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Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. President, | say very briefly
there is once again information on the
floor that must be corrected: the argu-
ment that the tax cuts included in the
Balanced Budget Act of 1995 are going
to the very wealthy in our country. In
fact, Mr. President, 65 percent of all
the tax cuts that are being provided for
in this legislation go to people who are
making less than $75,000 a year, 80 per-
cent goes to people making less than
$100,000.

If you are in those categories, accord-
ing to what we have just heard, you are
rich. In my State of Michigan, people
making less than $75,000 a year are not
the wealthiest people in America, and |
do not think they are the wealthiest
people in America or any other State.

The other claim, Mr. President, with
respect to children, | think it is hard to
argue that the policies which we are
changing with this legislation are
going to be worse for children than
what we have seen under the policies
that have been in existence for so
many years.

Today, more children and more peo-
ple are in poverty than when the war
on poverty began. Today, children in
America born this year are faced with
huge debts that we have been running
up on the Federal Government’s unlim-
ited credit card. There can be no great-
er punishment for the children in
America today than to let the spending
spree in Washington continue. That
will continue if we do not pass the Bal-
anced Budget Act which we are dealing
with right now.

I yield 11 minutes to the Senator
from Rhode Island, of the 15 we have
allotted, and then 5 minutes to the
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, first |
want to say | listened to the Members
of the Democratic side speak this
afternoon and, with the exception of
the Senator from Nebraska, | have not
heard one of them step up to the plate
and try to do something about the defi-
cits the country is facing.

Yes, they attack everything we have
done, every proposal we have, but they
have not offered a single proposal of
their own to address what | believe is
the most serious domestic problem fac-
ing this Nation of ours, which is the
continuing deficits.

True, there is a lot of mileage in
being against it and they are experts at
it. The word ‘““shame’ was used by the
Senator from Massachusetts about the
approach we have taken. | say shame
to those on that side who criticize but
offer no alternatives.

With few exceptions, there is little
willingness on that side of the aisle to
tangle with this desperate problem
that our country faces.

Mr. President, | believe that we truly
do face a historic choice: to put our Na-
tion on a path to a balanced budget by
passing this Balanced Budget Act, or to
continue business as usual, borrowing
from our children and grandchildren to
meet current Federal obligations.

This is the first time, Mr. President,
in my 19 years in the Senate that we
have had the opportunity to vote on a
balanced budget. Yes, we have made at-
tempts in the past to reduce the defi-
cit. We had the Gramm-Rudman plan,
firewalls, all kinds of approaches, but
never have we had the political courage
in both branches to make the tough
choices to produce a balanced budget.

Whether one agrees with this legisla-
tion or not, it clearly represents a bold
and a decisive step. Those courageous
enough to vote for it deserve kudos,
particularly in the House of Represent-
atives, where they face the voters
every 2 years.

As a Senator, as a parent, as a grand-
parent and as a concerned citizen, Mr.
President, | have come to believe, as |
mentioned before, that the deficit is
the most pressing domestic problem
our Nation faces. We cannot continue
on this reckless course of spending
more than we take in. Individuals and
families, obviously, have to live within
their budgets. So should our national
Government.

Now, the Federal deficit is literally
snowballing downhill, totally out of
control. In 1980, we had a national debt
of $1 trillion. This amount was amassed
over a period of 200 years, from the in-
ception of the Republic. Yet from 1980
to the present—just 15 years, we have
run up $4 trillion more—four times
what it took us 200 years to accumu-
late. So now our national debt has
reached almost $5 trillion.

Absent decisive action, we are look-
ing at annual deficits continuing out
into the future of $200 billion a year. In
other words, every 5 years we will add
another $1 trillion of debt to the bill we
are sending to future generations of
Americans to pay.

Interest alone, never mind paying
down that principal, is the third larg-
est expenditure in the Federal budget.
The largest is Social Security, the sec-
ond largest is defense, the third largest
is interest on the debt.

Mr. President, $235 billion a year.
That is nearly a quarter of a trillion
dollars that will not be available for
better education, better schools, more
help to college students, disease pre-
vention, improved health, better hous-
ing, and more environmental protec-
tion. This staggering debt burden pre-
vents us from making those expendi-
tures, and obviously the $235 billion
this year will go up every year.

Thus, I am committed to reaching a
balanced budget within a specified
time period, and the Balanced Budget
Act will accomplish that objective
within 7 years, by the year 2002.
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Whether one agrees with all of the
provisions of this or not, there is an-
other very important reason to vote for
the Balanced Budget Act. It will get us
beyond the current budget impasse and
on to direct negotiations with the
President.

As far as | am concerned, the sooner
we get to the negotiating table with
the administration, the better. We need
to get beyond the finger pointing and
on to negotiations. We must get past
this veto—which everyone agrees is
going to take place—and on to con-
structive, bipartisan dialog with the
White House, and congressional Demo-
crats, to balance this Federal budget
within 7 years.

Now, a new forecast was conducted at
the University of Rhode Island indicat-
ing that my State is still languishing
in the doldrums of a protracted reces-
sion. At best, the recovery we have ex-
perienced over the past several years
has been uneven and anemic. This con-
tinued stagnation is sapping the vital-
ity of my State and dashing the hopes
of many of its citizens.

We need to get this entire economy
moving—from one end of the country
to the other—and balancing the budget
is the single most important step we
can take to make this country prosper.
This is not me saying this. This is the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Dr.
Alan Greenspan, and a host of econo-
mists that testified before the Finance
Committee earlier this year.

The very action of enacting legisla-
tion to put us on the path to a balanced
budget, with annual deficits on a down-
ward trend, would provide an almost
immediate reduction in short and long-
term interest rates. This, in turn,
would do several things. It would free
up capital to fuel growth, increase de-
mand for goods and services, and in-
crease employment in our country.

For consumers, the cost of financing
a college education for their children,
buying an automobile, or financing a
home, would all come down in response
to falling interest rates. For busi-
nesses, the cost of borrowing capital
would become more affordable, ena-
bling them to expand, and to create
new jobs.

Now, Mr. President, I do not agree
with every aspect of this massive bill.
| say without hesitation or regret that
I fought the good fight on a number of
issues about which | care deeply, with
some success and some failures.

However, when the goal is as impor-
tant as securing the economic future of
our Nation, as | believe it is, one works
to advance the process despite any mis-
givings one might have.

That said, | would like to offer a few
of my own thoughts to those who will
have the difficult task of negotiating a
final agreement with the administra-
tion once this bill is vetoed. When the
negotiations convene in early Decem-
ber, I am confident an agreement can
be reached if both sides come to the
table in good faith.

Here are my suggestions for them.
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At a time when we are trying to bal-
ance the budget, | believe tax cuts are
difficult to justify. I, personally, am
against any the tax cuts. However, if
we are to have some tax reductions,
they should not become effective until
substantial progress has been made to-
ward reaching our goal of a balanced
budget by the year 2002.

Both sides have proposed tax cuts.
The administration rails against our
tax cut proposal but, indeed, the Presi-
dent has also proposed tax cuts total-
ing more than $100 billion. 1 believe
both sides should defer the implemen-
tation of any tax cuts.

Second, congressional Republicans
are exactly right in taking significant
steps to control the future growth of
Medicare. The long-term financial
problems facing this program must be
addressed in a forthright manner. The
President and congressional Democrats
must step up to the plate on this issue.

By the way, | hope everybody saw the
editorial in yesterday’s Washington
Post, hardly a mouthpiece for the Re-
publican Party, which excoriated the
Democrats for their failure to face up
to this issue of Medicare. The Presi-
dent and the congressional Democrats
are equally to blame for failing to offer
real solutions to the problems con-
fronting the Medicare program. We Re-
publicans believe in income-testing, re-
quiring wealthier citizens to pay more
for Medicare, as well as other entitle-
ment programs. In addition, steps must
be taken to conform Medicare adminis-
tration and management with modern
insurance practices. Moreover, we
should give seniors more choices, such
as choosing an HMO, or Preferred Pro-
vider Organization. | strongly believe
we should not reduce Part B premiums
because doing so would require addi-
tional tax dollars, further increasing
the deficit of our Nation. In this re-
gard, the Republican budget plan keeps
the premiums at exactly the same per-
centage that they are today, 31.5 per-
cent.

Republicans are right in insisting
upon a fixed timetable of 7 years to
reach a balanced budget. We have re-
peatedly promised fiscal discipline and
repeatedly failed to deliver it. So, when
people suggest, oh, you can do it in 9
years, in 10 years, or 15 years—beware.
Let us set an early date. | believe 7
years is a reasonable one. That is not
tomorrow, that is not the year after
next. Within 7 years—by 2002—we
ought to be able to deliver a balanced
budget. We are in peacetime. There is
no war. There is relative prosperity.
We ought to be able to balance the
budget in 7 years.

Severing the individual entitlement
and turning the Medicaid program over
to the States as a block grant causes
me grave concerns, and could end up
costing our health care system a lot
more than the present program. A per
capita cap on the Federal entitlement
and much greater State flexibility are
the appropriate solutions to the prob-
lems confronting this program. | also
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question the wisdom of trying to find
such a high level of savings from Med-
icaid.

Next, the Senate welfare reform bill
was a sound package which won signifi-
cant bipartisan support, and | hope the
result which emerges from negotia-
tions—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 11
minutes of the Senator have expired.

Mr. CHAFEE. If I might have 1 more
minute?

Mr. ABRAHAM. | yield the Senator
an additional minute.

Mr. CHAFEE. | hope the result which
emerges from negotiations on the wel-
fare part of the Balanced Budget Act
will be closer to the Senate bill. The
conference agreement appears to de-
part significantly from the Senate bill
in areas such as foster care and chil-
dren’s Supplemental Security Income,
for example. In addition, it is unrea-
sonably restrictive with respect to the
treatment of legal immigrants, which |
find quite troubling and unacceptable.

We should bite the bullet and correct
the Consumer Price Index, which is a
measure of inflation used to compute
cost-of-living adjustments for Social
Security benefits, as well as to conform
Federal tax brackets with inflationary
changes. There is growing bipartisan
consensus within Congress, and among
economists, that the CPI overstates in-
flation. Even a modest correction of
five-tenths of 1 percent would reduce
outlays by about $122 billion over 7
years, affecting only a $4 or $5 reduc-
tion in the increase the average bene-
ficiary would receive.

The approaches | have outlined will
help the respective parties reach an
agreement to balance the budget by
providing the flexibility needed to re-
duce the reliance on savings from Med-
icaid and other programs serving the
needy, particularly those serving poor
children.

Mr. President, in conclusion, this leg-
islation presents us with a tremendous
opportunity to fulfill our responsibil-
ities to put our fiscal house in order. |
urge passage of this legislation so that
we can move on to direct negotiations
with the White House toward a final
budget agreement. | thank the Chair
and the manager.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, |
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | do
support this Balanced Budget Act of
1995. I want to make a few comments
about the continuing resolution that is
going to go to the President and its re-
lationship to this bill.

I was deeply disturbed when the
President vetoed the second continuing
resolution. This will be the third one,
because, you know, we did have one
from October 1 to November 13. | do
hope the messages are getting through
to the President. | have been heartened
every morning when | come into the of-
fice and review the logging-in of the
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public opinion messages that come to
my Alaska offices and here in Washing-
ton. | want to tell the Senate, of all the
calls we have received during this pe-
riod, about 15 percent of those calls
agree with the President; 4 percent
rightly urge us to get together and set-
tle this problem; but over 80 percent of
all the calls we received so far tell me
to stay the course and balance the
budget. They tell me to continue this
fight that we have, to try to bring
about some restoration of, really, the
fiscal solvency of the country and to
realign our laws so they make sense.

Alaskans, really, who have sent us
here, tell us a balanced budget is worth
fighting for. It is time we dealt with
this issue. | just managed the defense
bill. Most people realize how large that
defense bill is, and we were criticized
on reporting it because it was so large.

I wonder how many people realize
that the interest on the national debt
this year is the same as the amount of
money we are spending for national de-
fense. The difficulty is, the debt is ris-
ing now at an astounding rate of
$335,000 a minute, $20 million an hour,
$482 million a day. We have a deficit al-
ready standing at $176 billion, and it is
projected to remain roughly at that
level through the end of the century—
almost $200 billion a year through the
end of the century.

Alaskans realize we cannot use the
Federal credit card to get out of this
debt. We have to find some way to
meet it. We also have to find some way
to provide the services that we need.

It will be the small States that are
squeezed out if these interest payments
continue to rise, and we know that. We
rely on things like the Coast Guard and
the FBI and FAA and so many groups
that are involved in our livelihood, the
fisheries and forestry programs of
NOAA. All of that is discretionary
spending that is wiped out as interest
rates go up. The reason we are commit-
ted to reducing this deficit and trying
to balance the budget is to preserve the
kind of services that small States need.

We could commit ourselves to just
reducing the rate of growth to 3 per-
cent across the board or 5 percent
across the board. Instead, we have a
very complicated bill before us. It is a
bill that makes sense. The year 2002
makes a lot of sense to me. That is the
first midterm election following the
election that will take place in the
year 2000. It gives the American public
a chance to really react if Congress has
failed to meet its commitment.

I really have come to the floor today
to say | just do not believe the Presi-
dent can reject this continuing resolu-
tion that we have sent to him. In my
judgment, he has campaigned for a 5-
year balanced budget during his cam-
paign in 1992. He has accepted the 7-
year period on several occasions. We
are asking for no more than he himself
has pledged in the past to the Amer-
ican public. And in the State of the
Union Message, when he came before us
in 1993, he urged us to use the Congres-
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sional Budget Office, not the political
appointees of the Office of Management
and Budget, to determine whether the
bills that Congress sends him would
meet the goals of balancing the budget.

I think that we need to have this bill
which is before us passed. There is no
question about that. But | say to the
President, | urge you to sign the con-
tinuing resolution. We are seeing the
collision between the two massive enti-
ties of our Federal Government—the
executive branch and the legislative
branch—one under the control of one
and the other under the control of the
other, and there is no way for them to
get together unless we have some time.
This continuing resolution would give
us that time and keep the commitment
not only to balanced budget by 2002,
but to do so using sensible economics
as delineated by the Congressional
Budget Office.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, under a
previous agreement | am allowed 15
minutes, as | understand it.

Mr. President, let me begin doing
what someone recently alleged on the
other side of the aisle that no one has
done.

Let me compliment the Republicans
of the majority party. | think some of
what they have done in this reconcili-
ation bill makes a lot of sense. Some of
the proposals are courageous proposals.
Some of them move us in the right di-
rection.

I am not going to support this bill. |
think there are some terrible ideas in
here as well. But let me say all of us
have to work together to find common
ground. Some of the proposals make a
lot of sense. There are a good number
of the proposals that | do support.

Mr. President, the debate is not
about whether we balance the budget
in 7 years. Frankly, if we could get the
Federal Reserve Board to take its foot
off the brake and get a little economic
growth, we ought to be able to balance
the budget in 5 years. The Federal Re-
serve Board cranks up interest rates
because they say our economy is grow-
ing too fast. Let us get the Fed to get
its foot off the brake, get some growth,
and we can do it before 7 years. That is
not the debate, 7 years, 5 years, 8 years.

Mr. President, the Senate is not in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
budget reconciliation bill that we are
now debating should have come to the
floor of the Senate by June 15. That is
what the law requires. Now we are 5
months later and we have a bill.

Of course, no one in this Chamber has
read it—no one. Not one Member of the
Senate, in my judgment, has read this
entire bill. It just came yesterday. It
was put in the Congressional RECORD in
legislative language of | guess probably
1900 pages long. But | wanted to ex-
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plain to my colleagues some of what is
in this bill. I think some of what I will

explain is not understood by anybody
in the Senate. It is just there.

We are told now that this bill is
going to balance the budget, this plan
must be adopted, this plan or no plan,
this is the plan that will save America,
and this is the plan that will solve the
fiscal policy problems. Well, there are
other ways to do the same thing and to
do it the right way. So let me go
through some of the things that | think
can be changed and must be changed in
this plan.

If you go through this plan in some
detail, what you will see is the choices
that are made on spending cuts and the
choices that are made on tax cuts seem
always to be overweighed in terms of
helping those who have money with ad-
ditional blessings of tax cuts and hurt-
ing those who do not have much with
the added burdens of budget cuts.

Let me show my colleagues some-
thing that | will bet no one in the Sen-
ate understands is there. In fact, let me
do it by talking about cows, if the Sen-
ate will permit me to do that.

Section 1240, chapter 4, “‘livestock
and environmental assistance,” which
is a fancy way of saying—it is called
LEA, “livestock and environmental as-
sistance.” It includes something called
“manure management.”” | will bet not
many can visit with me about this.
You do not know it is in there—LEA,
manure management.

Who gets the money under manure
management? If you have up to 10,000
beef cows, or a big herd, you are eligi-
ble for $50,000 in manure management.

But what if you have a small herd?
Not beef cows, but dairy cows. If you
have a small herd of dairy cows, and
you have more than 55, you are eligible
for zero. Big herd of cows, you get
$50,000 for manure management. But a
cow with spots, 56 of them, zero.

Look, this is a cow that wakes up at
5 in the morning and offers herself to
give milk. This is a working cow.

With these cows, if you have 10,000
and they are in a feed lot, they sit
around, eat all day and belch a lot.
They do not shift much. So you have a
big herd, small herd; big interests, lit-
tle interests; big folks, little folks.

The entire bill does exactly what it
does to cows. Tax cuts? The big inter-
ests can smile. They get a lot. Little
guys, little folks? There is not much
there. Spending cuts? The little folks,
they bear the burden. Big folks, no
problem.

I have not had an opportunity to
have the analysts look at this, but they
were able to look at the Senate’s ver-
sion of this bill, and here is what they
said. And let me talk about this in
terms of people, because that’s what
our country is all about.

Let us take a roomful of people, just
a roomful the size of my hometown of
400 people, and set up chairs so they
are all seated. You say, ‘‘By the way,
let’s figure out who in here has what
money. Let’s take the 20 percent in
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here with the lowest income, and you
all move your chairs over to this side
of the room.” So we have all of you
with the lowest income, 20 percent of
you sitting over there. Now we are
going to tell you about your spending
cuts. The folks with the 20 percent of
the lowest incomes in this room, we
will give you 80 percent of the burden
of the spending cuts.

The news is not all bad, however. You
folks with the 20 percent of the highest
incomes, move your chairs over to this
side of the room because we have some
awfully good news for you. We are
going to cut taxes, and you folks, you
20 percent that have the highest in-
comes in this room, you get 80 percent
of the tax cuts.

Let me repeat that. Under this bill,
the 20 percent with the least income
get hit with 80 percent of the burden of
the budget cuts or spending cuts. And
the 20 percent with the highest in-
comes get 80 percent of the rewards of
the tax cuts.

Some of us think that is not a fair
way to apportion the burden of spend-
ing cuts and the blessings of tax cuts.

Let me talk about some other provi-
sions that are in this bill. I will bet
there are not 1 or 2 percent of the Sen-
ate who understand what they are. A
couple of people put them in here, so
they probably know.

Go to page H 12680 of the RECORD,
which is where this bill was placed last
evening, and you find ‘““‘Repeal of inclu-
sion of certain earnings invested in ex-
cess passive assets.” It reads, ‘“‘Para-
graph 1 of section 951(a) relating to
amounts included in gross income of
U.S. shareholders’ et cetera, ‘“‘Repeal
of inclusion amount, Section 956(a) is
repealed.”

What does that mean? | will bet there
is not anyone on the floor who knows
what that means. Not one person, | will
bet, knows what that means.

I will tell you what it means, Mr.
President. It means several hundreds of
millions of dollars is given to the larg-
est corporations around, who move
their jobs overseas, earn income over-
seas, and under today’s law must repa-
triate that income and pay taxes on it
to this country.

But this bill on this page says we are
of a different mind. We would like in
this bill to put a bow and some wrap-
ping and a little package which we
want to give those companies to en-
courage them to continue to keep their
jobs outside of this country—several
hundred millions of dollars in a tax cut
to encourage companies to stay out of
this country with their jobs. That is
one.

How about page 12638, ‘‘corporate al-
ternative minimum tax reform”? Not
many will know what this means, ex-
cept in the old days you would read a
story that said XYZ corporation made
$2 billion in income and paid zero in in-
come taxes. So the Congress said that
is not very fair. So let us have an alter-
native minimum tax so that we do not
have to read stories like that.
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The House of Representatives wanted
to repeal this alternative minimum tax
completely. This conference report
agreement would in effect repeal the
alternative minimum tax with respect
to depreciation.

What does that mean? It means 2,000
corporations in America will get a $7
million tax cut each, on average—$7
million apiece for 2,000 corporations
buried on page 12638.

Is this what we are supposed to vote
for? If we do not vote for this, are we
somehow thickheaded? Or is this a
gift?

Is this one of those special little
prizes like the ones that go to the big
herd for manure management, one of
those little prizes that goes to the big
interests that we are not supposed to
see and we are not supposed to debate?

Maybe this would come to the floor
under normal circumstances and we
could debate the wisdom of such a pol-
icy at a time when we say to 55,000 kids
on Head Start: We do not have enough
money for you. You are going to get
kicked off the Head Start program; you
kids going to college, you are going to
pay more to go to college. We do not
have enough money for student finan-
cial aid; you folks on Medicare pay
more and get less for your health care;
you people on Medicaid, we will block
grant that money to the States and
maybe they will have money for your
health care, or maybe not.

But we say we have plenty of money
to give a tax break to companies that
move their jobs overseas, and we have
plenty of money to virtually repeal the
alternative minimum tax.

Some of us think that is not a prior-
ity that makes much sense.

Mr. President, how much time is re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FRIST). About 5 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, yester-
day, | spoke in the Chamber about pri-
orities and choices. Let me in the mid-
dle of my remarks again compliment
the Republicans, the majority party.
Their desire for a balanced budget is
commendable. | compliment them
genuinely for it. The desire ought to be
universally shared on this floor.

The question of how you achieve that
goal, the choices and the priorities you
make, are important. They are impor-
tant to a lot of people.

I was in the Chamber yesterday talk-
ing about a little program called Star
Schools, a tiny little program. It tries
to create Star Schools in math and
sciences, at an annual cost of $25 mil-
lion. This bill would cut Star Schools
by 40 percent—40 percent in a tiny lit-
tle program.

There’s another program called star
wars. That one is increased 100 percent.
The majority’s priority is star wars,
which is not ordered, not needed, not
wanted. In the defense spending bill
they boosted the Pentagon’s star wars
program by 100 percent. Supposedly we
have plenty of money, hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, for that program be-
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cause the sky is the limit. We are all
loaded when it comes to the star wars
program, but a 40 percent cut in a tiny
program called Star Schools.

Nowhere is there a better example of
warped priorities, in my judgment.

Tax cuts. | would like to see tax cuts
for every American, but | would say
this. | offered an amendment in this
Chamber saying let us at least limit
the tax cuts to those who make $250,000
a year or less and use the savings from
that limitation to reduce the hit on
Medicare. Of course, that did not pass.
Everybody here knows that every dol-
lar of tax cut in this bill is borrowed.
No one can deny that. The facts dem-
onstrate it. Every single dollar that is
given in a tax cut is going to be bor-
rowed. Every dollar of tax cuts will in-
crease the Federal debt by a dollar.

