any welfare reform measure enacted by
Congress should require that any welfare to
work, education, or job placement programs
implemented by the States address the im-
pact of domestic violence on welfare recipi-
ents.
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
average 50–55 percent more in lifetime earn-
ings than a person with a high school di-
ploma;

(4) education is a key to providing alter-
natives to crime and violence, and is a cost-
effective strategy for breaking cycles of pov-
erty 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 oppor-
tunity to gain a college education helps ad-
vance the American ideals of progress and
social equality;

(6) a highly educated and flexible 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
students received some kind of financial as-
sistance 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 stu-
dent loan limits or increasing fees to stu-
dents or parents; and

(11) under this budget resolution student
loans will increase from $26.6 billion today to
$37.4 billion in 2002; the Congressional Budg-
et Office projects that these are the exact
same levels that would occur under Presi-
dent Clinton’s student loan policies.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the aggregates and functional
levels included in this budget resolution as-
sume that savings in student loans can be
achieved without any program change that
would increase costs to students and parents
or decrease accessibility to student loans.
SEC. 414. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AD-

DITIONAL CHARGES UNDER THE
MEDICARE PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) senior citizens must spend more than 1

dollar in 5 of their limited incomes to pur-
chase the health care they need;

(2) 2⁄3 of spending under the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act is for senior citizens with annual in-
comes 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 ex-
perience has demonstrated that medicare
HMO enrollees face lower out-of-pocket costs
when they join HMO’s in competitive mar-
kets; also, over one half of these enrollees
pay no medicare premiums and receive extra
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 consid-
ered during the second session of the 104th
Congress should maintain Medicare bene-
ficiaries right to remain in the current Medi-
care fee-for-service program and also should
maintain the existing prohibitions against
additional charges by providers under the
Medicare fee-for-service program under title
XVIII of the Social Security Act (‘‘balance
billing’’), and that Medicare beneficiaries
should be offered the greatest opportunity
possible to choose private plans that will
offer lower out-of-pocket costs than what
they currently pay in the Medicare fee-for-
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service program, and to choose a health care
delivery 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
workers are required to be drug-free in the
workplace, it is the sense of Congress that
this concurrent resolution on the budget as-
sumes that the States may require welfare
recipients to be drug-free as a condition for
receiving such benefits and that random
drug testing may be used to enforce such re-
quirements.
SEC. 416. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON AN ACCURATE

INDEX FOR INFLATION.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) a significant portion of Federal expendi-

tures and revenues are indexed to measure-
ments 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
indices which overstate true inflation has
the demonstrated effect of accelerating Fed-
eral spending, increasing the Federal budget
deficit, increasing Federal borrowing, and
thereby enlarging the projected burden on
future American taxpayers.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the assumptions underlying
this budget resolution include that all Fed-
eral spending and revenues which are in-
dexed for inflation should be calibrated by
the most accurate 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
taxes on the Social Security benefits of sen-
ior citizens with income as low as $25,000,
and those provisions of the fiscal year 1994
recommendations of the Budget Resolution
and the 1993 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act in which the One Hundred Third Con-
gress voted to raise Federal income taxes on
the Social Security benefits of senior citi-
zens with income as low as $34,000 should be
repealed;

(2) President Clinton has stated that he be-
lieves he raised Federal taxes too much in
1993; and

(3) the budget resolution should react to
President Clinton’s fiscal year 1997 budget
which documents the fact that in the history
of the United States, the total tax burden
has never 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 taxes in
1993 on the Social Security benefits of mid-
dle-class individuals with income as low as
$34,000 was a mistake;

(2) that the Federal income tax hike on So-
cial 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
Congress to repeal the 1993 Federal income
tax 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 reduc-
tions 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,

particularly among juveniles, and has led ju-

veniles to become involved in interstate
gangs and to participate in violent crime;

(2) drug use has experienced a dramatic re-
surgence among our youth;

(3) the number of youths aged 12–17 using
marijuana has increased from 1.6 million in
1992 to 2.9 million in 1994, and the category of
‘‘recent marijuana use’’ increased a stag-
gering 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 wor-
risome declines are noted in peer disapproval
of drug use;

(5) 1 in 3 high school students uses mari-
juana;

(6) 12- to 17-year-olds who use marijuana
are 85 percent more likely to graduate to co-
caine than those who abstain from mari-
juana;

