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sector for the United Nations, made 
this statement. He started laughing. 
He said, ‘‘You mean 12 years, don’t 
you?’’ I said, ‘‘No, 12 months. The 
President has promised that this is a 
12-month operation, that if we deploy 
the troops to Bosnia, they would be 
back in 12 months.’’ 

So nobody really believed rationally 
that would happen. However, because 
of the President’s promise that the 
troops would be back in 12 months, 
they were able to get enough votes to 
defeat our resolution of disapproval. 
And they sent the troops over to Bos-
nia. 

Now we are in a position where we 
will do everything in our power to sup-
port the troops over in Bosnia. But at 
the time when he said they would all 
be back by December 1996, all of a sud-
den, as soon as the election was over, 
we find that the troops are going to be 
extended over there another 18 months, 
or until June 30 of 1998. 

This is kind of a creeping thing that 
we go through, such as we experienced 
many years ago with our Marines in 
Guatemala. We have many other exam-
ples where we have gone in for a lim-
ited period of time. I can remember 
when we sent troops over to Somalia 
and they were going to be over there 
for a short period of time. And they 
stayed. It wasn’t until 19 of our Rang-
ers were murdered and their bodies 
dragged through the streets of 
Mogadishu that finally there was 
enough pressure to bring our troops 
back home. 

I am very concerned now because, as 
I suspected would be the case, the 
President, who, again, has promised 
the second time that all the troops 
would be back home now by June 30, 
1998, has started to renege on that. We 
can’t let this happen. 

The cost they talked about for the 
Bosnian operation initially was $2 bil-
lion. It has now turned out to be closer 
to $8 billion, as I predicted over 18 
months ago it would be, and we are at 
least creeping up to $6.5 billion. 

Where does that money come from? 
We are going to be asked to vote for an 
emergency supplemental. That is to 
pay for the additional cost over there, 
along with other problems, other flood 
problems and emergencies that existed, 
and a few cats and dogs thrown into 
the bill. However, in this case, we have 
to spend the money. 

Where does it come out of? It comes 
out of our defense budget, which is al-
ready strained to the point where we 
can’t carry out the minimum expecta-
tions of the American people, and that 
is to defend America on two regional 
fronts. 

So we have a second reason. Not only 
are we endangering the lives of our 
troops over there, but we are also 
spending money that should be going 
into building and rebuilding our Na-
tion’s defense system. 

So, Mr. President, I want to get on 
record, as I did in Brussels when I gave 
the speech to NATO, that I would do 

everything, with every fiber in my 
being, to make sure that the troops 
come back. 

I would suggest this, however. I think 
the President is in the bully pulpit on 
this. I think he keeps continuing to 
want to leave them over there knowing 
full well that once the troops leave, it 
will go back to just like it was before. 
The Croats, Muslims, the Serbs, the 
Mujaheddin, the Arkan Tigers, the 
Black Swans—all of the other rogue 
forces—will be over there fighting as 
they were before. And then he can say, 
well, if we had left them their longer, 
that would not have happened. Recog-
nizing that is going to happen regard-
less, I still say, Mr. President, we 
should all resolve to ourselves that our 
troops should come on the second dead-
line that we have standing. That is 
June 30, 1998. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1998—CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee on 
conference on the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 84), establishing the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 1998 and setting 
forth appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee on conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 84) having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses this report, signed by all of the 
conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re-
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
June 4, 1997.) 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
the Senate a typographical error con-
tained in the statement of managers to 
accompany the conference report on 
the fiscal year 1998 budget resolution. 
During the course of the conference 
some language was worked out to in-
clude in the statement of managers 
with respect to the section 8 housing 
allowance—which is set out in section 

203 of the conference report. This lan-
guage was mistakenly included in the 
description of section 203 of the Senate 
amendment rather than in the descrip-
tion of section 203 of the conference 
agreement. The language at issue reads 
as follows: 

The agreement creates an allowance of $9.2 
billion in budget authority with an associ-
ated, but unspecified, amount of outlays to 
be released by the Budget committees when 
the Appropriations committees report bills 
that provide for renewal of Section 8 housing 
assistance contracts that expire in 1998. The 
conference agreement assumes that the 
amount of the allowance to be released (esti-
mated to be $3.436 billion for outlays) will 
not be reduced to the extent that the appro-
priations and authorizing committees 
produce Section 8 savings that were proposed 
in the President’s 1998 budget. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
on the concurrent budget resolution of 
the budget for fiscal year 1998 now be-
fore the Senate, represents the first 
major legislative step—in what will be 
a number of steps—to implement the 
bipartisan budget agreement an-
nounced by President Clinton and the 
bipartisan congressional leadership al-
most exactly 1 month ago today. 

As those in this Chamber will under-
stand, but maybe not as obvious to 
those watching this debate, this con-
ference agreement is the blueprint that 
will guide the building and enforce the 
adjustments to legislation throughout 
the summer. When the legislation is 
finished following this blueprint, and 
when it is sent to the President and 
signed, we will have built a house that 
is fiscally strong for the future. 

So today’s vote on this conference 
agreement should be identical to the 78 
to 22 vote taken in this Chamber just 
before the Memorial Day recess. And 
that is as it should be, because the con-
ference agreement is based on the Sen-
ate-passed budget resolution and the 
House-passed budget resolution which 
both followed the agreed on budget lev-
els of the announced bipartisan budget 
agreement. In other words the aggre-
gate numbers in the two Chambers’ 
resolutions were almost identical, re-
sulting in hardly any need for a con-
ference. 

In fact, it wad initially felt that 
since both resolutions followed the 
agreement, there was not even a need 
or a conference. It was held by our 
joint leadership that merging the two 
resolutions—because of the normal dif-
ferences in House and Senate commit-
tees of jurisdiction under the reconcili-
ation instructions—that this could 
have been done by simply adopting a 
House amendment to the Senate 
amendment, a procedure clearly au-
thorized under the Budget Act. How-
ever, this procedure would have put us 
in the posture of possibly having 
amendments to that House amend-
ment, the leadership concluded we 
should expedite the process by simply 
having a conference meeting and avoid-
ing possible amendments. 

So on Tuesday afternoon when the 
House returned from the Memorial Day 
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recess, they appointed conferees and 
Tuesday evening the conference met. 
As I indicated, since the two resolu-
tions were almost identical in the num-
bers, the only issues to conference were 
related to some procedural reserve fund 
mechanisms, and nonbinding sense-of- 
the-Senate, sense-of-the-House, and 
sense of-the-Congress resolutions. 

Yesterday these minor issue were re-
solved and last evening the conference 
agreement and accompanying state-
ment of managers was filed. The House 
of Representatives just acted on the 
budget resolution conference agree-
ment by a vote of 327 to 97, almost 
identical to the vote when it first 
passed the House on May 20. The 
House-passed budget resolution passed 
on a vote of 333 to 99. Today, nearly 90 
percent of the House Republicans voted 
for his conference agreement, and al-
most two thirds of the House Demo-
crats voted for it. Clearly this is a bi-
partisan budget agreement as re-
affirmed in this vote today in the 
House. 

And now the Senate is about to fol-
low suit. If you voted for the Senate- 
passed budget resolution on May 23, 
then you have no reason not to vote for 
this conference agreement on June 5. 

For the record, through it is probably 
unnecessary, I might remind the Sen-
ators and those watching what this 
blueprint for a balanced budget means. 
It means that when our fiscal house is 
finished following this blueprint, the 
Federal deficit, which would have 
topped $150 billion in 2002 if nothing 
was done, will be balanced. And if the 
policies that get us to balance in 2002 
are continued unchanged beyond 2002, 
we will reduce spending over the next 
10 years almost $1.1 trillion. 

The blueprint for the balanced budg-
et agreement before us this afternoon 
means that spending which would have 
grown at 4.4 percent annually over the 
next 5 years will now grow at slightly 
over 3 percent, about the rate of 
growth in the overall economy. 

The blueprint for the balanced budg-
et agreement means that the size of 
the Federal Government will decline. 
Federal spending which today rep-
resents 20.8 percent of the economy 
today, will decline to 18.9 percent in 
2002. 

The blueprint for the balanced budg-
et agreement means that the Medicare 
part A program will remain solvent for 
nearly a decade and that the spending 
on all of Medicare that is now pro-
jected to grow at nearly 9 percent an-
nually over the next five years, will be 
reduced to a more manageable growth 
rate of about 7.5 percent annually. 

The blueprint for the balanced budg-
et agreement means that Federal taxes 
will be reduced on hard working Amer-
ican families with children and on 
small business and farms. Taxes will be 
reduced by $85 billion over the next 5 
years, and if these tax cuts are ex-
tended over a 10-year period, total tax 
reductions not exceeding $250 billion 
will be given to the American public. 

We are going to let them keep their 
money. It is their money. 

Finally, the blueprint does assume 
that some additional resources are 
needed for high priority Federal pro-
grams in education, environment, jus-
tice, transportation, children’s health, 
work welfare reform, and some safety 

net programs. But I would remind the 
blueprint critics that the some $33.6 
billion in additional resources spent on 
these priority programs represent less 
than 0.37 percent of the total $9.0 tril-
lion in total Federal spending we ex-
pect over the next 5 years. 

This is a good blueprint. Like all 
blueprints, as the building actually be-
gins in the committees of jurisdiction 
these next few weeks, it will require 
some adjustments in the actual build-
ing phase and from time to time, as has 
already begun, there will be disputes as 
to how to read the blueprint. In those 
cases, I am long with my ranking mem-
ber and the bipartisan leadership will 
work with the committee chairman to 
insure that we are making a good faith 
effort to stick to the agreement. But 
today the design is clear and the build-
ers can go to work. 

In closing let me say that the pas-
sions of the Federal budget debate lie 
at the very essence of our free, demo-
cratic governmental system. The ques-
tions of the role of the Federal Govern-
ment, how much of our national wealth 
should be spent on the public good and 
who should pay for it, are questions 
that date back to the beginning of this 
great republic. 

In recent years, however, the obsta-
cles to the Federal budget have been 
primarily a question of finding a work-
ing consensus between the executive 
and the Congress. Today we have a con-
sensus on this issue. Of course, each of 
us alone might have designed the plan 
differently, but then we might not have 
had a consensus. Yes, I personally 
think we should have done more in en-
titlement spending programs that still 
threaten the foundation of this house 
we build today, but for today we must 
do what we can. And I ask you to vote 
as you did on May 23 and adopt this 
conference agreement. Then we will be 
one step further on the road to the fu-
ture of restoring the American dream 
for the young people of our country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 

Chair. 
Mr. President, I am pleased to join 

the manager of the Budget Committee 
in supporting the conference report on 
the budget resolution. Perhaps it is un-
necessary to recall what constitutes 
this agreement, a consensus agree-
ment. Consensus is a fairly simple word 
with very dramatic meaning. It is the 
majority view—not the unanimous 
view but the majority view—of the par-
ticipants in an agreement in a debate. 

And I want to just take a moment to 
remind everybody about the fact that 
this is a consensus agreement. Those 
who are looking for total victory are 
not going to find it here and those who 
are looking for total defeat are not 
going to find it here. A consensus view, 
the majority view is what we strove 
for. I am unhappy with some things, 
and I am sure my colleague on the 
other side of the aisle is also unhappy 
with some of these things. But we 
struck an agreement in good faith. We 
worked very hard. We worked hard to 
get it through the conference and we 
thought that we had a continuation of 
the understanding that was arrived at 
when we shook hands a few weeks ago 

and presented the Senate side of the 
budget understanding, the budget reso-
lution. 

