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risks to the program and the silent costs it
imposes on beneficiaries would be unfair.
Older Americans already pay a lot out of
their own pockets for medical care—$2,750 on
average in 1995 alone—not including the
costs associated with long-term. The Senate
bill already increases Part B premiums and
deductibles and includes a new income-relat-
ed premium. Adding hidden costs would add
to this out-of-pocket burden.

Thank you, again, for your leadership on
this amendment. Please feel free to contact
me (434–3750) or Tricia Smith (434–3770) if you
would like to discuss this amendment fur-
ther.

Sincerely,
MARTIN CORRY,

Director, Federal Affairs.

AMERICAN COLLEGE OF PHYSICIANS,
Washington, DC, October 26, 1995.

Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: As the Director of

Public Policy for the American College of
Physicians (ACP), I am writing to express
the ACP’s support for your amendment to
eliminate the budget expenditure limit tool
(BELT) from the Medicare reform legislation
currently pending before the Senate.

The ACP is the nation’s largest medical
specialty society and has more than 85,000
members who practice internal medicine and
its subspecialties. The College has consist-
ently objected to the BELT provisions in the
legislation because they establish arbitrary
budget limits that dictate future payment
amounts and impose price controls. These
provisions make the simplistic and incorrect
assumption that spending increases, regard-
less of cause, should be recouped by lowering
payments to hospitals, physicians, and other
providers.

Rather than arbitrary price controls, the
College believes that the more effective way
to achieve cost containment in the Medicare
program, is to address the long-term factors
that contribute to excess capacity and inap-
propriate utilization of services.

Thank you for your attention to this im-
portant matter.

Sincerely,
HOWARD B. SHAPIRO,

Director, Public Policy.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,

Washington, DC, October 20, 1995.
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional

Budget Office (CBO) has prepared the en-
closed cost estimate for the Medicare rec-
onciliation language reported by the Senate
Committee on Finance on October 17, 1995.

The estimate shows the budgetary effects
of the committee’s proposals over the 1996–
2002 period. CBO understands that the Com-
mittee on the Budget will be responsible for
interpreting how these proposals compare
with the reconciliation instructions in the
budget resolution.

This estimate assumes the reconciliation
bill will be enacted by November 15, 1995; the
estimate could change if the bill is enacted
later.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL,

Director.
Enclosure.

FAIL-SAFE MECHANISM (BUDGET EXPENDITURE
LIMITING TOOL)

The proposal incorporates a complex mech-
anism designed to ensure that Medicare out-

lays in a given two year period would not ex-
ceed the Medicare outlays specified in the
bill for that period. The budget expenditure
limiting tool (BELT) would operate both pro-
spectively and retrospectively to control fee-
for-service expenditures. Expenditures in the
Choice market would not be directly affected
because they would be determined by the up-
dates to capitation rates specified in the bill.

Overview of the BELT

The BELT would reduce fee-for-service
payment rates in order to eliminate any esti-
mated Medicare ‘‘outlay deficit’’. A Medicare
outlay deficit would occur if spending in fee-
for-service Medicare for the current year and
preceding one exceeded the combined outlays
for those years specified in the bill. On Octo-
ber 15 of each year, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) would report wheth-
er a Medicare outlay deficit was projected
for that fiscal year. If so, a compliance order
would be issued that would first require all
automatic payment-rate updates to be frozen
or reduced. If a freeze was insufficient to
keep projected spending within the budget
targets, proportional reductions would be
made in payment rates for all providers.

The following March, OMB would release a
report comparing current estimates of Medi-
care spending with the estimates released in
October. If a compliance order was in effect
for the year and the March projection con-
tinued to show a Medicare outlay deficit
through the end of the year (despite previous
rate reductions), the Administration would
order further reductions in provider payment
rates for the remainder of the fiscal year.
Conversely, if the March projection indicates
that current payment rates would more than
eliminate the Medicare outlay deficit, those
rates would be raised for the remainder of
the fiscal year.

Following the release of OMB’s October
and March reports, the Congress would have
a limited time in which to seek modifica-
tions to compliance orders. At least 60 per-
cent of the members of each House would be
required to approve provisions that would ei-
ther lower the target reduction in spending
or reduce the proposed payment reductions
to less than the amounts necessary to elimi-
nate the projected excess spending.

After fiscal year 1999, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services could vary the
adjustments in payment rates—in a budget-
neutral way—to take geographical dif-
ferences into account. The Secretary would
be required to relate such variations to the
contributions of different areas to excess
Medicare expenditures.

Effects of the BELT

CBO’s estimates assume that the specific
policies to reduce Medicare spending in the
bill would be sufficient to meet budget tar-
gets, and that use of the BELT would not be
necessary through 2002. If the BELT was
triggered, however, it probably would not be
effective in controlling Medicare expendi-
tures.