Balanced budget. We are told this is
the balanced budget. Well, again, let
me commend the Republicans because |
think there needs to be a greater and
more energetic effort to try to balance
the budget, but this budget is not bal-
anced.

The Director of the Congressional
Budget Office says it is not a balanced
budget. It will have a $108 billion defi-
cit in the year 2002. | can read the let-
ter if you want. She wrote it on Octo-
ber 19.

You can call it a balanced budget if
you misuse $110 billion in Social Secu-
rity funds in the year 2002, but, of
course, that would be dishonest, and it
would also violate the law.

This is not a balanced budget. It has
a $108 billion deficit in 2002. In fact, the
very budget bill that was brought to
the floor that was described as the Bal-
anced Budget Act has on page 3 under
the category ‘‘Deficits,”” $108 billion in
deficits in the year 2002. So it is not a
balanced budget.

We are not talking about the facts
when people assert that it is a balanced
budget.

There are many ways to create a bal-
anced budget. There are many compet-
ing interests in this country. There are
almost unlimited needs, and there are
limited resources. We would do this
country a favor in my judgment by cre-
ating a fiscal policy that balances the
budget the right way. As we do it, let
us still continue to invest in the things
that make America great; let us con-
tinue to make our promises.

What makes America great? Invest-
ment in education and investment in
our children advance this country’s
economic interests.

You have all heard the admonition: if
you are worried about a year, plant
rice; if you are worried about 10 years,
plant some trees; if you are worried
about a century, educate your children.
Education advances this country’s in-
terests. That is an investment. We do
this country no favor by deciding that
the way to balance the Federal budget
is cut education and build star wars.
The choices, it seems to me, are dif-
ficult, but they are not choices in
which we have to reach the wrong re-
sult time after time after time.
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There are many things, as | said
when | started, in this proposal for
which we should commend the Repub-
licans, but there can be a much better
approach to balancing the budget, fair-
er to all Americans if we could get to-
gether and understand the con-
sequences of these choices on all of the
interests, big interests and little inter-
ests, big folks and little folks and all
Americans.

| yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, at
this time | would yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from lowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, at
the close of Tuesday’s first budget
meeting with White House officials, |
expressed to Chief of Staff Leon Pa-
netta and Treasury Secretary Rubin
my disappointment with their inflexi-
ble posture.

| told Mr. Panetta, and these are my
exact words:

Don’t assume the President isn’t going to
change his position. He’s changed his mind
before.

Mr. Panetta did not respond and just
walked off.

It was suggested to me that this may
have been taken as a slap at or insult
to the President.

Let me assure you that | meant no
malice, nor did | intend it as a partisan
swipe at the President.

I was simply making a statement of
fact.

And the fact is, the President
changes his mind quite frequently.

And if the President refuses to nego-
tiate in person with congressional lead-
ers, then those he sends must fully ap-
preciate the fact that the President
changes his mind a lot and that they as
White House negotiators must be more
flexible and open-minded.

The fact that the President changes
his mind frequently may not be well
known by the public at large, but it is
something that those of us who work
with him know very well.

The House Appropriations ranking
Democrat, Congressman DAvVID OBEY
understands this.

In June Mr. OBEY told the Associated
Press:

I think most of us learned sometime ago
that if you don’t like the President’s posi-
tion on a particular issue, you simply need
to wait a few weeks.

Again, that was an observation, a
simple statement of fact, from a Demo-
cratic congressional leader, that Presi-
dent Clinton changes his mind quite
frequently.

President Clinton has changed his
mind frequently on the question of a
balanced budget. On January 8, Presi-
dent Clinton promised to ‘‘present a 5-
year plan to balance the budget.”

On May 20, he said he thought bal-
ancing the budget ‘“‘clearly can be done
in less than 10 years.” So you see, he
changed his mind again.

He changed his mind again on June
13, when he said, ‘“‘It took decades to
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run up this deficit; it’s going to take a
decade to wipe it out * * *.”’

On October 19, President Clinton
changed his mind again about bal-
ancing the budget. He stated ““Well, I
think we could reach it in seven years
* *x *x77

So you see, Mr. President, my point
to Mr. Panetta was that if he and the
other White House negotiators would
be a bit more flexible, we could quickly
resolve this impasse that has shut
down the Government.

I am sure Mr. Panetta is persuasive
enough to convince the President to
change his mind again * * * to do the
right thing by committing to support-
ing a CBO certified? Well, CBO has long
been recognized as the reliable, unbi-
ased, nonpartisan budget scorer.

Unfortunately, on this point, Presi-
dent Clinton has also changed his mind
again.

In 1993, President Clinton touted CBO
as the independent and more accurate
budget scorer.

But then he changed his mind. He
now is trying to convince Americans
that OMB, which is controlled by
President Clinton, is the reliable, unbi-
ased, and nonpartisan budget scorer.

President Clinton offered what he
claimed was a 10-year balanced budget
plan that was cooked up by the OMB
that he controls.

Even the chairman of the Democratic
Senatorial Campaign Committee, Sen-
ator BoB KERREY, criticized the Presi-
dent’s so-called 10-year balanced budg-
et plan by stating

They cooked the numbers . .
get back to the CBO numbers.

And, of course, as we all know, CBO’s
analysis exposes the fact that the
President’s budget does not balance,
not in 5 years, 7 years, 10 years or ever.

Instead, CBO shows that it would
compound the burden of our children
and grandchildren by increasing the
deficit to the tune of over $200 billion
each of those 10 years.

This is why President Clinton’s budg-
et was defeated in the Senate by a vote
of 96 to 0. Not one Democrat voted for
President Clinton’s budget, not one Re-
publican.

President Clinton has changed his
mind on taxes. He campaigned promis-
ing a large tax cut.

Once elected President, he changed
his mind. He instead pushed for and
signed into law the largest tax increase
in our Nation’s history—$251 billion. It
was a tax increase that hit our elderly
and young people alike.

Recently, he changed his mind again
about his 1993 tax increase. He told
people in Houston that, and | quote:

Probably there are people in this room still
mad at me at that budget because you think
I raised your taxes too much. It might sur-
prise you to know that | think | raised them
too much, too.

I do not suppose it is any more than
a mere coincidence that he had that
particular change of mind during his
Presidential campaign fundraiser in
Texas.

. He needs to
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President Clinton has changed his
mind on Medicare spending a good
number of times as well.

At the AARP Presidential Forum in
1993, President Clinton proposed to re-
strain the growth of Medicare spending
to two times the rate of inflation. He
said, and | quote:

Today. . . . Medicare (is) going up at three
times the rate of inflation. We propose to let
it go up at two times the rate of inflation.
That is not a Medicare—cut . . .

Mr. President, guess what? President
Clinton has changed his mind again—
on two different counts here.

The Republican plan to save Medi-
care allows Medicare spending to go
up—now listen carefully—two times
the rate of inflation.

That is exactly what President Clin-
ton proposed in 1993, but now he at-
tacks Republicans for proposing the
same.

Furthermore, whereas in 1993 he ar-
gued before AARP that doing this was
not a cut, now that the Republicans are
recommending this, President Clinton
says that it is a cut.

Mr. President, we could go on and on
and on, if we attempted to list every
time President Clinton changed his
mind, but | will not suffer my col-
leagues through such an ordeal.

But the point should be clear to
White House negotiators such as Mr.
Panetta, that the President does
change his mind often, and thus, they
should not be so closed-minded and en-
trenched in our negotiations.

Almost everything we Republicans
and Americans want, and that remark-
ably has led to this unfortunate junc-
ture, the President has at one time or
another, has said that he supports as
well.

There is no justified reason for him
to disagree with us now.

He said we could balance the budget
in 7 years, so let us do it.

If he can come up with a plan to do
it in 5 years as he said he would, then
let us consider that instead.

He said CBO is the most reliable
budget scorer, so let us use their num-
bers, instead of those rosy numbers
cooked up by his OMB.

He said he wanted to restrain the
growth of Medicare spending to two
times inflation like we Republicans are
currently proposing, so let us do it.

He promised Americans a major tax
cut, so he should join us Republicans
and just do it.

It is time President Clinton quit lis-
tening to his Democrat campaign con-
sultants who brag about subscribing to
terror to make people hate, and start
listening to some sound advice that is
good for the country, class warfare and
generational/warfare tactics.

Mr. President, it is time to do the
right thing.

There is no reason President Clinton
cannot change his mind one more
time—one more time to do what is
right.

As the ad campaign says, ““‘Just Do
t.”
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President Clinton, Just Do It.

| yield the floor, and | reserve the re-
mainder of my time for the rest of the
speakers.

Mr. ABRAHAM. | yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. First, Mr. President, |
would like to compliment my colleague
and friend from lowa, Senator GRASS-
LEY, for an excellent speech. Also, |
would like to compliment Senator Do-
MENICI for his leadership in bringing
this budget package to the floor, as
well as Senator DoLE and Senator
RoTH, and Senator ABRAHAM, who is
managing the floor, and | think doing
an exceptional job.

Mr. President, in my opinion, this is
probably the most important vote that
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dent Reagan’s term and President
Bush’s. But we really never really had
a vote to balance the budget. We never
had a vote that would enact into law
changes necessary to balance the budg-
et.

Tonight we are going to have that
vote. And | understand that our col-
leagues on the Democrat side of the
aisle and the President will not support
us. | think that is unfortunate. | hope
that after this vote maybe they will
work with us to enact a balanced budg-
et.

For the first time in history, we are
going to have the courage to do what is
right and actually balance the budget.
Such action by Congress has not hap-
pened in decades. You would have to go
back to 1969 to find the last time we
balanced the budget.
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going to put in the RECORD to back up
some of the comments I am going to
make.

One, | want to refute some of the
statements that President Clinton has
made. He said, his 1993 budget reduced
deficits by $500 billion. | heard him say
that as recently as yesterday.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
chart that shows the CBO baseline in
January 1993, which had very high defi-
cit projections, and the CBO baseline in
August of 1995, which had significantly
lower deficits. This chart shows why
those deficits are lower. | ask unani-
mous consent to have that chart and
others printed in the RECORD at this
time.

There being no objection, the charts

we will cast in my 15 years in the Sen- I think it is important, too, that we were ordered to be printed in the
ate. We had historic votes during Presi- use facts. | have several charts | am RECORD, as follows:
SOURCE OF DEFICIT DECLINE SINCE PRESIDENT CLINTON TOOK OFFICE
Clinton term Out Years
103d Congress 104th Congress 105th Congress Total
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
CBO deficit baseline (January 1993) 310 291 284 287 319 357 1,848
Tax and fee increases 0 (28) 47 (54) (65) (64) (259)
Spending increase/(cuts) 4 9 3 (18) (39) (56) (98)
Technical, economic, and debt service (59) (69) (79) (24) 2 (7 (236)
CBO deficit baseline (August 1995) 255 203 161 189 218 229 1,255
Source: Congressional Budget Office reports.
Amounts which reduce the deficit are shown in (parenthesis). Details may not add due to rounding.
MEDICARE SPENDING COMPARISONS
[Gross mandatory outlays in billions]
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 7 year total yegrg:"er'
Balanced Budget Act 178 196 211 217 228 250 270 293 1,664
Growth over 1995 18 33 39 50 72 92 115 417
Percent growth 10 8 3 5 10 8 8 64 74
President Il 174 192 208 223 239 254 271 289 1,676
Growth over 1995 18 34 49 65 80 97 115 458
Percent growth 10 8 7 7 6 7 7 66 75
Sources: SBC Majority & OMB data. Includes GME outlays.
BUDGET PLAN COMPARISON
Sum Compared
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996— P ?
2002 0 a freeze
Balanced Budget Act (CBO scoring):
Outlays 1,518 1,590 1,629 1,660 1,703 1,764 1,801 1,857 12,004 1,378
Revenues 1,357 1,412 1,440 1,514 1,585 1,665 1,756 1,861 11,233 607
(Deficit)/surplus (161) (178) (189) (146) (118) (100) (46) 4 (773)
Clinton budget (OMB scoring):
Outlays 1,518 1,579 1,655 1,713 1,777 1,847 1,903 1,966 12,440 1,814
Revenues 1,357 1,415 1,474 1,549 1,628 1,716 1817 1,903 11,492 1,993
(Deficit)/surplus (161) (163) (179) (161) (146) (125) (91) (58) (923)
Clinton budget (CBO scoring):
Outlays 1518 1,611 1,680 1,737 1,822 1,904 1,983 2,073 12,810 2,184
Revenues 1,357 1,416 1,467 1,538 1,608 1,684 1,772 1,864 11,349 1,850
(Deficit)/surplus (161) (196) (212) (199) (213) (220) (211) (210) (1,461)
Sources: CBO and OMB.
EARNED INCOME CREDIT
Maximum Minimum in-  Maximum in- Phaseout in-
Year credit come for max-  come for max- come
imum credit imum credit
Two or more children
Historical
1976 $400 $4,000 $4,000 $8,000
1977 400 4,000 4,000 8,000
1978 400 4,000 4,000 8,000
1979 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1980 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1981 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1982 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1983 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1984 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1985 550 5,000 6,500 11,000
1986 550 5,000 6,500 11,000
1987 851 6,080 6,920 15,432
1988 874 6,240 9,840 18,576
1989 910 6,500 10,204 19,340
1990 953 6,810 10,730 20,264
1991 1,235 7,140 11,250 21,250
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EARNED INCOME CREDIT—Continued
Maximum Minimum in-— Maximum in- - oo e
Year credit come for max-  come for max- come
imum credit imum credit
1992 1,384 7,520 11,840 22,370
1993 1511 7,750 12,200 23,049
1994 2,528 8,425 11,000 25,296
1995 3,110 8,640 11,290 26,673
Clinton expansion
1996 3,564 8,910 11,630 28,553
1997 3,680 9,200 12,010 29,484
1998 3,804 9,510 12,420 30,483
1999 3932 9,830 12,840 31,510
2000 4,058 10,140 13,240 32,499
2001 4184 10,460 13,660 33527
2002 4,320 10,800 14,100 34,613
Balanced Budget Act
1996 3,564 8910 11,630 25,425
1997 3,680 9,200 12,010 26,254
1998 3,804 9,510 12,420 27,145
1999 3932 9,830 12,840 28,059
2000 4,058 10,140 13,320 28,940
2001 4184 10,460 13,660 29,856
2002 4,320 10,800 14,100 30,821
One child
Historical
1976 400 4,000 4,000 8,000
1977 400 4,000 4,000 8,000
1978 400 4,000 4,000 8,000
1979 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1980 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1981 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1982 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1983 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1984 500 5,000 6,000 10,000
1985 550 5,000 6,500 11,000
1986 550 5,000 6,500 11,000
1987 851 6,080 6,920 15,432
1988 874 6,240 9,840 18,576
1989 910 6,500 10,240 19,340
1990 953 6,810 10,730 20,264
1991 1,192 7,140 11,250 21,250
1992 1324 7,520 11,840 22,370
1993 1434 7,750 12,200 23,054
1994 2,038 7,750 11,000 23,755
1995 2,094 6,160 11,290 24,396
Clinton expansion
1996 2,156 6,340 11,630 25,119
1997 2,221 6,550 12,010 25,946
1998 2,305 6,780 12,420 26,846
1999 2,380 7,000 12,840 21,734
2000 2,455 7,220 13,240 28,602
2001 2,533 7,450 13,660 29,511
2002 2,615 7,690 14,100 30,462
Balanced Budget Act
1996 2,156 6,340 11,630 23,055
1997 2,221 6,550 12,010 23814
1998 2,305 6,780 12,420 24,637
1999 2,380 7,000 12,840 25,454
2000 2,455 7,220 13,240 26,252
2001 2,533 7,450 13,660 27,085
2002 2,615 7,690 14,100 27,957
1976 () Q) ) Q)
1977 () () () ()
1978 () () () ()
1979 () () () ()
1980 () () () ()
1981 () () () ()
1982 () () () ()
1983 () () () ()
1984 () () () ()
1985 () () () ()
1986 () () () ()
1987 () () () ()
1988 () () () ()
1989 () () () ()
1990 () () () ()
1991 () () () ()
1992 () () () ()
1993 () (%) () (%)
1994 306 4,000 5,000 9,000
1995 314 4,100 5,130 9,230
Clinton expansion
1996 324 4,230 5,290 9,520
1997 334 4,370 5,460 9,830
1998 346 4520 5,650 10,170
1999 357 4,670 5,830 10,500
2000 369 4,820 6,020 10,840
2001 380 4970 6,210 11,180
2002 392 5,130 6,410 11,540
Balanced Budget Act
1996 0 Q) ) ()
1997 0 () () ()
1998 0 () () ()
1999 0 () () ()
2000 0 () () ()
2001 0 () () ()
2002 0 §) ) §)

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation.
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EARNED INCOME CREDIT—REDUCING PROGRAM COSTS

[Fiscal year, billions of dollars]

Revenue

cost Total cost

Fiscal year Outlay cost

Historical

1179
1.498
1552
2.996
4.276
4.669
5.430
7.955
10.062
12.254
16.730

Clinton expansion
20.257
22.039
22.922
23.893
24.938
25.897
26.912

Balanced Budget Act
20.094
18.771
19.409
20.137
20.893
21.607
22.453

1985 .
1986 .
1987 .
1988 .
1989 .
1990 .
1991 .
1992 .
1993 .
1994 .
1995

0.482
0.586
0.553
1.033
1.655
1.943
1.681
2.756
3.091
3,489
3.117

1.661
2.084
2.105
4.029
5.931
6.612
7111
10.711
13.153
15.743
19.847

1996
1997 .
1998 .
1999 .
2000 .
2001 .
2002

3.505
3,831
4.025
4.184
4.400
4.639
4.823

23.762
25.870
26.947
28.077
29.338
30.536
31.735

1996
1997 .
1998 .
1999 .
2000 .
2001 .
2002 .

3.445
2.648
2.731
2.793
2.907
3.012
2.978

23.539
21.419
22.140
22.930
23.800
24.619
25.431

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, what
this chart shows is that the President
did not make any spending cuts in his
first 3 years whatsoever, none. He did
have significant tax increases, actu-
ally, the largest tax increase in his-
tory. But the bulk of the so-called defi-
cit reduction was technical changes,
economic changes and debt service sav-
ings, in other words, reductions that
were not the result of his policies.

But | wanted to note, of that $500 bil-
lion in so-called deficit reduction, in
the first 3 years there were no spending
cuts. Actually, spending increased over
the CBO baseline $4 billion in 1993, $9
billion in 1994, $3 billion in 1995. So
now, those facts are in the record.
Also, we heard the President say in one
press conference that he wanted to bal-
ance the budget. He mentioned the
word ‘‘balanced budget’” 16 times in a
recent short press conference. As a
matter of fact, he has mentioned sev-
eral times about his desire to balance
the budget.

As a candidate in 1992, he said that he
would submit a 5-year plan to balance
the budget. On May 20 of this year he
said, ‘“‘I think balancing the budget
clearly can be done in less than 10
years.” In June he said, ““It’s going to
take a decade to wipe out the deficit.”
In October he said that ‘“We could
reach it,” balancing the budget, “in 7
years.”” Also, in October he said, ‘“We
can do it in 8 years.” Also, in October
he said, ““We can do it in 9 years.” The
President has been all over the lot on
how long it would take to balance the
budget.

The point is, Republicans actually
have a bill—not a statement—we have
a bill before us which, if enacted, will
balance the budget in 7 years. | think
that is real. It is significant. It is sub-
stantive.

Now, | heard some of my colleagues
on the floor say, “Well, if we enact
your plan, it is going to devastate Med-
icare, it is going to devastate Medicaid,
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and it is going to give all these wealthy
people big tax cuts. They say that we
are going to cut these programs and
transfer more wealth to the wealthy.”

That is totally, completely, irref-
utably false. And I will put the facts in
the record to prove it. But first, | want
to talk about these cuts for a second.

For example, Medicare spending rises
under our plan. This year it is $178 bil-
lion. In the year 2002, it is $293 billion.
That happens to be a 65-percent in-
crease. Not a decrease, an increase.
Medicaid spending rises from $89 bil-
lion to $122 billion. That is a 37-percent
increase. Overall mandatory spending
increases from $739 billion to over $1.93
trillion. That is a 48-percent increase.

Maybe we did not cut spending
enough. Those are big increases. Today
we are spending about $1.5 trillion. In 7
years, we are going to spend $1.85 tril-
lion. In other words, spending increases
every single year.

Do we slow the growth of spending
down? Yes. Do we make these programs
grow at more affordable rates? Yes. Do
we offer some tax relief for middle-in-
come Americans? Yes. Should we make
apologies for that? | say definitely not.

I think this package that we have
put together is a fair package. | think
it is a good package.

Also, | have to say, Mr. President, we
have to compare it to the President’s
budget. What has he submitted as his
plan? In January 1995, he submitted a
budget that never came into balance.
His budget actually had deficits rising
substantially.

He submitted a revised budget in
June. According to CBO, the deficits in
his new budget go up as well. Let me
give you his deficit figures. This year,
the deficit was $164 billion. Under the
President’s plan, it rises to $210 billion
in the year 2002.

Our budget has a surplus in the year
2002 of $4 billion. We actually balance
the budget in 7 years. The President’s
budget deficits continue to escalate to
over $200 billion for as far as the eye
can see. That is the difference in our
visions for the future.

Those are the only two proposals on
the table. I might mention, the Presi-
dent’s proposal was about 20 pages on a
fax machine. Not a significant, sub-
stantive document. It was more a theo-
retical document. We have a real budg-
et that says if we curb these entitle-
ment programs and make other spend-
ing cuts, we are going to have a bal-
anced budget.

Republicans are going to change
budget laws. We did not balance the
budget under President Reagan, and I
love President Reagan. We did not do it
under President Bush, and | think very
highly of President Bush. But we never
had the votes or the courage to curtail
the growth of entitlement programs.

Some of these programs are explod-
ing in cost. Over the last several years
Medicaid grew at 28, 29, 30, 31 percent.
The earned-income credit grew from $2
billion in 1985 to $23 billion in 199%4.
That is an unbelievable growth rate, 11
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times what it was just 9 years ago. In
other words, we had a lot of entitle-
ment programs just exploding in cost.

Now, for the first time, we are cur-
tailing the growth of those programs.
Some people say we are slashing those
programs. | take issue with that.

Medicare is probably the one issue
that has been demagogued by oppo-
nents of this package more than any
other. | mention, in our budget, that in
1995 in Medicare we spend $178 billion.
By the year 2002, we spend $293 billion.
That is a 65 percent increase.

Mr. President, what is shocking—I
hope my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle will look at this chart—as |
compare the spending that we propose
in Medicare every year to the spending
proposed in the President’s June budg-
et—and | find very, very little dif-
ference. Under our proposal, Medicare
grows at an annual rate of 7.4 percent.
Under the President’s proposal, Medi-
care grows at 7.5 percent.

