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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Leadership time will be re-
served. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 57. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57) 
setting forth the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for fiscal years 1997, 
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the concurrent resolution. 

Pending: 
Boxer amendment No. 3982, to preserve, 

protect, and strengthen the Medicaid Pro-
gram by controlling costs, providing State 
flexibility, and restoring critical standards 
and protections, including coverage for all 
populations covered under current law, to re-
store $18 billion in excessive cuts, offset by 
corporate and business tax reforms, and to 
express the sense of the Senate regarding 
certain Medicaid reforms. 

Wyden/Kerry Amendment No. 3984, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate regarding rev-
enue assumptions. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the Wyden 
amendment of last night be set aside so 
that we can proceed to the next amend-
ment, the Wellstone amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3985 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
on tax deductibility of higher education 
tuition and student loan interest costs) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself, Senator KERRY of Mas-
sachusetts, and Senator BIDEN of Dela-
ware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. 
BIDEN, proposes an amendment numbered 
3985. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TAX RELIEF 

PRIORITIES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:— 
(1) the concurrent resolution on the budget 

for fiscal year 1997 (S. Con. Res. 57) calls for 
$122 billion in net tax reductions through 
2002; 

(2) the Committee Report accompanying 
the 1997 concurrent resolution (Senate Re-
port 104–271) states, ‘‘The Committee’s rec-
ommendation would accommodate further 
tax reform or tax reductions to be offset by 
the extension of expired tax provisions or 
corporate and business tax reforms. Should 
the tax writing committees choose to raise 
additional revenues through these or other 
sources, such receipts could be used to offset 
other tax reform proposals such as estate tax 
reform, economic growth, fuel excise taxes 
or other policies on a deficit neutral basis’’; 

(3) the tax reductions passed in conjunc-
tion with the fiscal 1996 budget (H.R. 2491) in-
cluded tax breaks which would dispropor-
tionately benefit the wealthy and large cor-
porations, such as, reductions in the capital 
gains tax, exemptions from the alternative 
minimum tax, reduced tax penalties for cor-
porate raiding of employee pensions, and in-
creased tax incentives for corporations to 
move jobs overseas; and 

(4) over the last decade, the cost of attend-
ing college has almost doubled, rising at 
twice the rate of inflation. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The assump-
tions underlying the reconciliation instruc-
tions in this budget resolution assume that 
it is the sense of the Senate that any tax rev-
enue raised by the Finance Committee to 
provide gross tax * * * the amount needed 
to pay for a per-child tax credit will be used 
either: 

(1) to finance a tax deduction of $10,000 per 
year for higher education tuition and stu-
dent loan interest costs; or 

(2) to reduce the federal budget deficit; 
and not for tax cuts which disproportion-
ately benefit the wealthy and large corpora-
tions. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, what this amendment 

essentially says is that if there are to 
be any further tax cuts beyond tax 
credits for children and families, these 
cuts must take the form of a tax deduc-
tion of up to $10,000 per year for higher 
education tuition payments or student 
loan interest payments. 

The report of the Senate Budget 
Committee allows for additional tax 
cuts beyond tax credits for children 
and families. These additional tax cuts 
are bound to flow disproportionately to 
high-income wealthy people. I believe 
that we should, instead, focus our ef-
forts where they ought to be—on tax 
relief to enable families to afford high-
er education. That is what this amend-
ment that my colleagues and I are in-
troducing on this side of the aisle 
would do. It is expected that this edu-
cation tax cut would finance a $10,000- 
per-year tax deduction for higher edu-
cation tuition and for student loan in-
terest costs. 

Mr. President, on April 29, 1996, the 
front cover of Newsweek states in bold 
terms: 

$1,000 a Week—The Scary Cost of College 

This cover story addresses the fact 
that some colleges in this country cost 
their students $1,000 per week of 
school. That is what a family today in 
America is faced with. 

Mr. President, according to the Col-
lege Board, tuition costs have gone up 
more than 40 percent since 1985. Ex-
pressed in constant 1994 dollars, in 1985, 
tuition at the average private college 
was $10,058. By 1994, it was $14,486—a 44- 

percent increase. The average public 
college tuition was $2,095 in 1985. By 
1994, it was $2,948—a 41-percent in-
crease. 

If you look at this next chart, what 
you can see is that over the years, 
since 1980, family income has risen 
only half as fast as skyrocketing med-
ical costs; but even more than medical 
costs, what we see is a dramatic in-
crease in private college tuition and 
public college tuition. 

There is an economic squeeze for 
working families in America. Afford-
able higher education is at the very top 
of the list of priorities for families in 
our country. The first thing we should 
do as public servants is respond to 
these families. 

Mr. President, as this next chart 
shows, in my State of Minnesota, from 
1981 to 1992, the CPI has gone up 60 per-
cent; the medical care subindex has 
gone up 133 percent; community college 
tuition has gone up 151 percent; the 
University of Minnesota tuition has 
gone up 153 percent; State university 
tuition has gone up 204 percent; and 
technical college tuition has gone up 
316 percent. 

I spend a lot of time in schools in my 
State. I can tell you, Mr. President, it 
is not at all uncommon to meet stu-
dents who are taking 6 or 7 years to 
graduate because they are working two 
and three minimum wage jobs to get 
through. It is not at all uncommon to 
meet many students who are in their 
thirties and forties, going back to 
school at community colleges, who are 
trying to get back on their own two 
feet and are having a very difficult 
time making ends meet. 

It is not uncommon to meet students 
who sell plasma at the beginning of the 
semester to buy textbooks. Mr. Presi-
dent, when we talk about higher edu-
cation, we are talking about a major 
economic issue for families in Min-
nesota and all across the country. 

As we see in this next chart, if we 
look at the last 15 years, we see that 
median family income has gone up 5 
percent. However, tuition at a public 4- 
year institution has gone up 98 percent, 
and tuition at a private 4-year institu-
tion has gone up 89 percent. If we want 
to respond to working families in our 
country, then we need to make sure 
that no additional tax cuts flow to 
wealthy or high-income people before 
we make higher education affordable 
for everyone. That is why this amend-
ment says that it is the sense of the 
Senate that whatever is left over by 
way of tax cuts goes to education. 

Now I want to talk about student 
loans. Look at this chart. This is really 
rather amazing. What we see here is 
that, in the 1974–75 school year, grants 
made up 80 percent of an average stu-
dent aid package. Twenty years later, 
in the 1994–5 school year, grants make 
up only 20 percent of student aid. In 
1974–5, only 20 percent of a student’s fi-
nancial package was loans—and now 
loans are up to 80 percent. 

So tuition and costs have sky-
rocketed beyond the means of most 
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families in Minnesota and in our coun-
try. And student aid has gone down in 
real terms, with loans replacing grants 
in greater proportion. In the mean-
time, real family income is not going 
up—in fact, many families over the last 
20 years are just standing still, barely 
able to make ends meet. This is hap-
pening, even though we all know, and 
families know, that higher education is 
the most important factor in deter-
mining whether or not our sons and 
daughters and grandchildren will be 
able to make a good living in the fu-
ture. 

