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(2) remember that victims of leprosy still
suffer social banishment in many parts of
the world; and

(3) honor the people of Kalaupapa as a liv-
ing American legacy of human spirit and dig-
nity.

————

SENATE RESOLUTION 126—TO
AMEND THE SENATE GIFT RULE

Mr. McCONNELL submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration:

S. RES. 126
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This resolution may be cited as the ‘“‘Sen-
ate Gift Rule Reform Resolution”.

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE SENATE GIFT RULE.

Rule XXXV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate is amended to read as follows:

“RULE XXXV
“GIFTS

““l1. (a) No Member, officer, or employee of
the Senate, or the spouse or dependent there-
of, shall knowingly accept, directly or indi-
rectly, any gift in any calendar year of more
than the minimal value as established by
section 7342(a)(b) of title 5, United States
Code, or $100, whichever is less from any per-
son, organization, or corporation unless, in
limited and appropriate circumstances, a
waiver is granted by the Select Committee
on Ethics.

‘“‘(b) The prohibitions of subparagraph (a)
do not apply to gifts—

‘(1) from relatives; or

‘“(2) of personal hospitality of an indi-
vidual.

¢“2. For purposes of this rule—

‘‘(a) The term ‘gift’ means a payment, sub-
scription, advance, forbearance, rendering,
or deposit of money, services, or anything of
value, including food, lodging, mementos,
transportation, or entertainment, and reim-
bursement for expenses, unless consideration
of equal or greater value is received, but does
not include (1) a political contribution other-
wise reported as required by law, (2) a loan
made in a commercially reasonable manner
(including requirements that the loan be re-
paid and that a reasonable rate of interest be
paid), (3) a bequest, inheritance, or other
transfer at death, (4) a bona fide award pre-
sented in recognition of public service and
available to the general public, (5) anything
of value given to a spouse or dependent of a
reporting individual by the employer of such
spouse or dependent in recognition of the
service provided by such spouse or depend-
ent, (6) free attendance at a widely attended
event (as such term is defined by the Select
Committee on Ethics) connected with the of-
ficial duties of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee, (7) permissible travel, lodging, and
meals at an event connected with the official
duties of the Member, officer, or employee,
or (8) permissible travel, lodging, and meals
at an event to raise funds for a bona fide
charity, subject to a determination by the
Select Committee on Ethics that participa-
tion in the charity event is in the interest of
the Senate and the United States.

““(b) The term ‘relative’ has the same
meaning given to such term in section 107(2)
of title I of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978 (Public Law 95-521).

‘‘(c) The term ‘permissible travel’ means
reasonable expenses for transportation which
are incurred by a Member, officer, or em-
ployee of the Senate in connection with serv-
ices provided to or participation in an event
sponsored by the organization which pro-
vided reimbursement for such expenses or
which provides transportation directly, how-
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ever expenses do not include the provision of
transportation, or the payment for such ex-
penses, for a continuous period in excess of 3
days exclusive of travel time within the
United States of 7 days exclusive of travel
time outside of the United States unless
such travel is approved by the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics as necessary for participa-
tion in the event.

‘“(d) The terms ‘lodging’ and ‘meals’ do not
include expenditures for recreational activi-
ties or entertainment, other than that pro-
vided to all attendees as an integral part of
the event.

‘3. (a) For purposes of the exceptions pro-
vided by paragraphs 2(a)6), 2(a)(7), and
2(a)(8), a sponsor’s unsolicited offer of free
attendance at an event for an accompanying
spouse shall not be considered to be a gift if
others in attendance will generally be ac-
companied by spouses or if such attendance
is appropriate to assist in the representation
of the Senate.

“(b) The Select Committee on Ethics shall
publish notice in the Congressional Record of
the attendance by a Member, officer, or em-
ployee at an event permitted by paragraphs
2(a)(7) and 2(a)(8) not later than 30 days after
such attendance. Attendance by an employee
at an event permitted by paragraphs 2(a)(7)
and 2(a)(8) shall be subject to approval of the
employee’s supervisor.