(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-re-
lated episodes jumped 39 percent and are run-
ning at 155 percent above the 1990 level, and
that methamphetamine 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 $172 to $137, and that of a gram of her-
oin also fell from $2,032 to $1,278;

(10) it has been reported that the Depart-
ment of Justice, through the United States
Attorney for the Southern District of Cali-
fornia, has adopted a policy of allowing cer-
tain foreign drug smugglers to avoid pros-
ecution altogether by being released to Mex-
ico;

(11) it has been reported that in the past
year approximately 2,300 suspected narcotics
traffickers were taken into custody for
bringing illegal drugs across the border, but
approximately one in four were returned to
their country of origin without being pros-
ecuted;

(12) it has been reported that the United
States Customs Service is operating under
guidelines limiting any prosecution in mari-
juana cases to cases involving 125 pounds of
marijuana or more;

(13) it has been reported that suspects pos-
sessing as much as 32 pounds of methamphet-
amine and 37,000 Quaalude tablets were not
prosecuted but were, instead, allowed to re-
turn to their countries of origin after their
drugs and vehicles were confiscated;

(14) it has been reported that after a sei-
zure of 158 pounds of cocaine, one defendant
was cited and released because there was no
room at the Federal jail and charges against
her were dropped;

(15) it has been reported that some smug-
glers 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 fund-
ing of the Federal Bureau of Prisons by 11.7
percent over the 1995 appropriations level;
and

(18) this Congress has increased the fund-
ing of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service by 23.5 percent over the 1995 appro-
priations level.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the function totals and aggregates un-
derlying this resolution assume that the At-
torney 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 pros-
ecuted.
SEC. 419. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CORPORATE

SUBSIDIES.
It is the sense of Congress that the func-

tional levels and aggregates in this budget
resolution assume that—

(1) the Federal budget contains tens of bil-
lions of dollars in payments, benefits and
programs that primarily assist profit-mak-
ing enterprises and industries rather than
provide a clear and compelling public inter-
est;

(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 bal-
ance the budget, the corporate sector should
bear its share of the burden; and

(4) Federal payments, benefits, and pro-
grams which predominantly benefit a par-
ticular industry or segment of an industry,
rather than provide a clear and compelling
public benefit, should be reformed or termi-
nated in order to provide additional tax re-
lief, deficit reduction, or to achieve the sav-
ings necessary to meet this resolution’s in-
structions and levels.
SEC. 420. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING WEL-

FARE REFORM.
(a) Congress finds that—
(1) this resolution assumes substantial sav-

ings 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 extremely poor and
therefore are more likely to receive welfare
benefits than children from two parent fami-
lies; and

(3) high rates of out-of-wedlock births are
associated 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 activi-
ties; and girls in single-parent families are
three times more likely to have children out
of wedlock themselves.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that any
comprehensive legislation sent to the Presi-
dent that balances the budget by a certain
date and that includes welfare reform provi-
sions and that is agreed to by Congress and
the President shall also contain to the max-
imum extent possible a strategy for reducing
the rate of out-of-wedlock births and encour-
aging 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 expected to be raised from
the auction of Federal Communications
Commission licenses for various services;

(2) for budget scoring purposes, Congress
has assumed that such auctions would occur
in a prompt and expeditious manner and that
revenue raised by such auctions would flow
to the Federal treasury;

(3) this resolution assumes that the rev-
enue to be raised from auctions totals bil-
lions of dollars;

(4) this resolution makes assumptions that
services would be auctioned where the Fed-
eral Communications Commission has not
yet conducted auctions for such services,
such as Local Multipoint Distribution Serv-
ice (LMDS), licenses for paging services,
final broadband PCS licenses, narrow band
PCS licenses, licenses for unserved cellular,
and Digital Audio Radio (DARS), and other
subscription services, revenue from which
has been assumed in Congressional budg-
etary calculations and in determining the
level of the deficit; and

(5) the Commission’s service rules can dra-
matically affect license values and auction
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revenues and therefore the Commission
should act expeditiously and without further
delay to conduct auctions of licenses in a
manner that maximizes revenue, increases
efficiency, and enhances competition.
SEC. 422. SENSE OF THE HOUSE ON EMER-

GENCIES.
(a) FINDINGS.—The House of Representa-

tives finds that:
(1) The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 ex-

empted from the discretionary spending lim-
its and the Pay-As-You-Go requirements for
entitlement and tax legislation funding re-
quirements that are designated by Congress
and the President as an emergency.