It is not uncommon, I say to my col-
leagues, as someone who spent over 20 
years in higher education, to find stu-
dents graduating from school with 
debts ranging from $20,000-$30,000 to 
$60,000. This disproportionately affects 
those with lower and middle incomes. 
This next chart expresses what we 
mean when we talk about a ‘‘declining 
standard of living’’ for the bottom 60 
percent of the population, or what we 
mean when we talk about the economic 
squeeze of the middle class, of working 
families in America. Here we see real 
family income from 1979 to 1993, look-
ing at it by quintile: The top 20 percent 
of families saw their incomes go up 18 
percent, the next 20 percent up 5 per-
cent, the middle 20 percent down 3 per-
cent, the next 20 percent down 7 per-
cent, and the bottom 20 percent down 
15 percent. 

This amendment is a reasonable 
proposition. I hope there are 100 votes 
for this amendment. 

This next chart is rather amazing, 
and gives you a sense of the prohibitive 
cost of higher education. If you were to 
send your son or daughter to a public 
college and you started saving 17 years 
in advance, you would have to put 
away $234 a month. $234 a month. If you 
planned 5 years in advance, it would be 
$765 a month. 

If you want to send your child to a 
private college, and you start saving 17 
years in advance—and that is pretty 
good advance planning, starting at the 
time of birth of your son and daugh-
ter—you would have to put away $489 
per month. If you waited until your 
child was in junior high, 5 years before 
starting college, which is still pretty 
impressive advanced planning, you 
would have to put away $1,599 per 
month to be able to afford private 
higher education. Almost $1,600. And 
this is after you pay your mortgage, 
after you buy your groceries, after you 
clothe your children, and after you 
save for your own retirement. 

I suggest to you, Mr. President, and I 
suggest to my colleagues, that the 
vast, vast, vast, vast—I said that four 
times—majority of families in our 
country, whether it be Minnesota or 
Wyoming or South Carolina, you name 
it, cannot afford to put this kind of 
money into savings, as much as all of 
us want our sons and daughters and 
grandchildren to do well. 

So, Mr. President, what this amend-
ment says, in a nutshell, is that if we 
as Senators want to respond to the 
concerns of working families in our 

States, if we want to respond to the 
concern that parents have that their 
children be able to do well—and we 
know there is a huge gap between em-
ployment earnings of those who grad-
uate from college versus those who are 
not able to do so—if we want to provide 
some relief to working families, to 
middle-income families, if we want to 
make sure that every woman and every 
man—some of them not so young, be-
cause we are talking about community 
colleges as well—has the opportunity 
for higher education, then what we 
have to make sure is that when we talk 
about tax cuts, anything beyond tax 
credits for children and families will go 
toward a $10,000 tax deduction that 
families can use to pay for tuition and 
to pay for the interest on their loans. 

This is what I would call an emi-
nently reasonable amendment. I think, 
from the point of view of my State, 
from the point of view of the State of 
Massachusetts or Washington or other 
States represented here, there is prob-
ably no more important priority for 
families than to make sure that men 
and women, women and men, are able 
to afford higher education. I have spent 
a lot of time on campuses, and I can as-
sure my colleagues—Democrats and 
Republicans alike—that this is a 
hugely important issue to the people 
we represent. 

I cannot think of an amendment I 
brought to the floor of the Senate that 
has more importance in terms of how it 
affects families all across our country, 
and I hope there will be very, very 
strong support for this amendment. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my strong support 
for the concept of a tax deduction for 
college tuition costs. The amendment 
we are considering today specifies— 
that it is the sense of the Senate—that 
if there is any tax revenue raised by 
the Finance Committee beyond what is 
needed to pay for a per-child tax credit, 
it should be used to either finance a 
tax deduction of $10,000 per year for 
higher education tuition and student 
loan interest costs, or to reduce the 
federal deficit. While I am not com-
fortable with some of the language of 
the amendment, which appears to pre-
clude tax cuts in any other form this 
year, I share the sponsors belief that a 
tax break for the costs of higher edu-
cation should be among our highest 
priorities when discussing tax changes 
in the 1997 Federal budget. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of a bill 
that was introduced by Senator 
DASCHLE in January, 1995 that would 
make working families with annual in-
comes under $100,000 eligible for a tax 
deduction of as much as $10,000. This 
legislation, which is based on a pro-
posal made by President Clinton, is a 
commonsense approach. It is well tar-
geted to ease an already crushing and 
still rapidly growing financial burden 
on many hard-working families who 
are struggling to get by today. 

Mr. President, we all know that the 
American people are anxious about 
their economic future. They are wor-
ried about the security of their jobs 

and about their ability to take care of 
their families. As any parent with chil-
dren in college or children approaching 
their college years can tell you, noth-
ing compounds these anxieties like the 
spiraling costs of higher education. For 
many average working families, there 
is a real fear that they will not be able 
to afford to send their children to col-
lege, or that doing so will break them 
financially. 

The basis for this fear is all too real. 
According to the College Board, the av-
erage yearly cost in 1994 for an under-
graduate attending a private univer-
sity was $19,561, which is 94 percent 
higher than the same cost 10 years ago. 
The average yearly cost for a public 
university, $6,862 is up 76 percent over 
the same period. 

It’s no wonder then that many mid-
dle class families are being priced out 
of the higher education market. The 
establishment of a tuition tax deduc-
tion along the lines of what we are pro-
posing, in combination with student 
loans and grants, would help many 
families keep pace with these rising 
costs. It would accomplish that goal 
without creating any new bureaucracy 
or burdensome regulations, and would 
leave it to families to decide how to 
maximize the benefit of the deduction. 

Best of all, it would help our children 
get the tools they need to find and hold 
on to good jobs. In today’s economy, 
and even more so in the future, that 
means a college education. 

There is no more sound predictor of 
economic success than a 4-year degree. 
Consider this example: a male college 
graduate earns on average 83 percent 
more than a man with only a high 
school diploma. A similar disparity ex-
ists for women with different levels of 
education. 

We must also remember that many of 
the young minds that we stimulate 
today will be the engineers, inventors, 
business leaders and skilled workers 
who stimulate the economy and create 
the jobs of tomorrow. As one parent, 
wrote to me, ‘‘Without the intellectual 
curiosity and the understanding of the 
world about us that a college education 
affords, along with the knowledge and 
the skills in some specific area, we 
would not develop the minds of those 
people in our country who are able to 
come up with the ideas and develop 
businesses that create jobs.’’ 

Congress has an opportunity to re-
spond to the fears of the American peo-
ple about the financial costs of higher 
education and to their hopes about 
their children’s futures. This tax de-
duction proposal is an important step 
toward reaching those goals, and I 
think it sends a strong message to the 
American people that we in Wash-
ington are listening. 

Congress should heed the calls of 
hard-working middle class families 
who want their Government to value 
education. This idea makes a world of 
sense, and hopefully it will soon help 
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make us a nation of greater knowledge 
and prosperity. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Republican budget has many flaws, but 
its worst flaw is its deviousness. Last 
year’s Republican budget was a naked 
assault on Medicare, education, and 
the environment. This year’s budget 
simply puts a figleaf on the same ob-
noxious priorities. Obviously our Re-
publican friends learned the wrong les-
son from last year’s debate. Instead of 
changing their priorities, they’ve con-
cealed them. 

Education is a prime example. They 
cut 20 percent over the next 6 years— 
and falsely call it a freeze of current 
spending. The devastating cuts in title 
I, Pell grants, and Head Start are not 
even mentioned. 

In the area of taxes, the Republicans 
boast that their budget provides max-
imum flexibility for tax legislation 
this year. As we learned last year max-
imum flexibility is a code phrase for 
capital gains tax cuts and other tax 
breaks for the wealthiest individuals 
and corporations in the Nation. 