As I said in my first remarks, I fully 
support this agreement. That doesn’t 
mean I support it enthusiastically, but 
it means that it has my commitment 
because we worked so hard and we got 
so many good things in this budget res-
olution. What I am concerned about—if 
there seems to be evident a note of re-
luctance or wariness in my comments, 
it is true. It is true because what I 
have heard already, and I have read in 
the papers, as it is said, is that there 
are those who want to reinterpret what 
it is that we agreed upon when we con-
cluded this Senate budget resolution, 
what we agreed upon when we had the 
conference concluded; those who are 
saying, well, not this many immigrants 
are going to be taken care of; or not 
this proposal on containing the tax 
cut, $250 billion over the 10-year period; 
or not making certain that the invest-
ments in the principal passenger rail-
road in this country are going to be 
made, as it was understood by me and 
others sitting there. 

So I want to throw out that word of 
caution. This is, as I think everyone 
knows, nonamendable. It is a budget 
conference report. There is no room for 
amendment. There is no opportunity 
for amendment. The conference report 
before us is very similar to the budget 
resolution that the Senate approved on 
May 23, by a vote of 78 to 22. It provides 
a framework to get our fiscal house in 
order while protecting critical national 
priorities. Last fall, the American peo-
ple spoke at polling booths. They elect-
ed a Democratic President and a ma-
jority of the Republicans in both 
Houses. Yet, despite this divided Gov-
ernment, they have been clear about 
what they want. They want the grid-
lock to end. They want the bickering 
to end. They want us to get to work. 
They want us to do the best we pos-
sibly can to get this house in fiscal 
order and get on with the business of 
our country. 

At the same time, Americans asked 
that Washington focus on the issues 
that matter most to us: Education, 
Medicare, children’s health, environ-
ment, fighting crime, and other Gov-
ernment responsibilities that make a 
difference in the way people live. I be-
lieve the conference report before us 
keeps our trust with the people. It is 
not, as I earlier said, a perfect agree-
ment. It is not exactly as I would have 
written it. But I consider it an enor-
mous step forward. It will, as we see it 
now, relieve future generations of hav-
ing to continue to pay for borrowing 
that we have done or that we are doing 
now. But it is going to stop in 2002— 
that’s my belief and that’s the belief of 
those who negotiated in good faith to 
get this agreement done. It calls for 
the largest investment in education 
and training since the Johnson admin-
istration. It is phenomenal. It says we 
are going to put money into our chil-
dren. We are going to prepare for the 
future. We are agreed on that. And 
with that, it combines tough fiscal dis-
cipline with a strong commitment to 
Medicare, environment, transpor-
tation, and other national priorities. 

Throughout this process, President 
Clinton has insisted and I have agreed 
that an agreement that imposes real 
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fiscal discipline, that builds on Presi-
dent Clinton’s tremendous successes in 
reducing the deficit, and balances the 
budget in a real, credible way, is the 
way we have to go. The President has 
insisted and I have insisted that we 
make education the priority that it is. 

I strongly supported some amend-
ments that were dropped in the process 
of discussion, like the Dodd amend-
ment. I commend the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut for his lead-
ership. His was the amendment that 
said that we would not go beyond $250 
billion worth of tax cuts over the 10 
years. A point of order could have been 
raised against any of the tax cuts in 
the bill and that point of order could 
have been waived only with the votes 
of 60 Senators. But it was dropped in 
the conference. 

Instead, there is a commitment that 
says that $250 billion over the next 10 
years, $85 billion in the first 5 years 
and $165 billion in the second 5, is the 
most that can be had by way of tax 
cuts. There are letters supporting it. 
There are letters from the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee in the 
House, there is a letter from the chair-
man of the Finance Committee in the 
Senate, there are letters from the 
Speaker of the House, and there is a 
letter from the distinguished majority 
leader here, that confirms the position 
that we took. So, while there is some 
disappointment that the language that 
we originally anticipated would be in 
there is not part of the record, but it is 
indirectly recognized. It is there. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of letters from the Speaker and Senate 
majority leader and the letter from 
Senator ROTH and Congressman AR-
CHER be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, May 15, 1997. 

Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON, 
President of the United States, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We would like to 
take this opportunity to confirm important 
aspects of the Balanced Budget Agreement. 
It was agreed that the net tax cut shall be 
$85 billion through 2002 and not more than 
$250 billion through 2007. We believe these 
levels provide enough room for important re-
forms, including broad-based permanent cap-
ital gains tax reductions, significant death 
tax relief, $500 per child tax credit, and ex-
pansion of IRAs. 

In the course of drafting the legislation to 
implement the balanced budget plan, there 
are some additional areas that we want to be 
sure the committees of jurisdiction consider. 
Specifically, it was agreed that the package 
must include tax relief of roughly $35 billion 
over five years for post-secondary education, 
including a deduction and a tax credit. We 
believe this package should be consistent 
with the objectives put forward in the HOPE 
scholarship and tuition tax proposals con-
tained in the Administration’s FY 1998 budg-
et to assist middle-class parents. 

Additionally, the House and Senate Lead-
ership will seek to include various proposals 
in the Administration’s FY 1998 budget (e.g., 
the welfare-to-work tax credit, capital gains 

tax relief for home sales, the Administra-
tion’s EZ/EC proposals, brownfields legisla-
tion, FSC software, and tax incentives de-
signed to spur economic growth in the Dis-
trict of Columbia), as well as various pending 
congressional tax proposals. 

In this context, it should be noted that the 
tax-writing committees will be required to 
balance the interests and desires of many 
parties in crafting tax legislation within the 
context of the net tax reduction goals which 
have been adopted, while at the same time 
protecting the interests of taxpayers gen-
erally. 

We stand to work with you toward these 
ends. Thank you very much for your co-
operation. 

Sincerely, 
NEWT GINGRICH, 

Speaker. 
TRENT LOTT, 

Senate Majority Lead-
er. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, May 15, 1997. 

MR. ERSKINE BOWLES, 
Chief of Staff to the President, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. BOWLES: We are writing to ex-
press our desire for continued cooperation 
between Congressional staff and the staff of 
the various Administration agencies during 
the development of the current budget agree-
ment. 

Much of the most difficult work in connec-
tion with the budget agreement will involve 
the development of the revenue provisions 
that will satisfy the parameters of the agree-
ment. Historically, the staff of the Joint 
Committee on Taxation has provided tech-
nical legal and quantitative support to the 
House and Senate. The Budget Act requires 
the use of Joint Committee on Taxation rev-
enue estimates. Ken Kies and his staff are 
committed to facilitating our work on the 
tax provisions of this budget agreement. You 
can be assured that they will cooperate with 
Administration counterparts in receiving 
Administration input as they carry out their 
statutory responsibilities. 

The revenue estimating staffs of the Joint 
Committee on Taxation and the Office of 
Tax Analysis at Treasury have a long history 
of cooperation and communication among 
analysts. It is our understanding that steps 
have already been taken to insure that the 
cooperative efforts of these two staffs will be 
intensified during the current budget proc-
ess. It is also our understanding that the pro-
fessional staffs at the Office of Tax Analysis 
at Treasury and the Joint Committee on 
Taxation will consult and share information 
necessary to understand fully the basis of 
their revenue estimates and to minimize rev-
enue estimating differences. The proposal 
shall not cause costs to explode in the out-
years. 

Now that we have agreed upon the overall 
parameters of this significant agreement, an 
inordinate number of details concerning spe-
cific provisions must be drafted and analyzed 
by the JCT and the committee of jurisdic-
tion. We look forward to working with the 
Administration. 

Sincerely, 
NEWT GINGRICH, 

Speaker. 
TRENT LOTT, 

Senate Majority Lead-
er. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, June 4, 1997. 

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Senate Budget Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. JOHN R. KASICH, 
Chairman, House Budget Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PETE AND JOHN: Our Committee will 
soon begin marking up tax legislation to 
meet the reconciliation directives of the 1998 
Budget Resolution. We will meet the Resolu-
tion’s instructions of reducing revenues by 
$85 billion over the five year period 1998–2002 
and by no more than $20.5 billion in 2002. 

Furthermore, we can assure you that, con-
sistent with the May 15, 1997 letter from the 
Speaker of the House and the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate to the President which stat-
ed, ‘‘It was agreed that the net tax cut shall 
be $85 billion through 2002 and not more than 
$250 billion through 2007,’’ the ten year net 
revenue loss in the tax reconciliation bill 
will not exceed $250 billion. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM V. ROTH, 

Chairman, Finance 
Committee. 

BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman, Ways and 

Means Committee. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I note also that 
this resolution does include the sense 
of the Congress resolution that again 
reaffirms that $250 billion 10-year tax 
limit on tax cuts is clarified, in a way. 
I just want to remind everybody what 
it says here: 

The 10-year cost of the tax reconciliation 
bill resulting from this resolution shall not 
exceed $250 billion and any revenue loss shall 
be certified by the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation in consultation and cooperation with 
the Office of the Tax Analysis of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury. 

To make the point by continuing to 
emphasize it, I don’t think anyone 
should have any doubts that the tax 
cuts in the reconciliation will be lim-
ited. We are not going to suffer a re-
peat of exploding deficits that flowed 
from the disastrous policies of the 
Reagan era. We will not go down that 
road again. 

So as we wrap up our work on this 
budget resolution, I congratulate the 
President for his leadership in this ef-
fort. We are here today on a bipartisan 
basis, only because the President de-
cided to lead the effort to make it hap-
pen. He deserves enormous credit for it. 
When we look back at the results of 
the legislation that the President 
wanted to put forward some years ago, 
in 1993, and we see the incredible re-
sults, we see reports by a publication 
like Fortune magazine saying this is 
one of the greatest economies that this 
country has ever had, you can sense 
the strength of the economy, you can 
sense the confidence that the people 
have in their ability to take care of 
their families and to provide, hope-
fully, with the programs that we are 
outlining here today, education for 
their children in the future, security 
for the aged, to make sure that these 
investments will produce job opportu-
nities and a better quality of life for all 
our people. That is what we want to 
see. 
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So, I yield the floor and I say to my 

colleagues, even if there is some dis-
agreement, even if there is some ques-
tion, I hope we will get the fullest sup-
port that we can obtain for this agree-
ment. It does, once again, put the fiscal 
house in order. It maintains the impor-
tant priorities that we all, I think it is 
fair to say, would like to see. 

I am sure if I talk to my colleague to 
my right here, if we talk about edu-
cation for our children, he will say we 
want to invest in education for our 
children. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I will. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. We want to have 

Medicare more secure. Our approaches 
might be slightly different, but the fact 
is we want the same objective. 

So, I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-

LINS). The Senator from Iowa is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
would like to have my fellow manager 
enter into a unanimous-consent agree-
ment, if we could, so every Member can 
plan on when we would be able to 
speak; that we would do what we tradi-
tionally do, to have one Republican 
and one Democrat, then back to the 
Republican, back to the Democrat, to 
yield for speeches in that way? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? In the unanimous- 
consent agreement, which I think 
makes all the sense in the world, will 
the Senator be kind enough in the ro-
tation, since we have Senator FAIR-
CLOTH here and Senator HOLLINGS, and 
I am pleased to follow Senator HOL-
LINGS, could we be listed in order right 
now, since we are here? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. And then, beyond 
that, it will be one Republican and one 
Democrat—I would agree to that. 