‘4, If a Member, officer, or employee, after
exercising reasonable diligence to obtain the
information necessary to comply with this
rule, unknowingly accepts a gift described in
paragraph 1, such Member, officer, or em-
ployee shall, upon learning of the nature of
the gift and its source, return the gift or, if
it is not possible to return the gift, reim-
burse the donor for the value of the gift.

‘5. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of
this rule, a Member, officer, or employee of
the Senate may participate in a program,
the principal objective of which is edu-
cational, sponsored by a foreign government
or a foreign educational or charitable orga-
nization involving travel to a foreign coun-
try paid for by that foreign government or
organization if such participation is not in
violation of any law and if the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics has determined that par-
ticipation in such program by Members, offi-
cers, or employees of the Senate is in the in-
terests of the Senate and the United States.

“(b) Any Member who accepts an invita-
tion to participate in any such program shall
notify the Select Committee in writing of
his acceptance. A Member shall also notify
the Select Committee in writing whenever
he has permitted any officer or employee
whom he supervises (within the meaning of
paragraph 11 of rule XXXVII) to participate
in any such program. The chairman of the
Select Committee shall place in the Congres-
sional Record a list of all individuals partici-
pating; the supervisors of such individuals,
where applicable; and the nature and
itinerary of such program.

‘‘(c) No Member, officer, or employee may
accept funds in connection with participa-
tion in a program permitted under subpara-
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec-
essary food, lodging, transportation, and re-
lated expenses of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee.”.

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendment made by section 2 shall

take effect on October 1, 1995.

———————

SENATE RESOLUTION 127—REL-
ATIVE TO BORDER CROSSING
FEES

Ms. SNOWE submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

May 25, 1995

S. RES. 127

Whereas in the budget of the United States
for fiscal year 1996 that was submitted to
Congress, the President proposed to impose
and collect a boarder crossing fee for individ-
uals and vehicles entering the United States;

Whereas both the Canadian and Mexican
governments have expressed opposition to
the imposition and collection of such a fee
and have raised the possibility of imposing
retaliatory border crossing fees of their own;

Whereas the imposition and collection of
such a fee would have adverse effects on
tourism and commerce that depend on travel
across the borders of the United States;

Whereas the imposition and collection of
such a fee would have such effects without
addressing illegal immigration in a meaning-
ful way;

Whereas on February 22, 1995, the Presi-
dent modified his proposal making the impo-
sition of the new fees voluntary on United
States border States (but tied the avail-
ability of Federal funds to improve border
crossing infrastructure on their willingness
to impose such fees); and

Whereas on May 4, 1995, the President fur-
ther modified the border crossing fee pro-
posal in immigration control legislation he
submitted to Congress setting a $1.50 per car
and $.75 per pedestrian fee structure: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the United States Government should
not impose or collect a border crossing fee
along its borders with Canada and Mexico.

—————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO.
1168

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LAUTENBERG) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 13) setting
forth the congressional budget for the
U.S. Government for the fiscal years
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002;
as follows:

On page 68, add at the end of line 12 the fol-
lowing: ‘“‘In addition, paragraph (1)(B) of this
section shall not apply to legislation that
proposes to eliminate up to $1,000,000,000
from wasteful bureaucratic overhead and
wasteful procurement in the military budg-
et, and to apply the resulting savings for use
in strengthening enforcement of immigra-
tion laws.””.

LAUTENBERG (AND WELLSTONE)
AMENDMENT NO. 1169

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LAUTENBERG for
himself and Mr. WELLSTONE) proposed
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution
13, supra; as follows:

On page 68, add at the end of line 12 the fol-
lowing: ‘“‘In addition, paragraph (1)(B) of this
section shall not apply to legislation that
proposes to eliminate up to $2,000,000,000
from wasteful bureaucratic overhead and
wasteful procurement in the military budg-
et, and to apply the resulting savings for use
in addressing the problem of domestic vio-
lence.”.
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LEAHY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1170

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LEAHY, for him-
self, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. WELLSTONE)
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 13, supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE

NUTRITIONAL HEALTH OF CHIL-
DREN.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) Federal nutrition programs, such as the
school lunch program, the school breakfast
program, the special supplemental nutrition
program for women, infants, and children
(referred to in this section as “WIC”’), the
child and adult care food program, and oth-
ers, are important to the health and well-
being of children;