(2) Congress and the President have in-
creasingly misused the emergency designa-
tion 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
purpose of circumventing statutory and con-
gressional spending limitations, and

(C) adding to emergency legislation con-
troversial 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 defi-
nition of an emergency, establishing contin-
gency funds to pay for emergencies, and fully
offsetting the costs of emergencies with re-
scissions of spending authority that would
have been obligated but for the rescission.
SEC. 423. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING TO

ASSIST YOUTH AT RISK.
(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
problem, the Federal Government must con-
tinue to maximize efforts in addressing the
increasing prevalence of violence and drug
use among this country’s youth, with nec-
essary adherence to budget guidelines and
proven program effectiveness;

(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 re-
ports that 20 years ago, fewer than half our
cities reported gang activity and now, a gen-
eration later, reasonable estimates indicate
that there are more than 500,000 gang mem-
bers in more than 16,000 gangs on the streets
of our cities resulting in more than 580,000
gang-related crimes in 1993;

(5) the Justice Department’s Office of Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
reports that in 1994, law enforcement agen-
cies made over 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 Na-
tional Drug Policy recently set forth a series
of recommendations for strengthening the
criminal justice and law enforcement effort,
including domestic prevention efforts rein-
forcing the idea that prevention begins at
home;

(7) the Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy reports that between 1991 and 1995, mari-
juana use among 8th, 10th, and 12th graders
has increased and is continuing to spiral
upward; and

(8) the Center for Substance Abuse Preven-
tion reports that in 1993, substance abuse
played a role in over 70 percent of rapes, over
60 percent of incidents of child abuse, and al-
most 60 percent of murders nationwide.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the function totals and

aggregates underlying this concurrent reso-
lution 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 recog-
nized, independent evaluations of existing
programs to maximize the Federal invest-
ment and efforts should be made to reform
those programs of no proven benefit;

(3) efforts should be made to ensure coordi-
nation and eliminate duplication among fed-
erally supported at-risk youth programs; and

(4) special efforts should be made to in-
crease successful interdiction of the flow of
illegal drugs into the United States and into
communities 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

resolution on the budget should include an
analysis, prepared after consultation with
the Director of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, of the concurrent resolution’s impact on
likely budgetary 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 entitle-
ments for the period of 30 fiscal years, and
that the President should also include likely
budgetary trends during the next 30 fiscal
years, and that the President should also in-
clude generational accounting 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 tax (the so-called
BTU tax) as part of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993 (OBRA 93) which in-
cluded a new tax on transportation fuels;

(2) in response to opposition in the Senate
to the BTU tax, the President and Congress
adopted instead a new 4.3 cents per gallon
transportation fuels tax as part of OBRA 93,
which represented a 30 percent increase in
the existing motor fuels tax;

(3) the OBRA 93 transportation fuels tax
has cost American motorists an estimated
$14,000,000,000 to $15,000,000,000 since it went
into effect on October 1, 1993;

(4) the OBRA 93 transportation fuels tax is
regressive, creating a larger financial impact
on lower and middle income motorists than
on upper income motorists;

(5) the OBRA 93 transportation fuels tax
imposes a disproportionate burden on rural
citizens who do not have access to public
transportation services, and who must rely
on their automobiles and drive long dis-
tances, to work, to shop, and to receive med-
ical care;

(6) the average American faces a substan-
tial tax burden, and the increase of this tax
burden through the OBRA 93 transportation
fuels tax represented and continues to rep-
resent an inappropriate and unwarranted
means of reducing the Nation’s budget def-
icit;

(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 tax ex-
acerbates the impact of this price increase
on consumers;

(8) continuation of the OBRA 93 transpor-
tation fuels tax 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 tax cut totaling

$122,000,000,000 over six years, which exceeds
the revenue impact of a repeal of the OBRA
93 transportation fuels tax, and will estab-
lish a reserve fund which may be used to pro-
vide other forms of tax relief, including re-
lief 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
procedures in this resolution provide that—

(1) Congress and the President should im-
mediately approve legislation to repeal the
4.3 cents per gallon transportation fuels tax
contained in the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1993 through the end of 1996;

(2) Congress and the President should ap-
prove, through the fiscal year 1997 budget
process, legislation to permanently repeal
the 4.3 cents per gallon transportation fuels
tax contained in the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993; and