Under our proposal, for which we are
being lambasted so much—I heard peo-
ple say we are Kkilling Medicare and we
are being unfair to senior citizens—ac-
tually, our budget proposes spending
more in the year 2002 than the Presi-
dent’s proposal in Medicare. That is
kind of surprising.

My point is, these cuts are not draco-
nian, they are not drastic. Somebody
said, ‘““The Republicans are trying to
cut Medicare $270 billion and the Presi-
dent is only trying to cut $124 billion.”’

The President uses different eco-
nomic assumptions. He assumes the
health care costs are going to grow at
a slower rate than we do on the Repub-
lican side.

Our point is that we are using the
Congressional Budget Office. I might
mention, President Clinton originally
said that he would use the Congres-
sional Budget Office. It does make a
difference. Over a 10-year span, the
President’s budget comes to balance by
assuming a more favorable economic
situation that equals $475 billion more
that he would like to spend.

But the President, in his State of the
Union Address in 1993, explained to
Congress why he used CBO numbers to
score his budget proposal. He said:

I did this so that we could argue about pri-
orities with the same set of numbers. | did
this so that no one could say | was estimat-
ing my way out of this difficulty. I did this
because if we can agree together on the most
prudent revenues we're likely to get if the
recovery stays and we do the right things
economically, then it will turn out better for
the American people than we say.

The President was right: We should
use the same numbers. But unfortu-
nately, now he is trying to estimate his
way out of difficulty.

We need to balance the budget. We
need to make difficult decisions. It is
not always easy to do, but | think we
have a very balanced proposal, one that
does not inflict undue paid. Somebody
said, ‘““Oh, look at all the pain.” | do
not see pain in this proposal. | see us
doing what we should do.
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Let us look at Medicare. My Demo-
crat colleagues on the Finance Com-
mittee offered to cut Medicare part A,
the hospital portion, by $89 billion.
They offered that as an amendment on
the floor too. So we basically agree on
the amount of cuts on hospitals.

Then they said, ‘‘Republicans are
trying to raise premiums on part B
beneficiaries, the doctor portion.”
What do we really do? We keep the pre-
mium rate at 31.5 percent of program
costs. That is what the beneficiaries
pay today. That is fair; that is reason-
able. The program started out at 50
percent. Keeping it at 31.5 percent, |
think, is fair.

Do premium costs increase? Yes, but
they increase under the President’s
proposal too. As a matter of fact, the
President’s increase in part B pre-
miums follow right along with ours.
There is only, | think, a $5 difference in
the year 2002 in premiums. What he did
not tell people is, ‘“Present law goes
down to 25 percent, and I am going to
take credit for that and really lam-
baste and demagog the Republicans.”’

The fact is, keeping premium levels
at 31.5 percent is fair. We also say
wealthier people should pay a little
more. We should not be asking every-
body who is making $20,000 to be subsi-
dizing wealthier people on their part B
premium.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. NICKLES. We also made some
tax changes that are fair to American
families. I have heard a lot of col-
leagues say, ‘““Well, that’s not fair.”
The heck it is not. We are giving tax
relief to individuals and families who
have kids, a $500 per child tax credit.
Somebody says that does not mean
very much. Well, | disagree. | only have
one child now who would qualify, be-
cause they have to be under the age of
18. | used to have four kids who would
qualify.

A lot of American families need help.
Four Kkids is $2,000 in tax relief. That is
targeted toward the American family.
That will help. An individual or couple
who has two kids gets $1,000. That is
$1,000 that they get to spend on them-
selves instead of sending it to Washing-
ton, DC, to have politicians spend on a
multitude of items.

It is the idea that they can choose.
They may want to spend it on edu-
cation or a home or transportation or
to buy food or pay utilities. We want to
let families make that decision, not
the Government.

We have targeted the bulk of tax re-
lief to American families. We did it
with the inheritance tax; we did it with
the child credit; we did it with IRA
savings accounts; we did it with medi-
cal savings accounts.

Mr. President, | think this is a bal-
anced package, it is a good package,
and it is the only package we have be-
fore us that will balance the budget.
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We said we were going to do it. We
are going to do it. | think what we are
doing is vitally important. | thank the
manager of the bill and | yield the
floor.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | yield 15
minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KERRY. | thank the Chair and
the distinguished minority manager of
the bill.

Mr. President, | just heard one speak-
er say that this will be the most impor-
tant vote in the Senate in 15 years. |
respectfully disagree. | think the most
important vote in the Senate in 15
years will be the vote when we return
with a reconciliation package that has
been negotiated and which fairly re-
flects the administration, the minority
and the majority in the Senate, as an
expression of all of our desires to bal-
ance the budget. That will be the most
important vote. But | do not want to
quibble or deny the notion that this is
not an important statement.

I would like to say that, from at
least this Senator’s perspective, our
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
deserve credit. | think it is appropriate
for us to talk more honestly about
what is at stake here and, perhaps, de-
part from some of the partisan rhet-
oric, though it is hard because of the
circumstances.

The fact is that the majority is prov-
ing what many of us said as we opposed
the balanced budget amendment. What
we said was that we do not need an
amendment, we simply need legislators
with the courage to balance the budg-
et. And indeed, the Republicans have
picked up that challenge and they de-
serve credit for having returned to the
floor with a budget that, in their view,
expresses their values and their direc-
tion for the country.

So they are offering a balanced budg-
et. Regrettably, their choices, which
are more unilateral than most of us
would have hoped we would arrive at
because in effect it represents exclu-
sively the Republican House and Re-
publican Senate to the exclusion of
most of the efforts of the rest of us.
Theirs is a statement of values. Their
budget sets forth the Gingrich-Repub-
lican view of how America ought to be.
And the fact that some of us oppose
that view does not mean that we op-
pose coming to the floor and voting for
a balanced budget.

I will vote “no” on this view of
America, with the hopes that after the
President has vetoed it we will return
with a more compromised, centrist,
and hopefully more diverse, shared
view of where this country should go in
this important statement of a budget.

It is my hope that many of us who
want to balance the budget and do it
responsibly, with a fair reflection of
the values of this country, will have an
opportunity to do so after the real ne-
gotiations take place.
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Mr. President, | have already voted
for a balanced budget. It was the so-
called CoNRAD plan. It was a plan that
I did not agree with every part of, but
I think it was far more fair than the
plan or any other plan that we have
had on the floor. It was a plan that
gave tax breaks to middle-class work-
ing families. It closed tax loopholes, re-
duced corporate welfare. But instead,
in this plan we are now confronted
with, contrary to the fairness that we
tried to achieve previously, the Repub-
licans are raising $32 billion worth of
taxes from Americans earning less
than $30,000 a year.

I voted for a balanced budget plan
that was honest about the need to do
something about Medicare. | agree
with my colleagues. There has been a
lot of heightened rhetoric about it. The
truth is that we have to restrain the
growth on entitlements generally, and
we have to retain the growth particu-
larly in Medicare and Medicaid the
fastest-growing portions of the budget.
I voted for a budget, Mr. President,
that was fair in what it asked seniors
to do in sharing that burden. It saved
the Medicare plan without -cutting
twice as much as we need to, twice as
much as is currently reflected in this
budget. | voted for a commonsense re-
duction in Medicare to save the sys-
tem. The Republicans are essentially,
in order to give a tax cut, taking the
heart out of Medicare with the $270 bil-
lion reduction.

| voted, Mr. President, for a balanced
budget that would preserve access to
health care for those people with dis-
abilities, for pregnant women, and for
children. While we reduced—in our
budget—Medicaid by about $125 billion,
the Republicans have come to the floor
with a budget that reduces it by $182
billion over 7 years.

| voted for a balanced budget that in-
vested in our children’s education. It
saved educational access, vital for job
growth and competitiveness. But the
Republicans now want to cut student
loan programs by more than $5 billion,
at a time when it is harder and harder
for average Americans to send their
kids to college. They also are going to
wind up taking 1.8 million kids off of
student loan rolls, and reducing by
1,250 the number of colleges that can
participate in a direct lending plan.
That is good for banks, Mr. President,
but it is not good for students or for
our colleges.

| voted for a balanced budget that
would feed hungry children in this
country, and it added back more than
half of the funds for food and for chil-
dren. But instead the Republicans are
going to slash $46 billion over the next
7 years that would leave literally mil-
lions of children hungry in this coun-
try.

%/voted for a balanced budget that
would honor the service of veterans,
not leave them scot-free, because we
did in our budget reduce veterans’ pay-
ments by about $5 billion, but the Re-
publicans want to recklessly cut those
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programs in a way that may close 35 of
170 hospitals, and certainly five next
year.

Mr. President, this budget process is
the truest statement about any party’s
priorities or any individual’s sense of
what is fair. The bottom line is that
this budget is about people. With this
Republican budget tonight, they re-
verse some 60 years of a certainty that
was built into the fabric of the Amer-
ican political structure—a certainty
that our senior citizens would not grow
old and be left with nothing—a cer-
tainty that families would be part of a
community and that we would care for
people, even if they were in the street,
even if they were suffering or in need of
help.

I wonder whether this budget is real-
ly representative of what America has
become in 1995, because if it is, then |
think this Senate will long be remem-
bered as the Senate that took away the
good part of the certainty of American
life, not the bad part, not the part that
we know with respect to welfare and
other programs has distorted values. |
am talking about the good part, the
part that allowed people to lift them-
selves up by their bootstraps, that al-
lowed people in a nursing home to not
have to get rid of every cent they had
in order to stay there, the part that
guaranteed that we are not going to
suddenly have seniors strapped into
wheelchairs again because nursing
home standards are lifted. Those were
certainties that we built into American
life.

This budget takes away those cer-
tainties, Mr. President. With this budg-
et, thousands and thousands of women
and children, our fellow citizens, thou-
sands of families, thousands of seniors,
who are struggling to pay for food or
pay for health care, or simply meet the
rent or save something for the future,
they will be hurt. As my friend from
North Dakota pointed out, they will be
hurt in juxtaposition to countless mil-
lions of people who do not need that
help, who will be helped.

This budget violates everybody’s fun-
damental sense of fairness, Mr. Presi-
dent. And that is something that we
ought to care about as we care about
the fabric of values and of life in this
country.

There will, as a result of this budget,
no longer be a certainty in America
that children will not go hungry. There
will no longer be a certainty that an el-
derly widow in a Massachusetts hos-
pital will not lose everything that she
has. There is no longer a certainty that
their children, who are already strug-
gling, getting more and more behind,
will be able to pay for her care without
jeopardizing their future.

There is no certainty in this budget
that American children will get a bet-
ter shot at a decent education or a bet-
ter shot at a job, and there is no cer-
tainty that a pregnant mother or a dis-
abled veteran will get the helping hand
that we have always promised.
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There is not even the certainty that
our drinking water will get cleaner or
our wilderness will be protected or that
toxic waste will be cleaned up or that
we will hand down to our children a
better country, Mr. President.

I think the least we can do in a budg-
et is express our responsibility to pro-
tect the certainties that those who
came to this floor before us fought for.

I can only say to my colleagues who
tell us this budget is a sure thing that
in the words of Robert BuUrNS, “There
is no such uncertainty as a sure thing.”

This budget will create uncertainties,
uncertainties with respect to the envi-
ronment, uncertainties with respect to
people’s capacity to strive to make the
best of their own opportunities to get
an education, to try to touch the new
marketplace.

Mr. President, there is an enormous
giveaway to mining companies in this
budget. There is oil drilling in the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge. There are
water subsidies to America’s largest
agricultural corporations. There is a
royalty exemption from oil leases in
the Gulf of Mexico. There are lots of
little goodies in this budget which do
not speak to the issue of fairness in
this country.

I might just say, Mr. President, with
respect to some of the most important
things we hear talked about on the
Senate floor, values with respect to
children, this budget is not friendly.

We have heard a lot of talk about the
number of children who are born out of
wedlock, the number of kids who des-
perately need an opportunity through
Head Start, or who desperately need a
hot lunch. This budget creates an enor-
mous shift of wealth from those who
are at the lower end struggling to
make ends meet and working families,
not people on welfare but working fam-
ilies, and it takes that wealth from
those struggling and gives it to people
at the upper end who do not need it.

Mr. President, in the name of fair-
ness, | am pleased that the President
has said he will veto this budget. The
most important vote will be the vote
that occurs after we have the negotia-
tions that will take place in the next
weeks, and | hope it will not take
longer than weeks. It is my fervent
plea in the course of that process more
voices of America be heard and re-
flected in our budget.

Again, | say, Mr. President, there are
many on this side of the aisle who
looked forward to the ability to be able
to help shape that process. It is our
hope we will join together around rea-
sonable figures, perhaps some combina-
tion of CBO or OMB—figures that are
reasonably arrived at and reflect the
future economic growth of this coun-
try, and that we will use those figures
to come up with an intelligent budget
that all of us can take to America as
we ask people to share the sacrifices
necessary to balance the budget.

It is my hope that day will come
soon. That will be the most important
vote in the U.S. Senate. | yield back
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my remaining time to the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is a
critically important debate. It ought to
be informed, | think, by fact and rea-
son and by law.

Mr. President, we have heard a lot of
talk that what we have before us is a
balanced budget. The fact is, the law
says something different. The law says
we do not have a balanced budget be-
fore the Senate.

That is because if you look at sub-
title C of Social Security, the off-budg-
et status of Social Security trust
funds, it makes very clear that Social
Security surpluses are not to be in-
cluded in any calculation of the deficit.

The only way the Republican plan
achieves balance is to use every penny
of Social Security surplus generated
between now and the year 2002 —$636
billion of Social Security surplus funds
will be raided so that the Republicans
can claim their plan is balanced.

Mr. President, this is not just my
view. This is, in fact, the certification
from the Congressional Budget Office.
We have been through this debate be-
fore, and on October 20, Senator DOR-
GAN and | asked the head of the CBO, if
we follow the law, a law that 98 Sen-
ators voted for, and excluded Social Se-
curity surpluses, what would the defi-
cit look like in 2002 under the Repub-
lican plan?

The head of the CBO responded by
saying the deficit in 2002 under the
plan presented would be $105 billion.

In the conference committee that
number has grown. We now have a defi-
cit in the year 2002 under this plan, if
we obey the law, of $111 billion. I think
it is important to make that point for
the record.

This chart shows the looting of the
Social Security trust fund that will go
on during this period, from 1996 to 2002.
These are the yearly totals that will be
taken of Social Security surplus funds.
This is the total over the 7-year pe-
riod—$636 billion.

Mr. President, we have heard from
the other side assertions that the
Democrats have no alternative bal-
anced budget plan. It makes me wonder
where some of our colleagues have
been. We have had a series of alter-
natives offered on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

The one | was most deeply involved
in was the Fair Share balanced budget
plan we offered during the budget reso-
lution. It was an honest balanced budg-
et plan but with a substantially dif-
ferent set of priorities than those con-
tained in the Republican plan.

Let me talk about some of the dif-
ferences. The Fair Share Plan balanced
the budget, without counting Social
Security surpluses, by the year 2004—9
years without counting any Social Se-
curity surpluses. It produces more defi-
cit reduction in 2002 than the Repub-
lican plan.

In fact, the Fair Share Plan that 39
Democrats in this body voted for had
$100 billion more in deficit reduction
than the Republican plan.
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At the same time, it had a substan-
tially different set of priorities than
the Republican balanced budget plan.
The Democratic balanced budget plan
restored $100 billion of the $270 cut in
Medicare.

I know many on the other side of the
aisle have said they are not cutting
Medicare. | ask them this simple ques-
tion: If they are not cutting Medicare,
how is it that they have achieved $270
billion of savings from what current
law provides in Medicare? How can it
be, if they have not cut anything, that
they have saved $270 billion over the
next 7 years? Of course they have cut.
They have cut in quality and service
what our seniors will receive through
that program.

Some say, ‘I hear the Republicans
saying they are spending more money
on Medicare.” Yes, that is true. They
are spending more money. Of course
they are spending more money. There
is 7 years of medical inflation that has
to be covered. Medical inflation is
growing at three times the rate of nor-
mal inflation.

In addition, there are 5 million new
people who are going to be eligible for
Medicare during this 7-year period. So
of course they have to spend more.

But the fact is, they are not spending
as much more as would be required in
order to provide the same level of qual-
ity and services as the current program
provides. That is why they have $270
billion of savings out of the Medicare
Program. But those savings are going
to mean less quality, less service to
seniors than the services and quality of
service they receive now.

In addition, the draconian changes
that the Republicans have proposed for
Medicare are going to mean we are
going to have rural hospitals all across
America forced to close. In my own
State, the hospital association tells me
26 of the 30 rural hospitals are going to
negative margins on their Medicare-el-
igible patients. Of course, most of their
patients are Medicare eligible. That
means many of those hospitals will be
forced to close. That is the harsh re-
ality of what is being proposed here.

Do we need to generate savings out of
Medicare in order to balance the budg-
et over 7 years? Absolutely. But $270
billion of reductions is too much. It is
draconian. It is extreme. It will have
severe consequences.

The plan that 39 Democrats voted for
restored $100 billion of the $270 billion
of cuts in the Republican plan. In addi-
tion, we restored about $40 billion of
the cuts to Medicaid. Let me just indi-
cate, we now have a new analysis from
Consumers Union that indicates we are
going to see 12 million people lose their
medical coverage because of the seri-
ous reductions to the Medicaid Pro-
gram provided for in this Republican
plan.

Education? The plan that 39 Senate
Democrats voted for did not cut edu-
cation. We did not have a dime of cuts
in education because we believe edu-
cation is the future. If there is one
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place that should not be cut it is those
funds that make it more possible for
people to develop their full potential
through education and all of the oppor-
tunities that education creates, not
only for the individual but for all of
the rest of us who benefit from what
people are able to achieve who have
gotten as much education as they pos-
sibly can.

Nutrition and agriculture? We re-
stored $24 billion in order to have less
of a cut to food programs and to agri-
culture programs. Let me just say with
respect to agriculture, the Republican
program is to indicate they are going
to kill all agriculture programs after 7
years. They have now come forward
and admitted what their plan really is.
We will not have an agriculture pro-
gram after 7 years. They are destroying
the foundation of the agriculture pro-
grams of this country by ending the
authorization that exists in law that
has been there since 1938.

Let me just say, the Republican plan
for agriculture is not a plan for Amer-
ican farmers. It is a plan for the
French farmer. It is a plan for the Ger-
man farmer. It is a plan for the farmers
of every country with whom we com-
pete, because that is who is going to
benefit from the Republican farm plan.

One of the ways we were able to have
a balanced budget that 39 Democrats
voted for and to be able to restore some
of the draconian spending cuts con-
tained in the Republican plan, was to
eliminate tax cuts. We did not have
any tax cuts. Because under the Repub-
lican plan, disproportionately those
tax reductions go to the wealthiest
among us.

I just do not think it makes much
sense to say to somebody who is in the
top 1 percent of income earners in this
country, you get a $10,000 tax reduc-
tion, but if you are somebody who is
earning less than $30,000 a year who
qualifies for earned-income tax credit,
you are going to get a tax increase.

Mr. President, 7.7 million families in
America under the Republican plan are
going to get a tax increase. Those who
are at the top of the income ladder, the
top 1 percent on average are going to
get a $10,000 tax cut. | do not know how
they justify it. It is not my idea of tar-
geted tax relief. But that is in this
plan.

Finally, in the Fair Share plan that
39 Senate Democrats voted for, we
asked the wealthiest among us to par-
ticipate in this battle to reduce the
budget deficit. We asked them to cur-
tail the growth of the tax entitlements
that they primarily benefit from. If we
are going to reduce the growth of the
spending entitlements, and we must,
then why not reduce the growth of the
tax entitlements, $4 trillion of tax enti-
tlements? It is the biggest single pot of
money in the whole Federal budget.

This chart shows entitlement spend-
ing from 1996 to 2002. Tax entitlements,
$4 trillion—much bigger than the next
biggest entitlement, Social Security.
That is nearly $3 trillion over the next
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7 years. Medicare is $2 trillion over the
next 7 years, and Medicaid is about $1
trillion. But the biggest one of all is
the tax entitlements, the tax pref-
erences, the tax loopholes.

We say if we are going to reduce the
rate of growth of the spending entitle-
ments, let us reduce the rate of growth
of the tax entitlements as well. Let us
reduce that growth to inflation plus 1
percent.

Our friends on the other side say
there is no tax entitlement, no tax
preference, no tax loophole that we
want to close. We want to keep them
all. We think they are all valid. We
think they are all essential.

We, on our side of the aisle, do not.

Mr. President, these are critical is-
sues that will be decided for the first
time tonight. But | think we should all
remember, the President is going to
veto this bill, as he should, and then
the real debate is going to begin. Then
the real discussion, the real negotia-
tion will start.

One of the key issues will be, should
we really be providing a tax cut when
we are adding $1.8 trillion to the debt
under this Republican plan? That is
what is going to happen. We have $5
trillion of debt now. Under this plan,
we are going to add another $1.8 tril-
lion, which means every penny of this
tax cut is going to have to be borrowed
money.

Does that make sense to anybody in
this country? We have to borrow
money in order to give a tax cut? Give
a tax cut when we are adding $1.8 tril-
lion to the debt? | thought the idea was
to eliminate the growth of the debt, to
reduce the growth of the debt. Why do
we add to it?

Mr. President, | think one of the
things we have to start focusing on is
what is happening to the distribution
of wealth in America, because what we
have seen is a dramatic change. In 1969,
the top 1 percent of households in
America held about 20 percent of the
wealth. In 1979, the top 1 percent had
increased their share of the wealth of
America to 30 percent. In 1989, the top
1 percent of the income earners in this
country held nearly 40 percent of the
wealth of this country.

The other side accuses those of us on
this side of wanting to redistribute the
wealth. Let me just say, our friends on
the other side of the aisle are the
champions at wealth redistribution.
But their idea is to redistribute the
wealth upwards, upwards in our soci-
ety. The history of that kind of con-
centration of wealth is very clear. It
leads to political instability and it
leads to trouble. We should not allow
that to occur.

U.S. News, in this quote from David
Gergen, says:

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

He goes on to say:
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[N]o one disputes the basic contention that
the burdens and benefits are lopsided. In a
nation divided dangerously into haves and
have-nots, this is neither wise nor justified.

Mr. President, David Gergen has it
right, but he is not alone in this obser-
vation.

I will share with you the final part of
my presentation, the observation of
Kevin Phillips, Republican political an-
alyst, who said:

If the budget deficit were really a national
crisis instead of a pretext for fiscal favor-
itism and finagling, we’d be talking about
shared sacrifice, with business, all industry
and the rich, people who have the big money,
making the biggest sacrifice. Instead, it’s
the senior citizens, it’s the poor, students,
and ordinary Americans who’ll see programs
they depend on gutted while business, fi-
nance, and the richest 1 or 2 percent, far
from making sacrifices, actually get new
benefits, and tax reductions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator that his time
has expired.

Mr. CONRAD.
yield the floor.