(2) participation in Federal nutrition pro-
grams is voluntary on the part of States, and
the programs are administered and operated
by every State;

(3) a major factor that led to the creation
of the school lunch program was that a num-
ber of the recruits for the United States
armed forces in World War II failed physical
examinations due to problems related to in-
adequate nutrition;

(4)(A) WIC has proven to be extremely val-
uable in promoting the health of newborn ba-
bies and children; and

(B) each dollar invested in the prenatal
component of WIC has been shown to save up
to $3.50 in medicaid costs related to medical
problems that arise in the first 90 days after
the birth of an infant;

(5) the requirement that infant formula be
purchased under a competitive bidding sys-
tem under section 17 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) saved $1,000,000,000
in fiscal year 1994 and enabled States to
allow 1,600,000 women, infants, and children
to participate in WIC at no additional cost to
taxpayers; and

(6) a balanced Federal budget will provide
economic benefits to children alive today
and to future generations of Americans.

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

(1) schools should continue to serve
lunches that meet minimum nutritional re-
quirements based on tested nutritional re-
search;

(2) the content of WIC food packages for in-
fants, children, and pregnant and
postpartum women should continue to be
based on scientific evidence;

(3) the competitive bidding system for in-
fant formula under section 17 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) should
be maintained;

(4) foods of minimum nutritional value
should not be sold in competition with
school lunches in the school cafeterias dur-
ing lunch hours;

(5) some reductions in nutrition program
spending can be made without compromising
the nutritional well-being of program recipi-
ents;

(6) in complying with the reconciliation in-
structions in section 6 of this resolution, the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate should take this sec-
tion into account; and

(7) Congress should continue to move to-
ward fully funding the WIC program.

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1171
Mr. EXON (for Mr. LEAHY) proposed
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution
13, supra; as follows:
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At the end of title III of the resolution, add
the following new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MAINTAINING
FEDERAL FUNDING FOR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment officers provide essential services that
preserve and protect our freedoms and secu-
rity;

(2) law enforcement officers deserve our ap-
preciation and support;

(3) law enforcement officers and agencies
are under increasing attacks, both to their
physical safety and to their reputations;

(4) on April 7, 1995, the Senate passed S.J.
Res. 32 in which the Senate recognizes the
debt of gratitude the Nation owes to the men
and women who daily serve the American
people as law enforcement officers and the
integrity, honesty, dedication, and sacrifice
of our Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment officers;

(5) the Nation’s sense of domestic tran-
quility has been shaken by explosions at the
World Trade Center in New York and the
Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City
and by the fear of violent crime in our cities,
towns, and rural areas across the nation;

(6) Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment efforts need increased financial com-
mitment from the Federal Government and
not the reduction of such commitment to
law enforcement if law enforcement officers
are to carry out their efforts to combat vio-
lent crime; and

(7) on April 5, 1995, and May 18, 1995, the
House of Representatives has nonetheless
voted to reduce $5,000,000,000 from the Vio-
lent Crime Reduction Trust Fund in order to
provide for tax cuts in both H.R. 1215 and H.
Con. Res. 67.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE—It is the sense of
the Senate that the assumptions underlying
the functional totals in this resolution as-
sume that the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to fund Federal law enforcement
programs and programs to assist State and
local efforts should be maintained and fund-
ing for the Violent Crime Reduction Trust
Fund should not be reduced by $5,000,000,000
as the bill and resolution passed by the
House of Representatives would require.

HARKIN (AND GRAHAM)
AMENDMENT NO. 1172

Mr. EXON (for Mr. HARKIN, for him-
self and Mr. GRAHAM) proposed an
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 13,
supra; as follows:

On page 77, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following:

SEC. . MEDICARE SAFEGUARDS COMPLIANCE
INITIATIVE.