(3) the savings generated by the repeal of
the 4.3 cents per gallon transportation fuels
tax contained in OBRA 93 should be fully
passed on to consumers.
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 Com-

mission on Entitlement and Tax Reform
issued an Interim Report to the President,
which found that, ‘‘To ensure that today’s
debt and spending commitments do not un-
fairly burden America’s children, the Gov-
ernment must act now. A bipartisan coali-
tion of Congress, led by the President, must
resolve the long-term imbalance between the
Government’s entitlement promises and the
funds it will have available to pay for them’’;

(2) unless Congress and the President act
together 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 re-
ferred as ‘‘GDP’’) to over 37 percent of GDP
by the year 2030;

(3) the source of that growth is not domes-
tic discretionary spending, which is approxi-
mately the same portion of GDP now as it
was in 1969, the last time at which the Fed-
eral budget was in balance;

(4) mandatory spending was only 29.6 per-
cent of the Federal budget in 1963, but is es-
timated to account for 72 percent of the Fed-
eral budget in the year 2003;

(5) social security, medicare and medicaid,
together with interest on the national debt,
are the largest sources of the growth of man-
datory spending;

(6) ensuring the long-term future of the so-
cial security system is essential to pro-
tecting the retirement security of the Amer-
ican people;

(7) the Social Security Trust Fund is pro-
jected to begin spending more than it takes
in by approximately the year 2013, with Fed-
eral budget deficits rising rapidly thereafter
unless appropriate policy changes are made;

(8) ensuring the future of medicare and
medicaid is essential to protecting access to
high-quality health care for senior citizens
and poor women and children;

(9) Federal health care expenses have been
rising at double digit rates, and are projected
to triple to 11 percent of GDP by the year
2030 unless appropriate policy changes are
made; and

(10) due to demographic factors, Federal
health care expenses are projected to double
by the year 2030, even if health care cost in-
flation 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
mandatory spending area should be used—

(1) to protect and enhance the retirement
security of the American people by ensuring
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the long-term future of the social security
system;

(2) to protect and enhance the health care
security of senior citizens and poor Ameri-
cans 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
investment necessary for long-term eco-
nomic growth and prosperity is available.
SEC. 427. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE TRANSFER OF EXCESS GOVERN-
MENT 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) Executive Order 12999 outlines the need
to make modern computer technology an in-
tegral part of every classroom, provide
teachers with the professional development
they need to use new technologies effec-
tively, connect classrooms to the National
Information Infrastructure, and encourage
the creation of excellent education software;

(3) many private corporations have do-
nated educational software to schools, which
are lacking the necessary computer hard-
ware to utilize this equipment;

(4) current inventories of excess Federal
Government computers are being conducted
in each Federal agency; and

(5) there is no current communication
being made between Federal agencies with
this excess equipment and the schools in
need of these computers.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals and
aggregates in this budget resolution assume
that the General Services Administration
should place a high priority on facilitating
direct transfer of excess Federal Government
computers to public schools and community-
based educational organizations.
SEC. 428. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FEDERAL

RETREATS.
It is the sense of the Senate that the as-

sumptions underlying the function totals
and aggregates in this resolution assume
that all Federal agencies will refrain from
using Federal funds for expenses incurred
during training sessions or retreats off Fed-
eral property, unless Federal property is not
available.
SEC. 429. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE PRO-
GRAM OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the essential air service program of the

Department of Transportation under sub-
chapter II of chapter 417 of title 49, United
States Code—

(A) provides essential airline access to iso-
lated 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 estab-
lished under section 204 of the Airport and
Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improve-
ment, and Intermodal 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 Transpor-
tation under subchapter II of chapter 417 of
title 49, United States Code, should receive a
sufficient level of funding to continue to pro-
vide air service to small rural communities
that qualify for assistance under the pro-
gram.
SEC. 430. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

EQUAL RETIREMENT SAVINGS FOR
HOMEMAKERS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that the
assumptions of this budget resolution take
into account that—

(1) by teaching and feeding our children
and caring for our elderly, American home-
makers are an important, vital part of our
society;

(2) homemakers retirement needs are the
same as all Americans, and thus they need
every opportunity to save and invest for re-
tirement;

(3) because they are living on a single in-
come, 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 sav-
ings;