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. OK. I think it was 
understood we would yield now to Sen-
ator FAIRCLOTH. I yield to Senator 
FAIRCLOTH such time as he might use. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Madam President, 
I take the floor to rise to discuss a seri-
ous issue, and my concern is this. The 
ink isn’t even dry on this budget agree-
ment and I have heard nothing, yester-
day and today, but rumors that there 
are plans to change radically and have 
a major tax increase put into this 
agreement. Specifically, there is much 
talk, and it is far beyond rumor, of in-
creasing the tobacco tax from 21 cents 
to 50 cents per pack, which would raise 
$15 to $30 billion a year. 

The problem is, of course, the tax cut 
in the budget plan is too small. But 
that is not news to anybody; it was al-
ways too small. The Republicans want-
ed to cut taxes by $188 billion. We now 
have a net tax cut of $50 billion, and 
that is to cover several initiatives such 
as capital gains, estate tax, and child 

credit. As I view choices, we should live 
by the budget agreement we passed in 
the Senate, and the one we want to 
pass. Now, if we can’t do that, if there 
is some reason we cannot do that—and 
we want to cut taxes further, which I 
agree to—then there is a simple choice 
that it would be a wonderful thing if 
this body could learn—to cut spending, 
to spend less money. That is a wonder-
ful alternative that we need to know 
about. Not every time we are short of 
money, raise taxes. 

If there is intent on the part of some 
of those who are having this discussion 
to change the budget agreement, I won-
der why we are even having a budget 
resolution. What else are we going to 
change? Are we going to expand the 
deficit? Are we going to expand spend-
ing? Apparently we are. Is a deal not a 
deal? We either agree not to raise taxes 
any farther or we do not agree, and it 
looks like we do not agree. But I think 
it is an outrage that it is even under 
consideration at this point in the nego-
tiations. 

When I came to the Senate I said I 
would never vote for a tax increase. I 
never have and I never will. We have 
plenty of money. We are spending it in 
too many places. 

We do not need a tax increase. Taxes 
are already too high. The average 
American works until mid-May to pay 
his or her taxes now. One-third of the 
money the average citizen earns goes 
to pay taxes. A tax increase of any 
kind is the last thing the working men 
and women of this country need now. 
What they truly need is a tax cut. 

But we say we are going after the to-
bacco industry, which really doesn’t 
count, but when we drive the tobacco 
industry into bankruptcy, what prod-
uct do we want to attack next? To each 
Senator, what product from your State 
will we decide to drive into bank-
ruptcy? This is a Government that has 
an insatiable appetite for tax money— 
money of any kind, borrowed, taxes, 
there is never enough. 

The net tax cut in the budget resolu-
tion is only 1 percent of revenues over 
the next 5 years, a pretty minuscule 
amount. It is hardly a windfall. Yet, 
here we are before we even get the res-
olution passed and we are considering 
raising taxes. 

Again, I have to ask, what is the 
budget agreement for? Why do we even 
call it an agreement, if we fully intend 
to come back and rewrite it in the Fi-
nance Committee? Why debate it and 
argue over it on this floor when the 
real decision is going to be made in the 
Finance Committee? It is a waste of 
our time. 

The agreement is not worth the 
paper it is written on if we are going to 
haul it over into the Finance Com-
mittee and they are going to make the 
decision. 

Madam President, I can give every 
assurance that if the Finance Com-
mittee intends to raise taxes beyond 
what is called for in the budget resolu-
tion, passing this bill is going to be ex-

tremely difficult. I will say now, we are 
heading into dangerous territory in 
raising taxes. There is not support for 
it, even if it is on tobacco. This isn’t a 
case of reading anybody’s lips. We 
don’t have to read lips. We can read the 
budget resolution. We don’t need new 
taxes. I will forcefully oppose any kind 
of effort to increase them. Frankly, 
given that this is going on and has 
been for 2 days, I think the Senate is 
wasting its time on a budget resolution 
that will be rendered meaningless with-
in a week. 

I thank you, Madam President, and I 
yield back any time I might have re-
maining. 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 

let me talk to a very, very important 
point other than taxes and the increase 
thereof. 

What we have is the jargon of ‘‘I’m 
against taxes, I’m against taxes, I’m 
against taxes,’’ but now we have 
reached the point where we are increas-
ing spending, because we are not pay-
ing our bills. We are increasing spend-
ing by $1 billion a day. That is the in-
terest cost on the national debt. 

When Reaganomics commenced in 
1981, the interest costs on the national 
debt were $74.8 billion. We had less 
than $1 trillion debt, and the interest 
cost was only $74.8 billion. So looking 
at it in a historical sense, for 200 years 
of our history, with the cost of all the 
wars, we had never reached a $1 trillion 
debt. We had paid for the Revolution, 
right on up through World War I, World 
War II, Korea, Vietnam, and yet, in the 
last 16 years, without the cost of a war, 
we have jumped to a $5.4 trillion debt. 
And it is all because you wouldn’t pay 
the bill. You were against taxes, and 
you were against paying the bill. It is 
wonderful to go home with that sing-
song and continue. 

I have a chart right here to show ex-
actly what I am talking about. There is 
the $74.8 billion in interest costs at the 
time of President Reagan. This has all 
the Presidents since Truman, the ac-
tual deficits, the actual debt and there-
by the forced interest costs, which I 
call interest taxes. You know, they say 
death and taxes can’t be avoided; nei-
ther can interest costs on the national 
debt. So beware of the colleague who 
comes and says, ‘‘I am against taxes, 
and I’m never going to vote for taxes,’’ 
like this is a luxury we all can afford. 
I would love that. I can just come here 
and join in the spending. We would 
never have any taxes and we would all 
get reelected, but the country would go 
broke because you have to pay, as this 
debt goes through the ceiling, the in-
terest cost. 

It is now, as shown here by the CBO 
figures, at 359 billion, and this chart is 
somewhat outdated by several weeks. 
Its actually higher now. Still, there is 
no question it is $1 billion a day we are 
spending for nothing. I know my dis-
tinguished colleague from North Caro-
lina is interested in highways. So is the 
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Senator from South Carolina. This $1 
billion doesn’t pay for a single road or 
a single bridge. It doesn’t engage us in 
any research. It helps us not with 
health research at the National Insti-
tutes of Health. It doesn’t pay for de-
fense. It doesn’t give foreign aid. It 
doesn’t do anything but represent 
waste, and we are determined to con-
tinue this waste. 

Let me get right to the point about 
this particular budget resolution be-
cause, Madam President, I say advised-
ly, if there ever was a fraud, this par-
ticular budget resolution is a fraud. I 
say that advisedly to my colleagues in 
the Senate. The distinguished Senator 
from Iowa gets up and says, ‘‘This is bi-
partisan, this is bipartisan, and it just 
passed the House with 350 votes.’’ Then 
our distinguished ranking member on 
this side of the aisle on the Budget 
Committee said, ‘‘This is consensus, we 
had to get together, we got a con-
sensus,’’ and thereby is the sizzle that 
is supposed to sell this steak when the 
truth of the matter is it is one piece of 
meat that is an outrageous fraud. 

Let’s go to the partisan resolution 
that we passed in 1993. If you want to 
see frauds, it is when they get to-
gether. When they don’t get together, 
you are getting nearer the truth in 
budgeting. Back in 1993, Madam Presi-
dent, we cut some 250,000 Federal em-
ployees off the payroll. We came in and 
we created savings, spending cuts of 
$500 billion, and, yes, we increased 
taxes. We taxed beer, we taxed gasoline 
and, yes, we taxed Social Security. 

I can see my colleague on the other 
side of the aisle talking about that So-
cial Security tax increase that the Sen-
ator from South Carolina voted for 
and, pointing over to this side, the dis-
tinguished Senator said, ‘‘Ah, they will 
be hunting you down like dogs in the 
street and shooting you.’’ The chair-
man of the Finance Committee was 
willing to bet everything on it. He said 
he would bet his home and everything 
else. Of course, the poor gentleman is 
not here anymore, but he was going to 
bet it all. 

Another distinguished Senator said, 
‘‘Wait a minute, these tax increases, 
they’ll take the money and spend it, it 
won’t be allocated to the deficit.’’ And 
they went down the list deriding, if you 
please, the partisan budget of 1993, that 
budget plan. 

What has it given us, without a sin-
gle Republican vote? The partisan 
budget is what I want to talk about. 
This morning, I was listening to early 
morning TV. I turned on CNN at 6 
o’clock, a little before 6, and they had 
the chief economist for Bear Stearns, 
and he said this economy is the strong-
est that he had ever experienced in 24 
years. We have the lowest unemploy-
ment in those 24 years. We’ve got infla-
tion down to its lowest point in 35 
years. We have created 12.1 million 
jobs. Business investment is up to the 
highest point since World War II. The 
stock market has doubled and, ah, defi-
cits, Madam President, deficits, the 
deficits for the first time are really 
starting to increase. I was with Presi-

dent Johnson here in the Senate when 
we balanced the budget back in 1968 
and 1969. Since that time, deficits have 
been going up, up, and away; the na-
tional debt is up, up, up, and away; in-
terest cost spending for nothing is up, 
up, up and away. But, Madam Presi-
dent, under President Clinton’s plan of 
1993, deficits have been declining each 
year, every year, for 5 years. 

Heavens above, what does this instru-
ment do? I hold in my hand the con-
ference report. On page 4, I looked for 
the word balance. Instead, you see the 
word deficit. If you want to know what 
the actual deficit is, all you need do is 
go to the public debt. For fiscal year 
2001, it is $6,307,300,000,000. For fiscal 
year 2002, instead of balance, it goes up 
to $6,481,200,000,000. So the actual def-
icit is $173,900,000,000. Here is the fig-
ure, here is the document, here is the 
truth. And while the Senator from 
South Carolina cries fraud, we have 
this so-called bipartisan consensus, 
where we say ‘‘I’ll take your tax cuts if 
you take my spending increases and 
we’ll all run around on the floor of the 
Congress hollering balance, balance, 
balance.’’ Everywhere man cries bal-
ance, but as for me, give me balance or 
give me staying the course. I wanted 
staying the course, but here is what 
they did instead. 

I hope they get ashes in their 
mouths, that media crowd, when they 
say ‘‘balance,’’ ‘‘the balanced budget 
plan,’’ ‘‘the balanced budget resolution 
that passed,’’ ‘‘the balanced budget.’’ It 
is time we stop lying to the American 
people and tell the truth and show the 
page. I dare them to refute it. I have 
the document right here right now. 

So what has happened? Instead of 
staying the course, Madam President, 
we have gone off the wagon. 

President Clinton put us on the 
wagon. We stopped drinking that old 
deficit whiskey, but now we are taking 
the bottle back up and we are going to 
start drinking again. And we are going 
to get drunk on the wonderful bal-
ance—balance, 200-proof—excuse me, 
$173,900,000,000-proof. That is what we 
have to drink here this afternoon. 

And how do they do it? It is similar 
to another time, back in 1990, when I 
was on the Budget Committee trying 
to hold the line on Gramm–Rudman- 
Hollings, with the automatic spending 
triggers across the board. They abol-
ished them at 1:45 a.m., October 21, 
early in the morning. And I raised a 
point of order. They voted me down. 
That is when I asked for a divorce from 
Gramm–Rudman-Hollings. It was sup-
posed to be a solid boost toward fiscal 
responsibility, not a shield they start-
ed hiding behind. 

But, again, what they do is take un-
realistic savings or spending cuts. We 
have it over in the Commerce Com-
mittee. I talked to the distinguished 
chairman this morning. You are not 
going to find $26 billion in spectrum 
auctions. 

What we did back in 1990 was to re-
vise the economics. We did the same 
thing again this year. What we did here 
is, we found $225 billion the day before 

they made the agreement. That was 
convenient, wasn’t it? They found $225 
billion. 