(a) ADJUSTMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of points of
order under the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 and con-
current resolutions on the budget—

(A) the discretionary spending limits under
section 601(a)(2) of that Act (and those limits
as cumulatively adjusted) for the current fis-
cal year and each out-year;

(B) the allocations to the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives under sections 302(a) and
602(a) of that Act;

(C) the levels for the major functional cat-
egories that are appropriate and the appro-
priate budgetary aggregates in the most re-
cently agreed to concurrent resolution on
the budget; and

(D) the maximum deficit amount under
section 601(a)(1) of that Act (and that
amount as cumulatively adjusted) for the
current fiscal year,
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shall be adjusted to reflect the amount of ad-
ditional new budget authority or additional
outlays (as defined in paragraph (2)) reported
by the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives in
appropriation Acts (or by the committee of
conference on such legislation) for the
Health Care Financing Administration medi-
care payment safeguards programs (as com-
pared to the base level of $396,300,000 for new
budget authority) that the Congressional
Budget Office has determined will result in a
return on investment to the Government of
at least 4 dollars for each dollar invested.

(2) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—As used in this
section, the term ‘‘additional new budget au-
thority” or ‘‘additional outlays’ (as the case
may be) means, for any fiscal year, budget
authority in excess of $396,300,000 for pay-
ment safeguards, but shall not exceed—

(A) for fiscal year 1996, $50,000,000 in new
budget authority and $50,000,000 in outlays;

(B) for fiscal year 1997, $55,000,000 in new
budget authority and $55,000,000 in outlays;

(C) for fiscal year 1998, $60,000,000 in new
budget authority and $60,000,000 in outlays;

(D) for fiscal year 1999, $65,000,000 in new
budget authority and $65,000,000 in outlays;

(E) for fiscal year 2000, $70,000,000 in new
budget authority and $70,000,000 in outlays;

(F) for fiscal year 2001, $75,000,000 in new
budget authority and $75,000,000 in outlays;
and

(G) for fiscal year 2002, $75,000,000 in new
budget authority and $75,000,000 in outlays.

(b) REVISED LIMITS, ALLOCATIONS, LEVELS,
AND AGGREGATES.—Upon reporting of legisla-
tion pursuant to paragraph (1), and again
upon the submission of the conference report
on such legislation in either House (if a con-
ference report is submitted), the chairman of
the Committees on the Budget of the Senate
and the House of Representatives shall file
with their respective Houses appropriately
revised—

(1) the discretionary spending limits under
section 601(a)(2) of that Act (and those limits
as cumulatively adjusted) for the current fis-
cal year and each out-year;

(2) the allocations to the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and the House
of Representatives under sections 302(a) and
602(a) of that Act; and

(3) the levels for the appropriate major
functional categories that are appropriate
and the appropriate budgetary aggregates in
the most recently agreed to concurrent reso-
lution on the budget;

to carry out this subsection. These revised
discretionary spending limits, allocations,
functional levels, and aggregates shall be
considered for purposes of congressional en-
forcement under that Act as the discre-
tionary spending limits, allocations, func-
tional levels, and aggregates.

(c) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and the House of Representatives may report
appropriately revised allocations pursuant to
sections 302(b) and 602(b) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to carry out this
section.

(d) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section
shall not apply to any additional budget au-
thority or additional outlays unless—

(1) in the Senate, the chairman of the
Budget Committee certifies, based on the in-
formation from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the General Accounting Office, the
Health Care Financing Administration (as
well as any other sources deemed relevant),
that such budget authority or outlays will
not increase the total of the Federal budget
deficits over the next 5 years; and

(2) any funds made available pursuant to
such budget authority or outlays are avail-
able only for the purpose of carrying out
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Health Care Financing Administration pay-
ment safeguards.

FEINGOLD (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1173

Mr. EXON (for Mr. FEINGOLD, for
himself, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. WELLSTONE,
and Mr. SIMON) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution,
Senate Concurrent Resolution 13,
supra; as follows:

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. . NEED TO ENACT LONG TERM HEALTH
CARE REFORM.

It is the Sense of the Senate that the 104th
Congress should enact fundamental long-
term health care reform that emphasizes
cost-effective, consumer oriented, and con-
sumer-directed home and community-based
care that builds upon existing family sup-
ports and achieves deficit reduction by help-
ing elderly and disabled individuals remain
in their own homes and communities.