Senator WELLSTONE has offered an 
amendment specifying that the first 
priority for any tax cut beyond the tax 
credit for children should be a tax de-
duction of $10,000 a year for college tui-
tion and interest on student loans. Oth-
erwise, available savings should be 
used for deficit reduction. 

Tax relief is vital to keep college 
within reach for students and working 
families. Higher education is no longer 
a luxury for the few. It is a necessity 
for participation in the modern econ-
omy. According to the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 60 percent of all jobs 
created between 1992 and 2005 will re-
quire education beyond high school. 

But rising college costs and heavy 
college loan burdens threaten to put 
college out of reach for many students 
and working families. That is why tui-
tion tax relief is so important. Presi-
dent Clinton’s proposal would allow a 
tax deduction of up to $10,000 a year for 
college tuition costs, and restore the 
deduction for interest on student loans. 

For a family earning $50,000 a year, 
this relief would mean a reduction of 
$1,500 in their tax burden. Students 
paying back their student loans would 
be able to deduct the interest on their 
loans, just as homeowners deduct the 
interest on their mortgage. Students 
had this benefit until 1986, and it is 
time to restore it. 

We know from experience that edu-
cation is an investment that will more 
than pay for itself for students and the 
Government. Under the GI bill, every 
dollar invested in college aid produced 
$8 in economic returns. The additional 
taxes paid by GI bill graduates during 
their working lives have more than 
paid for the cost of the program. 

Education and skills are the key to 
higher wages for American workers in 
the global economy. Economist Paul 
Krugman writes, 

We are living through one of those difficult 
periods in which technological progress, in-

stead of producing broadly shared economic 
gains, steadily widens the gap between those 
who have the right skills and those who do 
not. 

The education gap has been steadily 
growing. From 1969 to 1989, the real in-
come of college-educated heads of 
households between the ages of 25 and 
54 rose by 22 percent. But in that same 
period, the income of heads of house-
holds without a college education in-
creased by only 1 percent. 

The average high school graduate in 
1992 earns $6,000 more than a high 
school dropout. The average college 
graduate earns $14,000 more than a per-
son with only a high school diploma. 

At the same time, the cost of college 
is increasing at more than twice the 
rate of inflation. The April 29 News-
week cover story said it all. When elite 
colleges cost $1,000 a week to attend, 
paying for college is truly scary. 

Tuitions have risen in public colleges 
as well. At the University of Massachu-
setts, tuition and fees have more than 
doubled over the past eight years, from 
$2,200 in 1988 to $4,560 in 1996, in order 
to compensate for declining State sup-
port. 

To make matters worse for students 
squeezed by increased college costs, the 
value of Federal student aid has de-
clined drastically, and has shifted from 
grants to loans. In 1975, 80 percent of 
Federal student aid came in the form 
of grants. Now 80 percent of student aid 
comes in the form of loans. 

Borrowing to cover costs has sky-
rocketed. In 1994, the average student 
loan debt was $12,520. By 1998, the aver-
age debt will reach $21,000. Over the 
last 8 years, borrowing in the Federal 
student loan program has more than 
doubled. 

The growing cost of a college edu-
cation has become a heavy burden on 
families across the country. But they 
know that it is still the best invest-
ment they can make in their children’s 
future. We must do more to help ease 
that burden. I urge my colleagues to 
support the Wellstone amendment. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I strong-
ly support the amendment offered by 
the junior Senator of Minnesota to use 
the Tax Code creatively to help fami-
lies afford higher education. While Re-
publicans are cutting Pell grants and 
student loans for average working fam-
ilies, Democrats propose to give every 
family a $10,000 maximum deduction 
for tuition costs, and allow their sons 
or daughters who take out student 
loans to deduct the interest on those 
loans so the burden of debt they carry 
when they graduate will not be so 
great as it otherwise would be. 

These proposals are real-life solu-
tions to real-life family problems. How 
can we say that people should go to 
college—everyone should receive the 
training they need—and then make it 
as difficult as we can to do it? We need 
to make it easier for Americans to af-
ford the education and training they 
need to compete in a new global mar-
ketplace. 

The costs of college are rising rap-
idly. This year, the average under-
graduate will pay up to 6 percent more 
than last year for tuition and fees at 
both 4-year and 2-year colleges. Par-
ents putting children through college, 
adults returning to school, and grad-
uates with student loan payments are 
all facing these costs. 

This tax deduction is targeted to 
middle-income families, to help ordi-
nary Americans meet the costs of high-
er education. A full tax deduction 
would be available to two-income fami-
lies earning up to $100,000, and single 
individuals earning up to $70,000. These 
tax deductions could be used for edu-
cational expenses at 4-year colleges 
and universities, community colleges, 
and vocational and professional 
schools. This amendment would help 
16.5 million students across the coun-
try better afford the costs of higher 
education. 

This is in contrast to the Republican 
budget which caps the Federal direct 
student loan program at 20 percent of 
loan volume. This will result in disrup-
tions for colleges and universities and 
real problems and uncertainty for stu-
dents. Since schools participating in 
the direct loan program currently han-
dle nearly 40 percent of loan volume, 
many will be forced out of the pro-
gram. But the real reason Republicans 
are trying to mangle this successful 
program is to help assure banks and 
guarantee agencies continued access to 
Federal subsidies. 

Under the current Tax Code, al-
though education expenses related to 
one’s current job are tax deductible, 
education investments to prepare for 
new jobs and careers are not. This 
amendment would address this discrep-
ancy. 

But beyond helping families pay for 
tuition costs, I want to help parents 
get the lifetime education and training 
they will need to compete. Investment 
in higher education is crucial to mak-
ing sure that Americans are able to 
meet the challenges of jobs which re-
quire advanced skills. Statistics show 
that the more education a person has, 
the more money he or she will earn. We 
need to provide access to higher-paying 
jobs for students from all families, and 
this is an important step in that direc-
tion. 

Mr. President, in 1995 President Clin-
ton proposed a deduction for tuition 
expenses. I was proud to support his 
proposal, but I did not believe it went 
far enough. I have heard from dozens, 
indeed hundreds, of Massachusetts stu-
dents or the families of those students, 
about the difficulties they are experi-
encing in paying back the loans they 
have taken out in order to be able to 
afford post-high school education. Be-
fore the Senate Democratic leadership 
introduced the President’s proposal, I 
urged that they expand the proposal to 
provide tax deductibility of interest 
paid on outstanding student loans, and 
they agreed that such a provision 
would be desirable and would offer real 
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and important help to Americans who 
are seeking to improve their edu-
cational levels and their competitive-
ness as workers; the leadership group 
added tax deductibility of loan interest 
payments before they introduced the 
measure. I am pleased that the amend-
ment we are debating today contains 
both these key features that will en-
able deduction from income taxes of 
both tuition and student loan interest 
payments. 