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan is
recognized.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, |
yield 7 minutes to the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL.
ator from Michigan.

Mr. President, if | might, | would like
to pause for just a minute to comment
on this historic moment and the oppor-
tunity to vote for the first balanced
budget concept in over three decades
and to outline the predicament, or the
situation, that has prompted these ac-
tions on the part of the majority in the
104th Congress.

The bipartisan Entitlement Commis-
sion reported to the Congress and the
President earlier this year that, with-
out change, without modification, the
totality of all U.S. resources will be ex-
hausted by but five programs. Those
five programs are Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, Federal retire-
ment, and the interest on our debt. And
by the year 2006, which is not long—
less than 10 years—there will not be
enough resources to debate many of
these programs we are responsible for
in America. We will not be debating
the School Lunch Program. There will
not be one.

Five programs take all U.S. revenues,
and in but 10 years—Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, Federal retire-
ment, and just the interest on our
debt—and there is nothing left to fulfill
the responsibilities of this great de-
mocracy to its own citizens and to the
world.

The solution to avoid that predica-
ment is to move to balanced budgets.
All America knows this. It just seems
that people in Washington are late ar-
riving at the conclusion.

These balanced budgets that have
been fashioned by the Budget Commit-
tee and the Finance Committee are ab-
solutely mandatory to avert the disas-

I thank the Chair. 1

I thank the Sen-
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ter that is but 10 years away. The bal-
anced budget deals with all but one of
these problems. It, obviously, by bal-
ancing itself, quits adding debt and,
therefore, lowers the interest pay-
ments. It begins to restructure Medic-
aid and send it to the States for more
efficient management. It takes Medi-
care, which is destined to go bankrupt
in but 6 years according to the Presi-
dent’s own trustees, and restructures it
in a way to guarantee solvency for a
quarter of a century.

What a relief that must be to all the
beneficiaries of Medicare to understand
that these changes will give them more
choices, but, more importantly, give
them a program that is solvent for a
quarter of a century.

It begins to deal with the subject of
Federal retirement. And Social Secu-
rity is not dealt with directly, but I
would say indirectly it is, because it
has engaged the Nation in the discus-
sion of entitlements and their solvency
and their future.

Mr. President, what are the benefits
if the Nation seizes the responsibility
of managing its financial affairs? They
are just stunning. The average family
in America will see the interest pay-
ment on its mortgage drop dramati-
cally. It would save the average family
which makes about $40,000 a year $1,000
a year on their mortgage. It would save
the average family $180 a year on the
car payment interest payments. It will
save the average family another $200 a
year because of all the other debt that
they carry. If the average family has
two children, it will have $1,000 re-
moved of tax liability.

The bottom line here, Mr. President,
is that the average family in America
will have $2,000 to $3,000 of new dispos-
able income in their hands instead of
Washington’s so that they can make
choices about education, housing, and
the health of their own families.

I have mentioned Ozzie and Harriet
more than once here. When Ozzie was
the quintessential family, he sent 2
cents of every dollar to Washington. If
he were here today, he would be send-
ing 24 cents of every dollar to Washing-
ton. We have marginalized the average
family because of the tax pressures and
tax burden. The most important thing
we can do is lighten that financial bur-
den on those families, give them op-
tions, and give them the opportunity
to deal with the responsibility.

As | have listened to the debate, my
good friend, the Senator from Ne-
braska, seems to feel that it is best for
Ozzie to send the money here, and for
us to decide what is good or not for
their family. Wrong. Wrong. They want
the opportunity to make the decisions
about what is best for their families.

Under this proposal, the families of
51 million American children, or 28
million tax-paying families, are eligi-
ble for the $500 per child tax cut. Under
this proposal, 3%2 million families will
have over $2.2 billion in tax relief. Mil-
lions of American families will be
taken off the tax rolls altogether.
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What is the President’s response
about balancing the budget? First and
foremost, he opposed the balanced
budget amendment. Secondarily, he
said he would balance the budget in 5
years when he ran for President. That
is a long-forgotten promise. Then he
said he would send us a balanced budg-
et in 10 years. And by everybody’s esti-
mate, that budget never balances. And
when it was put to a vote in this Sen-
ate, it failed 100 to nothing. How much
more discredited could a budget pro-
posal be?

Mr. President, | yield the floor with
this conclusion. This whole battle is
about balancing the budget. This new
Congress wants to do it. The President
does not. America should tell the
President now is the time to balance
our budget.

| yield the floor.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. PELL. Last week, the National
Goals Panel issued an extensive report
on the progress American schools are
making towards meeting the national
goals. That report was a mixed one. We
have made gains in areas such as math-
ematics achievement and making sure
that our children enter school ready to
learn. In other areas, such as reading
achievement and teacher preparation,
we are only holding our own. And in
some areas, most notably safe and drug
free schools, our problems appear to be
growing.

In my opinion, there is a clear con-
clusion we can draw from this report.
This is not the time to either relax or
diminish the small, but critical Fed-
eral role in education. Quite to the
contrary, it is time to strengthen our
commitment if we are to sustain the
gains we have made, move off of dead
center in other areas, and reverse the
decline in still others.

Most clearly, this is not the time to
have the largest education cut in our
history. It is not the time to risk a 30-
percent cut in Federal education spend-
ing over the next 7 years. It is not the
time to freeze the title | program and
halt progress in basic skills achieve-
ment. It is not the time to cut spend-
ing on education reform. And, it is defi-
nitely not the time to reduce our com-
mitment to safe and drug free schools.

With respect to higher education, |
believe deeply that we should not put
our student aid programs at risk. Yet,
that is precisely what the Republican
budget does. If we cut education by
more than 30 percent over the next 7
years, it is clear that every education
program will be in harm’s way. We
have already engaged in a hard-fought
battle to protect students and their
families from cuts in the guaranteed
student loan program, and | am pleased
that in large part, we have been suc-
cessful.

While |1 had reservations about the
Direct Loan Program when it was
originally proposed, I am encouraged
by how well the program has operated
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in its initial stages. Students are get-
ting their loans more quickly and with
less problems. The competition be-
tween direct lending and the regular
guaranteed loan programs has also pro-
duced dramatic improvements in the
private sector program. Because of
this, | believe it unwise to move back
and place a 10 percent cap on direct
lending. This would mean that between
two-thirds and three-fourths of current
direct lending schools would be dropped
from the program, and to my mind,
that would be most unfortunate.

| also fear that we will face difficult
battles with respect to our other stu-
dent aid programs, and that Pell
grants, supplemental grants, Perkins
loans, college work study, and the
TRIO programs could well be placed on
the chopping block.

Mr. President, education is a capital
investment in our future. The climb up
the economic ladder for American after
American is directly related to their
level of educational achievement.
Every study we know shows a correla-
tion between an educational attain-
ment and an increase in income. If we
pull back on education, we pull back on
the American people. That is not the
direction in which we should be mov-
ing.

I agree wholeheartedly with Presi-
dent Clinton when he says that, today,
we face both a budget deficit and an
education deficit, and that both must
be addressed.

| favor reducing the budget deficit. |
do not favor doing it on the backs of
senior citizens, the unfortunate in our
society, our children who need a good,
solid general education, or our stu-
dents and families who are already
hard-pressed to make ends meet in pay-
ing for a college education.

In my view, one of the best ways we
can reduce the budget deficit is
through a strong and vibrant economy
driven by a well-educated, well-trained
work force. It is time that we increased
our investment in education. It is not a
time for retreat.

Mr. President, it is time to calm the
shrill voices of partisanship that have
echoed through our Chamber. It is time
to move away from the abyss of brink-
manship. It is time for all parties to
come together, and to fashion a budget
that enjoys wide bipartisan support.
For comity to be practiced. And most
of all, it is time that we got on with
governing in a way that the American
people can respect.

STUDENT LOAN PROVISION

Mr. President, I want to call to my
colleagues’ attention and call into
question an important student loan
provision included in the budget rec-
onciliation conference agreement
reached by the majority without the
involvement of the minority.

This provision with which I am con-
cerned requires State guaranty agen-
cies to use 50 percent of their reserves
to purchase defaulted loans. Once pur-
chased, the agency has 180 days before
it can submit claims for reimburse-
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ment. The idea is that this will allow
additional time to bring defaulters into
repayment, thus decreasing the total
amount of claims for reimbursement.

There are at least two problems with
this provision. First, it appears to as-
sume that these reserves are the prop-
erty of the State guaranty agency and
not the Federal Government. If that is
the case, we may well be relinquishing
any claim for almost $1 billion in out-
standing and quite possibly excess re-
serves that are Federal property and
could be returned to the Federal Gov-
ernment to produce savings in the
guaranteed student loan program.

If we assume they are not the prop-
erty of the State guaranty agency,
then we are simply permitting Federal
funds to be used to purchase defaulted
loans guaranteed by the Federal Gov-
ernment in the first place. If this is the
case, we will be engaging in a shell
game that produces illusory savings.

Second, the provision allows de-
faulted loans that are purchased with
these funds to be considered reserves.
This diminishes the required reserve
ratio, also reduced in this legislation,
used to help determine whether or not
an agency is strong and solvent. It
would quite possibly allow an other-
wise bankrupt agency to use defaulted
loans as assets to meet the decreased
reserve ratio. To my mind, this is not
good public policy.

Further, in my view, it is difficult,
under any circumstance, to see how a
defaulted loan can be construed as an
asset. This is potentially bad paper. We
may never be able to collect the debt,
and yet under this provision, Federal
law would decree that a defaulted loan,
a debt, is an asset.

Requiring agencies to purchase de-
faulted loans with reserves that may or
may not be their property is a roll of
the dice. They may well be bad invest-
ments with minimal chance of collec-
tion. To say that they should be con-
sidered assets is, to my mind, very un-
wise. And, to take the chance that they
also take reserves out of the reach of
the Federal Government is equally im-
prudent.

Also, | am concerned that during the
180-day period that State guaranty
agencies hold the defaulted loans, the
Federal Government may well continue
to pay special allowance and other in-
terest payments on these loans. | won-
der whether or not this produces an un-
warranted windfall for these agencies
by giving them income on a defaulted
loan.

Finally, | would point out that had
we had the opportunity to be involved
in the budget reconciliation negotia-
tions between the House and Senate,
this would have been pointed out at the
staff level. Unfortunately, for the first
time in seven reconciliation and budg-
et reduction conferences involving the
guaranteed student loan program, the
minority was not permitted to come to
the table and make its case. This is an
unfortunate departure from the bipar-
tisanship that has been the traditional
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practice in education, and in this in-

stance, | am afraid it has resulted in a

highly questionable provision.
SUBMITTING CHANGES TO THE BUDGET
RESOLUTION REVENUE ALLOCATIONS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, upon
the submission of a conference report
on a reconciliation bill, section 205(b)
of House Concurrent Resolution 67 re-
quires the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee to appropriately re-
vise the budgetary allocations and ag-
gregates to accommodate the revenue
reductions in the reconciliation bill
conference report.

Pursuant to section 205(b) of House
Concurrent Resolution 67, the 1996
budget resolution, | hereby submit re-
visions to the first- and five-year reve-
nue aggregates contained in House
Concurrent Resolution 67 for the pur-
pose of consideration of H.R. 2491, the
Balanced Budget Act of 1995, and ask
unanimous consent that the revisions
be printed in the RECORD.

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

1996 1996-2000

Current revenue aggre-

$1,042,500,000,000
1,036,780,000,000

$5,691,500,000,000
5,543,726,000,000

The Congressional Budget Office has
reviewed the conference report on H.R.
2491, and has certified that the enact-
ment of the Balanced Budget Act of
1995 would produce a small budget sur-
plus in 2002.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | believe
that the majority’s desire to include
tax breaks in this bill has caused two
points of order to lie against this bill.

It has long been my belief that the
tax breaks have been the tail that has
wagged this dog of a budget. They have
driven the majority to make extreme
cuts in Medicare and education.

And their desire for tax breaks for
the wealthy has also driven the major-
ity to jump through some pretty high
procedural hoops. | hope to dem-
onstrate over the next few minutes
that the majority has abused the budg-
et reconciliation process and violated
the conditions of the budget resolution
to pave the way for these misguided
tax breaks.

The budget resolution that created
this budget reconciliation bill provided
that the majority could cut taxes if
and only if two conditions were met:
One, they had to balance the budget in
2002. And, two, the reconciliation legis-
lation had to ‘“‘compl[y] with the sum
of the reconciliation directives for the
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002’
in the budget resolution. These two
conditions are plainly spelled out in
section 205 of the budget resolution. |
ask unanimous consent that the full
text of section 205 of the budget resolu-
tion be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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SEC. 205. BUDGET SURPLUS ALLOWANCE.

(a) CBO CERTIFICATION OF LEGISLATIVE
SUBMISSIONS.—

(1) SUBMISSION OF LEGISLATION.—Upon the
submission of legislative recommendations
pursuant to section 105(a) and prior to the
submission of a conference report on legisla-
tion reported pursuant to section 105, the
chairman of the Committee on the Budget of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
(as the case may be) shall submit such rec-
ommendations to the Congressional Budget
Office.

(2) BAsSIS OF ESTIMATES.—For the purposes
of preparing an estimate pursuant to this
subsection, the Congressional Budget Office
shall include the budgetary impact of all leg-
islation enacted to date, use the economic
and technical assumptions underlying this
resolution, and assume compliance with the
total discretionary spending levels assumed
in this resolution unless superseded by law.

(3) ESTIMATE OF LEGISLATION.—The Con-
gressional Budget Office shall provide an es-
timate to the Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives (as the case may be) and certify
whether the legislative recommendations
would balance the total budget by fiscal year
2002.

(4) CERTIFICATION.—If the Congressional
Budget Office certifies that such legislative
recommendations would balance the total
budget by fiscal year 2002, the Chairman
shall submit such certification in his respec-
tive House.

(b) PROCEDURE IN THE SENATE.—

(1) ADJUSTMENTS.—For the purposes of
points of order under the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and this concurrent reso-
lution on the budget, the appropriate budg-
etary allocations and aggregates shall be re-
vised to be consistent with the instructions
set forth in section 105(b) for legislation that
reduces revenues by providing family tax re-
lief and incentives to stimulate savings, in-
vestment, job creation, and economic
growth.

(2) REVISED AGGREGATES.—Upon the report-
ing of legislation pursuant to section 105(b)
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Senate shall submit appropriately revised
budgetary allocations and aggregates.

(3) EFFECT OF REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AG-
GREGATES.—Revised allocations and aggre-
gates submitted under paragraph (2) shall be
considered for the purposes of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 as allocations and
aggregates contained in this resolution.

(c) CONTINGENCIES.—This section shall not
apply unless the reconciliation legislation—

(1) complies with the sum of the reconcili-
ation directives for the period of fiscal years
1996 through 2002 provided in section 105(a);
and

(2) would balance the total budget for fis-
cal year 2002 and the period of fiscal years
2002 through 2005.

Mr. EXON. Section 205 of the budget
resolution gives the majority the au-
thority to lower the revenue floor in
the budget resolution. Without section
205, the majority would violate the rev-
enue floor in the budget resolution by
including tax cuts in this bill.

But the facts are that the conference
report before us today fails to meet the
two conditions in section 205 for in-
cluding tax cuts. The budget resolution
directed committees to come up with
$632 billion in deficit reduction over
the next 7 years in order to be allowed
to include tax cuts in this bill. The bill
before us includes only $577 billion in
spending cuts, plus $3.7 billion in reve-
nue increases in the jurisdiction of a
committee with instructions to in-
crease revenues, for a net of $581 billion
in deficit reduction.

That is $51 billion short of the
amount committees were instructed to
achieve by the budget resolution. The
bill is thus $51 billion short of the
amount necessary to allow the chair-
man of the Budget Committee to lower
the budget resolution’s revenue floor to
allow for the tax breaks.
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Therefore, Mr. President, a point of
order should lie against this conference
report because it violates section 311(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the full test of the CBO cost
estimate on this bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, November 16, 1995.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has reviewed the conference
report on H.R. 2491, the Balanced Budget Act
of 1995, and has projected the deficits that
would result if the bill is enacted. These pro-
jections use the economic and technical as-
sumptions underlying the budget resolution
for fiscal year 1996 (H. Con. Res. 67), assume
the level of discretionary spending indicated
in the budget resolution, and include
changes in outlays and revenues estimated
to result from the economic impact of bal-
ancing the budget by fiscal year 2002 as esti-
mated by CBO in its April 1995 report, An
Analysis of the President’s Budgetary Pro-
posals for Fiscal Year 1996. On that basis,
CBO projects that enactment of the rec-
onciliation legislation recommended by the
conferees would produce a small budget sur-
plus in 2002. The estimated federal spending,
revenues and deficits that would occur if the
proposal is enacted are shown in Table 1. The
resulting differences from CBO’s April 1995
baseline are summarized in Table 2, which
includes the adjustments to the baseline as-
sumed by the budget resolution. The esti-
mated savings from changes in direct spend-
ing and revenues that would result from en-
actment of each title of the bill are summa-
rized in Table 3 and described in more detail
in an attachment.

and again upon the submission of a con- As a consequence, the tax cuts cause Sincerely,
ference report on such legislation, the Chair- this bill to violate the budget resolu- JUNE E. O’NEILL,
man of the Committee on the Budget of the tion’s revenue floor. Director.
TABLE 1.—CONFERENCE OUTLAYS, REVENUES, AND DEFICITS
[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Outlays: Discretionary 534 524 518 516 520 516 515
Mandatory:
Medicare 1 196 210 217 226 248 267 289
Medicaid 97 104 109 113 118 122 127
Other 506 529 555 586 618 642 676
Subtotal 799 843 881 925 984 1,031 1,003
Net interest 257 262 261 262 260 254 249
Total outlays 1,590 1,629 1,660 1,703 1,764 1,801 1,857
Revenues 1412 1,440 1514 1,585 1,665 1,756 1,861
Deficit 178 189 146 118 100 46 -4
1 Medicare benefit payments only. Excludes medicare premiums.
2Notes.—The fiscal dividend expected to result from balancing the budget is reflected in these figures. Numbers may not add to totals because of rounding.
3 Source.—Congressional Budget Office.
TABLE 2.—CONFERENCE BUDGETARY CHANGES FROM CBO'S APRIL BASELINE
[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]
Total
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2002
CBO April baseline deficit 210 230 232 266 299 316 349 *
Baseline adjustments: 2
CPI rebenchmarking 3 0 0 0 -1 -3 —6 -9 —18
Other adjustments 4 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 10

Subtotal

-9
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TABLE 2.—CONFERENCE BUDGETARY CHANGES FROM CBO'S APRIL BASELINE—Continued

[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]

Total
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 19962002
Policy changes:
Outlays: Discretionary ®
Freeze 6 -8 -9 —12 -35 —55 -75 —96 —289
Additional savings —10 =21 —21 —24 -20 —24 —25 —151
Subtotal —18 -29 -39 —59 -7 —99 —121 — 440
Mandatory:
Medicare -7 -14 =27 —42 —49 —60 =71 —270
Medicaid -2 -6 -13 =21 —-30 —40 —-50 —163
Other -8 —-18 -20 —24 -25 —24 -25 —144
Subtotal —-17 —-38 —60 —-87 —104 —125 —146 —=577
Net interest -1 —4 -8 —-15 —-25 -39 —58 —150
Total outlays —36 —71 —107 —161 —203 —263 —325 —1,167
Revenues 7 6 36 34 35 36 38 30 215
Total policy changes -31 -35 -73 —126 — 167 —225 —295 —952
Adjustment for fiscal dividend & -3 -7 —14 —-23 —-32 —41 —50 —170
Total adjustments and policy changes -33 —41 —86 —148 —200 -271 —353 -1131
Conference policy 178 189 146 118 100 46 —4 *

LProjections assume that discretionary spending is equal to the spending limits that are in effect through 1998 and will increase with inflation after 1998.

2The budget resolution was based on CBO's April 1995 baseline projections of mandatory spending and revenues, except for a limited number of adjustments.

3The budget resolution baseline assumed that the 1998 rebenchmarking of the CPI by the Bureau of Labor Statistics will result in 0.2 percentage point reduction in the CPI compared with CBO’s December 1994 economic projections.

4The budget resolution baseline made adjustments related to revised accounting of direct student loan costs, expiration of excise taxes dedicated to the Superfund trust fund as provided under current law, the effects of enacted legis-
lation, and technical corrections.

5Discretionary spending specified in the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1996 (H. Con. Res. 67).

6Savings from Freezing 1996-2002 appropriations at the nominal level appropriated for 1995.

7Revenue decreases are shown with a positive sign because they increase the deficit.

8CBO has estimated that balancing the budget by 2002 would result in lower interest rates and slightly higher real growth that could lower federal interest payments and increase revenues by $170 billion over the fiscal year 1996—
2002 period. See Appendix B of CBO's April 1995 report, “An Analysis of the President’s Budgetary Proposals for Fiscal Year 1996.”

Notes.—*=not applicable; CPI=consumer price index.
Source.—Congressional Budget Office.

TABLE 3.—RECONCILIATION CONFERENCE SAVINGS BY TITLE

[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2002

|—Agriculture: Outlays —-13 —16 -15 —15 —-16 —25 —24 —123
Il—Banking and Housing: Outlays —52 -0.1 0.2 0.1 ) ] €] —49
lll—Communication and spectrum allocation: Outlays —-02 —18 -27 —36 -31 —-2.1 —14 —15.3
IV—Education: Outlays —-10 —05 —-05 -07 —-08 —-08 —-0.8 -50
V—Energy and Natural Resources: Outlays —0.6 —-23 —04 —-11 -07 —06 —-05 —6.2
VI—Federal retirement:
Outlays —05 —-11 -10 —-16 —-11 —-11 —-11 —-175
R 2 —0.2 —04 —06 —06 —06 —0.6 —0.7 -37
Deficit -0.7 —-15 -16 —22 —-17 =17 —-17 —-111
VIl—Medicaid: Outlays —22 —5.7 —134 —215 —30.0 —40.3 —50.4 —163.4
Vill—Medicare: Outlays —6.8 —143 —2712 —420 —49.0 —59.8 —70.9 —270.0
IX—Transportation: Outlays -01 -02 -01 -01 -01 -01 -01 —-08
X—Veterans: Outlays -03 —04 —-05 -13 —14 -13 —-15 —6.7
Xl—Revenues:
Outlays 0.0 0.0 0.0 [©] [©] ®) -01 —0.1
Revenues 2 59 373 356 374 38.6 39.9 324 227.1
Deficit 59 373 356 374 38.6 39.8 324 2270
Xll—Teaching hospitals, asset sales, and welfare:
Outlays 0.6 —103 —-131 —141 —157 —154 —17.2 —85.1
Revenues 2 -01 —-12 -13 -14 -15 —16 —18 -89
Deficit 05 —115 —144 —154 —17.2 —17.0 —19.0 —94.0
Interactive effects: Outlays 0.0 0.0 0.0 ® ® @] 0.1 0.1
Total Outlays —174 —38.1 —60.1 —87.2 —103.5 —124.6 —146.2 —577.2
Total Revenues! 5.7 35.7 337 35.5 36.5 37.6 29.9 2145
Total Deficit —117 —24 —26.4 —518 —67.0 —87.0 —116.3 —362.6

LLess than $50 million.
2Revenue increases are shown with a negative sign because they reduce the deficit.