HARKIN (AND LAUTENBERG)
AMENDMENT NO. 1174

Mr. EXON (for Mr. HARKIN, for him-
self and Mr. LAUTENBERG) proposed an
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution, 13,
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
LOSSES CAUSED BY USE OF TO-
BACCO PRODUCTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention estimates that tobacco products im-
pose a $20,000,000,000 cost per year on Federal
health programs like medicare and medicaid
through tobacco-related illnesses;

(2) tobacco products are unlike any other
product legally offered for sale because even
when used as intended they cause death and
disease; and

(3) States such as Florida, Mississippi,
Minnesota, and West Virginia are currently
taking action to recover State costs associ-
ated with tobacco-related illnesses.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE—It is the sense of
the Senate that any proposal by the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate to reduce
Federal spending on medicare and medicaid
as required by Senate Concurrent Resolution
13 should include a proposal to recover from
tobacco companies a portion of the costs
their products impose on American tax-
payers and Federal health programs includ-
ing medicare and medicaid.

JOHNSTON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1175

Mr. EXON (for Mr. JOHNSTON, for
himself, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. REID, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. BREAUX)
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 13, supra; as follows:

On page 74, delete lines 12 through 24 and
insert the following: ‘‘budget, the appro-
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and
levels shall be revised to reflect the addi-
tional deficit reduction achieved as cal-
culated under subsection (c) for legislation
that reduces revenues and/or increases fund-
ing for the Medicare trust fund not to exceed
the following amounts:

‘(1) with respect to
$12,000,000,000 in outlays;

“(2) with respect to
$22,000,000,000 in outlays;

fiscal year 1996,

fiscal year 1997,
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‘“(83) with respect to
$24,000,000,000 in outlays;

‘“(4) with respect to
$28,000,000,000 in outlays;

‘“(6) with respect to
$28,000,000,000 in outlays;

‘(6) with respect to
$28,000,000,000 in outlays;

‘“(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002,
$28,000,000,000 in outlays provided that, if
CBO scores this surplus differently, then the
numbers provided above shall be increased or
decreased proportionally.

“(b) REVISED ALLOCATION AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon
the submission of a conference report on
such legislation (if a conference report is
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on
the Budget of the Senate appropriately re-
vised allocations under sections 302(a) and
602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974; budgetary aggregates; and levels under
this resolution, revised by an amount that
does not exceed the additional deficit reduc-
tion specified under subsection (d).”

fiscal year 1998,

fiscal year 1999,

fiscal year 2000,

fiscal year 2001,

REID AMENDMENT NO. 1176

Mr. EXON (for Mr. REID) proposed an
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 13,
supra; as follows:

On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and
insert the following: ‘‘budget, the appro-
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and
levels shall be revised to reflect $1,000,000,000
in budget authority and outlays of the addi-
tional deficit reduction achieved as cal-
culated under subsection (c) for legislation
that reduces the adverse effects on discre-
tionary spending on our national parks sys-
tem by restoring funding for rehabilitation,
restoration, and park maintenance.

“(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon
the submission of a conference report on
such legislation (if a conference report is
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the
Senate appropriately revised allocations
under section 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, budgetary ag-
gregates, and levels under this resolution, re-
vised by an amount that does not exceed the
additional deficit reduction specified under
subsection (a).”.

SARBANES (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1177

Mr. EXON (for Mr. SARBANES, for
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI,
and Mr. KERRY) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 13, supra; as
follows:

On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and
insert the following: ‘‘budget, the revenue
and spending aggregates may be revised and
other appropriate budgetary allocations, ag-
gregates, and levels may be revised to reflect
the additional deficit reduction achieved as
calculated under subsection (c) for legisla-
tion that reduces revenues, and legislation
that will provide $10,805,000,000 to the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to administer
federal grants for water infrastructure pro-
grams in the following manner:

‘(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996,
$962,000,000 in budget authority and 42,000,000
in outlays;

‘“(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997,
$1,962,000,000 in budget authority and
$346,000,000 in outlays;
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““(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998,
$2,462,000,000 in budget authority and
$920,000,000 in outlays;

‘““(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999,
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,679,000,000 in outlays;

‘“(b) with respect to fiscal year 2000,
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and
$2,291,000,000 in outlays;

‘““(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001,
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and
$2,679,000,000 in outlays; and

“(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002,
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and

$2,798,000,000 in outlays.