This is a solid amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, which will help Americans to 
help themselves. I compliment the Sen-
ator from Minnesota for developing the 
amendment, the Democratic leader, 
Senator DASCHLE, and his staff who 
have labored diligently to produce the 
Democratic leadership amendments 
and prepare them for floor action, and 
all other Senators who have been in-
volved in assembling this amendment 
and bringing it to the floor. I urge my 
colleagues to support the amendment, 
which takes a very significant step to-
ward helping the 16.5 million students 
in colleges and universities to afford 
the education they need. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
while I have the floor, in very short 
order, I want to also send a few other 
amendments to the desk. First of all, I 
ask unanimous consent to set aside the 
existing amendment for a moment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3986 
(Purpose: To ensure that funds are provided 

for the hiring of new police under the Com-
munity Oriented Policing Service in fiscal 
year 1997) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

now send an amendment to the desk. 
This amendment is to ensure that full 
funds are provided for the hiring of new 
police under the Community Oriented 
Policing Service (COPS) Program in 
fiscal year 1997. I see on the floor my 
colleague from Massachusetts, who has 
been a real leader on this issue. I can 
say, speaking just for the State of Min-
nesota, that police chiefs and sheriffs 
and the law enforcement community 
have done an extremely effective job in 
taking this program and dealing with 
issues of domestic violence. COPS has 
led to a lot of concentrated work with 
young people, a lot of concentrated 
work in neighborhoods that have high 
levels of violence. 

I cannot think of a more important 
program, and that is why this amend-
ment makes certain that this budget 
resolution provides for COPS to be 
fully funded. I send the amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3986. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT FUNDS WILL 

BE AVAILABLE TO HIRE NEW POLICE 
OFFICERS. 

(a) It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the function totals 
and reconciliation instructions in this budg-
et resolution assume: (1) full funding of the 
Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund; and (2) 
that sufficient funds will be made available 
for Public Safety and Community Policing 
grants to reach the goals of Title I of the 
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 
Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–266). 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
JOHN KERRY be listed as a cosponsor. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3987 
(Purpose: To prevent Congress from enacting 

legislation that increases the number of 
children who are hungry or homeless) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

send another amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3987. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE.—(a) It is the 

sense of the Senate that the assumptions in 
this budget resolution assume that Congress 
will not enact or adopt any legislation that 
would increase the number of children who 
are hungry or homeless. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the as-
sumptions in this budget resolution assume 
that in the event legislation enacted to com-
ply with this resolution results in an in-
crease in the number of hungry or homeless 
children by the end of fiscal year 1997, the 
Congress would revisit the provisions of said 
legislation which caused such increase and 
would, as soon as practicable thereafter, 
adopt legislation which would halt any con-
tinuation of such increase. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this amendment simply says that the 
Senate will not enact any legislation 
that will increase the number of chil-
dren who are hungry or homeless. And 
it also says that if, in fact, legislation 
passed by Congress does increase the 
number of homeless or hungry children 
by the end of fiscal year 1997, the Con-
gress will revisit the provisions of the 
legislation which causes the increase 
and would, as soon as possible, adopt 
legislation to stop the increase. 

Mr. President, I have brought this 
amendment to the floor of the Senate 
before. It was defeated twice, believe it 
or not. It was then passed on voice 
vote. I deeply regret that I let it pass 
on a voice vote. I want to have a re-

corded vote on this because I believe, 
as a matter of fact, some of the deci-
sions we are making, in terms of some 
of the cuts we are making, will create 
more hunger and homelessness among 
children, and I want all of us to be held 
accountable. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3988 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

with respect to maintaining current ex-
penditure levels for the Low Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) for 
fiscal year 1997) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that this 
amendment be set aside, and I send an-
other amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE] for himself, Mr. KOHL, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KERRY, Mr. DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. LEVIN and Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 3988. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON LIHEAP. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) home energy assistance for working and 

low-income families with children, the elder-
ly on fixed incomes, the disabled, and others 
who need such aid is a critical part of the so-
cial safety net in cold-weather areas during 
the winter, and a source of necessary cooling 
aid during the summer; 

(2) LIHEAP is a highly targeted, cost-effec-
tive way to help millions of low-income 
Americans pay their home energy bills. More 
than two-thirds of LIHEAP-eligible house-
holds have annual incomes of less than 
$8,000, more than one-half have annual in-
comes below $6,000. 

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

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this amendment is very straight-
forward. What this amendment says is 
that we should sustain the same level 
of funding for the Low Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program. This has 
been a huge battle. I do not know that 
there has been an issue that I have 
worked harder on, and I cannot believe 
that every single time this comes up, 
we have to fight so hard to make sure 
that people do not go cold in the 
United States of America. 

So I want to get a strong affirmative 
vote on this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this amendment be set aside. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3989 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this next amendment that I am about 
to send to the desk I send on behalf of 
myself, Senator MURRAY and Senator 
WYDEN. It says that it is the sense of 
the Senate that no welfare reform pro-
vision should be enacted by Congress 
unless until Congress considers wheth-
er such welfare reform provisions 
would exacerbate violence against 
women and their children, further en-
danger women’s lives, make it more 
difficult for women to escape domestic 
violence, or further punish women vic-
timized by violence. Any welfare re-
form measure enacted by the Congress 
should require that any welfare-to- 
work education or job placement pro-
grams being implemented by States ad-
dress this impact of domestic violence 
on welfare recipients. 

One word of explanation, Mr. Presi-
dent. We have some fairly dramatic 
data that shows, in many cases, as 
many as 50 percent of women on wel-
fare or in workfare programs have been 
or are victims of domestic violence. 
They have been battered. 

I suggest to my colleagues that any 
welfare reform provision that we enact 
must take into account these cir-
cumstances. It cannot be ‘‘one size fits 
all.’’ It took Monica Seles 2 years to 
play tennis again. Imagine what it is 
like for a woman and her children who 
have been beaten over and over and 
over again. 

We cannot pass a piece of legislation 
without any special allowance for these 
families that have gone through this 
violence, because we must not force 
these women and children back into 
very dangerous homes. That is what 
this amendment says. 

This Congress and this country have 
become much more focused, thank 
goodness, on the problems of domestic 
violence. When we consider welfare re-
form, we must take this interest into 
account. 

I repeat this. You cannot force a 
mother and her children, even if she is 
low income, back into a dangerous 
home where she could end up being 
murdered. 

I will repeat that once more. We can-
not pass legislation without taking 
into allowance the problems of domes-
tic violence, the problems of women 
who have been battered, the problems 
of children who have been battered. We 
cannot pass this legislation without 
understanding that one size does not 
fit all, because if we do, in the case of 
many families—and in the relatively 
short period of time I have next week, 
I will have some data to bring out—we 
will force many women and children 
back into dangerous homes. We are 
going to force many women and chil-
dren into situations where they could 
lose their lives. 

Mr. President, that is not melodra-
matic, that is the case. So I hope there 
will be overwhelming support for this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I send this amendment 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE], for himself, Mrs. MURRAY and 
Mr. WYDEN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3989. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At an appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The as-

sumptions underlying functional totals and 
reconciliation instructions in this budget 
resolution include: 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that: 
(1) Violence against women is the leading 

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

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

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

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

(5) The American Psychiological Associa-
tion has reported that violence against 
women is actually witnessed by their chil-
dren, who as a result can suffer severe psy-
chological, cognitive, and physical damage 
and some studies have found that children 
who witness violence in their homes have a 
greater propensity to commit violent acts in 
their homes and communities when they be-
come adults. 

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

(7) Proposals to restructure the welfare 
programs may impact the availability of the 
economic support and the safety net nec-
essary to enable poor women to flee abuse 
without risking homelessness and starvation 
for their families. 

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

(1) No welfare reform provision should be 
enacted by Congress unless and until Con-
gress considers whether such welfare reform 
provisions would exacerbate violence against 
women and their children, further endanger 
women’s lives, make it more difficult for 
women to escape domestic violence or fur-
ther punish women victimized by violence. 