And they came again with 
backloading, just as they did in 1990. I 
looked at this particular instrument 
here, the 1997 conference report, and 
saw that 72 percent of the spending 
cuts occur in the last 2 years. They 
backload it. Unrealistic—not going to 
happen. 

But worst of all, they go again and 
start looting the trust funds of Amer-
ica—looting the trust funds, the pen-
sion funds, to the extent where we now 
owe, in 1997, $1.484 trillion. Under this 
particular resolution, by the year 2002, 
we will owe just under $2 trillion— 
$1.992 trillion. 

Now, here is how they do it. They use 
Social Security moneys. They use the 
military retirees’ money, civilian retir-
ees’ pension funds, the unemployment 
compensation moneys, the highway 
trust funds—and we are not building 
highways—and the airport moneys. 
That is scandalous. 

Right to the point, Madam President, 
they are going to continue the tax in-
creases that the Senator from North 
Carolina talks about. They will con-
tinue the airport and airways tax on 
passenger taxes that we pay as airline 
travelers. But that is not going to air-
lines. That is going to give you an in-
heritance tax cut or capital gains tax 
cut. That is outrageous, scandalous. 
That is a breach of trust. 

If you want to talk about a breach of 
trust, I was reading Bob Reich’s book. 
Former Secretary of Labor, Secretary 
Reich, said, ‘‘I’m proud of two things: 
One, during my 4-year tenure I got a 
minimum wage; and the second thing, I 
passed the Pension Reform Act of 
1994.’’ 

And what did that provide? All of us 
in the Congress said, ‘‘Corporate Amer-
ica, you have got to fully fund your 
pensions so the employees can count on 
it. You can’t use it, you can’t raid 
those trust funds, those pension 
funds.’’ 

Madam President, guess what? Just 3 
weeks ago, Denny McLain, the all-star 
championship pitcher for the Detroit 
Tigers, was sentenced to 8 years in 
prison because, as head of a corpora-
tion, he used the pension funds to pay 
a corporate debt. 

Here we are using trust funds to pay 
the Government debt. In private, out-
side-the-beltway America, you get a 
prison sentence for this. Here in the 
wonderful Congress, heavens above, 
you get the ‘‘Good Government 
Award,’’ you get consensus, you get bi-
partisanship, you get one grand fraud. 
It is time we stopped lying to the 
American people. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HAGEL). The Senator from Minnesota is 
recognized under the previous agree-
ment. 
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

see my colleague from Alaska. I say, I 
will try to stay under 10 so he will have 
time to speak. We had an agreement, 
those of us here earlier, if that would 
be OK. I will try to be quite brief, be-
cause we have been through a tremen-
dous amount of this debate. 

Mr. President, first of all, let me just 
say that I appreciate the work of my 
colleagues. I know that my friend from 
New Jersey is committed to many of 
the same issues that I am. Whatever he 
does, he does in good faith. I think this 
budget agreement is a profound mis-
take. I have said I think it is a budget 
without a soul. I believe that very hon-
estly and truthfully. 

I worry about so much of these cuts 
in capital gains and estate taxes going 
to the very top of the population, those 
that really do not need any assistance. 
Mr. President, really, I hate the trade-
off. I think it is a budget without a 
soul. And I think it is a profound mis-
take as a blueprint for our country for 
the following reasons. 

First, let me just start with the jus-
tice, just by raising the question of 
simple justice. In the last Congress, all 
in the name of deficit reduction, in the 
welfare bill we made huge cuts. Almost 
all of the cuts we made were targeted 
to low-income people. We made cuts to-
talling about $26 billion in food nutri-
tion programs, food stamp programs. 
We do not restore any of that by way of 
a blueprint in this budget agreement. 
Then we made cuts in benefits for legal 
immigrants. 

Now, my colleague from New Jersey 
expressed some of his dismay about 
what is going on in the House side, in 
the House Ways and Means Committee. 
And I am quite in agreement with him. 
But I also just want to say I guess it is 
how you look at what is progress. 

The fact we restored some benefits 
for legal immigrants who are elderly 
and disabled, that is a good thing. And 
the fact that we restored some benefits 
for children, that is a good thing. But 
the fact of the matter is, if you are el-
derly, if you are 80 years old and you 
are not disabled, you are just old and 
poor, you are elderly and poor, your 
benefits were not restored in the budg-
et agreement. I do not think that is 
enough. 

The fact of the matter is, for children 
who need food nutrition help or for el-
derly people, there was no restoration 
of funding for food nutrition programs. 
I do not think that is enough. Just as 
a matter of elementary fairness, we 
should have done much better. 

Mr. President, my colleagues have 
talked about our priorities. I guess I 
will be honest. I really understand that 
everybody votes in good conscience— 
and I know this budget agreement is 
going to get a good vote—but to have 
tax cuts, and I think my colleague 
from South Carolina is on the mark, to 
backload it, and with enormous rev-
enue loss, the vast majority of the ben-
efits going to those people who least 
need it, and what is the tradeoff? The 

tradeoff is what is unacceptable. This 
is a budget without a soul. 

Mr. President, we had an amendment 
that would have at least restored the $5 
billion in investment in dilapidated 
school infrastructure. It was voted 
down. Why are we doing tax cuts for 
wealthy people and we are unwilling to 
invest in rebuilding our schools? 

Mr. President, I had an opportunity 
to go to Delta, MS. I visited a school. 
There is going to be some renovation 
now, but the ceiling was just prac-
tically caving in. The toilets were so 
decrepit, no child should ever have to 
go into a bathroom like this. You could 
not wash your hands after going to the 
bathroom because there was no run-
ning water in the sink. 

Now, that is not just in the South. 
These schools exist in the North and 
the Midwest and the West. These are 
the schools that too many of our chil-
dren go to every day. And we did not 
invest one penny in rebuilding these 
schools for America’s children, for 
some of the poorest children in Amer-
ica. I just think that this is unaccept-
able. And I think that this budget is a 
budget without a soul. 

Mr. President, we have talked so 
much about early childhood develop-
ment, and we have been reading all 
these reports, all the neuroscience evi-
dence. It is so compelling. The evidence 
is irreducible and irrefutable that if we 
do not invest in the nutrition—and I 
could talk about each one of these 
areas at great length—if we do not in-
vest in the health care, if we do not in-
vest in really good child care, really 
good child care, if we do not get it 
right for these children, that by age 3 
they are not going to be ready for 
school and they will never be ready for 
life. 

Mr. President, with all due respect, 
what are we doing with cuts in capital 
gains and estate taxes, disproportion-
ately going to the very top of the popu-
lation, not even targeting that, and at 
the same time we make a pittance—I 
am sorry—a pittance of investment 
when it comes to the most critical 
years that affect whether children are 
going to do well in education, and 
those are in the very early years? 

We have White House conferences 
that talk about the development of the 
brain. We have speeches that are given. 
And yet, when it comes to where the 
rubber meets the road, when it comes 
to what are our priorities, we have a 
budget agreement here that does not 
make the investment in these children, 
does not make the investment in early 
childhood development, barely scratch-
es the surface. It is not even a baby 
step. 

How much longer are these children 
going to have to wait? Everybody 
keeps talking about how we have to 
balance the budget for the sake of our 
children, our children’s future. How 
about these children right now? And 
let us go ahead and balance the budget. 
But, first of all, why do we have these 
tax cuts that go to some of our 

wealthiest citizens? Why are we 
backloading it? Why are we eroding our 
revenue base? Why are we building here 
a straitjacket which will prevent us 
from making any of these investments 
in rebuilding rotting schools, in health 
and nutrition and child care for chil-
dren at a very early age? 

This is a budget without a soul. I 
think this budget as a blueprint for our 
country is a profound mistake. It is a 
profound mistake for America. 

Mr. President, one final point be-
cause I promised to be brief. I could go 
on and on, but I have spoken on these 
issues before. 

There was a cut in this budget—and 
really, it was not very well publicized— 
in veterans health care, $2.3 or $2.7 bil-
lion. I just want to make it very clear 
to my colleagues that when we got 
briefings from the White House—and 
everywhere else nobody talked about 
this. We had a flat-line budget we were 
worried about, but $2.3 or $2.7 billion— 
a couple different figures are out 
there—over the next 5 years in vet-
erans health care. 

Dr. Ken Kizer, who runs those health 
care programs, was out in Minnesota. 
He did not know about it. I do not 
think Secretary Jesse Brown knows 
about it. And I will tell you something, 
the veterans organizations, all of the 
organizations I know that I have had 
the honor of working with, are really 
indignant about this. They are angry 
not only about the substance of it, but 
also the manner in which it was done. 
So I will have an amendment and I cer-
tainly hope my colleagues will join me 
to restore that funding for veterans 
health care. I think it is critically im-
portant. 

Mr. President, let me conclude. I do 
not understand why we have accepted 
this tradeoff of tax cuts disproportion-
ately benefiting the people on the top, 
not even targeting them to middle in-
come or small businesses, and at the 
same time not investing in rebuilding 
our schools, not investing in early 
childhood development, not investing 
in making sure that every child has a 
head start, not investing adequately in 
veterans health care. 

I just think that this tradeoff is un-
acceptable. Yes, let us have an agree-
ment. But what is the price? The price 
of this agreement is that we have, as a 
Senate, I think—I know some col-
leagues disagree with me, I know many 
do, I know most do—I think we have 
abandoned a principle that has been so 
important to our country. I think it 
has been a principle which, in many 
ways, has led to our resilience as a na-
tion. 

It is a principle that has to do with 
the very meaning of our Nation, it is 
the principle of justice, it is the prin-
ciple of expanding opportunities for our 
citizens, and it is that American dream 
that every child—no matter color of 
skin, no matter income, no matter boy 
or girl, no matter urban or rural, 
—that every child will have the same 
chance to reach his or her full poten-
tial. We have not met that standard in 
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this budget agreement. We are nowhere 
near that standard. That is why, again, 
I will vote no. 

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. I want to begin by com-

mending our colleagues from New Mex-
ico and from New Jersey, Senator 
DOMENICI and Senator LAUTENBERG, for 
their herculean efforts on this budget 
process. This is a very difficult task. 

I had—I say guardedly—the privilege 
of serving on the Budget Committee for 
a number of years, and it is more of a 
sentence than a duty in many ways, 
considering the laborious task day in 
and day out of going through the num-
ber-crunching process. I feel a special 
sense of appreciation for the work of 
those who serve on the committee, and 
for those who lead the committee in 
the case of the chairman and the rank-
ing Democratic member. 

I would like to take a few moments if 
I could to discuss just one aspect of 
this budget resolution, one that has al-
ready been addressed by Senator LAU-
TENBERG, the ranking Democratic 
member of the committee. It is a provi-
sion that started out as a rather innoc-
uous suggestion that was adopted 
unanimously by this body as part of 
the budget resolution and then became 
the source, Mr. President, of some con-
troversy over the last several days. But 
the issue has been resolved, due to the 
efforts of Senator LAUTENBERG, Sen-
ator DOMENICI and others, to the satis-
faction of everyone, including the au-
thor of the original provision, and that 
is myself. 

The budget agreement, as we all 
know, was reached by the President 
and the Congress and includes a num-
ber of provisions designed to protect 
the priorities that Americans care 
about while ensuring that the budget 
would reach balance in the year 2002 
and thereafter. 