(5) currently, individual retirement ac-
counts permit workers other than home-
makers to make deductible contributions of
$2,000 a year, but limit homemakers to de-
ductible contributions of $250 a year;

(6) limiting homemakers individual retire-
ment 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 legisla-
tion to make individual retirement account
deductible contribution limits for home-
makers equal to the individual retirement
account deductible contribution limits for
all other American workers, and that Con-
gress and the President should immediately
approve such legislation in the appropriate
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
appropriated for the National Institutes of
Health should provide funding for additional
research on an anti-addiction drug to block
the craving for illicit addictive substances.
SEC. 432. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE EXTENSION OF THE EMPLOYER
EDUCATION ASSISTANCE EXCLU-
SION UNDER SECTION 127 OF THE
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) since 1978, over 7,000,000 American work-

ers have benefited from the employer edu-
cation assistance exclusion under section 127
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 by being
able to improve their education and acquire
new skills without having to pay taxes on
the benefit;

(2) American companies have benefited by
improving the education and skills of their
employees who in turn can contribute more
to their company;

(3) the American economy becomes more
globally competitive because an educated
workforce is able to produce more and to
adapt more rapidly to changing technologies;

(4) American companies are experiencing
unprecedented global competition and the
value and necessity of life-long education for
their employees has increased;

(5) the employer education assistance ex-
clusion was first enacted in 1978;

(6) the exclusion has been extended 7 pre-
vious times;

(7) the last extension expired December 31,
1994; and

(8) the exclusion has received broad bipar-
tisan 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 assist-
ance exclusion under section 127 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 from January 1,
1995, through December 31, 1996.
SEC. 433. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AD-
MINISTRATION PLACING HIGH PRI-
ORITY ON MAINTAINING FIELD-
BASED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
REPRESENTATIVES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Economic Development Adminis-
tration plays a crucial role in helping eco-
nomically disadvantaged regions of the
United States develop infrastructure that
supports and promotes greater economic ac-
tivity and growth, particularly in nonurban
regions.

(2) The Economic Development Adminis-
tration helps to promote industrial park de-
velopment, business incubators, water and
sewer system improvements, vocational and
technical training facilities, tourism devel-
opment strategies, technical assistance and
capacity building for local governments, eco-
nomic adjustment strategies, revolving loan
funds, and other projects which the private
sector has not generated or will not generate
without some assistance from the Govern-
ment through the Economic Development
Administration.

(3) The Economic Development Adminis-
tration maintains 6 regional offices which
oversee staff that are designated field-based
representatives of the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, and these field-based
representatives provide valuable expertise
and counseling on economic planning and de-
velopment to nonurban communities.

(4) The Economic Development Adminis-
tration Regional Centers are located in the
urban areas of Austin, Seattle, Denver, At-
lanta, Philadelphia, and Chicago.

(5) Because of a 37-percent reduction in ap-
proved funding for salaries and expenses
from fiscal year 1995, the Economic Develop-
ment Administration has initiated staff re-
ductions requiring the elimination of 8 field-
based positions. The field-based economic de-
velopment representative positions that are
either being eliminated or not replaced after
voluntary retirement and which currently
interact with nonurban communities on eco-
nomic development efforts cover the States
of New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada, North Da-
kota, Oklahoma, Illinois, Indiana, Maine,
Connecticut, Rhode Island, and North Caro-
lina.

(6) These staff cutbacks will adversely af-
fect States with very low per-capita personal
income, including New Mexico which ranks
47th in the Nation in per-capita personal in-
come, Oklahoma ranking 46th, North Dakota
ranking 42nd, Arizona ranking 35th, Maine
ranking 34th, and North Carolina ranking
33rd.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals and
aggregates underlying this budget resolution
assume that—

(1) it is regrettable that the Economic De-
velopment Administration has elected to re-
duce field-based economic development rep-
resentatives who are fulfilling the Economic
Development Administration’s mission of
interacting with and counseling nonurban
communities in economically disadvantaged
regions of the United States;

(2) the Economic Development Administra-
tion should take all necessary and appro-
priate actions to ensure that field-based eco-
nomic development representation receives
high priority; and

(3) the Economic Development Administra-
tion should reconsider the planned termi-
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nation of field-based economic development
representatives 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 fixed incomes, the disabled, and
others who need such aid is a critical part of
the social safety 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-effec-
tive way to help millions of low-income
Americans pay their home energy bills. More
than two-thirds of LIHEAP-eligible house-
holds have annual incomes of less than
$8,000, more than one-half have annual in-
comes below $6,000; and