Sources.—Congressional Budget Office; Joint Committee on Taxation.

ATTACHMENT

DIRECT SPENDING AND REVENUE EFFECTS BY
TITLE OF THE CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
2491, THE BALANCED BUDGET ACT OF 1995, CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, NOVEMBER 16,
1995

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE I: AGRICULTURE AND RELATED PROVISIONS

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1996 1997 1098 1990 2000 2001 2002 19862002
Changes in direct spending

Freedom to Far contracts in lieu of deficiency payments:

Estimated budget authority —874 —804 —804 —937 —1,194 —1,998 —1,989 —8,600

Esti i outlays —874 —804 —804 —937 —1,194 —1,998 —1,989 —8,600
Cap crop price-support loan rates:

Estimated budget authority —16 -85 35 —170 —49 —55 —38 —108

Esti i outlays —16 -85 35 —70 —49 —55 -38 —108
Cap 7-year cotton step-2 payments at $701 million:

Estimated budget authority 1 2 2 2 —69 —116 —178

Esti i outlays 1 2 2 2 —69 —116 —178
End cotton 8-month loan extension:

Estimated budget authority —55 -5 -5 -5 -2 0 -72

E i outlays —55 -5 -5 -5 -2 0 -7
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ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE I: AGRICULTURE AND RELATED PROVISIONS—Continued

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1996 1997 1098 1990 2000 2001 2002 1996 2002

$40,000 payment limit per “person”:

Estimated budget authority -21 —41 —45 —43 -39 -32 -31 —252

Esti i outlays =21 —41 —45 —43 -39 -32 =31 —252
Reform peanut program:

Estimated budget authority —95 —69 —69 —67 —68 —66 —434

Estimated outlays —95 —69 —69 —67 —68 —66 —434
Reform sugar program (increased assessments):

Estimated budget authority -8 -8 -8 -9 -9 -9 —51

Esti | outlays -8 -8 -8 -9 -9 -9 —51
End emergency feed assistance programs:

Estimated budget authority —60 —80 —80 —80 —80 —80 —80 —540

Esti i outlays —60 —80 —-80 —80 —80 —80 —80 —540
End honey program:

Estimated budget authority -1 -2 -3

Esti 1 outlays -1 -2 -3
End farmer-owned reserve:

Estimated budget authority —18 —18 —18 —18 —18 —18 —108

Estimated outlays —18 —18 —18 —18 —18 —18 —108
Livestock Environmental Assistance Program:

Estimated budget authority 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 700

Estimated outlays 48 88 91 94 96 98 99 614
Limit CRP to 36.4 million acres:

Estimated budget authority —41 —118 —109 —102 —100 —99 —569

Estimated outlays —41 -118 —109 —102 —100 —99 —569
Cap WRP acreage and limit easements:

Estimated budget authority —24 —66 —66 —66 —66 54 54 —180

Estimated outlays -3 —47 -9 —-9% -92 —74 13 —387
Reduce Market Promotion Program spending:

Estimated budget authority -1 -8 -10 -10 —10 -10 —10 —59

Estimated outlays -1 -8 -10 —-10 —-10 -10 —-10 —59
Cap Export Enhancement Program spending:

Estimated budget authority —329 —532 —281 —130 0 0 0 —1272

Estimated outlays -329 —532 —281 —130 0 0 0 -1272
End mandatory crop insurance catastrophic coverage:

Estimated budget authority -21 -27 —28 —28 -29 —-29 —-29 —197

Estimated outlays -10 —27 —-28 -28 -29 -29 -29 —180
Provide disaster assistance for seed crops:

Estimated budget authority 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 49

Esti d outlays 3 7 7 7 7 7 7 45
Direct access to Agriculture Quarantine Inspection Fund:

Estimated budget authority 8 9 10 10 13 17 21 88

Estimated outlays 8 9 10 10 13 17 21 88
Increase CCC commodity loan interest rate:

Estimated budget authority -20 —40 —40 —40 —40 —40 —40 —260

Estimated outlays -20 —40 —40 —40 —40 —40 —40 —260

Total changes in direct spending:
Estimated budget authority —1,257 —1613 —1418 —1,495 —1588 —2332 —2,343 —12,046
Esti d outlays —1,275 —1,606 —1451 —1,529 —1,618 —2,462 —2,385 —12,326
ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE II: BANKING, HOUSING AND RELATED PROGRAMS
[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]
1096 1997 1098 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996 2002

Changes in direct spending
Deposit insurance funds:
Estimated budget authority
Estimated outlays —5,000 400 800 800 700 700 700 —900
Limit staff of RTC oversight board:
Estimated budget authority

Estimated outlays ® ®
FHA single-family assignment program:

Estimated budget authority —119 —216 —234 —268 —308 —317 —317 —-1779

Estimated outlays -119 —216 —234 —268 —308 —317 —317 -1779

Assisted housing rent adjustments for operating costs:
Estimated budget authority
Estimated outlays -18 —66 —126 —177 —210 —229 —249 —1,075

One-percent reduction in assisted housing rent adjustments: 2
Estimated budget authority

Estimated outlays —42 —170 —216 —211 —198 —182 —170 —1,189
Total estimated changes in direct spending:

Estimated budget authority -119 —216 —234 —268 —308 —317 —317 -1779

Esti d outlays —5,179 —52 224 144 —16 —28 —36 —4,943

Changes in spending subject to appropriations
Rent adjustments for section 8 housing:
Estimated authorization level 30 50 85 90 95 120 130 600
Esti i outlays 1 13 37 64 83 102 118 418

1less than $500,000.
2|f the VA/HUD appropriations bill is enacted before this provision, and if it includes a similar provision applying only to fiscal year 1996, the reconciliation provision would produce no savings in 1996 and lower savings in subsequent
years.

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE Ill: COMMUNICATIONS AND SPECTRUM ALLOCATION PROVISIONS

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1996-2002

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 total

Changes in direct spending
Spectrum auctions:
Estimated budget authority —150 —1,800 — 2,650 — 3,550 —3,100 — 2,650 —1,400 —15,300
Esti i outlays —150 —1,800 —2,650 —3,550 —3,100 —2,650 —1,400 —15,300
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ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT TITLE IV, EDUCATION AND RELATED PROVISIONS

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996 2002
Asset sale receipts !
Sale of Connie Lee stock:
Estimated budget authority -7 -7
Esti 1 outlays -7 -7
Changes in direct spending
Changes in student loans:
Estimated budget authority —1,144 —429 —550 — 763 —756 —791 —831 —5,264
i | outlays —955 —464 —496 —678 —754 —784 —817 —4,948
Total: Mandatory spending (asset sales plus direct spending changes):
Estimated budget authority —1,151 —429 —550 — 763 — 756 —791 —831 —5271
Esti d outlays —962 —464 —496 —678 —754 — 784 —817 —4,955

1Under the 1996 budget resolution, proceeds from asset sales are counted in budget totals for purposes of Congressional scoring. Under the Balanced Budget Act, however, proceeds from asset sales are not counted in determining
compliance with the discretionary spending limits or pay-as-you-go requirement.

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE V: ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1096 1997 1098 1999 2000 2001 2002 1995 2002
Asset sale receipts
U.S. Enrichment Corporation:
Estimated budget authority —500 —1,100 -21 —54 —55 —46 —47 —1,823
Esti i outlays —500 —1,100 -21 —54 —55 —46 —47 -1,823
Sale of DOE assets:
Estimated budget authority -20 —15 —15 —15 —15 —15 —15 —110
Esti i outlays -20 -15 —15 —15 -15 —15 -15 —110
Sale of Weeks Island oil:2
Estimated budget authority —100 —188 —182 —470
i | outlays —100 —188 —182 —470
California land sale:
Estimated budget authority -1 -1
Esti d outlays -1 -1
Sale of helium reserves:
Estimated budget authority -3 -8 -9 -9 -9 -9 —47
Esti i outlays -3 -8 -9 -9 -9 -9 —47
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge:
Estimated budget authority —1,601 -1 —1,001 -1 -1 -1 —2,606
Esti i outlays —1,601 -1 —1,001 -1 -1 -1 —2,606
Collbran Project:
Estimated budget authority -13 -13
Esti | outlays —13 —-13
Sly Park:
Estimated budget authority -4 —4
Esti d outlays —4 —4
Sale of DOI assets:
Estimated budget authority -1 -3 -3 -7
Esti i outlays -1 -3 -3 -7
Alaska PMA sale:34
Estimated budget authority =77 -7
Esti i outlays -7 -7
Outer continental shelf:4
Estimated budget authority -15 -25 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 —140
Esti i outlays —15 -25 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 —140
Subtotal, asset sales:
Estimated budget authority —714 —2939 —250 —1,099 —113 -91 -9 —5,298
Esti i outlays —714 —2,939 —250 —1,099 —113 -91 -92 —5,298
Changes in direct spending
NRC fees:
Estimated budget authority —330 —330 —330 —330 -1,320
Esti i outlays —330 —330 —330 —330 —1,320
U.S. Enrichment Corporation:
Estimated budget authority 0
Esti i outlays 306 8 -10 —88 —159 —80 -20 -3
Lease of excess SPR capacity:
Estimated budget authority —24 -37 —64 —49 —67 —241
Esti i outlays —24 -37 —64 —-59 -71 —255
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge:
Estimated budget authority 800 5 560 6 6 6 1,403
Esti i outlays 800 1 502 12 43 28 1,386
Prepayment of construction charges:
Estimated budget authority —166 -17 4 29 29 29 29 —63
Esti i outlays — 166 -17 4 29 29 29 29 —63
Hetch Hetchy fees:
Estimated budget authority -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -4
Esti i outlays -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 —14
Collbran Project:
Estimated budget authority 1 3 2 6
Esti i outlays 1 3 2 6
Sly Park:
Estimated budget authority (5) (5 (5) (5) (®) 1
imated outlays ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) 1
Central Utah prepayment:
Estimated budget authority —67 —127 2 2 -31 2 —219
Esti i outlays —67 —127 2 2 -31 2 —219
Federal oil and gas royalties:
Estimated budget authority —6 -12 -8 -7 -7 —6 -5 —51
Esti i outlays —6 -12 -8 -7 -7 —6 -5 —51
Hardrock mining:
Estimated budget authority 2 1 1 —40 —40 —40 -4 —157
Esti i outlays 2 1 1 —40 —40 —40 —41 —157
Bonneville Power refinancing:
Estimated budget authority —16 —14 -15 -13 -12 -25 -25 —120
Esti i outlays —16 —14 —15 —-13 —12 —-25 -25 —120
Alaska PMA sale:34
Estimated budget authority 4 11 11 11 1 11 11 70
Esti i outlays 4 11 11 11 11 11 11 70
Outer continental shelf:4
Estimated budget authority 3 7 10
Esti i outlays 3 7 10

Exports of Alaskan oil:4
Estimated budget authority -5 —14 -10 -7 B —42
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ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE V: ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES—Continued

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1996 1997 1098 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996 2002
Esti i outlays -5 —14 —10 -7 B e —42
Ski area permit charges:
Estimated budget authority e -1 -1 e e e e -1
Esti | outlays e -1 -1 e e e e -1
Park fees:
Estimated budget authority -7 -1 -1 -8 -12 -7 -13 —69
Esti i outlays -7 -13 —14 -1 —14 -10 —14 -83
Concession reform:
Estimated budget authority -5 —11 —16 —22 —28 —-82
Esti | outlays -5 —-11 —16 —22 —28 —82
Subtotal: Direct spendin%:
Estimated budget authority —196 674 —182 167 —440 —460 —454 —889
Estimated outlays 110 680 —199 -2 —595 —516 —417 —937
Total: Mandatory spending (asset sales plus direct spending changes):
Estimated budget authority —910 —2,265 —432 —932 —553 —551 —546 —6,187
Esti i outlays —604 —2,259 —449 —1101 —708 —607 —509 —6,235

LUnder the 1996 budget resolution, proceeds from asset sales are counted in budget totals for purposes of Congressional scoring. Under the Balanced Budget Act, however, proceeds from asset sales are not counted in determining
compliance with the discretionary spending limits or pay-as-you-go requirement.

2This estimate for sale of oil from the Weeks Island facility reflects changes to current law; but if the appropriations bill for interior and Related Agencies is enacted prior to enactment of this title, the savings for this title would be
reduced by $100 million.

3The sale of the Alaska PMA is contingent upon provisions in Title XI providing tax-exempt financing for certain projects.

4Similar provisions regarding sale of the Alaska PMA, OCS leasing, and exports of Alaskan oil are also contained in S. 395, which was recently cleared by the Congress.

5Less than $500,000.

Note.—This title would also affect spending that is subject to appropriations action, but CBO has not completed an estimate of the potential changes in discretionary spending that might result from enacting this title.

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE VI: FEDERAL RETIREMENT AND RELATED PROVISIONS

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1996 1997 1098 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996 2002
Asset sale receipts®
Sale of Governors Island NY:
Estimated budget authority —500 —500
Esti i outlays —500 —500
Sale of Union Station air rights:
Estimated budget authority —40 —40
Esti | outlays —40 —40
Repeal of title V of McKinney Act:
Estimated budget authority -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 =21
Esti i outlays -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 =21
Changes in direct spending 2
Civilian retirement COLA delay:
Estimated budget authority 0 —337 —353 —347 —362 —380 —396 —2175
Esti i outlays 0 —337 —353 —347 —362 —380 —396 —2175
Agency contributions for civilian retirement:
Estimated budget authority —513 —667 —642 —614 —560 —539 —513 —4046
Esti | outlays —513 —667 —642 —614 —560 —539 —513 — 4046
Congressional retirement benefits:
Estimated budget authority —* —* -1 -1 -2 -2 -3 -9
Esti d outlays —* —* -1 -1 -2 -2 -3 -9
USPS transitional appropriations:
Estimated budget authority 0 -9 -37 -37 —36 —36 —36 —191
Esti i outlays 0 -9 -37 —37 —36 -36 —36 —191
PTO surcharge fees:
Estimated budget authority —-119 —119 —119 -119 —476
Esti i outlays —119 -119 —119 —119 — 476
Total mandatory spending (asset sales plus direct spending):
Estimated budget authority —516 —1056 —1036 —1621 —1082 —1079 —1070 — 7458
Esti i outlays —516 —1056 —1036 —1621 —1082 —1079 —1070 — 7458
Revenues
Employee contributions for civilian retirement:
Esti | revenues 204 409 551 597 612 640 670 3681
Authorizations of appropriations
Agency contributions for civilian retirement:
Estimated authorization level 529 688 662 632 577 555 529 4172
Esti i outlays 513 667 642 614 560 539 513 4046
Repeal of title V of McKinney Act:
Estimated authorization level 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 18
Esti | outlays 0 1 3 3 3 3 3 16
Total authorizations of appropriations:
Estimated authorization level 529 691 665 635 580 558 532 4190
Esti | outlays 513 668 645 617 563 542 516 4062

LUnder the 1996 budget resolution, proceeds from asset sales are counted in budget totals for purposes of Congressional scoring. Under the Balanced Budget Act, however, proceeds from asset sales are not counted in determining
compliance with the discretionary spending limits or pay-as-you-go requirements.

2Civilian retirement includes the Civil Service Retirement System, the Federal Employees Retirement System, the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability System, and the Foreign Service Pension System.

3Less than $500,000.

Note.—Components may not add to totals due to rounding.

TITLE VII—MEDICAID

[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Tyear

CBO Baseline 99.292 110.021 122.060 134.830 148.116 162.631 177.805
Proposed law:

Outlays from Title XIX 24.624 0 0 0 0 0 0

Section 2121(a)—Transitional Correction 0 0.200 0 0 0 0 0

Section 2121(b)—Pool Amounts 71.762 103.234 107.908 112.644 117.360 122.284 127.418

Section 2121(c)—Special Rule 0.090 0.233 0.090 0 0 0 0

Section 2121(f)—Supplemental Allotment 0.627 0.673 0.702 0.733 0.764 0 0

Total Outlays 97.103 104.340 108.700 113.377 118.124 122.284 127.418
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TITLE VI—MEDICAID—Continued

[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 7&2‘?
Reductions in Outlays —2189  —5681 —13360 —21453 —29992 —40.347 —50387 —163.409

Note: Assumes enactment date of November 15, 1995.

TITLE VIII—MEDICARE

[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total
CHANGE IN DIRECT SPENDING
Subtitle A—MedicarePlus Program 1 —-01 —05 -12 —26 -50 -73 -102 —26.9
Subtitle B—Preventing Fraud and Abuse:
Payment Safeguards and enforcement 03 -02 —-05 -08 -09 -07 -0.8 -35
New and increased Civil Monetary Penalties -00 —00 -0.0 -01 -01 -01 -01 —04
Additional Exclusion Authorities -0.0 -00 -0.0 -0.1 -01 -01 -0.1 -03
Criminal Provisions -0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.7
Other Items -00 -00 -0.0 -00 -00 -00 -0.0 -01
Subtotal, Subtitle B 0.3 -02 —-0.6 —-08 -08 -07 -07 —-35
Subtitle C—Regulatory Relief:
Physician Ownership referral 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3
Subtotal, Subtitle C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 01 03
Subtitle D—Graduate Medical Education:
Indirect Medical Education Payments —04 -08 -08 -11 -13 -15 -17 —176
Direct Medical Education 0.0 -01 -01 -0.1 -0.2 -03 —04 -14
Subtotal, Subtitle D —04 -09 -10 -12 -15 -19 -21 -9.0
Subtitle E—Medicare Part A:
Chapter 1—General provisions Relating to Part A
PPS MB-2.5 in FY 96, —2.0 thereafter —-0.2 -11 —24 —-38 —54 —-12 -9.0 —-29.1
PPS Exempt Update Reduction -00 -01 -02 -03 —-04 —-05 —06 -20
Targets for Rehabilitation and LTC Hospitals -00 -01 -0.2 —04 -05 -07 -07 -27
Rebasing for Certain LTC Hospitals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LTC Hospitals Within Other Hospitals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Reduce nonPPS capital by 10% -01 -01 -01 -01 -02 -02 -0.2 -09
Reduce DSH payments —-01 —-03 —0.6 -0.9 —-11 —-12 —-12 —54
Reduce PPS Capital by 15% -10 -12 -13 -13 —14 —14 —-15 -9.0
Rebase PPS Capital Payment Rates —-03 —04 —04 —04 —04 —04 —04 -27
Reduce Payments for Hospital Bad Debt -01 -01 -02 —-02 —-02 —-02 -02 -11
Preferential Update for Certain MDH Hospitals 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6
Chapter 2—Skilled Nursing Facilities: Skilled Nursing Facilities -02 —0.6 -11 -16 -19 —-22 —24 —10.0
Chapter 3—Other Provisions Related to Part A:
Hemophilia Pass-Through Extension 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hospice -00 -00 -01 -01 -01 -01 -01 -05
Subtotal, Subtitle E -20 —38 —6.2 -89 —114 —139 —16.2 —625
Subtitle F—Medicare Part B:
Part 1—Payment Reforms
Reduce payments for physicians’s services —04 -13 —-23 -32 —41 -51 —6.2 —22.6
Eliminate formula driven overpayment —-09 —-12 -15 -20 —25 —-33 —45 —15.9
Reduce updates for durable medical equipment -01 -03 —04 —06 -07 -09 -11 —41
Reduce updates for clinical labs -01 —-04 -07 -09 -11 -13 -16 —6.0
Extend outpatient capital reduction 0.0 0.0 0.0 -01 -01 —-02 —-0.2 —06
Extend outpatient payment reduction 0.0 0.0 0.0 -03 -03 —04 —04 —14
Freeze payments for ASC services -00 -01 -01 -02 -02 -03 —04 -13
Anesthesia Payment Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Separate physician fee schedule for Wisconsin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Limit payments for ambulance services —-00 —-00 -0.1 -01 -01 —-02 -03 —-08
Direct payment to PAs and NPs 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 -03
Payments to primary care MDs in shortage areas 2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 05
Part 2—Part B Premium
Increase Part B premium —-33 —43 —41 —-52 —-79 —104 —135 —48.6
Income-related reduction in medicare subsidy 0.0 —-04 -09 -13 -17 -20 -23 -85
Subtotal, Subtitle F —47 -17 -9.9 —137 —187 —24.0 -30.3 —109.1
Subtitle G—Medicare Parts A and B:
Payment for home health services 0.0 -13 -23 -27 -31 —36 —4.0 -17.0
Medicare second payer improvements 0.0 0.0 0.0 -13 —15 -17 -19 —65
Coverage of Oral Breast Cancer Drug 0.1 0.0 —-0.0 -00 —-00 —-00 —-0.0 -01
Subtotal, Subtitle G 0.1 -13 -23 —41 —47 -53 -6.0 —235
Subtitle H—Rural Areas:
Medicare-Dependent payment Extension 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Critical Access Hospitals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 03
Establish REACH Program 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Classification of Rural Referral Centers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Expand Access to Nurse Aide Training3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal, Subtitle H 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 0.7
Change in net Mandatory Medicare Outlays before Failsafe —68 —143 -211 —312 —420 —52.8 —65.3 —2335
Additional Outlay Reductions Required by Failsafe, Net of Premiums 0.0 0.0 —6.2 —-108 =71 =70 —5.6 —36.6
Total, Medicare —6.8 —143 —212 —420 —49.0 —59.8 —70.9 —270.0

MEMORANDUM: Monthly Part B premium (By calendar year):
Estimated premium under proposal

$53.70 $57.00 $59.30 64.10 $73.10 $80.10 $88.90

$42.50 $48.20 $53.20 $55.00 $56.80 $58.60 $60.50

Estimated premium under current law

1Estimate includes medical savings accounts provision.
2These items are included in Subtitle H (Rural Areas).

3CBO estimates that this provision would cost less than $50 million over seven years.
Notes.—Details may not sum to totals because of rounding. The estimates assume an enactment date of November 15, 1995. The estimates do not incorporate changes in discretionary spending for administration.
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ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE IX: TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED PROVISIONS

[Millions of Dollars, by Fiscal Year]

1996—
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2002 Total
CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING

Highway Minimum Allocation:

Estimated Budget Authority -536 -536

Esti i Qutlays —42 -220 -128 -59 -32 -18 -13 -512
Vessel Tonnage Duties:

Estimated Budget Authority - - - —-49 —49 49 —49 -196

Esti i Qutlays - - - —-49 —49 —49 —49 -196
FEMA Fees: 2

Estimated Budget Authority -12 -12 -12 -12 -12 -12 -12 -84

EStimated Outlays -12 -12 -12 -12 -12 -12 -12 -84
Total: Mandatory Spending:

Estimated Budget Authority 548 -12 -12 —-61 —61 —61 —61 -816

Esti i Outlays -54 -232 -140 -120 -93 -79 74 -792

aThe table reflects changes to current law, if the VA/HUD aopropriations bill is enacted before this provision and extends the collection of $12 million of fees for radiological emergency preparedness in 1996, this provision would not
produce any savings in 1996.