One of the stipulations of the budget 
agreement specified that the cost of 
the tax cuts would be a net $85 billion 
over 5 years and a net $250 billion, one- 
quarter of a trillion dollars, over 10 
years. There was a letter, in fact, 
signed by the majority leader of the 
Senate, Mr. LOTT, and the Speaker of 
the House, Speaker GINGRICH, and sent 
to the President. I quote it here: ‘‘It 
was agreed that the net tax cut shall 
be $85 billion through the year 2002 and 
not more than $250 billion through the 
year 2007.’’ 

As I say, this letter was signed by 
both leaders. I was surprised, however, 
Mr. President, when the budget resolu-
tion came to the floor more than 2 
weeks ago with no mention whatever of 
the cost of the tax cuts over 10 years. 
The resolution fulfilled the first part of 
the agreement by instructing the tax- 
writing committees to craft legislation 
that would cost no more than $85 bil-
lion over the first five years. But when 
it came to the understanding on the 
$250 billion, that had been left out of 
the resolution, entirely. That is a large 

amount indeed, a quarter of a trillion 
dollars. 

Mr. President, in my view, again, I 
think this budget resolution is a good 
resolution. I offered amendments to 
shift some of the priorities here. I lost 
in that effort. I wish we had done more 
in the area of early childhood develop-
ment, Healthy Start, Head Start, child 
care. I will still make those arguments 
from time to time. But there are im-
provements clearly in many important 
areas of this budget. 

Even though I disagreed in part with 
it, I think it is a good resolution. But 
the provisions on tax cuts left me with 
a great deal of concern because you 
could write the tax cut part of this 
budget resolution, much of which I 
agree with, in such a way that for the 
first 5 years the revenue losses would 
be limited to $85 billion. But we all 
know how to write these in such a way 
that the second 5 years they could blow 
totally out of proportion and we end up 
where we were in the mid-1980s, again 
looking at a huge deficit. I might add 
that even with my language, there is 
no guarantee that that will not happen 
after 10 years. But at least over the 
first 10 years with the agreement we 
have reached here, we are left with an 
assurance that that is not going to 
happen in the short term, and future 
Congresses will have an opportunity to 
examine how these tax cuts are work-
ing. 

So this new language that will be in-
cluded in the agreement, I think, will 
be a major step forward. 

I should tell my colleagues what hap-
pened procedurally. My amendment to 
put in place a cap of $250 billion over 10 
years was accepted on a voice vote. The 
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico and my colleague from New Jersey 
agreed with the amendment. It was 
adopted. In fact, Senator LAUTENBERG 
enthusiastically supported the amend-
ment. It ended up in conference, but 
there was no similar language in the 
House version. But then JOHN SPRATT, 
the distinguished Congressman from 
South Carolina, went to the floor on 
the House side and instructed the 
House conferees that my amendment 
should be adopted. To the credit of 
many of the Republican Members of 
the House, as well as Democrats, they 
agreed with JOHN SPRATT. So he car-
ried overwhelmingly in a House vote to 
accept my amendment. 

So we were left with a situation 
where the House instructed conferees 
to take the amendment that had been 
accepted on a voice vote here, but for 
reasons that I will allow them to ex-
plain, the majority decided on our side 
that they could not continue to hold 
this amendment. Instead, they offered 
a compromise. That was a sense-of-the- 
Congress resolution that would limit 
the tax cut to $250 billion over 10 years, 
and require that the Joint Tax Com-
mittee and others would certify that 
we had not broken that ceiling of $250 
billion over 10 years. In addition, a let-
ter has been signed by our colleagues 

Senator ROTH, the chair of the Finance 
Committee, and Congressman ARCHER, 
chairman of the Ways and Means com-
mittee. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Roth and Archer let-
ter 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: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, June 4, 1997. 

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Senate Budget Committee, Wash-

ington, DC. 
Hon. JOHN R. KASICH, 
Chairman, House Budget Committee, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR PETE AND JOHN: Our Committees will 

soon begin marking up tax legislation to 
meet the reconciliation directives of the 1998 
Budget Resolution. We will meet the Resolu-
tion’s instructions of reducing revenues by 
$85 billion over the five year period 1998–2002 
and by no more than $20.5 billion in 2002. 

Furthermore, we can assure you that, con-
sistent with the May 15, 1997 letter from the 
Speaker of the House and the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate to the President which stat-
ed, ‘‘It was agreed that the net tax cut shall 
be $85 billion through 2002 and not more than 
$250 billion through 2007,’’ the ten year net 
revenue loss in the tax reconciliation bill 
will not exceed $250 billion. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM V. ROTH, 

Chairman, Finance 
Committee. 

BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman, Ways and 

Means Committee. 

Mr. DODD. Let me read from that 
letter: 

Furthermore, we can assure you that, con-
sistent with the May 15, 1997 letter from the 
Speaker of the House and the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate to the President which stat-
ed, ‘‘It was agreed that the net tax cut shall 
be $85 billion through 2002 and not more than 
$250 billion through 2007,’’ the 10-year net 
revenue loss will not exceed $250 billion. 

This language confirms the agree-
ment made by the President, the Sen-
ate, and the Congress, as well as the 
sense-of-the-Congress resolution and 
the certification. 

Some may argue you have given up, 
it is not exactly law. I do not see it 
that way. I am satisfied people have 
made their commitments, and those 
commitments have been confirmed. 
This letter has been signed by the two 
chairs of the committee, and that 
ought to be satisfactory enough for 
people that we mean what we say in 
these resolutions. What good is it going 
to be to have a budget in balance by 
the year 2002 that goes immediately 
out of balance in 2003 because we did 
not keep an eye on the tax expenditure 
side of this equation? 

So, with this new language that Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG and Senator DOMEN-
ICI worked on here, I am very satisfied 
this is a good resolution. I believe that 
those of us who have been concerned 
that this resolution, while balanced in 
the initial stages, could end up out of 
balance very quickly, have seen our 
concerns eased by this progress. 

So I want to thank once again the 
leadership of Senator LAUTENBERG, 
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Senator DOMENICI, Senator ROTH and 
Congressman ARCHER, as well as Con-
gressman SPRATT, for their work in 
this regard, and lastly just point out, 
Mr. President, I know that there are le-
gitimate issues that have been raised 
by those who say, ‘‘Well, what happens 
in the second 10 years? You can craft 
the tax expenditure provisions so they 
could end up pushing us out of balance 
in the second 10 years.’’ I cannot argue 
with that. That could happen. We will 
have to look at it very closely. Obvi-
ously, the economy could change dra-
matically in 10 years. We may have to 
come back and revisit parts of this. 

So there are no reassurances for the 
second 10 and there are those who will 
lay out for you scenarios that show 
there is significant ballooning, if you 
will, of those tax cuts in the second 10 
years. We may have to come back and 
revisit that. But by putting in the net 
cap of $250 billion over the next 10 
years, I think we have done a great 
deal to avoid the kind of problem that 
occurred in the early 1980’s when no 
such caps were put in place and we saw 
as a result of the 1981 tax program a 
major deficit created in this country. 

I voted against that 16 years ago. I 
am glad I did. I think I was proven cor-
rect by what happened. I think we have 
avoided any likelihood of that occur-
ring, certainly in the short run, here, 
and we will have plenty of opportuni-
ties in the Congress to respond if for 
whatever reason that begins to happen 
later on. 

I thank the leadership and my col-
league from New Mexico and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey for this agree-
ment and look forward to supporting 
the resolution. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 
Budget Resolution assumes reductions 
in spending of $290 billion over the next 
5 years. To accomplish this goal we, of 
course, must adopt changes in federal 
programs. 

The Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee has received reconciliation in-
structions requiring $4.8 billion in sav-
ings over a 5-year period be obtained 
from programs under our committee’s 
jurisdiction. Most of this committee’s 
programs involve Federal employees 
and retirees. 

In March, the President sent his 
budget proposal to Congress in which 
he recommended $6.5 billion in savings 
from Federal employee and retiree ben-
efit programs. Included in the Presi-
dent’s proposal was $1.7 billion to be 
saved by delaying annual cost-of-living 
adjustments for Federal retirees. As 
chairman of the Subcommittee with 
jurisdiction over this subject I opposed 
that proposal, and so did the chairman 
of the full Committee, Senator FRED 
THOMPSON. 

The President’s Federal employee-re-
lated proposal had four basic compo-
nents: 

First, the President proposed delay-
ing the receipt of civilian Federal re-
tiree cost-of-living adjustments from 
January until April through the year 

2002, which would have cost the typical 
Federal retiree $726 over the next 5 
years. 

I thought the proposal was unfair 
since it singled out Federal civilian re-
tirees for this change. No other group 
of retirees was treated this way. 

Most Federal retirees are not 
wealthy people. Most are like other 
Americans who have retired from pri-
vate sector jobs and are just barely 
making ends meet. The average yearly 
income for a Federal retiree—after 
taxes and out-of-pocket costs of health 
care and life insurance premiums—is 
$14,864. This hardly allows for a com-
fortable lifestyle, considering the aver-
age Federal retiree faces annual living 
costs of $22,098. 

Our subcommittee opposed the sin-
gling out of Federal civilian retirees 
for a COLA delay, and this position was 
adopted by Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee Chairman THOMPSON in his An-
nual Views and Estimates report sub-
mitted to the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. I was very pleased that Budget 
Chairman DOMENICI agreed with us and 
not the President. 

Second, the President’s budget also 
assumed a savings starting in January 
1999 be achieved by requiring employ-
ees to pay a greater share of their 
health care premiums. 

Under current law, the Government 
pays, on average, 71 percent of the pre-
miums of the health insurance plans in 
which Federal employees and retirees 
enroll. That calculation is based on 60 
percent of the average premium of the 
Federal Employee Health Benefit Pro-
gram’s Big Six health insurance plans. 

In 1990, Aetna—one of the Big Six 
high-option plans—dropped out of the 
Federal Employee Health Benefit Pro-
gram. In order to prevent enrollees’ 
share of the premium from rising, Con-
gress enacted legislation establishing a 
proxy plan. The President’s budget pro-
posal allowed for the expiration of the 
proxy plan, thereby shifting approxi-
mately $4 billion of health care pre-
mium costs from the Government to 
the employee over 5 years. 

The Federal Employee Health Ben-
efit Program, unlike Medicare, is not 
facing a fiscal crisis. In fact, it works 
so well, I believe we should use it as a 
model for future health care reform. 
However, I do not think the President’s 
willingness to simply accept conver-
sion to a Big Five-based formula by de-
fault, thereby lowering the govern-
ment’s share of the premium to about 
67 percent, is equitable. Doing so would 
not only shift substantial costs to en-
rollees but it would allow for the con-
tinued use of an outdated formula. As 
subcommittee chairman, I intend to 
propose a new formula— possibly based 
on a weighted average of all plans— 
which will maintain the current rate of 
contributions to the FEHB plans by 
the government and its employees. 

Regardless of any change in the 
FEHBP formula, it is possible health 
insurance premiums will increase over 
the next year due to medical inflation 

and federally mandated increases in 
basic coverage. Congress should not ag-
gravate the situation by shifting an ad-
ditional $4 billion in costs onto enroll-
ees. 

Third, the President’s budget plan 
also increased Federal agency con-
tributions to the retirement fund for 
civil service retirement system em-
ployees by 1.51 percent beginning Octo-
ber 1, 1997 and ending September 30, 
2002. Currently, agencies match em-
ployee contributions of approximately 
7 percent. 

Fourth, the President recommended 
an increase in Federal employee retire-
ment contributions—0.25 percent of 
base pay in 1999, another 0.15 percent in 
2000, and a final 0.10 percent in 2001— 
adding up to a total of 0.50 percent in-
crease. The higher contribution rate 
would expire on December 31, 2002. 