Uniform, across-the-board payment rate
reductions that would be required by the
BELT to meet a dollar savings target would
not have uniform impacts on all providers,
and would be extremely difficult to imple-
ment. A given percentage reduction in pay-
ment rates might be more or less stringent
depending on the ability of different provid-
ers to adjust by increasing the volume and
intensity of services they provide. Determin-
ing appropriate across-the-board reductions
in payment rates to meet the budget targets
would be complex, because estimators would
have to take into account the variation in
behavioral responses from different provider
groups when faced with the same propor-
tional reductions in payment rates. Allowing
geographic variation in payment rate adjust-

ments would add another layer of complexity
to the whole process.

Rate adjustments under the BELT could be
both frequent and inaccurate, and could in-
crease uncertainty among providers. The Oc-
tober adjustment would be based on incom-
plete data for the previous fiscal year, and
no data for the current year. Although more
complete data would be available for the
March adjustment, it would still include less
than six months of data from the current
year. Even minor discrepancies between the
October and March projections would lead to
payment rate adjustments under the BELT.
Frequent, unpredictable changes in payment
rates could interfere with the orderly busi-
ness operations of providers.

The proposal also raises other issues of im-
plementation. Compliance orders issued in
October and March are intended to be effec-
tive immediately. Even if formal public noti-
fication requirements were waived, however,
carriers and fiscal intermediaries would pre-
sumably require some advance notice. More-
over, the first steps in a compliance order
would be to freeze or reduce automatic pay-
ment updates. But those updates do not gen-
erally occur at the beginning of the federal
fiscal year. Updates for Part B payment
rates, for example, are made on a calendar
year basis while those for inpatient hospital
operating payments are made at the begin-
ning of each hospital’s fiscal year. How
across-the-board cuts in payment rates from
the BELT would be integrated with the ex-
isting update policy is unclear.

f

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the im-
pression will not go away: The $4.9 tril-
lion Federal debt stands today as a sort
of grotesque parallel to television’s en-
ergizer bunny that appears and appears
and appears in precisely the same way
that the Federal debt keeps going up
and up and up.

Politicians like to talk a good
game—and talk is the operative word—
about reducing the Federal deficit and
bringing the Federal debt under con-
trol. But watch how they vote. Control,
Mr. President. As of Tuesday, October
31 at the close of business, the total
Federal debt stood at exactly
$4,985,262,110,021.06 or $18,924.14 per
man, woman, child on a per capita
basis. Res ipsa loquitur.

Some control.
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as a
member of the Senate Subcommittee
on Transportation Appropriations, I
am pleased to speak in support of the
fiscal year 1996 Transportation appro-
priations conference report. This is an
important piece of legislation, provid-
ing $37.5 billion for purposes including
funding our Nation’s highway, rail, and
air transportation infrastructure, mass
transit, Amtrak, and pipeline safety.
This legislation will keep Americans
on the move, create jobs, and improve
our infrastructure, resulting in addi-
tional environmental and energy bene-
fits.

I commend Chairman HATFIELD and
our ranking minority member, Senator
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LAUTENBERG, for their efforts in nego-
tiating this comprehensive bill and for
recognizing the particular importance
of some provisions to Pennsylvania, in-
cluding highway and transit funding
levels.

Given the difficult budget con-
straints faced by the subcommittee, I
am particularly pleased that the bill
provides $750 million for Amtrak, in-
cluding improvements to the Northeast
corridor. Amtrak service is essential to
Pennsylvanians and I have long
stressed the importance of ensuring the
viability of a truly national passenger
rail service.

The conference report has also adopt-
ed a $1.45 billion funding level for air-
port construction grants-in-aid, $200
million more than the Senate version
of the bill. The statement of managers
directs the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration to fairly consider a letter of in-
tent application from Philadelphia
International Airport, which has
sought funding for construction of a
new runway.

Given the significance to Pittsburgh
of the airport busway project, I am
very pleased that the conference report
provides $31.6 million for fiscal year
1996 to continue construction. I urged
our subcommittee to provide this level
of funding because this project will
ease traffic congestion between down-
town and the Pittsburgh International
Airport and will mitigate the impact of
the Fort Pitt Bridge closing, which
would otherwise create a monumental
headache for Pittsburgh residents.
With spending cutbacks in so many
areas, we are fortunate to get this sub-
stantial amount of funds for the
busway, which means so much to peo-
ple who live in the Pittsburgh area.

I remain disappointed that the con-
ference report only provides $400 mil-
lion for mass transit operating assist-
ance, which will lead to cuts of as
much as 40 percent for some transit
systems. In fiscal year 1995, transit sys-
tems received $710 million in Federal
operating assistance, which they used
to keep fares down and maintain serv-
ice. On August 9, my distinguished col-
league from Pennsylvania, Senator
SANTORUM, and I offered an amendment
to restore $40 million to the $400 mil-
lion provided in this bill for mass tran-
sit operating assistance. Unfortu-
nately, our amendment was defeated
by 68 to 30.