(2) Any welfare reform measure enacted by 
Congress should require that any welfare to 
work, education, or job placement programs 
implemented by the States address the im-
pact of domestic violence on welfare recipi-
ents. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be laid aside. 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous- 
consent that we go back to the higher 
education tuition tax deduction 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the last unanimous-con-
sent request? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, simply, 
on behalf of the manager, I want to 
make it clear that the majority has 
not yielded back time on the Wellstone 
amendments, nor have we given up the 
right to second-degree these amend-
ments. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I inquire 

what the order is at this point in time, 
if there is an order, and, if there is not, 
I want to keep the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this 
point, Senators are obtaining unani-
mous consent to set aside previous 
amendments. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I was 
originally scheduled to go at a later 
time. Because we were fogged in, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed with two amendments, 
which I was going to do later, at this 
moment in time and reserve such time 
on those amendments as is set aside for 
other colleagues on our side to be able 
to speak at a later time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I will be introducing 

two amendments on behalf of the lead-
ership, one with respect to the environ-
ment and one with respect to edu-
cation. I am joined on the education 
amendment by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Washington, Senator MUR-
RAY. I will just proceed very rapidly on 
the environment one in order to dis-
pose of it, and then we will spend a few 
minutes on the education one. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3990 
(Purpose: To help protect the quality of our 

water and air, to clean up toxic waste, to 
protect our national parks and other nat-
ural resources, and to ensure adequate en-
forcement of environmental laws, by re-
storing proposed cuts in the environment 
and natural resources, to be offset by the 
extension of expired tax provisions or cor-
porate and business tax reforms) 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 

KERRY], for himself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mrs. 
BOXER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. DODD, and Mr. BAUCUS, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3990. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 

$439,000,000. 
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 

$790,000,000. 
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,025,000,000. 
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 

$1,195,000,000. 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,342,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,495,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$439,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$790,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 

$1,025,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$1,195,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,342,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,495,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$701,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,036,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,169,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,280,000,000. 
On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by 

$1,398,000,000. 
On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 

$1,674,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$439,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$790,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,025,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,195,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,342,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,495,000,000. 
On page 15, line 16, increase the amount by 

$701,000,000. 
On page 15, line 17, increase the amount by 

$439,000,000. 
On page 15, line 24, increase the amount by 

$1,036,000,000. 
On page 15, line 25, increase the amount by 

$790,000,000. 
On page 16, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,169,000,000. 
On page 16, line 8, increase the amount by 

$1,025,000,000. 
On page 16, line 15, increase the amount by 

$1,280,000,000. 
On page 16, line 16, increase the amount by 

$1,195,000,000. 
On page 16, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,398,000,000. 
On page 16, line 24, increase the amount by 

$1,342,000,000. 
On page 17, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,674,000,000. 
On page 17, line 8, increase the amount by 

$1,495,000,000. 

On page 52, line 14, increase the amount by 
$701,000,000. 

On page 52, line 15, increase the amount by 
$439,000,000. 

On page 52, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,036,000,000. 

On page 52, line 22, increase the amount by 
$790,000,000. 

On page 52, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1,169,000,000. 

On page 52, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1,025,000,000. 

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by 
$1,280,000,000. 

On page 53, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,195,000,000. 

On page 53, line 5, increase the amount by 
$1,398,000,000. 

On page 53, line 6, increase the amount by 
$1,342,000,000. 

On page 53, line 8, increase the amount by 
$1,674,000,000. 

On page 53, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1,495,000,000. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this is an 
amendment on behalf of myself, Sen-
ators LAUTENBERG, BOXER, MIKULSKI, 
DASCHLE, BAUCUS, LIEBERMAN, LEAHY, 
DODD, KENNEDY, and GRAHAM of Flor-
ida. I want to particularly thank the 
Senator from New Jersey, Senator 
LAUTENBERG, for his persistent, contin-
ued leadership in this particular area 
and his efforts in committee to try to 
guarantee that we had adequate fund-
ing with respect to the environmental 
policy for this country. 

I regret enormously that this amend-
ment to restore funding for environ-
mental cleanup failed by a party line 
vote in the Budget Committee. 

This amendment that we are now 
proposing funds the most fundamental 
priorities of the country with respect 
to the environment, protection of our 
natural resources, our national parks. 

I will just preface the specifics of the 
amendment by saying, Mr. President, 
that all of us care enormously about 
the budget and the fiscal restraints 
that we are living under right now. The 
issue in Washington is not whether or 
not we are going to balance the budget. 
This fight should not be, ‘‘They don’t 
want to balance the budget.’’ They do. 
‘‘They’re irresponsible. They just want 
to spend a lot more money.’’ We don’t. 

That is not the fight. There are two 
budgets, one of which we voted on last 
night that balanced the budget by CBO 
figures in 6 years. It is a Democrat vi-
sion of how we ought to go about 
spending money to balance the budget. 
There is an opposing vision. That op-
posing vision suggests that we should 
not be spending a certain amount of 
money on environmental protection, 
but rather we ought to be spending 
that money giving tax breaks to our 
wealthiest citizens, people who already 
have a lot of money and do not particu-
larly need at this moment to receive 
another tax break. 

Mr. President, I remind colleagues 
that we have reduced the deficit over 
the last 4 years and cut it in half. That 
is a promise kept by the President of 
the United States. When he ran for of-
fice, President Clinton said, ‘‘I will cut 
the deficit of this country within 4 

years.’’ It is now 31⁄2 years later, and 
the deficit has been cut in half. In addi-
tion to that, we have had, as we know, 
record economic continued growth. We 
have had 8.5 million jobs created. That 
is the context in which we are making 
a number of choices about where we 
proceed from here. 

One of those most fundamental 
choices is whether we are going to keep 
faith with our commitment to the 
American people that our kids are not 
going to drink leaded water, that we 
are going to continue to proceed down 
the road of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, that we are going to continue 
down the path of the Clean Air Act. 

We have made great gains in the last 
few years in the quality of the air that 
people breathe. There are less people 
entering hospitals or dying of emphy-
sema or lung disease as a consequence 
of the fact that our cities are now be-
coming free of smog and carbon dioxide 
and the nitrogen oxides that used to 
not only take away the view, but take 
away life. That is an enormous gain in 
the quality of life for this country. 

Our amendment seeks to guarantee 
that we continue to make that gain. So 
we seek to restore $7.3 billion over 6 
years for environmental protection 
funding. We seek to raise that funding 
to the President’s requested level for 
three key environmental agencies—the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA] itself, for the National Park 
Service [NPS], and for the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion [NOAA]. 

Mr. President, the President’s budget 
and the Republican budget—here are 
two different views. These numbers are 
not rhetoric. The Republican budget 
seeks to cut $10.9 billion for environ-
mental protection from the President’s 
budget request over the next 6 years. 

The President’s budget would, in 
fact, be cut severely by the Republican 
budget in the final year—fiscal year 
2002. In 2002, the Republicans would cut 
by 20 percent the National Park Serv-
ice budget. The President’s budget for 
the National Park Service is extremely 
important given that the number of 
visits to our Nation’s parks continue to 
increase and that steady pace of visits 
has taken its toll on many parks. For 
example, the Grand Canyon alone 
needs $350 million to repair roads, sew-
ers, and water systems. In addition, 
over the last several years, Congress 
has added a substantial number of new 
responsibilities to the Park Service, 
while the core operational budget for 
the Park Service has remained flat in 
real terms since 1983. 