I believe the President’s proposed 
Federal employee budget package goes 
far beyond fairness. President Clinton 
has advocated a disproportionate con-
tribution by those who have been asked 
to give again and again over the past 
several years. Federal employees and 
retirees across the country know there 
is no justification for the President’s 
proposed package of changes—and it 
does not serve the interest of fairness 
to the Federal workforce. 

The Federal Government may be the 
largest employer in the Nation, but it 
is far from being a model employer. 
You might ask, what is the Federal 
Government offering its workforce in 
order to attract and retain qualified 
personnel who can respond to the chal-
lenges of providing efficient, effective 
service to the American people? Fed-
eral employees have witnessed the slow 
erosion of their pay and benefit pack-
age over the last several years. 

Because of the requirements of the 
budget resolution some changes must 
be adopted. As we work toward the 
goal of achieving the $4.8 billion in sav-
ings required of our committee, Fed-
eral employees will have to share the 
burden of deficit reduction, but they 
will not be singled out to accept bur-
dens not imposed upon other Ameri-
cans. 

Without question, public employees 
play an important role in our society. 
The hope is that by offering a balanced 
and fair compensation package, we can 
continue to attract and retain a tal-
ented and skilled workforce to deliver 
federal services. The reconciliation 
package which I will work to develop 
will have that as a goal as well as def-
icit reduction. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss the conference report on the 
budget resolution and to say that I am 
pleased that this year is shaping up to 
be a historic year in the fight to bal-
ance the budget. Democrats and Repub-
licans have worked together to fashion 
a bipartisan agreement that is pro-
jected to balance the unified budget in 
5 years, in the year 2002. 

I will support this budget plan be-
cause it will help maintain the superb 
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economy we are now enjoying. The 
budget plan will build on the 1993 def-
icit reduction bill, which has cut the 
unified budget deficit by 77 percent. 
The budget plan also makes room for 
priorities that are important to the 
American people, such as middle-class 
tax relief, greater funding for edu-
cation, more attention to our environ-
ment, and health care for the young 
and the elderly. 

We have been able to agree on a bal-
anced, commonsense package—one 
that avoids extreme cuts to programs 
that Americans depend on and includes 
some tax cuts. This agreement is bal-
anced because it builds on the eco-
nomic gains that America has made 
since 1992. 

THE BEST ECONOMY IN 30 YEARS 
We need to remember how far we 

have come since 1992, when this coun-
try was in the depths of a recession. In 
the past 5 years, we have had so much 
economic growth and so little inflation 
that the experts are describing today’s 
economy as the best in 30 years. Let 
me briefly describe some of these 
gains—gains that have made a budget 
agreement possible today. 

Unemployment has fallen from 7.5 
percent in 1992 to an annual rate of 4.9 
percent. The last time unemployment 
was at 4.9 percent or less, it was 1973. 

For the first 3 months of this year, 
inflation ran at an annual rate of 1.8 
percent. The last time inflation was 
this low, it was 1965. 

The economy has created 12.5 million 
jobs since President Clinton was first 
inaugurated. 

There were nearly 1.5 million housing 
starts in 1996, the most since 1988. 

The economy grew at an annualized 
rate of 5.6 percent in the first quarter 
of this year. This is truly a stunning 
rate of growth at this point in our eco-
nomic recovery. 

The economy has responded beau-
tifully to the economic plan that Sen-
ate Democrats passed in 1993—without 
one Republican vote. The measure of 
our achievement is that today’s econ-
omy is the best economy America has 
had in 30 years. 

BUILDING ON DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT REDUCTION 
However, the 1993 bill didn’t just 

spark our economy into recovery. It 
also cut the unified deficit by 77 per-
cent. 

Let’s recall when the real heavy lift-
ing occurred with respect to deficit re-
duction. It was only Democrats who 
voted for President Clinton’s deficit re-
duction bill in 1993. And what has that 
bill done to the deficit since? The uni-
fied deficit has fallen dramatically, 
from $290 billion in 1992, to $255 billion 
in 1993, to $203 billion in 1994, to $164 
billion in 1995, and $107 billion last 
year. 

Most importantly, the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that the def-
icit for 1997 will be only $67 billion. 

That’s a cut of 77 percent in the uni-
fied deficit. Under President Clinton, 
for the first time since the Civil War, 
we will slash the deficit 5 years in a 
row. 

Let’s put it another way. The budget 
plan we are voting on today will pro-
vide $204 billion in deficit reduction 
over the next 5 fiscal years. In con-
trast, the 1993 bill provided 5 times 
that amount of deficit reduction. If you 
compare the actual deficits for fiscal 
years 1994 to 1998 to what CBO in 1993 
expected those deficits to be, you real-
ize that the 1993 bill achieved $922 bil-
lion in deficit reduction for the years 
1994 to 1998. 

Let’s put it yet another way. If you 
calculate the improvements in the def-
icit from 1994 through 2002, you realize 
that the 1993 bill cut future deficits by 
$2.4 trillion. Again, if we do get to a 
balanced budget in 2002, Democrats will 
have done the heavy lifting. 

So there’s some justice, Mr. Presi-
dent, in the fact that this balanced 
budget deal contains Democratic prior-
ities and protects Democratic pro-
grams that Americans depend on. We 
today are standing on the shoulders of 
the Democratic Members of Congress 
who voted to cut the deficit in 1993. 
BUDGET PLAN PROTECTS AMERICA’S PRIORITIES 

Besides the economic record of the 
past 5 years and the dramatic deficit 
reduction that Democrats have 
achieved, the third thing that makes 
this agreement possible is that it allo-
cates resources to the priorities that 
the American people care about: edu-
cation, the environment, health care, 
and middle-class tax relief. 

On education, this budget plan in-
cludes the President’s budget proposal 
for Head Start, which puts us on the 
road to enrolling 1 million children in 
Head Start in 2002. Only 714,000 kids 
were enrolled in 1993. In addition, the 
budget would fund a child literacy ini-
tiative. The more we learn about edu-
cation and child development, the 
more we realize that early intervention 
is vital to enabling a child to gain the 
skills and knowledge that are vital in 
today’s economy. That’s why Head 
Start and the literacy initiative are so 
important to our Nation’s future. 

At the higher education end, this 
budget would fund the largest Pell 
Grant increase in two decades. Four 
million students could receive grants 
of $3,000 a year, which is $300 higher 
than the current annual grant. The 
plan also includes $35 billion worth of 
higher education tax cuts, including a 
credit and a deduction. In total, this 
will be the largest increase in higher 
education funding since the G.I. Bill in 
1945. These resources are sorely needed 
today. As every American knows, col-
lege costs have been spiraling upwards, 
putting college out of reach for too 
many families. I am pleased that this 
budget plan will address this issue. 

The budget plan will also devote re-
sources to preserving our environment. 
This agreement would provide $3.4 bil-
lion in 1998 for the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, which is a 9 percent in-
crease over last year’s level, for its re-
search and enforcement work to pro-
tect the public from environmental 
threats. The agreement would enable 

the expansion of the Brownfields Rede-
velopment Initiative to help commu-
nities clean up and redevelop contami-
nated areas. And it could double the 
pace of Superfund cleanups, leading to 
500 additional sites being cleaned up by 
the year 2000. 

With respect to health care, this 
budget plan is a marked departure 
from the extreme budget plans we saw 
here in the Senate back in 1995. In 1995 
the majority tried to slash $270 billion 
from Medicare in order to provide $240 
billion in tax cuts for the rich. Fortu-
nately that plan never became law. 
This bipartisan agreement would cut 
projected Medicare spending by $100 
billion over the next 5 years, but those 
cuts will largely come from health care 
providers. And these savings will ex-
tend the life of the Medicare trust fund 
for at least a decade. The agreement 
would also provide 4 major new preven-
tive Medicare benefits: mammography, 
colorectal screening, diabetes self-man-
agement and vaccinations. What a far 
cry this plan is from the plan 2 years 
ago. 

I would also like to mention that the 
budget plan contains a major new ini-
tiative to provide health care for kids. 
It would provide $16 billion over the 
next 5 years to cover 5 million chil-
dren. This coverage will take the form 
of either improvements to Medicaid or 
a new mandatory grant program to the 
States in order to supplement their ef-
forts to cover uninsured children in 
working families. 

Lastly, I remain hopeful that this 
budget agreement will cut taxes for 
America’s hard-working families. We 
do not know the details of the proposed 
tax legislation yet, but the Republican 
leadership has assured us that the tax 
bill will include a $500-per-child tax 
credit to make it easier for families to 
raise their kids. It will contain $35 bil-
lion in higher education tax credits to 
make college more affordable. It will 
expand the tax advantages of indi-
vidual retirement accounts. 

I have some concerns about the even-
tual shape of the tax bill, but this 
budget plan does not specify the dis-
tribution of the tax cuts. It does not 
specify the details of the estate tax or 
capital gains tax cuts. Those details 
may well be controversial. But I will 
wait to see the tax bill before I make 
that judgment. 

FURTHER DEFICIT REDUCTION NEEDED 
Besides the eventual shape of the tax 

cuts, I want to raise one other concern 
about this budget plan. Many of my 
colleagues are describing this budget 
as a balanced-budget agreement, and 
indeed it does balance the unified budg-
et, as I have said. However, as I made 
clear during the debate on the balanced 
budget amendment, I do not think the 
unified budget accurately portrays our 
fiscal situation. This budget plan is 
projected to balance the unified budg-
et, but the unified budget counts the 
Social Security surplus, which is esti-
mated to be $104 billion in 2002, in order 
to reduce the deficit. 
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Congress has recognized that it is not 

appropriate for us to count the Social 
Security surplus in this way. And we 
have said so in the law. Section 13301 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 
forbids us from doing it. So if you look 
at the text of this conference report, 
which is about the only place where we 
actually observe section 13301, you will 
find a revealing statistic. The con-
ference report lists the projected budg-
et deficits in each fiscal year. And 
guess what? In 2002, if you take out the 
Social Security trust fund surplus, we 
will have a deficit of $108 billion. 

So, Mr. President, in my view the 
Congress still has some deficit reduc-
tion left to do if we are to truly bal-
ance the budget. And I am pleased that 
the final version of the budget plan 
contains my amendment, which the 
Senate approved when I offered it here 
2 weeks ago. My amendment simply 
says that we should continue to work 
to reduce the true deficit, so that we 
can balance the budget without relying 
on the Social Security trust fund. 

A BALANCED AGREEMENT 
However, Mr. President, I do not in-

tend to make the perfect enemy of the 
good in our budgeting. In general, I be-
lieve this budget agreement meets 
America’s expectations and addresses 
America’s priorities. That is why I will 
vote for it, and why I will work to see 
the budget deal implemented this sum-
mer in a way that carries out the bi-
partisan agreement that we have 
achieved this spring. 
∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, as we 
are now within 1,000 days of the new 
millennium, we need to begin to think 
about what our Nation should look like 
in the next 1,000 years. For in the last 
1,000 years we have discovered new con-
tinents and new planets, we have con-
quered deadly diseases and created new 
technology. As we stand at the thresh-
old of the next century we need to take 
the steps to prepare the Federal Gov-
ernment and all Americans for the 
path that lies ahead. 

This budget resolution is based on 
principles which are reasonable, cred-
ible, solution-oriented, and are based 
on common sense. It is because of those 
principles, Mr. President, that I rise 
today to support this bipartisan bal-
anced budget resolution. For today we 
begin the process to bring fiscal secu-
rity and greater economic opportunity 
to our children. 