As always, I remain committed to
the millions of Pennsylvanians and
other Americans who rely on public
transit to commute to work, shop, and
carry on their lives. Mass transit oper-
ating assistance keeps the Nation mov-
ing by keeping fares lower and main-
taining existing routes. Pennsylvania’s
citizens and communities depend on
good public transportation for mobil-
ity, access to jobs, environmental con-
trol, and economic stability. It lets the
elderly visit their health care provid-
ers, shops, or friends. In rural areas,
buses are essential to reduce isolation
and ensure economic development.
And, children use public transportation

to go to school in some areas. Without
affordable mass transit people in
America’s inner cities can’t get to
work. Congress has been considering
welfare reform and requirements that
people have jobs. If they can’t afford to
get to work, or bus routes are cut, we
are just making it that much harder
for lower income Americans to get off
welfare.

Although I am troubled by the extent
of the mass transit assistance cuts, on
balance the Transportation appropria-
tions bill is a good bill, containing
much else of importance to Pennsylva-
nia and the Nation, and that is why I
supported the conference report as a
conferee. However, I intend to keep up
my efforts next year to preserve fund-
ing for mass transit, and to work with
our chairman to ensure that Congress
does not go too far, too fast in reducing
assistance to transit agencies through-
out the Nation.

In closing, Mr. President, I would
note that the conference report con-
tains a provision on telecommuting
that I authored, section 345, which re-
quires the Secretary of Transportation
to study successful private and public
sector telecommuting programs and to
disseminate to the general public and
to Congress information about the ben-
efits and costs of telecommuting. As
my colleagues are aware, telecommut-
ing is the practice of allowing people to
work either at home or in nearby cen-
ters located closer to their home dur-
ing their normal working hours, sub-
stituting telecommunications services,
either partially or fully, for transpor-
tation to the traditional workplace. I
believe that it is in the national inter-
est to encourage the use of
telecommuting because it can enable
flexible family-friendly employment,
reduce air pollution, and conserve en-
ergy. Further, as a Senator from Penn-
sylvania, with major urban areas such
as Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, I rec-
ognize there is a real need to improve
the quality of life in and around Ameri-
ca’s cities.

According to a July, 1994 Office of
Technology Assessment report, be-
tween 2 to 8 million American workers
already telecommute at least part
time. A 1994 survey by the Conference
Board found, however, that in 155 busi-
nesses nationwide, only 1 percent of
employees telecommute, although 72
percent of the businesses had such an
option. According to the Office of
Technology Assessment, the most sig-
nificant barriers to telecommuting are
business and worker acceptance and
costs. My provision responds to the
need to broaden public awareness of
the benefits and costs of telecommut-
ing, and to identify and highlight suc-
cessful programs that can be dupli-
cated.

Mr. President, the fiscal year 1996
Transportation appropriations con-
ference report is worthwhile legislation
and deserves to be signed into law by
the President.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-
dicate to my colleagues that we are not
going to proceed on the instructions to
conferees at this point on the so-called
reconciliation package. We may do it
the next day. We may do it next week,
but not today. It seems to me that we
need to first talk to the President of
the United States. Hopefully, we will
get to do that this afternoon.

One of the things the President com-
plained about is that we are not pass-
ing appropriations bills. I would like to
now turn to the conference report to
accompany the foreign operations ap-
propriations bill, if there is no objec-
tion.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Sen-
ator DOLE, the majority leader, and I
had the opportunity to talk yesterday.
It was my understanding that we were
going to go to the conference. I under-
stand his reasons for delaying the con-
sideration of the conference matters
until a later time, subject to discussion
with the President.

I am disappointed that we have not
had the opportunity to talk about this
until this very moment. But I would
hope that if we would go to the foreign
operations and work through it in good
faith, there is no reason why—I know
there are some difficult issues out
there that we are going to have to ad-
dress, but I know the majority leader is
cognizant of our schedule this evening.
I hope we can accommodate that sched-
ule. I will work with him to see that we
can work through this bill and deal
with the issues that we must confront
prior to the time we resolve this mat-
ter.

This is one of the bills that the Presi-
dent has indicated that he ought to be
able to support and sign. But, obvi-
ously, there are some troubling issues
that we have to work through, and we
will do that.

With that understanding, I have no
objection to moving to the foreign op-
erations legislation.

Mr. DOLE. I appreciate the Demo-
cratic leader, Senator DASCHLE’s co-
operation. I was not aware of the other
until about 11:50. I will talk to the Sen-
ator privately about it. Senator DO-
MENICI came to my office, and he feels
that, at least as far as today is con-
cerned, there is something else that is
more important than discussing a mo-
tion to instruct conferees. So we do
now have consent to go to the foreign
operations appropriations bill. There is
one amendment in disagreement.

We will accommodate the schedule
this evening, whatever happens.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the majority
leader.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I submit a
report of the committee of conference
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