The Republican budget, in fiscal year 
2002, would include a 12-percent cut for 
Superfund even though there are thou-
sands of Superfund sites not yet 
cleaned up; at many sites cleanup ef-
forts have not even started. 

It would mean a 9-percent cut for the 
EPA’s water programs, even though 
there is city after city in America with 
decaying water infrastructure, with 
problems with pipes and sewers and 
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combined sewer overflows. Neverthe-
less, there is a cut. 

It would provide a 23-percent cut for 
the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s operations and enforcement pro-
grams, which is a way of gutting envi-
ronmental protections and cleanups. If 
you do not have the inspectors—the en-
vironmental cops on the street—to go 
out to hold people accountable, then 
some people will take advantage of the 
system. Some people will cut corners 
on environmental measures or do noth-
ing at all and pollution will occur, 
which is precisely why we are in the 
predicament we are in this country 
and, I might add, in every country in 
the world facing massive cleanups of 
toxic sites of poisons and of dirty water 
and of dirty air. 

There is a 21-percent cut for the EPA 
science and technology program which 
defies imagination when you measure 
what the Japanese are doing, what the 
Germans are doing, what other coun-
tries are rushing to do to create jobs in 
the new technologies that will clean up 
these environmental disasters. Why 
would the United States of America, 
the world’s leader in many of these 
technologies, precisely because we 
have invested in them, suddenly re-
treat and disinvest? 

There is a 15-percent reduction in the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration’s operations and research 
program. 

Mr. President, these cuts that the 
Republicans are proposing are more 
than just numbers on a page. They ex-
press a set of priorities. They express 
their vision of where expenditures 
ought to go. They have to be 
counterbalanced against the choices 
that have been made to fund the alter-
native of that money. 

Where does that money go? Does it 
go into deficit reduction? No. It does 
not go into deficit reduction. They are 
taking from these environmental prior-
ities and giving to people who already 
are doing very well in the United 
States of America. That does not really 
make sense. 

So the question has to be asked, 
again and again and again, what are 
the priorities of our Nation? 

Let me give a specific example of 
what happens in my State of Massa-
chusetts in the area of drinking water. 
Massachusetts and the Nation have 
made great strides in the past two dec-
ades on cleaning up our water. Massa-
chusetts is probably one of the States 
providing higher expenditure in terms 
of efforts to safeguard our drinking 
water. Yet 17 percent of our citizens 
still drink from water systems that 
violate Federal water standards. We 
have over 1 million people in 80 com-
munities who last year drank water 
that failed to meet the Federal stand-
ards. We have 300,000 people in 14 com-
munities who drank water containing 
disease-causing fecal matter. There are 
over 800,000 people who drank water 
from water supplies that failed to meet 
the Environmental Protection Agency 

standard for adequate filtering and dis-
infecting of tap water. In Massachu-
setts, in 1994 and 1995, there were 141 
water systems serving nearly 500,000 
people that failed to meet the basic 
sanitary testing requirements for tap 
water. 

Mr. President, that is just my State. 
I could show those examples in States 
all across this country. Why are Ameri-
cans going out and buying bottled 
water at a cost that far exceeds their 
water bills on an annual basis? The an-
swer to that is because they do not 
trust the water systems. Why do they 
not trust the water systems? Because 
they know these kinds of statistics 
exist. It is our responsibility to be able 
to guarantee that those systems work. 

What is happening in the face of that 
responsibility? We are going to cut 
back on enforcement. We are going to 
cut back on water grants to States. It 
is absolutely mindless. We should be 
assisting communities with invest-
ments for new water systems and test-
ing measures. We should be spending 
more to guarantee that our citizens are 
safe. That is the responsibility of Gov-
ernment. 

What we have here are two very dif-
fering views of what that responsibility 
is and how it ought to be carried out. 
Mr. President, we are seeking, as I 
said, $7.3 billion simply to bring the 
level back to what the President rec-
ommended for three key areas: the 
EPA, the Park Service, and NOAA. 

There are reasons for doing this. 
With respect to an agency such as 
NOAA, many people do not know what 
services NOAA provides that Ameri-
cans use and depend on every day. For 
example, NOAA runs the National 
Weather Service which is vital to the 
Midwestern States, particularly, for 
farming disasters, for prediction of 
storms. It is NOAA’s long-term oceanic 
and atmospheric research program that 
developed the 5-day weather forecast 
and just recently made possible the 6- 
day forecast. 

The weather service modernization 
at NOAA is now at a critical stage. The 
President’s budget would allow us to 
finish the job we are doing of providing 
new technologies and restructuring in 
this NOAA field. Future weather sat-
ellite coverage, by these cuts, would be 
cut in half. That would result in a 
blackout if any working satellite 
failed. The funds that are here would 
allow NOAA to maintain its fleet of 
satellites, assuring that there would be 
no gaps in satellite coverage. This is 
critical for weather warnings, for hur-
ricane storm prediction, avoiding dis-
asters, and for many other defense and 
civilian-oriented programs. NOAA’s re-
search increases the reliability of hur-
ricane predictions saving the nation 
billions of dollars in losses. 

NOAA’s programs help protect 
human lives and property; it provides 
national security by supporting weath-
er service modernization and oper-
ations. It is critical to our flight sys-
tems, to the safety of our transpor-

tation network, to our national fish-
eries and coast protection efforts. 

I am not going to continue on in this 
area. I do want to emphasize, Mr. 
President, we are really simply asking 
that we keep going down the road that 
America has decided it would like to go 
down. Regrettably, what will most 
likely happen here is we will have 
these cuts proposed by the Repub-
licans; we will expend enormous 
amounts of energy debating these cuts 
that the American people do not want; 
and then we will come back later this 
year and will probably win some kind 
of a restoration in environmental fund-
ing. At least, I hope we will. 

In the end, we are just nickel-and- 
diming ourselves and disinvesting in 
one of the most important quality-of- 
life issues that really matter to our fel-
low citizens. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Kerry-Lautenberg 
amendment to restore funding for es-
sential environmental programs. 

This amendment will help to protect 
the quality of our water and air, clean 
up toxic waste, and preserve our na-
tional parks and other natural re-
sources by restoring proposed Repub-
lican cuts in the environment and nat-
ural resource programs. 

It appears as if my Republican col-
leagues are attempting to back away 
from and cleverly cover up all the dam-
age their budget does to the environ-
ment. 

Some of my colleagues may be sur-
prised to learn that their budget as-
sumes savings derived from drilling for 
oil in the arctic refuge. It’s in there, 
along with deep cuts for the EPA’s en-
forcement and operations programs 
and the National Park Service’s oper-
ations and maintenance activities. 

This amendment will keep the budget 
in balance by the year 2002. The $7 bil-
lion add back is easily offset by using 
just a fraction of the extension of ex-
pired tax provisions or the elimination 
of corporate loopholes the Republicans 
intend to use for their budget plan. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of Senator LAU-
TENBERG’s and Senator KERRY’s amend-
ment to restore funding for the Na-
tional Park Service, EPA, NOAA, and 
the Department of the Interior. 

This amendment goes to the heart of 
the debate over what kind of govern-
ment the American people want. And it 
expresses in legislative language some 
of the strongest values we hold dear. 

There is no doubt the American peo-
ple are of a mind to reduce the size and 
cost of government. They believe gov-
ernment takes too much from their 
pockets and spends too much on pro-
grams that aren’t working. Those are 
strongly held views, and on the face of 
it you might think this amendment 
runs counter to that public mood. But 
I would gladly take the opportunity to 
offer the essence of the Lautenberg 
amendment up for a very public vote of 
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the American people. There is doubt 
whether we can prevail on the Senate 
floor. There is no doubt that we would 
prevail in the court of public opinion. 