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE X: COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS

[Millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

1996—
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2000 Total
CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING

Health Care Per Diems and Prescription Copayments:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —58 —62 —65 —170 —255

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 —58 —62 —65 —170 —255
Medical Care Cost Recovery:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —197 —208 —219 —231 —855

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 —197 —208 —219 —231 —855
Verify Income for Pension Purposes:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 -10 -20 -30 —40 —100

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 -10 —-20 —-30 —40 —100
Verify Income for Medical Care:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —4 -8 -12 —16 —40

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 —4 -8 —-12 —16 —40
Pension Limitation—Nursing Home Vets:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —198 —204 —211 —218 —831

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 —197 —240 —173 —217 —827
Fees on Original Loans:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —100 —102 —102 —102 —406

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 —100 —102 —102 —102 — 406
Fees on Later Loans:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —43 —44 —44 —44 —175

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 —43 —44 —44 —44 —175
Resale Losses:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —4 —4 —4 —4 —16

Esti | Outlays 0 0 0 —4 —4 —4 —4 —-16
Increase Prescription Copayments to $4, Tighten Collection Procedures. Exempt POW's from Copay:

Estimated Budget Authority —74 —98 —102 —108 —114 —120 —126 —742

Esti | Outlays —74 —98 —102 —108 —114 —120 —126 —742
Round Down Comp COLAs:2

Estimated Budget Authority -19 —46 —66 -90 —115 —145 —169 —650

Esti | Outlays -17 —43 —64 —88 —121 —133 —168 —634
Repeal Gardner Decision:

Estimated Budget Authority -97 —222 —341 — 467 —476 —469 —463 —2,535

Esti | Outlays -89 —212 —331 —457 —512 —433 —464 —2,498
Enhanced Loan Asset Sale Authority:

Estimated Budget Authority -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -35

Esti i Qutlays -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -35
Withholding of Payments and Benefits:

Estimated Budget Authority -90 0 0 0 0 0 0 -90

Esti i Outlays —90 0 0 0 0 0 0 -9
Total-Dlrect Spending:

Estimated Budget Authority —285 —371 —514 —1,284 —1,362 —1,462 —1,488 —6,730

Esti i Outlays —275 —358 —502 -1271 —1,440 —1,340 — 1,487 —6,673

aSimilar provisions were included in H.R. 2394, the Veterans’ Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act of 1995. Congressional action on the bill was completed on November 10, 1995. H.R. 2394 rounds down the COLA for 1996 only;
the provisions in Title X would round down the COLAs through 2002, and make other adjustments to COLAs for surviving spouses.

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF TITLE XI: REVENUE PROVISIONS

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal year]

199
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2002 Total
CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING
Tax Information Sharing:
Estimated Budget Authority —14 -28 —42 —56 —140
Esti d Outlays —14 —-28 —42 —56 —140
Total: Direct Spending:
Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 0 —14 —28 —42 —56 —140
Esti i Outlays 0 0 0 —14 -28 —42 —56 —140
CHANGES IN REVENUES
Family Tax Relief Act: Esti | R —4,740 —29,381 — 23,846 —24319 — 25,087 —25,784 —26,268 —159,425
Savings and Retirement Incentives: Esti | Revenues 67 —7674 —12049 —13371 —13762 —14471 —6,315 — 67575
Health Related Provisions: Estimated Revenues —988 —834 —1,060 -1,337 —1,590 —1,.879 —2,197 —9,885
Estate and Gift Provisions: Estimated Revenues 0 —867 —1291 —1,753 —2,261 —2,808 —-3311 —12291
Extension of Expiring Provisions: Estimated Revenues —2,000 —1,585 —491 —73 400 997 1,421 —-1331
Taxpayer Bill of Rights 2 Provisions: Esti i R - -1 -12 -12 -12 -13 -13 =79
Casualty and Involuntary Conversion Provisions: Esti 1 R -1 -9 -1 4 11 20 31 55
Exempt Organizations and Charitable Reforms Estimated Revenues: 0 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 —-12
Tax Reform and Other Provisions: Esti | Revenues 2,288 3,258 3,403 3,824 4,018 4,370 4,657 25,818
Tax Simplification: Estimated Revenues 0 —14 —58 —194 — 487 —550 —632 —1,935
Miscellaneous Provisions: Estimated Revenues —28 —98 —160 —205 178 264 199 150
Generalized System of Preferences: Esti d Revenues —532 —82 0 0 0 0 0 —614

Increase in the Public Debt Limit: Estimated Revenues 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total: Revenues: Estimated Revenues —5940 —37299 —35567 —37438 —38594 —39,856 —32430 —227,124
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—ESTIMATED BUDGET EFFECTS OF REVENUE RECONCILIATION AND TAX SIMPLIFICATION PROVISIONS OF H.R. 2491 (TITLE XI)*
[Fiscal years 1996-2002, in millions of dollars]

Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2000  1996-2002
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA PROVISIONS
1. Family tax relief provisions:
1. $500 tax credit for children under age 18—Senate amendment ($75,000/ 10/1/95 .....ccccoommmmmcrriiiinins —4449 —28355 —22529 —22,761 —22996 —23169 —23343 —101,090 —147,602
$110,000 phaseout with no indexing).
2. Reduce the marriage penalty tyba 12/31/95 ... —137 —474 —739 —952 —1,458 —1,970 —2,270 —3,760 — 8,000
3. $5,000 credit for adoption expenses—Senate amendment, but phase out begin-  tyba 12/31/95 ... —28 —285 —302 —320 —336 —337 —337 —-1271 —1,945
ning at $75,000 AGI; require finalized adoption only for foreign adoptions; spe-
cial needs adoptions—House hill.
4. $1,000 deduction (with residency and support tests) for custodial care of cer-  tyba 12/31/95 ... —74 —115 —119 —124 —129 —134 —138 —561 —833
tain elderly dependents in taxpayer's home.
1I. Savings and investment provisions:
1. Provisions relating to individual Retirement Arrangements—(a) deductible tyba 12/31/95 .........ccccccooeneiers —221 — 487 —100 —-990 1817 3332 —4807 —3,615 —11,755
IRAs—Senate amendment, except increase phaseout range for joint filers in
$2,500 increments; Homemakers eligible for full IRA deduction—both House bill
and Senate amendment; (b) back-end IRAa—House bill with coordination of
contribution limits; (c) definition of special purpose withdrawals—Senate
amendment; (d) penalty free withdrawals from deductible IRAs—Senate amend-
ment.
2. Capital gains reforms: (a) individual capital gains—House bill; (b) small busi-
ness stock—14% maximum rate for individuals, reduced corporate rate; (c) in-
dexing of capital gains—House bill, with 6-year delay of effective date; (d) cor-
porate capital gains—Senate amendment; and (e) capital loss deducation for
sale of principal residence—House bill:
a. Corporate tyea 12/31/94 ... —1,009 —893 —912 —945 -971  -1024 -1129 —4,730 —6,883
b. Individual tyea 12/31/94 ... 2,857 —2,677 —6,757 — 17,546 —8,191 —17,990 —1,450 —22,314 —28,854
3. Alternative minimum tax (AMT) Reform—Senate amendment, except conform ppisa & tyba 12/31/95 —-1290 —3149 3722 3248 2141 1487 1252 — 13,550 —16,291
depreciation lives and methods under AMT and, with respect to certain mini-
mum tax credits, substitute 7 years for 5 years.
Il. Health care provisions:
1. Treatment of long-term care insurance—House bill, but adopt Senate provision  1/1/96 ........ccccormmereererrernennns —860 —556 —659 —751 — 846 —951  —1,061 —3,672 —5,684
providing no cap on indemnity policies, permit penalty-free (not tax-free) 401(k)
and IRA withdrawals, $175 per day cap on per diem benefits, and adopt Senate
consumer protections.
2. Tax treatment of accelerated death benefits under life insurance contracts—  1/1/95 .. -6 —67 —107 —166 —214 — 265 —316 —560 —1141
House bill, but adopt Senate rule relating to NAIC guidelines.
3. Health insurance organizations eligible for benefits of section 833—Senate tyea 10/13/95 .......cccccorivurunnns -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5 -8
amendment.
4. Increase tax-free death benefit limit on burial insurance polices—Senate ceia 12/31/95 .......ccrimmmennns ? ® ® ® ® ? ? ® (@]
amendment.
IV. Estate and gift tax provisions:
1. Phase up unified credit to $750,000—House bill with 6-year phase in with in-  dda/gma 12/31/95 ... wovvrrvcrrreenns —333 —-663 —1020 —1401 1805 —2,154 —3417 —17376
dexing thereafter; index $10,000 annual gift tax exclusion; $750,000 special use
valuation; generation-skipping tax; and indexing of $1 million value of closely
held businesses under section 6601j.
2. Reduction in estate taxes for qualified businesses after unified credit in- dda 12/31/95 ......ccoooviiees covvvcvcvivines —490 —579 —680 —798 —-934  —1081 —2,547 —4,562
crease—Senate amendment, but change thresholds to $1 million/$1.5 million
and coordinate with section 2032A and section 6166.
3. Provide a 40% exclusion from estate taxes for property donated subject to a dda 12/31/95 ... covrrrcviinens —42 —47 —51 —60 —67 —74 —200 —340
conservation easement (within 25 miles of a metropolitan statistical area or a
national park or wilderness area; or within 10 miles of an Urban National For-
est).
4. Clarify cash leases under section 2032A—Senate amendment ............cwcvneee €12 12781195 ovvvvvvisiiiivissiiis coviiissisins -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -8 -12
V. Job creation and wage enhancement provisions:
1. Leasehold improvements provision—House bill .. llda 3/13/95 —34 —230 -17 —15 —12 -9 -6 —98 —114
2. Small business incentives—House bill, but modlfy increase in expensmg fimita- pplsa 12/31/95 . —191 —379 —470 —553 —554 —550 —489 —2,147 —3,186
tion for small businesses to $19,000 for 1996, $20,000 for 1997, $21,000 for
1998, $22,000 for 1999, $23,000' for 2000, $24,000 for 2001, and $25,000 for
2002 and thereafter.
Subtotal: Contract With America related provisions —5443 —38325 37725 —40125 —41927 —44027 —37,010 —163545  —244,586
VI. Expiring provisions:
1. Provisions extended through 12/31/96:
a. Work opportunity tax credit—Senate amendment, with modifications? ....... 1/1/96 .. —64 —107 —65 —-25 -10 =2 —271 —274
b. Employer-provided educational assistance; applies to undergraduate edu- 1/1/95 .. —611 —288 —899 —899
cation only after 1995.
c. R&E credit—House bill 7/1/95 —1322 —842 —387 —275 —165 =42 s —2,991 —3,033
d. Orphan drug tax credit—Senate amendment 1/1/95 -35 —10 -2 -1 -1 ® ® —49 —50
e. Contribution of appreciated stock to private foundations 1/1/95 —-107 -18 -6 —130 —130
2. Commercial aviation fuel: extend 4.3 cents/gallon exemption through 9/30/97;  10/1/95 .....cccccoovviimimmncrriiiirens —417 —439 —6 —863 —863
but conditional on extension of Airport and Airway Trust Fund taxes.
3. ll;xﬁend all Airport and Airway Trust Fund excise taxes through 9/30/96—House ~ 1/1/96 .. No Revenue Effect
ill 4.
4. Extend IRS user fees through 9/30/02 5—Senate amendment ... 10/1/00 35 35 70
5. Sunset the low-income housing tax credit after 12/31/97; sunset national pool  DOE ........cc.ooververmerermerririnennns —24 —-29 64 333 674 1,046 1,431 1,018 3,494
after 12/31/95—House bill.
6. Superfund and oil spill liability taxes:
a. Extend Superfund excise taxes through 9/30/96; receipts go to general DOE ..........ccoooemriiiiimncnninens 319 16 335 335
revenues after 7/31/96.
b. Extend Superfund AMt through 12/31/96 6 DOE 290 193 483 483
c. Extend oil spill tax through 9/30/02—Senate amendment 1/1/96 60 < 120
7. Extend excise tax refund authority for alcohol fuels blenders—Senate amend-  DOE .......c.coovervrmmerernnrririnennns Negligible Revenue Effect
ment.
8. Extend section 29 binding contract date 6 months from date of it and  DOE -30 —81 -97 -93 —96 —101 —301 —499
placed-in-service date to 12/3/97 for biomass and coal.
9. Exempt from diesel dyeing requirement any States exempt from Clean Air Act fcga DOE .........ccccooovviiiiinennns ? -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -3 —4
dyeing requirement (permanent).
10. Suspend tax on diesel fuel for recreational boats—Senate amendment —1/1/96 .......ccccommrimmiriiniinns —24 -27 —4 —4 =1 —60 —61
(through 6/30/97).
11. Permanent extension of FUTA exemption for alien agricultural workers >—House ~ 1/1/95 .......ccccoouommmnerriiiinens -5 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -17 —-23
bill.
12. Information Sharing Provision: Extension of disclosure of return Information to  DOE 14 28 42 56 42 140
Department of Veterans Affairs (outlay reduction)5—House bill, except extend
through 9/30/02 only.
VII. Medical savings accounts:
1. Medical Savings Accounts—House bill, except follw the Senate amendment tyba 12/31/95 ... —122 =211 —258 —307 —362 —391 —421 —1,260 —2,072
with respect to (a) maximum contribution limit ($2,000 single and $4,000 fam-
ily); (b) tax-free build up of earnings; (c) definition of qualified medical ex-
penses; (d) post-death distribution rules; and (e) clarification relating to cap-
italization of policy acquisition costs.
VIII. Taxpayer bill of rights 2:
1. Expansion of authority to abate interest DOE ] ] U] U] U] O] ] ®) (8)
2. Extension of interest-free period for payment of tax—House bill .. ... 6/30/96 -2 =7 -8 -8 -8 -9 -9 —10 —51
3. Joint return may be made after separate returns without full payment of tax . tyba DOE (7 U] U] Q] (] (] (7 (8) (8)
4. Increase levy exemption ® lia 12/31/95 . (") (" (" () ] (") (") (8) (10)
5. Offers-in-compromise—Senate amendment DOE ) ) U] ] ] ] ) (8 (®)
6. Increased limit on attorney fees—House bill DOE -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5 -7
7. Award of litigation costs permitted in declaratory judgment proceedings ........... pca DOE ] ] U] U] U] ] ] ®) (8)
8. Increase in limit on recovery of civil damages—House bill E -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 —15 —21
9. Enrolled agents included as third-party recordkeepers ... 818 DOE woiveiviiiinncniiiiicisens (U] U] U] U] U] U] U] (8) (8)
10. Annual reminders to taxpayers with delinquent accounts 1/1/96 (11) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (11) (12) (12
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section 401(k)—Senate amendment, but permit all tax exempts and Indian
tribes to have 401(k) plans.
C. Nondiscrimination Provisions:
1. Simplified definition of highly compensated employees—House bill, with
modifications.
2. Repeal of family aggregation rules

yba 12/31/95 ..o
yba 12/31/95 ..o

Considered in Other Provisions

Considered in Other Provisions

Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2000  1996-2002
IX. Casualty and involuntary conversion provision:
1. Changes involuntary conversion rules for Presidentially declared disaster DDA 12/31/94 .......cccccoomunn. —6 —14 —10 —10 -10 -10 —-10 —50 —-70
areas—Senate amendment.
X. Exempt and charitable organizations provisions:
1. Provide tax-exempt status to common investment funds—Senate amendment ... tyea 12/31/95 ... —4 —6 —6 -7 —7 -7 -8 -30 —45
2. Exclusion from UBIT for certain corporate sponsorship payments—Senate pra 12/31/95 ... Negligible Revenue Effect
amendment.
3. Intermediate sanctions for certain tax-exempt organizations—House bill, with ~ 9/14/95 1/1/96 ..................... 4 4 4 5 5 5 6 22 33
technical modifications.
Xl Corporate and other reforms:

1. Reform the tax treatment of certain corporate stock reemptions—House bill .. da 5/3/95 . —-83 —100 -17 84 209 343 437 93 873
2. Require corporate tax shelter reporting; modify recipient notice to 90 days alolRSg (12) (12) (1?2 (1?2) (12) (22) (12) ) (23)
3. Disallow interest deduction for corporate-owned life insurnce policy loans— Sen- ipoaa 10/31/95 220 579 883 1,369 1,749 1,856 1,895 4,800 8551

ate amendment, but phase out disallowance (90% in 1996, 80% in 1997, and
70% in 1998; cap borrowing at 20,000 lives); cap interest rate (with special
rules for grandfathered plans); exception for key person policies with 10 lives;
limit borrowing in 1996 to policies purchased in 1994 and 1995.
4. Phase out preferential tax deferral for certain large farm corporations required (15 .....coooecrvveermnererereerineenns 26 37 38 39 40 41 42 179 261
to use accrual accounting.
5. Phase-in repeal of section 936; Wage credit companies—6 years of present law  tyba 12/3/95 ........cccoovervrrrennns 255 605 552 596 498 516 746 2,506 3,766
and then House bill with modified base period; income companies—2 years of
p;esent law and then House bill with modified base period; QPSIl—repealed 1/
1/96.
6. Corporate accounting—reform of income forecast method—Senate amendment ~ ppisa 9/13/95 32 69 29 13 14 16 19 157 192
7. Permit transfers of excess pension assets—House bill but (a) require asset ta DOE . 1,439 1,375 958 554 195 151 -19 4,521 4,651
cushion equal to the greater of (i) 125% of termination liability (using PBGC
assumptions) and (ii) the plan’s accrued liability; (b) permit withdrawals only
for ERISA-covered benefits; (c) prohibit transfers when company in bankruptcy;
(d) no excise tax; (e) extend for 1 additional year; and (f) conform present-law
section 420 asset cushion.
8. Modify exclusion of damages received on account of personal injury or sick- ama 12/31/95 ........cccccouuuuens 34 51 55 59 61 64 68 260 392
ness—Senate amendment, with technical clarifications.
9. Require tax reporting for payments to attorneys; delay effective date for 1 year .  pma 12/31/96 ... cvvvrrrevrernns (22) (2) (12) (12) (22) (12) (23) (23)
10. Expatriation tax provisions—House bill 2/6/95 64 97 146 199 254 289 304 760 1,353
11. Remove business exclusion for energy subsidies provided by public utilties— ara 12/31/95 ... 30 96 100 104 107 109 111 437 657
House bill, but modify effective date.
12. Modify basis adjustment rules under section 1033 . ica 9/13/95 2 4 6 9 14 20 29 35 84
13. Modify the exception to the related party rule of s ica 9/13/95 ... 1 2 4 6 8 11 13 21 45
to only provide an exception for de minimis amounts ($100,000).
14. Disallow rollover under section 1034 to extent of previously claimed deprecia- tyea 12/31/95 ........cccocorvveirne 1 3 4 5 6 8 9 19 35
tion for home office or other depreciable use of residence.
15. Provide that rollover of gain on sale of a principal residence cannot be elected  sea 12/31/95 .........ccccccvvwrirne (26) (26) (26) (26) (26) (26) (26) (26) (26)
unless the replacement property purchased is located within the United States
(limit to resident aliens who terminate residence within 2 years).
16. Repeal exemption for withholding on gambling winnings from bingo and keno  1/1/96 ........ccccccummmverreverinans 20 6 6 6 6 7 7 44 58
where proceeds exceed $5,000.
17. Repeal tax credit for contributions to special Community Development Corpora-  DOE .........covvervevermrmencereeens 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 8 12
tions.
18. Repeal advance refunds of diesel fuel tax for diesel cars and light trucks ... 1/1/96 .......ccooerrrevrimmrcrreeeinins 8 19 19 19 19 19 19 84 122
19. Apply failure to pay penalty to substitute returns DOE 1 3 29 30 32 33 35 95 163
20. AIIowb0ﬁnversion of scholarship funding corporation to taxable corporation—  DOE .......cccooerewrmmmmmermreerinennns 3 4 6 8 10 10 9 31 48
House bil
21. Apply look-through rule for purposes of characterizing certain subpart F insur-  gira 12/31/95 ... 7 23 24 27 30 32 34 111 177
ance income as UBIT—House hill.
22. Repeal 50% Interest Income exclusion for financial institution loans to ima 10/13/95 ... 27 69 109 149 187 224 261 541 1,026
ESOPs—Senate amendment.
23. Modify the ozone depleting chemicals tax for imported recycled halons—Sen-  DOE .........ccooovervvvermmmmnmrreeernns ] U] U] U] (U] U] ] (20) (7
ate amendment.
24. Modify two county tax-exempt bond rule for local furnishers of electricity or (26) 1 2 3 4 5 6 10 22
gas—Senate amendment.
25. Provide tax-exempt bonds status for Alaska Power Administration sale—Sen-  bia DOE .......ccccmmmverreverns ? -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 —4 -8
ate amendment.
26. Modify treatment of foreign trusts—Senate amendment (28) 93 162 171 180 188 197 206 794 1,197
27. Provide for flow through treatment for Financial Asset Securitization Invest-  DOE ........cccooocrrveermmmmcrreeernnns 34 18 10 2 -2 69 67
ment Trusts (FASITs)—Senate amendment.
28. Tax-free treatment of contributions in aid of construction for water utilities; (9) . —16 —26 -12 4 19 32 43 -31 43
change depreciation for water utilities—Senate amendment.
29. Prov(ijde 3-year amortization of intrastate operating rights of truckers—Senate  tyeo/a 1/1/95 .......cccoovrirrveenns -1 —14 -8 —4 -37 —37
amendment.
30. A life insurance company may elect to treat 20% of capital losses as ordinary ~tyba 12/31/94 .........cccoovmvenns 1 (26) ® -1 (@] (26) (26) (26) 1
income, spread over 10 years; the taxpayer has the option to change the treat-
ment of these losses in the future—Senate amendment, with modifications.
31. Clarify that newspaper carriers and distributors are independent contractors—  spa 12/31/95 ............cccoovuvuenns Negligible Revenue Effect
Senate amendment.
32. AIIova for tax-free conversion of common trust funds to mutual funds—Senate ta 12/31/95 .........ccccccoeuumunenens -4 -9 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 —37 —52
amendment.
33. Eliminate interest allocation exception for certain nonfinancial corporations—  tyba 12/31/95 ...........ccccovmevens 41 93 107 123 141 163 187 505 855
Senate amendment.
34. Mod(ijfy depreciation for small motor fuel/convenience store outlets—Senate  ppiso/a/b DOE ..........cccoocevenen. -1 —4 -23 —26 -29 —16 -19 —83 —118
amendment.
35. Repeal of section 593 with residential loan test for 1996 and 1997 ...  tyba 12/31/95 ......cccoovrivrvennns 63 95 216 280 277 272 260 931 1,462
36. Phase out and extend luxury automobile excise tax through 12/31/02 1/1/96 -41 -97 —159 —204 179 265 200 —322 143
XII. Technical correction provision: Luxury Excise Tax Indexing DOE 14 14 14
XIII. Simplification provisions relating to individuals:
1. Rollover of gain on sale of principal residence:
a. Multiple sales within rollover period—House bill sa DOE -1 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -3 -9 -4
b. Rules in case of divorce—House bill sa DOE -2 -2 -2 -2 -3 -3 -3 -1 -17
2. One-time exclusion on the sale of a principal residence by an individual who —sa 9/13/95 ..........ccccoevurrvveirine -10 -19 -20 -21 —-22 -23 —24 -92 —139
has attained age 55 (allow additional exclusion for married couples under cer-
tain conditions where one spouse has claimed an exclusion prior to their mar-
riage)—House bill.
3. Treatment of certain reimbursed expenses of rural mail carriers—House bill ... tyba 12/31/95 ? -1 -1 -1 -1 — -1 -5 —6
4. Travel expenses of Federal employee participating in a Federal criminal inves-  tyba DOE ....... 3 ® ® ® (@] (@] ? -1 -1
tigation—House bill.
5. Treatment of storage of product samples—House bill ... tyb@ 12/31/95 oovovvvvviien ? ® ® ® (@] ? ? ® -2
XIV. Pension simplification provision:
A. Simplified Distribution Rules:
1. Suns%t of 5-year income averaging for lump-sum distributions—Senate tyba 12/31/98 ..........cccocuvvenens 24 74 63 109 80 42 17 350 409
amendment.
2. Repeal of $5,000 exclusion of employees’ death benefits . tyba 12/31/95 ... 16 16 49 52 54 55 55 217 328
3. Simplified method for taxing annuity distributions under certain employer asda 12/31/95 .. 10 28 28 28 29 29 29 123 182
plans—Senate amendment.
4. Minimum required distribution yba 12/31/95 ... —4 —4 —4 —4 —4 —4 -17 —25
B. Increased Access to Pension Plans—Tax-exempt organizations eligible under yba 12/31/96 ... -8 -22 —24 -25 —26 -28 -79 —133
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ute of limitations—House bill.

Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2000  1996-2002
3. Modification of additional participation requirements .. yba 12/31/95 .......cccccooviunerenens Negligible Revenue Effect
4. Safe-harbor nondiscrimination rules for qualified cash or deferred ar- yba 12/31/98 —42 —162 —167 —171 —29%4 —541
rangements and matching contributions 20—Senate amendment, with
modification.
D. Miscellaneous Pension Simplification:
1. Treatment of leased employees—Senate amendment ............cccoccvevevvvenenn. yha 12/31/95 ... Negligible Revenue Effect
2. Plans covering self- individuals yba 12/31/95 Negllglble Revenue Effect
3. Elimination of special vesting rule for multiemployer plans yba 12/31/95 ® -1 -1 -1 - -1 —4 -6
4. Distributions under rural cooperative plans—Senate amendment, with DOE ........... Negllglble Revenue Effect
modifications.
5. Treatment of governmental plans under section 415—House bill, with tybo/a DOE .......ccccoourvrerirruerens Negligible Revenue Effect
Senate effective date.
6. Uniform retirement age 1/1/96 Considered in Other Provisions
7. Contributions on behalf of disabled employees . yba 12/31/95 Negligible Revenue Effect
8. Treatment of deferred compensation plans of s tyba 12/31/95 ... ? -1 -1 -1 -1 — -2 —4 -8
and tax-exempt organizations—House bill, with modification.
9. Require Individual ownership of section 457 plan assets—House bill, With  DOE ............ccoommuerrererrmmmerrrennns -6 —18 -21 —24 -25 —25 —26 -9 —145
effective date change (i.e., to the end of the first legislative session after
enactment).
10. Correction of GATT interest and mortality rate provisions in the Retire-  eall GATT .......ccccooerrrvreerrrneenns —4 —4 —4 —4 —16 —16
ment Protection Act—House bill, with modifications.
11. Multiple salary reduction agreements permitted under section 403(b) ... tyba 12/31/95 .......cccccrvmrmunens Negligible Revenue Effect
12. Repeal of combined plan limit—House bill, with Senate effective date ... yba 12/31/98 —170 —189 —195 —201 —259 —654
13. Modif{) Irlwtice required of right to qualified joint and survivor annuity—  pyba 12/31/95 .........cccoeevvrerens Negligible Revenue Effect
House bill.
14. 3-year waiver of excess distribution tax—Senate amendment 1/1/96 38 40 43 3 124 124
15. Definition of compensation for section 415 purposes—Senate amend- yba 12/31/97 -1 -1 -2 -2 -2 —4 —
ment.
16. Increase section 4975 excise tax on prohibited transactions from 5% to  ptoo/a 1/1/96 ..........ccoermmeeens 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 17 24
10%—Senate amendment.
17. Treatment of Indian tribal governments under section 403(b)—Senate  pybb 1/1/95 .......cccoovvrerirrvennns Negligible Revenue Effect
amendment provision and permit rollover to 401(k).
18. Application of elective deferral limit to section 403(b) plans—Senate tyba 12/31/95 ........ccccrirrmenens Negligible Revenue Effect
amendment, with modifications.
19. Establish SIMPLE pension plan—Senate amendment, but repeal SEPs ... yba 12/31/95 .......cccoremuuuunns —45 —69 -7 —74 —76 -79 -82 —335 —497
20. Increase the self-employed health insurance deduction (35% in 1998 tyba 12/31/97 —36 —113 —168 —272 —399 —317 —988
and 1999; 40% in 2000 and 2001; and 50% in 2002 and thereafter).
XV. Partnership simplification provisions:
1. Simplified reporting to partners—House bill, but elective .. tyba 12/31/95 ... 5 6 6 7 7 7 7 31 45
2. Returns required on magnetic media for partnerships with 100 partners or tyba 12/31/95 ... Negligible Revenue Effect
more—House bill.
XVI. Foreign tax simplification provisions:
A. Modification of Passive Foreign Investment Company Provisions to Eliminate tyba 12/31/95 ........cccoommmuunns -7 —18 -20 -21 —-22 —24 —25 —88 —137
Overlap with Subpart F and to Allow Mark-to-Market Election—House bill.
B. Modifications to Provisions Affecting Controlled Foreign Corporations:
1. General provisions—House hill -1 -2 -2 -3 -3 -3 -3 -1 -17
2. Repeal of excess passive assets provision (section 956A)—House bill ....... tyba 9/30/95 .......ccoovvverirrrcenns -17 —26 -29 -35 —41 —45 —51 —148 —244
XVII. Other income tax simplification provisions:
A. Subchapter S Corporations:
1. Increase number of eligible shareholders—House bill tyba 12/31/95 ... -7 -12 -4 —16 -20 —-22 -25 —69 —116
2. Permit certain trusts to hold stock in S corporations—House bi tyba 12/31/95 -1 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -9 —13
3. Extend holding period for certain trusts—House bill .. tyba 12/31/95 (10 (19 (10) (10) (20) (10) (19 (1) (20)
4. Financial Institutions permitted to hold safe-harbor debt—House bill tyba 12/31/95 ? ) ? (2) ? ? ? @ -1
5. Authority to validate certain invalid elections—House bill tyba 12/31/95 €] ) @] €] ? €] @] -1
6. Allow Interim losing of the books tyba 12/31/95 Negllglble Revenue Effect
7. Expand post-termination period and amend subchapter S audit proce- tyba 12/31/95 ... €] €] @] ® ® ® @ -1
dures—House bill.
8. S corporations permitted to hold S or C subsidiaries—House bill .. tyba 12/31/95 ... -3 -7 -9 -1 —13 —15 -17 —43 —75
9. Treatment of distributions during loss years—House bill ... . tyba 12/31/95 ® ? ® ® ® ® ® ® -1
lO,bI{eatment of S corporations as shareholders in C corpol e tyba 12/31/95 (19) (19) (19) (19) (10) (109) (19) (19) (20)
ill.
11. Elimination of certain earings and profits of S corporations—House bill ~ tyba 12/31/95 ... (10) (10 (10) (1) (20) (20) (10) (10) (20)
12. Treatment of certain losses carried over under at-risk rules—House bill . tyba 12/31/95 (10) (10) (10) (1) (20) (109) (10) (10) (109)
13. Adjustments to basis of Inherited S stock—House bill .. . dda DOE ... (11) (1) (11) (1) (11) (11) (13) (1) (11)
14. Treatment of certain real estate held by an S corporatlon—House bill tyba 12/31/95 ® -1 -1 -2 -2 -2 -2 —6 -10
15. Transition rule for elections after termination—House bill .. tyba 12/31/95 ... (19) (19 (19) (19 (19 (20) (19 (19 (19)
16. Interaction of subchapter S changes—House bill -3 -10 —26 -32 -37 38 39 —108 —185
B. Regulated Investment Companies (RICs)—Repeal of 30% gross income limita-  tyea DOE ........ccccormererrevernr -9 -17 -20 —24 —28 -32 -35 —98 —164
tion for RICs—House bill.
C. Accounting Provisions:
1. Modifications to look-back method for long-term contracts—House bill ... cc/tyea/E -2 -3 -3 -3 —4 —4 —4 —15 -23
2. ti\'llllow traders to adopt mark-to-market accounting for securities—House DOE ... Negligible Revenue Effect
ill.
3. Modification of Treasury ruling requirement for nuclear decommissioning tyba DOE .......ccccoouveummmerrrenens —4 —4 -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -23 -33
funds—House bill.
4. Provide that a taxpayer may elect to include in income crop insurance pra/cdoa 12/31/92 ............... 2 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -2 —4
proceeds and disaster payments in the year of the disaster or in the fol-
lowing year—Senate amendment.
D. Tax-Exempt Bond Provision—Repeal of debt service-based limitation on invest-  bla DOE ........cccccormevcrrevers Negligible Revenue Effect
ment in certain non-purpose investments—House bill.
E. Insurance Provisions:
1. Treatment of certain insurance contracts on retired lives tyba 12/31/95 6 —4 5 4 4 12 -7 15 21
2. Treatment of modified guaranteed contracts ... tyba 12/31/95 -1 2 4 1 2 1 -1 8 8
F. Other Provisions:
1 Closm% Iolf partnership taxable year with respect to deceased partner— tyba 12/31/95 ........c.cccoovmmueens ? ® ® ® (@] (@] ? ® -1
House bil
2. Modifications to the FICA tip credit—House bill .. eaii OBRA '93 Negligible Revenue Effect
3. Conforng ltliue date for first quarter estimated tax by pnvate foundations—  1/1/96 ....... Negligible Revenue Effect
House bil
4. Treatment of dues paid to agricultural or horticultural organizations ......... tyba 12/31/94 ... Negligible Revenue Effect
Student loan interest deduction ($2,500 above-the-line deduction; phaseout polda 12/31/95 . —52 —152 —157 —162 —168 —174 —180 —691 —1,046
$45,000-$65,000 singles/$65,000-$85,000 joint).
XVIII. Estate, gift, and trust tax provisions:
A. Estate and Trust Income Tax Provisions:
1. Certain revocable trusts treated as part of estate—House bill DOE (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) () (21
2. Distributions during first 65 days of taxable year of estate—House bill ... DOE ......cccoormmmerrererrinmeeerenens Negligible Revenue Effect
3. Separate share rules available to estates—House bill DOE Negligible Revenue Effect
4. Executor of estate and beneficiaries treated as related persons for dis-  DOE ......cccoocrommverrerevminmerrrennns Negligible Revenue Effect
allowance of losses—House bill.
5. Limitation on taxable year of estate—House bill DOE Negligible Revenue Effect
6. Simplified taxation of earnings of pre-need funeral trusts—House bill, tyba DOE (21 (1) (1) (1) (12) (22) (22) (2) 8
with $7,000 limit.
B. Estate and Gift Tax Provisions:
1. Clarification of waiver of certain rights of recovery—House bill Negligible Revenue Effect
2. Adjustments for gifts within 3 years of decedent’s death—House bill ........ —6 - -7 -7 -7 -7 —26 —40
3. Clarification of qualified terminable interest rules—House bill Negligible Revenue Effect
4. Transitional rule under section 2056A—House bill .. Negligible Revenue Effect
5. Opportunity to correct certain failures under section 2032A—House bi Negligible Revenue Effect
6. Gifts may not be revalued for estate tax purposes after expiration of St G2 DOE oo oot —15 —16 - - - —26 —65 —112
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Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2000  1996-2002
7. Clarifications relating to disclaimers—House bill DOE -2 -2 -2 =2 -3 -3 -8 —14
8. Clarify relationship between community property rights and retirement DOE -3 —4 —4 —4 —4 —4 —15 —-23
benefits—House bill.
9. Treatment under qualified domestic trust rules of forms of ownership  DOE ......coocvvvsirmisirsisnns Negligible Revenue Effect

which are not trusts—House bill.
C. Generation-Skipping Tax Provisions:
1. Taxable termination not to include direct skips—House bill DOE
2. Modification of generation-skipping transfer tax for transfers to individ- gsta 12/31/94 ..o -3 —4 -4

Negligible Revenue Effect
—4 —4 —

-4 -19 =27
uals with deceased parents—Senate amendment.
XIX. Excise tax simplification provisions:
A. Distilled Spirits, Wines, and Beer:
1. Credit or refund for imported bottled distilled spirits returned to bonded fcq DOE+180 days .............. Negligible Revenue Effect
premises—House bill.
2. Fermented material from any brewery may be received at a distilled spirits  fcq DOE+180 days ............... Negligible Revenue Effect
plant—House hill.
3. Refund of tax on wine returned to bond not limited to unmerchantable fcq DOE+180 days ............... Negligible Revenue Effect
wine—House bill.
4. Beer may be withdrawn free of tax for destruction—House bill ................. fcq DOE+180 days .. Negligible Revenue Effect
5. Transfer to brewery of beer imported in bulk without payment of tax— fcq DOE+180 days .. Negligible Revenue Effect
House bill.
B. Consolidate Imposition of Aviation Gasoline Excise Tax—House bill 1/1/96 (26) (16) (26)
C. Other Excise Tax Provision—Clarify present law for retail truck excise tax (Cer-  DOE ........ccoorrrewmmmrrrmeeeriniennns Negligible Revenue Effect

tain activities do not constitute remanufacture)—House bill.
XX. Administrative simplification provision:
A. General Provision—Certain notices disregarded under provision increasing inter-  1/1/96 .........cccoouvviverrriverennns ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® -1
est rate on large corporate underpayments—House bill.
XXI. Increase in public debt limit

Total of revenue provisions —5408 —37217 —35567 —37438 —38594 —39856 —32430 —154,155  —226,450

Total of outlay provisions 14 28 42 56 42 140

1The Earned Income Credit provisions are included in Title XII of the conference agreement; the budget effects are shown in a separate table.

2L0ss of less than $500,000.

3Credit rate at 35% on first $6,000 of income, eligible workers expanded to include welfare cash recipients and veteran foodstamp recipients; 500 hour work requirement.

4Section 257(b)(2)(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended by the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, indicates that “excise taxes dedicated to a trust fund, if expiring, are assumed to be ex-
tended at current rates”. Since the revenues from these taxes are dedicated to the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, an extension of the taxes is scored as having no revenue effect.

5Estimates provided by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO).

SEstimates presented after interaction with Alternative Minimum tax provisions and are shown net of offset with the corporate income tax.

7Loss of less than $1 million.

8| oss of less than $2 million.

9Increase exemption for books and tools of trade to $1,250.

10Loss of less than $5 million.

11Gain of less than $1 million.

12Gain of less than $5 million.

13Gain of less than $25 million.

14 Gain of less than $30 million.

15No new suspense accounts could be established in taxable years ending after 9/13/95. The income in existing suspense accounts would be recognized in equal installments over a 20-years period beginning with the first taxable year
beginning after 9/13/95.

16Gain of less than $500,000.

17Loss of less than $10 million.

18Various effective dates depending on provisions.

19 Effective for amounts received after date of enactment and property placed in service after date of enactment with the exception of certain property subject to a binding contract on the date of enactment.

20This provision considers interaction effects of SIMPLE retirement plan provisions.

21| 0ss of less than $25 million.

Legend for “Effective” column: ama=awards made after; ara=amounts received after; asda=annuity starting date after; alolRSg=after Issuance of Internal Revenue Service guidance; bia DOE=honds issued after date of enactment; cc/
tyea/E=contracts completed in taxable years ending after date of enactment; cela=contracts entered into after;cla=cash leases after; da=distributions after; dda=decedents dying after; DDA=disasters declared after; dda DOE=decedents
dying after date of enactment; dda/gma=decedents dying after and gifts made after; DOE=date of enactment; eall GATT=effective as if included in GATT; eall OBRA'90=effective as if included in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1990; eall OBRA'93=effective as if included in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993; fcqa DOE=first calendar quarter after date of enactment; fcq DOE+180 days=beginning of first calendar quarter that starts at least 180 days
after date of enactment; ga DOE=gifts after date of enactment; gira=gross income received after; gsta=generation skipping transfers after; ica=involuntary conversion after; Ipoaa=interest paid or accrued after; lia=levies issued after;
lida=leasehold improvements disposed of after; Ima=loans made after; lyba=limitation years beginning after; pca DOE=proceeding commenced after date of enactment; pma=payments made after; polda=payments on interest due after;
ppisa=property placed in service after; pplso/a/b DOE=property placed in service on, after, or before date of enactment; pra=payments received after; pra/cdoa=payments received after, for crop damage occurring after; ptoo/a=prohibited
transactions occurring on or after; pyba=plan years beginning after; pybb=plan years beginning before; sa=sales after; sea=sales and exchanges after; sla DOE=summonses issued after date of enactment; spa=services performed after;
ta=transfers after; ta DOE=transfers after date of enactment; tyba=taxable years beginning after; tyba DOE=taxable years beginning after date of enactment; tybo/a DOE=taxable years beginning on or after date of enactment;
tyea=taxable years ending after;tyea DOE=taxable years ending after date of enactment; tyeo/a=taxable years ending on or after; yba=years beginning after.

Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding.
Source: Joint Committee on Taxation.

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT TO THE BALANCED BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1995—TITLE XII, TEACHING HOSPITALS AND GRADUATE
MEDICAL EDUCATION; ASSET SALES; WELFARE; AND OTHER PROVISIONS

ESTIMATED BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT TO THE BALANCED BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1995—TITLE XII, TEACHING HOSPITALS AND GRADUATE
MEDICAL EDUCATION; ASSET SALES; WELFARE; AND OTHER PROVISIONS

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]

Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2000  1996-2002

ASSET SALES @
Subtitle F: National Defense Stockpile:
Budget Authority —-21 —-179 —-79 —-79 —80 —155 —156 —649
Outlays —-21 -79 -79 —=79 —80 —155 —156 —649
DIRECT SPENDING
Subtitle A: Block Grants for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families:

Budget Authority —164 —1,223 —1,489 —1,826 —2,215 —2,117 —2,394 —11428

Outlays —690 —993 —1,224 —1521 —2,080 —2,062 —2,359 —10,929
Subtitle B: Supplemental Security Income:

Budget Authority —51 —1,258 —1,896 —2,457 —3,029 —2,805 —3,290 —14,766

Outlays 13 —1,168 —1,916 —2,398 —2,988 —2,784 —3270 —14511
Subtitle C: Child Support:

Budget Authority 104 —36 75 51 4 43 —124 117

Outlays 104 —36 75 51 4 43 —124 117
Subtitle D: Restricting Welfare and Public Benefits for Legal Aliens:

Budget Authority —125 —2,800 —3,645 —3,615 —3,815 —3,345 —3,640 —20,985

Outlays —125 —2,800 — 3,640 —3,610 —3,815 —3,340 —3,640 —20,970

Subtitle E: Teaching Hospitals and Graduate Medical Education Trust Fund:

Budget Authority 0 1,100 1,300 2,000 2,600 3,100 3,400 13,500
Outlays 0 1,100 1,300 2,000 2,600 3,100 3,400 13,500
Subtitle G: Child Protection Block Grant Programs and Foster Care and Adoption Assist-
ance:
Budget Authority 1,399 —-329 —373 —424 —470 —521 —559 —-1,277
Outlays 1,610 —176 —349 —403 —449 —493 —537 —797
Subtitle H: Child Care:
Budget Authority 1,026 1,240 1,320 1,400 1,500 1,625 1,745 9,856
Outlays 909 1219 1312 1,392 1,490 1,613 1,733 9,668

Subtitle I: Child Care Nutrition Programs:
Budget Authority —124 —634 — 749 —843 —904 —1,004 —-1114 —5372




November 17, 1995

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

S17271
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[Fiscal years 1996-2002, in millions of dollars]

Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2000  1996-2002

Outlays —110 —583 —730 —828 —891 —990 —1,095 —5207
Subtitle J: Food Stamps and Commodity Distribution:

Budget Authority —918 —3023 3739 —4315 —4860 —5437 —6,060 —28352

Outlays —918 —3023 3739 —4315 —4860 —5437 —6,060 —28352
Subtitle K: Miscellaneous:

Budget Authority -20 —580 —580 —585 —585 —585 —585  —3520

Outlays -20 —524 —580 —585 —585 —585 —585  —3,464
Subtitle L: Reform of the Earned Income Credit:

Budget Authority —163 —3268 —3513 —3756 —4045 —4290 —4459 —23494

Outlays —163 —3268 —3513 —3756 —4045 —4290 —4459 —23494
Subtitle M: Clinical Laboratories:

Budget Authority b b b b b b b b

Outlays b b b b b b b b
Subtotal, Direct Spending:

Budget Authority 964 —10811 —13279 —14370 —15809 —15336 —17,080 —85721

Outlays 610 —10,232 13,004 —13973 —15619 —15225 —16996 —84,439
Total Mandatory Spending (Asset Sales plus Direct Spending):

Estimated Budget Authority 943 —10890 —13358 —14449 —15889 —15491 —17236 —86,370

Estimated Outlays 589 —10311 —13,083 —14052 —15699 —15380 —17,152 —85,088

REVENUES

Subtitle L: Reform of the Earned Income Credit: Revenues 60 1,183 1,294 1,391 1,493 1,627 1,845 8,893

aUnder the 1996 budget resolution, proceeds from asset sales are counted in the budget totals for purposes of Congressional scoring. Under the Balanced Budget Act, however, proceeds from asset sales are not counted in determining

compliance with the discretionary spending limits or pay-as-you-go requirement.

bCBO cannot estimate whether this proposal would, on balance, increase or decrease spending for Medicare.

Mr. EXON. Turning to the second
point of order,

If my colleagues consider the issue
fairly, | believe they will agree that
the tax title violates section
313(b)(1)(E) of the Budget Act. That
subparagraph prohibits provisions that
balloon the deficit in the out-years, un-
less the loss is offset by out-year sav-
ings from other provisions contained in
the same title. | ask unanimous con-
sent that the text and legislative his-
tory of section 313(b)(1)(E) of the Budg-
et Act be printed in the RECORD.