“(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon
the submission of a conference report on
such legislation (if a conference report is
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the
Senate appropriately revised allocations
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; discretionary
spending under section 201(a) of this resolu-
tion; and budgetary aggregates and levels
under this resolution, revised by an amount
that does not exceed the additional deficit
reduction calculated under subsection (d).”’.

BAUCUS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1178

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BAUCUS, for him-
self, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr.
ROBB, Mr. WARNER, Mr. FORD, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr.
WELLSTONE, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN)
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 13, supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. .SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING MAN-

DATORY MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS
UNDER FUNCTION 270: ENERGY.

It is the sense of the Senate that within
the mandatory major assumptions under
budget function 270, none of the power mar-
keting administrations within the 48 contig-
uous States will be sold, and any savings
that were assumed would be realized from
the sale of those power marketing adminis-
trations will be realized through cost reduc-
tions in other programs within the Depart-
ment of Energy.

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. .DEFENSE OVERHEAD.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the major discretionary assumptions in
this concurrent budget resolution include 15
percent reduction in overhead for programs
of nondefense agencies that remain funded in
the budget and whose funding is not inter-
connected with receipts dedicated to a pro-
gram;

(2) the Committee Report (104-82) on this
concurrent budget resolution states that
‘“‘this assumption would not reduce funding
for the programmatic activities of agencies.”

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the Committees on Armed
Services and Appropriations should make a
reduction of at least three percent in over-
head for fiscal year 1996 programs of defense
agencies, and should do so in a manner so as
not to reduce funding for the programmatic
activities of these agencies.

LEVIN (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 1179

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LEVIN, for himself,
Mr. SIMON, and Mr. STEVENS) proposed
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an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution Senate Concurrent Resolution
13, supra; as follows:

BAUCUS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1180

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BAUCUS, for him-
self, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. BRYAN, Mr.
SIMON, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BUMP-
ERS, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. EXON) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent
resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 13, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

FUNDING FOR NATIONAL RAILROAD
PASSENGER CORPORATION.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution include the following: that
Congress should redirect revenues resulting
from the % cent of the excise tax rate di-
rected by the amendments made by the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 for
fiscal years 1996 through 1999 to the account
under subsection (e) of section 9503 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to a new account
under such section for grants to the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation for oper-
ating expenses and capital improvements in-
curred by the Corporation.

BAUCUS AMENDMENT NO. 1181

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BAUCUS) proposed
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution
13, supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following.
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE

ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE PROGRAM
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the essential air service program of the
Department of Transportation under sub-
chapter II of chapter 417 of title 49, United
States Code—

(A) provides essential airline access to iso-
lated rural communities across the United
States;

(B) is necessary for the economic growth
and development of rural communities;

(C) connects small rural communities to
the national air transportation system of the
United States;

(D) is a critical component of the national
transportation system of the United States;
and

(E) provides air service to 108 communities
in 30 States; and

(2) the National Commission to Ensure a
Strong Competitive Airline Industry estab-
lished under section 204 of the Airport and
Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improve-
ment, and Intermodal Transportation Act of
1992 recommended maintaining the essential
air service program with a sufficient level of
funding to continue to provide air service to
small communities.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the essential air service
program of the Department of Transpor-
tation under subchapter II of chapter 417 of
title 49, United States Code, should receive
to the maximum extent possible a sufficient
level of funding to continue to provide air
service to small rural communities that
qualify for assistance under the program.

GRAMS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1182

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. GRAMS for
himself, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr.
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LIEBERMAN) proposed an amendment to
the concurrent resolution, Senate Con-
current Resolution 13, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 73, line 2, strike ‘“‘may be reduced”’
and insert ‘‘shall be reduced’.

On page 73, line 2, strike ‘“‘may be revised”’
and insert ‘‘shall be revised”.