(3) LIHEAP funding has been substantially
reduced in recent years, and cannot sustain
further spending cuts if the program is to re-
main a viable means of meeting the home
heating and other energy-related needs of
low-income families, especially those in
cold-weather States.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The assump-
tions underlying this budget resolution as-
sume that it is the sense of the Senate that
the funds made available for LIHEAP for fis-
cal year 1997 will be not less than the actual
expenditures made for LIHEAP in fiscal year
1996.
SEC. 435. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DAVIS-

BACON.
Notwithstanding any provision of this res-

olution, it is the sense of the Senate that the
provisions 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 UNITED STATES FOR
OPERATIONS SOUTHERN WATCH
AND PROVIDE COMFORT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) as of May 1996, the United States has

spent $2,937,000,000 of United States taxpayer
funds since the conclusion of the Gulf War in
1991 for the singular purpose of protecting
the Kurdish and Shiite population from Iraqi
aggression;

(2) the President’s defense budget request
for 1997 includes an additional $590,100,000 for
Operations Southern Watch and Provide
Comfort, both of which are designed to re-
strict Iraqi military aggression against the
Kurdish and Shiite people of Iraq;

(3) costs for these military operations con-
stitute part of the continued budget deficit
of the United States; and

(4) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 986 (1995) (referred to as ‘‘SCR 986’’)
would allow Iraq to sell up to $1,000,000,000 in
petroleum and petroleum products every 90
days, for an initial period of 180 days.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the function totals and aggregates in
this resolution assume that—

(1) the President should instruct the
United States Permanent Representative to
the United Nations to ensure any subsequent
extension of authority beyond the 180 days
originally provided by SCR 986 specifically
mandates and authorizes the reimbursement
of the United States for costs associated
with Operations Southern Watch and Pro-
vide Comfort out of revenues generated by
any sale of petroleum or petroleum-related
products originating from Iraq;

(2) in the event that the United States Per-
manent Representative to the United Na-
tions fails to modify the terms of any subse-
quent 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 ex-
tend the terms of the oil sale beyond the 180
days authorized by SCR 986;

(3) the President should take the necessary
steps to ensure that—

(A) any effort by the United Nations to
temporarily lift the trade embargo for hu-
manitarian purposes, specifically the sale of
petroleum or petroleum products, restricts
all revenues from such sale from being di-
verted to benefit the Iraqi military; and

(B) the temporary lifting of the trade em-
bargo does not encourage other countries to
take steps to begin promoting commercial
relations with the Iraqi military in expecta-
tion that sanctions will be permanently lift-
ed; and

(4) revenues reimbursed to the United
States from 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 insolvency date of the HI (Medi-
care) Trust Fund forward by a full year.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that no provisions in this
budget resolution should worsen the sol-
vency of the Medicare Trust Fund.
SEC. 438. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE PRESI-

DENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
FUND.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution assume that when the Fi-
nance Committee meets its outlay and rev-
enue 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
Corporation (‘‘Amtrak’’) to reduce its de-
pendence on Federal operating support; and

(2) Amtrak needs a secure source of financ-
ing, no less favorable than provided to other
modes of transportation, for capital im-
provements.

(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 taxes 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 estimated to result in available revenues
in the Mass Transit Account being insuffi-
cient to satisfy that year’s estimated appro-
priation levels;

(3) monies in the Intercity Passenger Rail
Trust Fund should be generally available to
fund, on a reimbursement basis, capital ex-
penditures incurred by Amtrak;

(4) amounts to fund capital expenditures
related to rail operations should be set aside
for each State that has not had Amtrak serv-
ice in such State for the preceding year; and

(5) funding provided by the Intercity Pas-
senger Rail Trust Fund shall be made avail-
able 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,
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.

When said conference report was con-
sidered.

After debate,
By unanimous consent, the previous

question was ordered on the conference
report to its adoption or rejection.

The question being put,
Will the House agree to said con-

ference report?
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr.

TAYLOR of North Carolina, announced
that pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV
the yeas and nays were ordered, and
the call was taken by electronic device.

It was decided in the Yeas ....... 216!affirmative ................... Nays ...... 211

T73.26 [Roll No. 236]

YEAS—216

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers

Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
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