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

(E)1a provision shall be considered to be
extraneous if it increases, or would increase,
net outlays,? or if it decreases, or would de-
crease, revenues during a fiscal year after
the fiscal years covered by such reconcili-
ation bill or reconciliation resolution,® and
such increases or decreases are greater4 than
outlay reductions or revenue increases re-
sulting from other provisions in such titles
in such year;®

FOOTNOTES

1Section 205(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Reaffirmation Act of 1987
added subparagraph (E). Pub. L. No. 100-119, §205(b),
101 Stat. 754, 784-85 (1987).

2Section 3(1) defines ‘“‘outlays.”

3Section 310(b) defines ‘‘reconciliation
tion.”

4The Congressional Budget Act makes no excep-
tion for violations of negligible amounts.

resolu-

5This basis of extraneousness depends on the bal-
ance of the title in which the drafters locate a provi-
sion. Consequently, attentive drafters can avoid this
violation by combining or rearranging the contents
of titles so as to ensure that no title worsens the
deficit in any out-year.

6Section 205(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Reaffirmation Act of 1987
added subparagraph (E). Pub. L. No. 100-119, §205(b),
101 Stat. 754, 784-85 (1987). The joint statement of
managers in the conference report on that bill stat-
ed with regard to subparagraph (E):

6. Extraneous Provisions in Reconciliation Legis-
lation

Current Law:

Title XX of the Consolidated Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-272), as amended
by Section 7006 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-509), established a tem-
porary rule in the Senate—referred to as the “‘Byrd
Rule”’—to exclude extraneous matter from reconcili-
ation legislation. The rule specifies the types of pro-
visions considered to be extraneous, provides for a
point of order against the inclusion of extraneous
matter in reconciliation measures, and requires a
three-fifths vote of the Senate to waive or appeal
the point of order. The rule expires on January 2,
1988.

Senate Amendment:

The Senate amendment (Section 228) amends the
Byrd Rule (which applies only in the Senate) to in-
clude in the definition of extraneous matter provi-
sions which increase net outlays or decrease reve-
nues during a fiscal year beyond those fiscal years
covered by the reconciliation measure and which re-
sult in a net increase in the deficit for that fiscal
year. The Senate amendment also extends the expi-
ration date of the Byrd Rule to September 30, 1992.

Conference Agreement:

The House recedes and concurs in the Senate
amendment. This rule applies only in the Senate.

It is the intent of the conferees that expiration
after the reconciliation period of a revenue increase
or extension provided for in a reconciliation bill
would not, of itself, be considered a revenue decrease

for purposes of this provision. It could, however,
contribute to a finding that a spending increase or
a positive revenue decrease in that legislation vio-
lated this rule.

H.R. CoNF. REP. No. 100-313, 100th Cong., 1st Sess.
65 (1987), reprinted in 1987 U.S.C.C.A.N. 739, 765.

Mr. EXON. And | say to my col-
leagues that the tax title in the rec-
onciliation conference report creates
enormous loses in the out-years. Just
look at the capital gains provisions, for
example, which lose nearly $12 billion
in 2002, over $13 billion in 2003, and
nearly $16 billion in 2004. And these
numbers are from the Joint Committee
on Taxation, which understates the
losses from capital gains relative to
the estimates of the Treasury Depart-
ment.

In total, the tax breaks in this bill
worsen the deficit by over $47 billion in
2003, over $51 billion in 2004, and nearly
$57 billion in 2005. These tax cuts con-
tinue in the out-years to dig us into a
deeper and deeper hole. Over 10 years,
the Republican tax cuts worsen the def-
icit by nearly $382 billion.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that a table prepared by the Joint
Committee on Taxation displaying the
10-year effects of these tax breaks be
printed in the RECORD at this point.

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

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—ESTIMATED BUDGET EFFECTS OF REVENUE RECONCILIATION AND TAX SIMPLIFICATION PROVISIONS OF H.R. 2491 (TITLE XI)*

[Fiscal years 1996-2005, in millions of dollars]

Provision Effective

1996

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

2003 2004 2005 1996-2000  1996-2002  1996-2005

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA PROVISIONS

1. Family tax relief provisions:

1. $500 tax credit for children
under age 18—Senate amend-
ment ($75,000/$110,000 phase-
out with no indexing).
Reduce the marriage penalty
$5,000 credit for adoption ex-
penses—Senate amendment, but
phase out beginning at $75,000
AGI; require finalized adoption
only for foreign adoptions; spe-
cial needs adoptions—House bill.
. $1,000 deduction (with residency

and support tests) for custodial
care of certain elderly depend-
ents in taxpayer's home.

10/1/95

g

tyba 12/31/95
tyba 12/31/95

w

~

tyba 12/31/95

— 4,449

—137
—28

—74

—28,355 —22529 —22761 —22996 —23169 —23343

—474
—285

—739
—302

—952
—320

—1458
—336

—1,970
—337

—2,270
—337

—115 —119 —124 —129 —134 —138

—20519 —23697 -—23875 —101,000 —147,602 —218,693

—3,838
—337

—5,074
—339

—6,866
—339

—3,760
—1271

—8,000
—1,945

- 23778
—2,960

—142 —146 —151 —561 —833 —-1271
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—ESTIMATED BUDGET EFFECTS OF REVENUE RECONCILIATION AND TAX SIMPLIFICATION PROVISIONS OF H.R. 2491 (TITLE XI) —Continued
[Fiscal years 1996-2005, in millions of dollars]

Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 1996-2000  1996-2002  1996-2005

1l. Savings and investment provisions:
1. Provisions relating to individual ~tyba 12/31/95 -221 —487 —100 —-990 -—1817 —-3332 —4807 5770 —6860 8,164 —3,615 —11,755 —32,549
Retirement  Arrangements—(a)
deductible IRAs—Senate amend-
ment, except increase phaseout
range for joint filers in $2,500
increments; Homemakers eligible
for full IRA deduction—both
House bill and Senate amend-
ment; (b) back-end IRAa—House
bill with coordination of contribu-
tion limits; (c) definition of spe-
cial purpose withdrawals—Sen-
ate amendment; (d) penalty free
withdrawals ~ from ~ deductible
IRAs—Senate amendment.
Capital gains reforms: (a) indi-
vidual capital gains—House bill;
(b) small business stock—14%
maximum rate for individuals,
reduced corporate rate; (c) index-
ing of capital gains—House bill,
with 6-year delay of effective
date; (d) corporate capital
gains—Senate amendment; and
(e) capital loss deducation for
sale of principal residence—
House bill:
a. Corporate . tyea 12/31/94 —1,009 —893 —912 —945 -971  -1024 -1129 118 —1246 —1307 —4,730 —6,883 —10,624
b. Individual .. tyea 12/31/94 2857  —2677 —6757 —7546 —8191 7990 —1450 —10483 —12166 —14,483 —22,314 —28,854 — 65,986
Alternative minimum tax (AMT) ppisa & tyba 12/31/95 —1,290 —3,149 —3,722 —3,248 —2141 —1487 —1,252 —1,015 —985 —1,000 —13,550 —16,291 —19,291
Reform—Senate amendment, ex-
cept conform depreciation lives
and methods under AMT and,
with respect to certain minimum
tax credits, substitute 7 years for
5 years.
Il. Health care provisions:
1. Treatment of long-term care in- 1/1/96 —860 —556 —659 —751 — 846 —951 —1,061 —1,166 —1,289 —1,401 —3,672 —5,684 —9,540
surance—House bill, but adopt
Senate provision providing no
cap on indemnity policies, permit
penalty-free (not tax-free) 401(k)
and IRA withdrawals, $175 per
day cap on per diem benefits,
and adopt Senate consumer pro-
tections.
Tax treatment of accelerated 1/1/96 -6 —67 —107 — 166 —214 —265 —316 —376 — 446 —481 —560 —1,141 —2,442
death benefits under life insur-
ance contracts—House hill, but
adopt Senate rule relating to
NAIC guidelines.
Health insurance organizations tyea 10/13/95 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5 -8 —-12
eligible for benefits of section
833—Senate amendment.
. Increase tax-free death benefit ceia 12/31/95 ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
limit on burial insurance po-
lices—Senate amendment.
IV. Estate and gift tax provisions:
1. Phase up unified credit to dda/gma 12/31/95 ... —333 —-663 —1020 —1401 1805 —2154 —2379 —-2864 —3136 —3417 —17,376 —15,755
$750,000—House hill with 6-
year phase in with indexing
thereafter; index $10,000 annual
gift tax exclusion; $750,000 spe-
cial use valuation; generation-
skipping tax; and indexing of $1
million value of closely held
businesses under section 6601j.
Reduction in estate taxes for dda 12/31/95 ... —490 —579 —680 —798 —-934 —-1081 —129%5 —1513 —1,766 —2,547 —4,562 —9,136
qualified businesses after unified
credit increase—Senate amend-
ment, but change thresholds to
$1 million/$1.5 million and co-
ordinate with section 2032A and
section 6166.
Provide a 40% exclusion from dda 12/31/95 —42 —47 —51 —60 —67 —74 —-81 —90 —99 —200 —340 —610
estate taxes for property donated
subject to a conservation ease-
ment (within 25 miles of a met-
ropolitan  statistical area or a
national park or wilderness area;
or within 10 miles of an Urban
National Forest).
Clarify cash leases under section cla 12/31/95 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -8 -12 -18
2032A—Senate amendment.
V. Job creation and wage enhancement

N

w

N

w

~

N

w

Eal

provisions:
1. Leasehold improvements provi- llda 3/13/95 -34 —230 -17 —15 -12 -9 -6 -3 - -3 -9 —114 —114
sion—House bill.
2. Small business incentives— ppisa 12/31/95 —191 —379 —470 —553 —554 —550 —489 —360 —240 —150 —2,147 —3,186 —3936

House bill, but modify increase
in expensing limitation for small
businesses to $19,000 for 1996,
$20,000 for 1997, $21,000 for
1998, $22,000 for 1999, $23,000
for 2000, $24,000 for 2001, and
$25,000 for 2002 and thereafter.

Subtotal: Contract With Amer- —5443 38325 —37725 —40125 —41927 —44027 -—37010 -—51,955 -—56958 —63218 —163545  —244586  —416,715
ica related provisions.

VI. Expiring provisions:
1. Provisions extended through 12/
31/96:

a. Work opportunity tax cred- 1/1/96 —64 —107 —65 -25 -10 -2 —271 —274 —274
it—Senate amendment,
with modifications 3.
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Provision

Effective 1996

1997

1998

1999

2000 2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

1996-2000

1996-2002

1996-2005

b.  Employer-provided  edu-

cational assistance; applies

to undergraduate education

only after 1995.

R&E credit—House bill ......

Orphan drug tax credit—

Senate amendment.

Contribution of appreciated

stock to private foundations.

2. Commercial aviation fuel: extend

43  cents/gallon  exemption

through 9/30/97; but conditional

on extension of Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund taxes.

Extend all Airport and Airway

Trust Fund excise taxes through

9/30/96—House bill 4.

Extend IRS user fees through 9/

30/02 5—Senate amendment.

Sunset the low-income housing

tax credit after 12/31/97; sunset

national pool after 12/31/95—

House bill.

. Superfund and oil spill liability

taxes:

a. Extend Superfund excise
taxes through 9/30/96; re-
ceipts go to general reve-
nues after 7/31/96.

b. Extend Superfund AMT
through 12/31/96 6.

c. Extend oil spill tax through
9/30/02—Senate  amend-
ment.

Extend excise tax refund author-

ity for alcohol fuels blenders—

Senate amendment.

Extend section 29 hinding con-

tract date 6 months from date of

enactment and placed-in-service
date to 12/3/97 for biomass and
coal.

Exempt from diesel dyeing re-

quirement any States exempt

from Clean Air Act dyeing re-
quirement (permanent).

10. Suspend tax on diesel fuel for
recreational boats—Senate
amendment (through 6/30/97).

11. Permanent extension of FUTA
exemption for alien agricultural
workers S—House bill.

12. Information Sharing Provision:
Extension of disclosure of return
Information to Department of
Veterans Affairs (outlay reduc-
tion) 5—House bill, except extend
through 9/30/02 only.

ae

14

w

o~

o

~

i

©

VII. Medical savings accounts:

1. Medical Savings Accounts—
House bill, except follow the Sen-
ate amendment with respect to
(@) maximum contribution limit
($2,000 single and $4,000 fam-
ily); (b) tax-free build up of
earnings; (c) definition of quali-
fied medical expenses; (d) post-
death distribution rules; and (e)
clarification relating to capital-
ization of policy acquisition costs.

VIII. Taxpayer bill of rights 2:

1. Expansion of authority to abate
interest.
Extension of interest-free period
for payment of tax—House hill.
Joint return may be made after
separate returns  without  full
payment of tax.
Increase levy exemption® ...........
Offers-in-compromise—Senate
amendment.
Increased limit on  attorney
fees—House bill.
Award of litigation costs per-
mitted in declaratory judgment
proceedings.
. Increase in limit on recovery of
civil damages—House bill.
Enrolled agents included as
third-party recordkeepers.
10. Annual reminders to taxpayers
with delinquent accounts.

w o™~

N o o

© ©

IX. Casualty and involuntary conversion

provision:

1. Change involuntary conversion
rules for Presidentially declared
disaster areas—Senate amend-

ment.
X. Exempt and charitable organizations

provisions:

1. Provide tax-exempt status to
common investment funds—Sen-
ate amendment.

Exclusion from UBIT for certain
corporate  sponsorship  pay-
ments—Senate amendment.
Intermediate sanctions for cer-
tain tax-exempt organizations—
House bill, with technical modi-
fications.

n

w

1/1/95 —611

7/1/95

-1322
1/1/95 -3

1/1/95 —107

10/1/95 —417

1/1/96

10/1/00

—288

—842
-10

—18
—439

—387

—275
-1

—165 —42
-1 @

G

35

DOE —24

DOE 319

DOE 290
1/1/96

—29

16

193

64

333

674 1,046

No revenue effect

35
1431

—899

—2,991
—49
—130
—863

1,822

2,218

2,617

60

DOE

DOE

feqa DOE ®

1/1/96 —24
1/1/95 -5

DOE
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[Fiscal years 1996-2005, in millions of dollars]

Provision Effective 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 1996-2000  1996-2002  1996-2005
XI. Corporate and other reforms:
1. Reform the tax treatment of cer- da 5/3/95 —83 —100 —-17 84 209 343 437 475 514 582 93 873 2,444
tain corporate stock
reemptions—House bill.
2. Require corporate tax shelter re- aiolRSg (2) (12) (1?2 (1?2 (12) (22) (12) (12) (1?2) (1?2 (13) ) (24)
porting; modify recipient notice
to 90 days.
3. Disallow interest deduction for ipoaa 10/31/95 220 579 883 1,369 1,749 1,856 1,895 1,901 1,924 1,940 4,800 8.551 14,316

corporate-owned  life insurnce
policy loans—Senate amend-
ment, but phase out disallow-
ance (90% in 1996, 80% in
1997, and 70% in 1998; cap
borrowing at 20,000 lives); cap
interest rate (with special rules
for grandfathered plans); excep-
tion for key person policies with
10 lives; limit borrowing in 1996
to policies purchased in 1994
and 1995.

Phase out preferential tax defer- (15 26 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 44 179 261 392
ral for certain large farm cor-
porations required to use accrual
accounting.

Phase-in repeal of section 936; tyba 12/3/95 255 605 552 596 498 516 746 1,116 1,390 1,681 2,506 3,766 7,953
Wage credit companies—6 years
of present law and then House
bill with modified base period;
income companies—2 years of
present law and then House bill
with  modified base period;
QPSll—repealed 1/1/96.

Eal

o

6. Corporate accounting—reform of ppisa 9/13/95 32 69 29 13 14 16 19 22 28 31 157 192 273
income forecast method—Senate
amendment.

7. Permit transfers of excess pen- ta DOE 1,439 1,375 958 554 195 151 -19 -13 -20 =27 4,521 4,651 4,591

sion assets—House bill but (a)
require asset cushion equal to
the greater of (i) 125% of termi-
nation liability (using PBGC as-
sumptions) and (i) the plan’s
accrued liability; (b) permit with-
drawals only for ERISA-covered
benefits; (c) prohibit transfers
when company in bankruptcy; (d)
no excise tax; () extend for 1
additional year; and (f) conform
present-law section 420 asset
cushion.

Modify exclusion of damages re- ama 12/31/95 34 51 55 59 61 64 68 71 74 77 260 392 614
ceived on account of personal in-
jury or sickness—Senate amend-
ment, with technical clarifica-
tions.

Require tax reporting for pay- pma 12/31/96 . (22) (22) (12) (12) (22) (22) (22) (22) (12) (23) (23) (24)
ments to attorneys; delay effec-
tive date for 1 year.

i

©

10. Expatriation tax provisions—  2/6/95 64 97 146 199 254 289 304 319 335 351 760 1,353 2,358
House bill.
11. Remove business exclusion for ara 12/31/95 30 96 100 104 107 109 111 113 115 116 437 657 1,000

energy subsidies provided by
public - utilties—House bill, but
modify effective date.

12. Modify basis adjustment rules ica 9/13/95 2 4 6 9 14 20 29 37 46 56 35 84 223
under section 1033.
13. Modify the exception to the re- ica 9/13/95 1 2 4 6 8 11 13 15 17 19 21 45 96

lated party rule of section 1033
for individuals to only provide an
exception for de  minimis
amounts ($100,000).
14. Disallow rollover under section tyea 12/31/95 1 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 11 13 19 35 69
1034 to extent of previously
claimed depreciation for home
office or other depreciable use of
residence.
15. Provide that rollover of gain on sea 12/31/95 (1) (26) (26) (1) (26) (16) (1) (1) (26) (1) (16) (26) (16)
sale of a principal residence
cannot be elected unless the re-
placement property purchased is
located within the United States
(limit to resident aliens who ter-
minate residence within 2 years).
16. Repeal exemption for withhold-  1/1/96 20 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 8 44 58 80
ing on gambling winnings from
bingo and keno where proceeds
exceed $5,000.
17. Repeal tax credit for contribu- DOE 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 8 12 18
tions to special Community De-
velopment Corporations.

18. Repeal advance refunds of die- 1/1/96 8 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 84 122 179
sel fuel tax for diesel cars and
light trucks.

19. Apply failure to pay penalty to DOE 1 3 29 30 32 33 35 37 38 40 95 163 278
substitute returns.

20. Allow conversion of scholarship  DOE 3 4 6 8 10 10 9 7 6 5 31 48 67

funding corporation to taxable
corporation—House bill.
21. Apply look-through rule for pur-  gira 12/31/95 7 23 24 27 30 32 34 37 40 44 111 177 298
poses of characterizing certain
subpart F insurance income as
UBIT—House bill.
22. Repeal 50% Interest Income ex- ima 10/13/95 27 69 109 149 187 224 261 295 331 365 541 1,026 2,019
clusion for financial institution
loans to ESOPs—Senate amend-
ment.
23. Modify the ozone depleting DOE U} ) ) ) ) ) ¢} ) ) ) () *7) )
chemicals tax for imported recy-
cled halons—Senate amendment.
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24. Modify two county tax-exempt DOE (26) 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 10 22 49
bond rule for local furnishers of
electricity ~or  gas—Senate
amendment.

25. Provide tax-exempt bonds sta- bia DOE ® -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 —4 -8 -12
tus for Alaska Power Administra-
tion sale—Senate amendment.

26. Modify treatment of foreign (18) 93 162 n 180 188 197 206 214 223 245 794 1,197 1,879
trusts—Senate amendment.
27. Provide for flow through treat- DOE 34 18 10 5 2 -2 —4 —6 -8 69 67 49

ment  for  Financial ~ Asset
Securitization Investment Trusts
(FASITs)—Senate amendment.
28. Tax-free treatment of contribu- (1) —16 —26 -12 4 19 32 43 51 61 71 =31 43 226
tions in aid of construction for
water utilities; change deprecia-
tion for water utilities—Senate
amendment.
29. Provide 3-year amortization of tyeo/a 1/1/95 -1 —14 -8 —4 -37 -37 -37
intrastate operating rights of
truckers—Senate amendment.
30. A life insurance company may tyba 12/31/94 1 (16) ® -1 ® (16) (26) (26) ® -2 (26) 1 -2
elect to treat 20% of capital
losses as ordinary  income,
spread over 10 years; the tax-
payer has the option to change
the treatment of these losses in
the future—Senate amendment,
with modifications.
31. Clarify that newspaper carriers spa 12/31/95 Negligible revenue effect
and distributors are independent
contractors—Senate amendment.
32. Allow for tax-free conversion of ta 12/31/95 —4 -9 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -9 -9 -37 —52 —178
common trust funds to mutual
funds—Senate amendment.
33. Eliminate interest allocation ex- tyba 12/31/95 41 93 107 123 141 163 187 201 215 228 505 855 1,499
ception for certain nonfinancial
corporations—Senate  amend-
ment.
34. Modify depreciation for small ppiso/a/b DOE -1 —4 -23 —26 -29 —16 -19 -22 —24 =27 -83 —118 —191
motor fuel/convenience store out-
lets—Senate amendment.
35. Repeal of section 593 with resi-  tyba 12/31/95 63 95 216 280 217 212 260 250 243 236 931 1,462 2,192
dential loan test for 1996 and
1997.
36. Phase out and extend luxury 1/1/96 —41 -97 —159 —204 179 265 200 46 s —322 143 188
automobile excise tax through
12/31/02.
XII. Technical correction provision: Luxury DOE 14 14 14 14
Excise Tax Indexing.
Xl Simplification provisions relating to
individuals:
1. Rollover of gain on sale of prin-
cipal residence:
a. Multiple sales within roll- sa DOE -1 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -3 -3 -3 -3 -9 —14 -23
over period—House bill.
b. Rules in case of divorce— sa DOE -2 -2 -2 -2 -3 -3 -3 -4 -4 —4 -1 -17 -29
House bill.
One-time exclusion on the sale of ~sa 9/13/95 -10 -19 -20 =21 -22 -23 —24 -25 —26 =27 -9 —139 -217
a principal residence by an indi-
vidual who has attained age 55
(allow additional exclusion for
married couples under certain
conditions where one spouse has
claimed an exclusion prior to
their marriage)—House bill.
Treatment of certain reimbursed tyba 12/31/95 ® -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5 -6 -1
expenses of rural mail carriers—
House bill.
Travel expenses of Federal em- tyea DOE ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® -1 -1 -2
ployee participating in a Federal
criminal  investigation—House
bill.
Treatment of storage of product tyba 12/31/95 ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® -2 -3
samples—House bill.
XIV. Pension simplification provisions:
A. Simplified Distribution Rules:
1. Sunset of 5-year income tyba 12/31/98 24 74 63 109 80 42 17 16 s s 350 409 425
averaging for lump-sum
distributions—Senate

[ad

w

Eal

o

amendment.

2. Repeal of $5,000 exclusion tyba 12/31/95 16 46 49 52 54 55 55 56 57 57 217 328 498
of employees’ death bene-
fits.

3. Simplified method for tax- asda 12/31/95 10 28 28 28 29 29 29 30 30 31 123 182 213

ing annuity distributions
under  certain  employer
plans—Senate amen