On page 74, line 12, strike ‘“‘may’’ and insert
“‘shall”.

On page 74, line 13, strike ‘“‘may’’ and insert
“shall”.

On page 74, line 21, strike “may’’ and insert
“shall”.

On page T4, line 16, insert the following be-
fore the period, ‘‘by providing family tax re-
lief and incentives to stimulate savings, in-
vestment, job creation, and economic
growth.”.

CONRAD (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1183

Mr. EXON (for Mr. CONRAD for him-
self, Mr. REID, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. FEINGOLD,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. ROBB,
and Mr. BYRD) proposed an amendment
to the concurrent resolution, Senate
Concurrent Resolution 13, supra; as fol-
lows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996.

(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress deter-
mines and declares that this resolution is
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 1996, including the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 1997, 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, as required by sec-
tion 301 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1996.

TITLE I-LEVELS AND AMOUNTS

Sec. 2. Recommended levels and amounts.
Sec. 3. Debt increase.

Sec. 4. Social Security.

Sec. 5. Major functional categories.

Sec. 6. Reconciliation.

TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND
RULEMAKING

Discretionary spending limits.

Extension of pay-as-you-go point of
order.

Budget surplus allowance.

Scoring of emergency legislation.

Sale of Government assets.

Extension of Budget Act 60-vote en-
forcement through 2002.

Sec. 207. Exercise of rulemaking powers.

TITLE III—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS
AND THE SENATE

Sec. 301. Restructuring Government
program terminations.
Sense of the Senate regarding re-

turning programs to the States.

Commercialization of Federal ac-
tivities.

Nonpartisan Advisory Commission
on the CPI.

Sense of the Congress on a uniform
accounting system in the Fed-
eral Government.

Sense of the Congress that 90 per-
cent of the benefits of any tax
cuts must go to the middle
class.

Bipartisan Commission on the Sol-
vency of Medicare.

201.
202.

Sec.
Sec.

208.
204.
205.
206.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

and

Sec. 302.

Sec. 303.
Sec. 304.

Sec. 305.

Sec. 306.

Sec. 307.

S7533

Sec. 308. Sense of the Senate on the distribu-
tion of agriculture savings.
Sec. 309. Sense of the Congress regarding
protection of children’s health.
Sec. 310. Sense of the Senate that lobbying
expenses should remain non-
deductible.
Sec. 311. Expatriate taxes.
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.
The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002:
(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—(A) For purposes
of the enforcement of this resolution—
(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:
Fiscal year 1996: $1,049,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$1,098,800,000,000.
$1,156,000,000,000.
$1,218,800,000,000.
$1,287,400,000,000.
$1,364,700,000,000.
$1,446,800,000,000.

(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$6,900,000,000.

$15,300,000,000.
$21,000,000,000.
$31,300,000,000.
$41,200,000,000.
$50,500,000,000.
$61,800,000,000.

(iii) The amounts for Federal Insurance
Contributions Act revenues for hospital in-
surance within the recommended levels of

Federal revenues are as follows:
Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$103,800,000,000.
$109,000,000,000.
$114,900,000,000.
$120,700,000,000.
$126,900,000,000.
$133,600,000,000.
$140,400,000,000.

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-
cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund)—

(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$946,100,000,000.

$989,800,000,000.

$1,041,100,000,000.
$1,098,100,000,000.
$1,160,500,000,000.
$1,231,100,000,000.
$1,306,400,000,000.

(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$6,905,000,000.

$15,299,000,000.
$21,007,000,000.
$31,302,000,000.
$41,201,000,000.
$50,511,000,000.
$61,794,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—(A) For pur-
poses of comparison with the maximum def-
icit amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and
for purposes of the enforcement of this reso-
lution, the appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996: $1,291,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,330,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,384,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,432,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,493,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,524,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,572,700,000,000.

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-
cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total
new budget authority are as follows:
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Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$1,194,300,000,000.
$1,230,000,000,000.
$1,278,300,000,000.
$1,318,600,000,000.
$1,373,500,000,000.
$1,394,700,000,000.
$1,432,500,000,000.
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SEC. 3. DEBT INCREASE.
The amounts of the increase in the public
debt subject to limitation are as follows:

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—(A) For purposes of
comparison with the maximum deficit
amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for
purposes of the enforcement of this resolu-
tion, the appropriate levels of total budget
outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996: $1,287,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,323,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,359,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,413,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,472,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,504,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,554,500,000,000.