For over 25 years, the Federal Gov-
ernment has been unable to balance 
the budget. We now owe more than $5.3 
trillion. Therefore, we spend over $900 
million on interest every day. We send 
more to our bondholders in 3 days than 
we do to every man, woman, and child 
in Vermont over the course of an entire 
year. 

The interest payment on our na-
tional debt is five and half times more 
than we spend on all education, job 
training, and employment programs 
combined. If one was to ask the ques-
tion what should be the Federal prior-
ities of this Nation? Should we spend 

more money on education for the fu-
ture of this Nation, or more money on 
interest? Well, it is clear what our 
choice would be—education. Yet, we 
have precisely reversed our priorities 
because we have been imprudent with 
our fiscal policy. 

Balancing the budget is what we need 
to do to ensure a brighter future for 
America. Lower interest rates will 
allow American families to purchase 
their first home, send a child to col-
lege, and buy a new automobile. The 
real benefits of a balanced budget will 
be realized in the increased standard of 
living for each American family. 

Mr. President I would now like to 
take a moment to speak about some of 
the provisions in this agreement. 

Medicare serves a 37.5 million elderly 
and disabled individuals in this coun-
try. For several years the trustees of 
the Medicare program have continued 
to send notice to Capitol Hill that 
steps needed to be taken or this pro-
gram will go bankrupt. This budget 
resolution keeps this program solvent 
for the next 10 years. We now can take 
the steps to make fundamental changes 
to preserve and strengthen Medicare 
for the current recipients and future 
generations. 

Through the effort of several of my 
colleagues, children’s health was put in 
the forefront during these first few 
months of the 105th Congress. Senators 
came up with different proposals due to 
one fundamental thing—the need to 
provide health insurance to the esti-
mated 10 million low income children. 
I commend both the administration 
and the leadership for realizing the im-
portance of this issue and to providing 
the needed resources for these children. 

In many families today, both parents 
need to work in order to get by. They 
work in order to give their children a 
chance at a better future. Dinner ta-
bles in the past were filled with lively 
conversation. Conversation centering 
on discussions of values and goals and 
the other important issues which bring 
a family together. These tables are now 
silent. Empty tables due to the fact 
parents come home from work just too 
tired. 

It is time for we in Congress to take 
some steps to provide relief for the 
American family. The tax reduction 
package is not going to solve all the 
problems that each family faces in this 
country. But what it will do is leave 
some additional dollars in the pockets 
of our hard-working Americans in 
order for them to spend those funds on 
their family needs. As a member of the 
Finance Committee, I look forward to 
working with Chairman ROTH on the 
specific provisions dealing with tax re-
lief. 

One of the reasons I first got involved 
in public service was to make a dif-
ference in the educational system of 
our Nation. As chairman of the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee I feel 
that it is important that we continue 
to improve our school system. We have 
all read stories about children who go 

to class but just don’t learn. Each day 
is a lost opportunity to shape and pre-
pare these children for the future. A 
generation is leaving high school un-
able to meet the challenges that lay 
ahead. 

When a high school graduate is un-
able to read, what we find is that we 
sent an individual into the world who 
will live a life of missed opportunities. 
Every year America becomes a more 
technological country. Distances which 
used to be measured in the time it took 
for a plane travel across this country 
are now measured in the time it takes 
for a signal to be bounced off a sat-
ellite. Children need to graduate from 
high school not just able to read but to 
understand the changing nature of the 
workplace. 

Over my many years in Congress, I 
have championed educational opportu-
nities for our children. This budget 
provides additional funding for pro-
grams that will help students through-
out this Nation prepare for the future. 
Even though, for every dollar of in-
creased spending for certain specific 
programs, this budget has made a $15 
reduction in spending. Today we begin 
to prepare our students with greater 
educational opportunities and our Fed-
eral Government will lower deficit 
spending, both which will help meet 
the demands of a global economy. 

Mr. President, in closing, the Amer-
ican people in 1996 sent a message to 
our Nation’s Capital. They wanted an 
administration and Congress of dif-
ferent political parties to work to-
gether to solve common problems. 
Though this agreement is not perfect, 
and there are some in this Chamber 
that feel that we have gone too far and 
some who feel we have not gone far 
enough, it is an important step for-
ward. This is not a budget based on 
party, or one that was written exclu-
sively in the Halls of Congress or in the 
Oval Office, this is a budget of com-
promise. This is a first step toward a 
new millennium. A time where Amer-
ica is going to need the ability to meet 
the challenges that lie ahead. 

I want to commend Budget Com-
mittee Chairman PETE DOMENICI and 
Majority Leader LOTT for their deter-
mination, their hard work, and their 
vision in putting together this historic 
budget resolution. This is the first step 
to ensure a brighter tomorrow for our 
nation. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor.∑ 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the conference re-
port on the fiscal year 1998 budget reso-
lution, which puts us on a path to a 
balanced budget by the year 2002. As a 
member of the Budget Committee, I 
am proud to have been a part of the 
process that created this agreement. 
While I recognize that it is not perfect 
and that the real work is still ahead of 
us, I still believe that it represents a 
legitimate and fair plan to ensure that 
we achieve a balanced budget. 

This agreement builds on the historic 
and successful deficit reduction pack-
age enacted in 1993, which resulted in a 
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real reduction in the Federal deficit. 
This 1993 package not only brought the 
deficit down from a high of $290 billion 
in 1992 to an estimated $70 billion for 
1997, but it has achieved real economic 
growth and expansion. 

The agreement before us today is an-
other step in making sure that our fis-
cal house is in order. Developing this 
agreement was not an easy task, and 
required some tough choices, but the 
bipartisan approach succeeded. 

Throughout the process, significant 
improvements were made to the origi-
nal agreement. I believe that some of 
these improvements are essential to 
protecting the integrity of the agree-
ment. I am pleased that most of these 
improvements remained in agreement 
throughout the conference process. 

One of these improvements is an 
amendment that I offered to ensure 
that in meeting the deficit reduction 
target for Medicaid, the authorizing 
committees will not look to a per-cap-
ita cap as a mechanism for savings or 
for controlling future spending. I be-
lieve that this was an important mes-
sage to send; a per-capita cap is not an 
acceptable mechanism for controlling 
Medicaid costs and could seriously 
jeopardize the quality of care for mil-
lions of children, senior citizens, and 
the disabled. 

Along these same lines, I was pleased 
to join with my colleague from Mis-
souri, Senator BOND, in support of an 
amendment that expresses the sense of 
the Senate, that any changes in the 
Medicaid disproportionate share hos-
pital payments not jeopardize the abil-
ity of hospitals, especially children’s 
hospitals to serve the most neediest 
and the most vulnerable. We have to be 
absolutely sure that the numbers do 
not drive the policy. If savings can be 
achieved through reforming DSH with-
out jeopardizing access to quality 
health care for the most needy than 
these policy changes should be consid-
ered. But, if the motive is simply a 
number and develop the policy around 
the cut, than this is unacceptable. 

Working with my good friend from 
Minnesota, Senator WELLSTONE, we 
were successful in including the family 
violence option amendment to the Sen-
ate resolution. This amendment simply 
recognizes the need to properly clarify 
the ability of the States to include a 
family violence option as part of their 
welfare reform plans without facing 
any penalty. During Senate debate on 
welfare reform in the 104th Congress, 
Senator WELLSTONE and I included this 
option as guidance to the States. Un-
fortunately, there is now some dispute 
as to congressional intent. The family 
violence option amendment that Mr. 
WELLSTONE and I offered to the budget 
resolution is intended to address this 
confusion. The amendment is simple: It 
allows the States to waive work or 
training requirements for victims of 
domestic violence and abuse without 
being forced to count these individuals 
as part of the 20 percent hardship ex-
emption. Proper implementation of a 
family violence option guarantees that 
women who have been victims of do-

mestic violence or abuse do not become 
victims of welfare reform. Placing bar-
riers to welfare simply means that 
these women and their children are 
trapped in a violent and in some cases, 
life threatening environment. For 
many, welfare is the only way to es-
cape the violence. 

While I believe that this agreement is 
a major step forward, I am deeply con-
cerned that efforts already underway 
would ignore the agreement. In devel-
oping the reconciliation bills, we must 
adhere to the goals and principles of 
this agreement. I am hopeful that 
there will be no effort to ignore the 
policy assumptions in this agreement. 
We must also be absolutely sure that 
any tax cut proposal is fiscally sound 
and does not explode the deficit. Not 
only would this be unethical, but it 
would be economically foolish. 

I want to thank both Chairman 
DOMENICI and Senator LAUTENBERG for 
their efforts in bringing this conference 
report together and for working with 
me to improve the final agreement. 

CHILDREN’S HEALTH INITIATIVE 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

would like to clarify for the record, a 
procedural point in the budget resolu-
tion. The budget resolution conference 
report currently before the Senate in-
cludes language which would permit 
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, with the concurrence of the 
ranking member, to revise the rec-
onciliation instructions to the Finance 
Committee and to adjust other budget 
resolution levels in amounts which are 
intended to reflect the children’s 
health initiative. In this regard, I 
would direct the attention of our col-
leagues to the children’s health section 
of the bipartisan budget agreement, 
which provides that the $16 billion in 
funding ‘‘could be used for one or both 
of Medicaid (provisions) * * * and a 
program of capped mandatory grants 
to States.’’ The agreement further pro-
vides that other possibilities for imple-
mentation of the child health initia-
tive may be considered if mutually 
agreeable. Would the chairman of the 
committee agree that the budget 
agreement therefore requires the con-
currence of all parties to the agree-
ment—the majority and minority in 
Congress and the President—before 
other policy options may be consid-
ered? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, I concur with 
the Senator from New Jersey that 
agreement of the President and the 
majority and minority leadership in 
Congress are necessary to consider 
children’s health options beyond the 
specified Medicaid and capped manda-
tory alternatives. 

HIGHWAY RESERVE FUND 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 

like to engage in a colloquy with the 
distinguished Chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee regarding the high-
way reserve fund in the conference 
agreement on H. Con. Res. 84. 

Mr. President, as my colleagues 
know, I strongly support increased 
Federal infrastructure spending. This 
budget resolution, while providing for 

increased transportation spending, 
does not provide as much infrastruc-
ture spending as I would have liked. 
During floor consideration of this 
budget resolution, I offered an amend-
ment to provide for a reserve fund for 
highways that would allow for in-
creased spending on highways above 
the amounts called for in the budget 
resolution so long as appropriate off-
sets are found. I believe that, once the 
Senate begins debate on the reauthor-
ization of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act or 
ISTEA, there will be strong interest on 
the part of many Members on both 
sides of the aisle to find additional re-
sources to produce a highway bill that 
is balanced and meets the transpor-
tation needs of all regions of the coun-
try. As such, I am very pleased that the 
conference agreement on this budget 
resolution includes a highway reserve 
fund that is effectively identical to the 
one provided for in my amendment. 

I wish to thank the distinguished 
Chairman of the Budget Committee for 
his cooperation on this matter and ask 
if I am correct that the main purpose 
of this reserve fund is to accommodate 
higher contract authority and outlays 
for highway programs if this additional 
spending is offset by direct spending re-
ductions or revenue increases? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, the Senator is 
correct. We have provided $8.5 billion 
in outlays above the President’s budget 
request for transportation. Even more 
critical, the bipartisan budget agree-
ment and this budget resolution has as 
one of its primary discretionary as-
sumptions that Congress will spend all 
of the highway trust fund receipts over 
the next 5 years. This will allow for in-
creased highway obligations by the Ap-
propriations Committee of $9.3 billion 
over the President’s budget request for 
highways between 1998 and 2002. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the Chairman also 
take a moment to describe how the re-
serve fund would be used to create this 
additional deficit-neutral spending for 
highways? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia for 
raising this issue and would be happy 
to explain the operation of the reserve 
fund. As the Senator knows, the au-
thority to fund highway programs is 
split between the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, which pro-
vides budget authority through con-
tract authority, and the Appropria-
tions Committee, which controls out-
lays of the highway program through 
annual obligation limitations. 