Because for all their doubts about 
government, the American people ex-
pect government to fulfill some very 
basic duties. Protect them from foreign 
enemies. Protect them from crime. 
And keep them and their children safe 
from hazards that they are unable to 
defend against on their own. That most 
definitely includes environmental pol-
lution. They also care deeply about 
global warming, endangered species, 
and preservation of America’s parks 
and forests. 

Yes; they’re mad about taxes, stag-
nant wages, and government waste. 
But they’re mad about beaches they 
can’t swim at, water they can’t drink, 
rivers they can’t fish in, and air that’s 
unsafe to breathe. This amendment 
shows respect for America, its land, air 
and waters and its people, by restoring 
funds for clean water, safe drinking 
water, enforcement of environmental 
laws, cleanup of toxic waste sites, and 
preserving our national parks. 

Let me address several key aspects of 
the amendment. 

First, Senator LAUTENBERG’s amend-
ment would restore $623 million to 
EPA’s science and technology budget 
over the next 6 years. Frankly, Mr. 
President, I simply can’t understand 
why the proposal before us cuts the 
President’s request in this area by 21 
percent. 

Let’s look at what the science and 
technology account at EPA does. This 
account funds the operating programs 
of the EPA’s Office of Research Devel-
opment and the program office labora-
tories. These organizations provide sci-
entific and technical expertise to help 
meet the agency’s environmental 
goals. Specifically, these funds are 
used to improve our understanding of 
risks to human health and ecosystems, 
develop innovative and cost effective 
solutions to pollution prevention and 
risk reduction. Funding from this ac-
count is used by EPA to develop risk 
assessment criteria and to develop 
sound cost-benefit research and tech-
niques. As we all know, there has been 
extensive talk this Congress about the 
importance of both risk assessment 
and cost benefit analyses. 

And the specific programs that EPA 
will focus on with funds from this ac-
count are critical. For example, drink-
ing water research at EPA evaluates 
the effects of the pathogenic bacteria, 
parasites, and viruses that can cause 
serious illness or even death. In the air 
quality area, EPA intends to focus a 
multiyear effort on the dangers of 
small particles of soot known as partic-
ulate matter. A recent report by the 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
concludes that approximately 64,000 
people may die prematurely from heart 
and lung disease each year due to par-
ticulate air pollution. According to the 
report, lives are not just being short-
ened by days or weeks but by an aver-

age of l to 2 years in the most polluted 
areas. EPA’s research will focus on 
mortality estimates, an evaluation of 
the biologic mechanisms resulting in 
harmful effects, and development of in-
novative control strategies. 

Mr. President, all of us would agree 
that it is critical that EPA’s regula-
tions and policies be based on good 
credible science. But developing that 
science involves a public investment of 
funds. We shouldn’t criticize EPA for 
failing to rely on the best science if we 
don’t provide the resources to do the 
job. 

Second, I strongly support the res-
toration of funding for the State re-
volving fund under the Clean Water 
Act. SRF money is critical for Con-
necticut and particularly Long Island 
Sound. 

The SRF program espouses the vir-
tues that the majority has been empha-
sizing this Congress—it provides low 
interest loans to States to meet com-
munity based environmental needs and 
offers flexibility in how money is 
spent. For example, Connecticut has 
received $170 million in Federal funds 
and has committed over $1 billion in 
State funds since 1987 to improve sew-
age treatment plants. 

In Connecticut, clean water is not 
just an environmental issue—but an 
economic issue. Long Island Sound, for 
example, generates approximately $5 
billion per year for the local econ-
omy—through fin and shellfish harvest, 
boating, fishing, hunting, and beach- 
going activities. The commercial oys-
ter harvest is a great example. In 1970, 
Connecticut’s once thriving shellfish 
industry was virtually nonexistent. 
Today, its $50 million harvest has the 
highest value in the Nation. This im-
provement is due in large part to re-
quired upgrades in water quality. 

Our work on cleaning up Long Island 
Sound, however, has a long way to go. 
Health advisories are still in effect for 
recreational fish consumption, and dis-
ease causing bacterial and viruses have 
been responsible for numerous beach 
closures. In March, the department of 
public health in Connecticut issued a 
fish consumption advisory for mercury 
levels in freshwater fish from Con-
necticut waterbodies. 

Connecticut still needs hundreds of 
millions of dollars to perform needed 
improvements on public sewage sys-
tems, which continue to be the largest 
source of pollution for the Sound. The 
total estimated cost of upgrading the 
outdated plants is estimated at $6 to $8 
billion. 

Inadequate funding of the SRF delays 
needed improvements in Long Island 
Sound and in other great water bodies 
in this country —improvements that 
have enormous economic, recreational, 
and environmental benefits. That’s 
why I support the additional funding in 
Senator LAUTENBERG’s amendment. 

Let me just touch briefly on several 
other provisions in the Lautenberg 
amendment. 

The amendment restores funding for 
NOAA’s operations and research pro-

gram. One of the missions of this pro-
gram is to improve the National 
Weather Service’s ability to predict 
hurricanes. This makes good economic 
sense. An average hurricane warning 
today covers about 300 miles of coast-
line and involves preparation and evac-
uation costs the public in excess of $50 
million per event. The improved ap-
proach to predicting hurricanes pro-
posed by the National Weather Service 
can reduce the size of the warning 
areas, saving more than $5 million per 
storm, according to the Weather Serv-
ice. This is a highly cost-effective ap-
proach—the Service tells us that the 
savings are more than 50 times the cost 
of the proposed additional observa-
tions. The enhanced observations will 
result in earlier, more accurate warn-
ings. It will allow the public to protect 
residences more effectively and to relo-
cate boats, recreational vehicles to 
safe locations. It will save property 
owners and insurance companies huge 
amounts of money. Moreover, when the 
areas of warning are smaller, the Na-
tional Weather Service believes they 
will be taken more seriously, leading 
to more thorough preparations and 
saving more lives. 

Mr. President, the Lautenberg 
amendment expresses more clearly 
than many pieces of legislation we de-
bate on the Senate floor the kind of 
values we cherish in this country. I 
strongly urge its adoption. 

Mr. President, I want to speak on one 
other matter in the budget resolution. 
The budget assumptions to the Energy 
Committee appear to include an as-
sumption that revenues will be ob-
tained from drilling for oil and gas in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, al-
though this is not clearly spelled out in 
the committee’s report. This would be 
a huge mistake. 

As we found out during the fiscal 
year 1996 budget discussions, a wide 
majority of Americans oppose this 
move and the President clearly will 
veto any bill that includes opening up 
ANWR for drilling. 

The arguments for balancing the 
budget by drilling in the Regue con-
tinue to be very weak. Geological sur-
veys show that the odds of striking oil 
are extremely low—the estimate for a 
major strike is only 5 percent. Environ-
mental studies predict irreversible 
damage from drilling to this pristine 
ecosystem from drilling, particularly 
the calving activities of the 150,000 car-
ibou that simply have no where else to 
go. The footprint of development would 
span a network of hundreds of square 
miles along the highly sensitive coast-
line where wildlife and fish are con-
centrated. 