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-
cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total
budget outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996: $1,191,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,223,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,253,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,301,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,353,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,376,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,415,500,000,000.

(4) DEFICITS.—(A) For purposes of compari-
son with the maximum deficit amount under
sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of the en-
forcement of this resolution, the amounts of
the deficits are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$303,328,000,000.
$293,943,000,000.
$271,446,000,000.
$260,774,000,000.
$249,191,000,000.
$205,878,000,000.
$172,007,000,000.

SEC. 4. SOCIAL SECURITY.

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

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$347,700,000,000.
$392,000,000,000.
$411,400,000,000.
$430,900,000,000.
$452,000,000,000.
$4175,200,000,000.
$498,600,000,000.

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$237,100,000,000.
$224,500,000,000.
$203,100,000,000.
$194,200,000,000.
$185,100,000,000.
$139,800,000,000.
$107,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$299,400,000,000.
$310,900,000,000.
$342,600,000,000.
$338,500,000,000.
$353,100,000,000.
$368,100,000,000.
$383,800,000,000.

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-
cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund), the amounts of the deficits are
as follows:

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

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

$5,206,328,000,000.
$5,500,272,000,000.
$5,7171,718,000,000.
$6,032,491,000,000.
$6,281,682,000,000.
$6,487,560,000,000.
$6,659,567,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$245,300,000,000.
$234,000,000,000.
$212,600,000,000.
$203,300,000,000.
$192,600,000,000.
$144,900,000,000.
$109,100,000,000.

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

Fiscal year 1996: $37,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $40,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $42,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $45,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $45,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $45,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $46,100,000,000.

(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT-
MENTS.—The appropriate levels of new pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments are as
follows:

Fiscal year 1996:
Fiscal year 1997:
Fiscal year 1998:
Fiscal year 1999:
Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:

$193,400,000,000.
$187,900,000,000.
$185,300,000,000.
$183,300,000,000.
$184,700,000,000.
$186,100,000,000.
$187,600,000,000.

SEC. 5. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, and new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments for fiscal years 1996 through 2000
for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $257,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $261,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $253,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $257,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $259,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $154,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $266,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $259,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $276,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $267,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $275,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $267,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $275,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $269,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$5,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$5,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$5,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$5,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $14,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$5,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$5,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$5,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $2,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,700,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $1,000,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $4,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,100,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $4,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,800,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(56) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $20,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000.

C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,700,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,
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Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $21,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $20,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,600,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,600,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$11,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$11,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$10,900,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$11,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$11,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $11,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,700,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$11,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$10,900,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,700,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $3,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $—6,200,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $—3,800,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $2,900,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $—4,800,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $2,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $—2,600,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $2,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $—1,600,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $2,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $—1,100,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $2,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $—2800,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $37,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,200,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $44,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,500,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $45,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,800,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $46,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $40,200,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $47,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $40,700,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $47,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $41,100,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $47,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $41,500,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000.
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©) New
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,600,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,200,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $8,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $55,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $54,800,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$13,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $16,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $55,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $54,900,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$16,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $56,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $55,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$19,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $57,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $56,400,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$21,800,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $14,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $59,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$21,900,000,000.

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

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $59,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000.

C) New direct loan
$22,000,000,000.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $59,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $58,500,000,000.

©) New direct loan
$22,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $16,600,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $122,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $122,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $129,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $129,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $135,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $135,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $140,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $140,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $144,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $144,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $149,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $148,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $153,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $153,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $300,000,000.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $174,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $171,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $184,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $182,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $198,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $196,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $213,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $210,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $228,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $226,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $246,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $244,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $266,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $264,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(13) For purposes of section 710 of the So-
cial Security Act, Federal Supplementary
Medical Insurance Trust Fund:

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $63,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $62,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $70,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $69,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $78,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $78,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $88,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $87,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $97,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 