The bifurcated funding nature of 
these programs made it difficult to de-
sign a reserve fund to allow for addi-
tional funding. I appreciate the Sen-
ator from West Virginia’s assistance in 
crafting the highway reserve fund. 

The highway reserve fund in this res-
olution has separate components to al-
locate funding from additional savings 
to the Environment and Public Works 
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Committee for additional contract au-
thority and to the Appropriations Com-
mittee for additional outlays for high-
way programs. 

The first provides a mechanism to in-
crease budget authority levels in the 
budget resolution to accommodate ad-
ditional highway contract authority. If 
legislation is reported to the Senate, or 
an amendment is offered on the Senate 
floor, that reduces nonhighway direct 
spending or increases revenues above 
the levels contained in the budget reso-
lution, these savings will be made 
available for highway spending. 

The savings would be captured by ad-
justing the budget resolution’s levels 
to ensure these savings are not spent 
for other programs. Next, the budget 
authority levels in the resolution 
would be adjusted upwards to accom-
modate higher contract authority for 
highways. In order for the Budget Com-
mittee to determine how to adjust 
budget authority levels, the provision 
of the bill or the amendment must ei-
ther provide the contract authority for 
highway programs or dedicate the sav-
ings in some fashion for highway pro-
grams. 

These savings must be either direct 
spending savings—a reduction in man-
datory spending—or an increase in rev-
enues. Other changes, such as a reduc-
tion in an authorization of appropria-
tions or the diversion of revenues from 
the general fund to the highway trust 
fund, will not qualify. In addition, the 
savings will qualify only if the com-
mittee of jurisdiction from which the 
savings are found is already within its 
section 602 ceiling. Savings cannot be 
used for additional highway spending if 
the Senate committee of jurisdiction 
has already used such savings to meet 
its reconciliation targets. 

The second component of this reserve 
fund allows for these savings, once 
they have been enacted, to be reserved 
for future appropriations bills to ac-
commodate additional outlays that 
would result from an increase in the 
obligational ceilings for highway pro-
grams. 

When the legislation that generates 
the direct spending savings or revenue 
increases is enacted, I, as Budget Com-
mittee chairman, will submit to the 
Senate a document that will reflect the 
revisions to the budget resolution lev-
els to ensure these savings are not 
spent on other programs. This docu-
ment also would provide the amount on 
a year-by-year basis of the outlay ad-
justment that could be made to the dis-
cretionary caps for additional highway 
spending. 

As with the adjustment for budget 
authority I have just discussed, these 
additional savings must be in addition 
to the budget resolution savings. It is 
my belief this reserve fund will allow 
for a deficit-neutral way of providing 
additional infrastructure resources. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chairman. 
Am I correct then, that an amendment 
on the ISTEA reauthorization bill or 
other legislation that makes the nec-

essary savings and provides additional 
funding for highways in the manner 
you have described will not be subject 
to a Budget Act point of order in the 
Senate? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. The 
reserve fund ensures that budget levels 
are adjusted to accommodate such leg-
islation and avoid Budget Act points of 
order for exceeding committee alloca-
tions or budget aggregates. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 
Chairman for taking the time to clar-
ify this very important issue and I look 
forward to working closely with him to 
provide additional highway resources 
for our Nation during the reauthoriza-
tion of the ISTEA or other legislation. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would inquire of the 
Senator from New Jersey and the rank-
ing Democratic Senator for the Budget 
Committee, as he knows, on a vote of 
51–49, the Senate passed the Coverdell 
amendment to the budget resolution, 
increasing aggregate budget authority 
in the year 2000 by $2.539 billion and 
function 500 budget authority in the 
year 2000 by the same amount. The 
stated purpose of the amendment was 
to permit States and local education 
agencies to create voucher programs 
that would take Federal dollars away 
from public schools and divert those 
Federal dollars to support private 
schools and religious schools. It is my 
understanding that the entire Cover-
dell amendment has now been dropped. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is there anything in 
the budget agreement or this budget 
resolution or the report, that reflects 
any language similar to the purpose of 
the Coverdell amendment? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No, there is not. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Does the final budget 

resolution include any of the numbers 
that were included in the Coverdell 
amendment? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No, it does not. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 

for his response. Obviously, any such 
voucher program would be highly ob-
jectionable because of its serious harm-
ful effects on the Nation’s public 
schools. It’s the wrong education pri-
ority, and I hope it will continue to be 
rejected by Congress and the President. 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before 

we pass the final version of the budget 
resolution, on behalf of myself and the 
ranking member, Senator LAUTENBERG, 
I would like to engage in a colloquy 
with the distinguished chairman and 
ranking member of the Agriculture 
Committee. 

Mr. President, the final budget reso-
lution contains an unusual reconcili-
ation instruction to the Agriculture 
Committee. Unlike the other com-
mittee reconciliation instructions, it 
calls for an increase in direct spending 
of $1.5 billion over 5 years. This in-
struction is designed to fulfill the bi-
partisan budget agreement between the 
President, the Speaker of the House, 

the Senate majority leader and the 
Senate minority leader. These parties 
agreed to add $1.5 billion in new spend-
ing for the Food Stamp Program for in-
creased work slots and expanded waiv-
er authority in the jurisdiction of the 
Agriculture Committee. The specific 
details of the bipartisan budget agree-
ment can be found on page 89 of the 
committee print that accompanies 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 27. 

Mr. President, I would therefore ask 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the Agriculture Committee about their 
intentions regarding the bipartisan 
budget agreement’s provisions of $1.5 
billion in new food stamp spending con-
sistent with the details that can be 
found on page 89 of the committee 
print that accompanies Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 27? 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 
respond to the distinguished chairman 
of the Budget Committee by saying 
that I intend to work with the ranking 
member of the Agriculture Committee, 
Senator HARKIN, to craft a bill that 
will comply with the bipartisan budget 
agreement’s food stamp provisions. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair-
man and ranking member for these re-
sponses. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to hear the distin-
guished chairman and ranking member 
of the Agriculture Committee commit 
to fulfill the bipartisan agreement’s 
food stamp provision. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, sec-
tion 6005 of the conference agreement 
on H.R. 1469 contains a substitute for 
the original Senate prohibition on the 
expenditure of funds to advocate cer-
tain policies with respect to the rec-
ognition, validity, or management of 
rights of way established pursuant to 
section 2477 of the Revised Statutes (43 
U.S.C. 932), more commonly referred to 
as R.S. 2477. 

Section 6005 establishes a commis-
sion to recommend a long-term solu-
tion to the administration and Con-
gress. The commission is bipartisan—6 
Republicans and 6 Democrats—plus a 
retired Federal judge selected by the 
other 12 to chair the commission. The 
commission has representatives from 
the administration, Congress, and the 
States. 

The commission is cost effective—the 
only new cost is the salary of the re-
tired judge. All other members are 
Federal, State, or congressional em-
ployees who would serve on the com-
mission within the scope of their exist-
ing duties. The Secretary of the Inte-
rior is responsible for payment of the 
chairman’s salary and expenses, and 
for providing, and paying for any nec-
essary staff, office space, and expenses 
out of existing funds provided for the 
Department of the Interior. 

Based on concerns raised by the ad-
ministration, the provision waives the 
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Federal Advisory Committee Act to 
avoid lengthy procedural delays. How-
ever the commission’s hearings are 
open to the public, and a public record 
is required to be kept of those hear-
ings. In addition, the commission must 
keep a record of its deliberations. 

The commission is tasked with rec-
ommending changes in law to expedi-
tiously resolve outstanding right of 
way claims under R.S. 2477. Those rec-
ommendations are to be made in con-
sultation with the governors of af-
fected States. It is my hope that work-
ing together this commission can reach 
consensus on this difficult issue. 

This commission must make its rec-
ommendations by March 1, 1998, and 
must include with their submission 
any comments they receive from gov-
ernors. The Secretary of the Interior 
must approve or disapprove the rec-
ommendations in their entirety by 
March 31, 1998. If the Secretary ap-
proves the commission’s recommenda-
tions, then a fast track procedure is 
provided in Congress to ensure those 
recommendations are considered. If the 
Secretary does not approve the com-
mission’s recommendations, then the 
fast track procedure is not available. 
Under the fast track procedure only 
relevant amendments are allowed in 
the Senate during floor consideration 
of the bill, and any message from the 
House on such a bill. 

The conference agreement leaves in-
tact the permanent prohibition on the 
issuance of final rules or regulations on 
R.S. 2477 without express authorization 
of such rules or regulations by a subse-
quent act of Congress, and specifically 
states in section 6005(b)(5)(A) that this 
provision does not constitute such ex-
press authorization. Section 6005 does 
not repeal or modify any existing law, 
and takes no position regarding the le-
gitimacy of the R.S. 2477 policy an-
nounced by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior on January 22, 1997. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, as 
we finish our work on the conference 
report. I want to express my apprecia-
tion to Jodi Grant, who has provided 
invaluable assistance to me and my 
staff. Jodi served as counsel to the 
Democratic staff before leaving us re-
cently to work on the leadership staff 
of the distinguished Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, Senator KERRY. However, 
she has taken time from her busy 
schedule to give us the benefit of her 
special expertise on budget matters. I 
very much appreciate her assistance, 
and thank her for her willingness to 
help. 

f 

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR THE FISCAL 
YEAR 1997—CONFERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 6 o’clock has arrived. The question is 
on agreeing to the conference report on 
the supplemental appropriations bill, 
H.R. 1469. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 67, 
nays 31, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 95 Leg.] 
YEAS—67 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 

Domenici 
Dorgan 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Grams 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Landrieu 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—31 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Dodd 
Durbin 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Ford 
Graham 

Gramm 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Nickles 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Smith (NH) 

NOT VOTING—2 

Jeffords Lieberman 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
conference report was agreed to. 

I move to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1998—CONFERENCE REPORT 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 

are going to vote on the budget resolu-
tion in just a moment. 

I want to announce that the House 
passed the Senate budget resolution 333 
to 99. We passed it 78 to 22. 

I believe the reason we have not got-
ten a balanced budget in the past is we 
have not had a President and a Con-
gress in accord. And I think we are 
going to get a balanced budget. 

In recent years, however, the obsta-
cles to the Federal budget have been 
primarily a question of finding a work-
ing consensus between the Executive 
and the Congress. Today we have a con-
sensus on this issue. Of course, each of 
us along might have designed the plan 
differently, but then we might have 
had a consensus. Yes I personally think 
we should have done more in entitle-
ment spending programs that still 
threaten the foundation of this house 
we build today, but for today we must 
do what we can to. And I ask you to 
vote as you did on May 23 and adopt 
this conference agreement. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We yield all the 
time we had. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STE-
VENS). Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] 
is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 76, 
nays 22, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 96 Leg.] 
YEAS—76 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—22 

Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bumpers 
Coats 
Enzi 
Faircloth 
Gramm 
Grams 

Helms 
Hollings 
Inhofe 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Moynihan 
Reed 

Sarbanes 
Smith (NH) 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Jeffords Lieberman 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. BENNETT. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
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