Mr. President, I urge that the Energy 
Committee not come back in the rec-
onciliation bill with provisions to open 
ANWR for drilling. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am a 
cosponsor of this amendment because I 
feel very strongly about the long-term 
implications of turning our backs on 
the environment. This Congress tried 
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to repeal environmental laws and they 
tried to tie up the system with proce-
dural gimmicks. They tried to cut 
funding for the EPA, and they tried to 
pass riders on the appropriations bills 
for temporary suspensions of environ-
mental laws. 

While we were able to hold back some 
of this political pandering to special 
interests, the environment did suffer 
setbacks with the Republican initia-
tives that either slipped through the 
cracks or were forced through Congress 
as parts of larger compromises. But 
now we are talking about systemati-
cally reducing funding over the next 7 
years. We simply cannot do that with-
out having negative consequences. 

The Congressional Budget Office may 
conclude that the bill saves money, but 
that is only because they are counting 
dollars, not inches of acid rain, kilo-
grams of toxic waste and concentra-
tions of airborne particulates. When it 
comes time to pay the health bills of 7- 
year-old children who grew up around 
dirty Superfund sites, the cost will be 
high. The cost of neglect for our 
streams and rivers, the cost of apathy 
for safe drinking water, the cost of 
maintenance lapses in the National 
Park Service, and the cost of data gaps 
in basic environmental science will be 
high. The environment will not take 
care of itself. We have to step up and be 
responsible about the future we pass to 
our children. 

This budget is not responsible when 
it comes to basic protections for our 
air, water, streams, and natural re-
sources. That is why we are working to 
restore environmental funding by using 
bipartisan offsets identified by the Re-
publicans. Environmental protection is 
supposed to be a bipartisan issue. 
Presidents Bush, Reagan, and Nixon 
signed some of our most important en-
vironmental laws. We offer this amend-
ment to bring the budget back into line 
with the bipartisan commitments made 
in the past 25 years. 

The people of the United States never 
voted to gut environmental spending. 
They voted for honest efforts to con-
trol wasteful spending, close wasteful 
loopholes, and refocus government on 
the priorities that government can do 
best. This amendment will make sure 
government provides basic safeguards 
for a clean environment. This is a job 
that government can do and needs to 
do. I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3991 

(Purpose: This amendment increases the 
Function 500 totals to maintain levels of 
education and training funding that will 
keep pace with rising school enrollments 
and the demand for a better-trained work-
force. This increase is fully offset by the 
extension of expired tax provisions or cor-
porate and business tax reforms) 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send a 
second amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

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

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 

KERRY], for himself, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. KOHL, Mr. BINGAMAN, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. WYDEN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 3991. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 

$2,200,000,000. 
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 

$7,900,000,000. 
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 

$8,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$12,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$2,200,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 

$7,900,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$8,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$6,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$7,600,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$8,600,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 

$9,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 

$13,200,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$2,200,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$7,900,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$8,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$12,100,000,000. 
On page 25, line 17, increase the amount by 

$6,000,000,000. 
On page 25, line 18, increase the amount by 

$2,200,000,000. 
On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 

$7,600,000,000. 
On page 26, line 1, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 26, line 8, increase the amount by 

$8,600,000,000. 
On page 26, line 9, increase the amount by 

$7,900,000,000. 
On page 26, line 16, increase the amount by 

$9,500,000,000. 
On page 26, line 17, increase the amount by 

$8,800,000,000. 
On page 26, line 24, increase the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 26, line 25, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 27, line 7, increase the amount by 

$13,200,000,000. 
On page 27, line 8, increase the amount by 

$12,100,000,000. 

On page 52, line 14, increase the amount by 
$6,000,000,000. 

On page 52, line 15, increase the amount by 
$2,200,000,000. 

On page 52, line 21, increase the amount by 
$7,600,000,000. 

On page 52, line 22, increase the amount by 
$7,000,000,000. 

On page 52, line 24, increase the amount by 
$8,600,000,000. 

On page 52, line 25, increase the amount by 
$7,900,000,000. 

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by 
$9,500,000,000. 

On page 53, line 3, increase the amount by 
$8,800,000,000. 

On page 53, line 5, increase the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 53, line 6, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 53, line 8, increase the amount by 
$13,200,000,000. 

On page 53, line 9, increase the amount by 
$12,100,000,000. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this is a 
very similar issue to the one just dis-
cussed. I am proud to be joined in this 
effort by the Senator who led the fight 
in committee, who has been one of the 
Senate’s most outspoken and capable 
leaders with respect to the issue of edu-
cation, Senator MURRAY of Wash-
ington. She attempted in committee to 
get this changed. We are now seeking 
this together on the floor, along with 
other colleagues. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, if 
somebody came along and said to 
Americans, ‘‘I’m going to run for of-
fice, and I’m proposing the largest cuts 
in education in American history,’’ you 
would be laughed out of the room. Peo-
ple would look at you and say, ‘‘What, 
are you serious? That’s your plat-
form?’’ That is what is being proposed. 
That is what we have in the agenda in 
this budget—the largest education cuts 
at the Federal level in American his-
tory. 

Now, it is incomprehensible to me, 
Mr. President, when we measure each 
of the particular Federal programs 
that are contained within the Federal 
budget for education, why at this point 
in American history that is the route 
we would choose to go down. Repub-
lican President George Bush led an ef-
fort, with the Republican Governors 
and Democrat Governors alike, to try 
to reform the education system of this 
country. Together, the President, 
President Bush, and the Governors 
fought for something called Goals 2000. 
President Clinton came into office and 
we managed to move that effort to fru-
ition. 

It is the most basic kind of effort to 
try to address the problems in our 
schools. There is not any American 
who is not aware of the problems of our 
schools. It is why parents struggle to 
send their kids to any school they 
think will work. They go into debt to 
do it. They go to parochial school, they 
get out of public school, they struggle 
with their public school. 

State after State has stressed the 
issue of education reform. Yet, here we 
are, having passed something that of-
fers school districts help to be able to 
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raise the standards, raise the standards 
of teaching for the kids, raise the 
standards of ongoing learning for the 
teachers, raise the standards of cur-
riculum, raise the standards with re-
spect to the administration of a school 
so you have school-based manage-
ment—a whole host of things that al-
most everyone in the U.S. Senate 
would agree are good things to do—yet 
we are going to reduce, for literally 
tens of thousands of kids, the oppor-
tunity to be able to touch those goals. 

This budget would cut education by 
$25 billion in real terms over the next 
6 years. In fact, it would cut education 
by $3.2 billion in fiscal year 1997 alone. 
When we examine this budget, we can 
only conclude it is the sequel to last 
year’s story with respect to the attack 
on education that most Americans 
came to agree was extreme. 

Senator MURRAY and I rise today to 
offer an amendment that will restore 
our funding for education investments 
to the level proposed in the President’s 
fiscal year 1997 budget. This simply 
comes to the level of a balanced budget 
over 7 years, by CBO figures, that the 
President offered in his budget. 

Mr. President, I will have two charts 
that show what has happened in edu-
cation, but I will wait until the charts 
arrive. 

We have a lot of schools, despite in-
creased resources, that do not have 
computers. They do not have facilities 
in libraries that even have modern 
textbooks. Many schools have part- 
time librarians because they cannot af-
ford to have a full-time one. Many 
schools cannot even afford to stay open 
beyond 2:30, 2 o’clock in the afternoon. 
We have a huge public resource we 
have invested in, and we do not even 
use it into the evening for many com-
munities—for remedial education, on-
going family education, for problems 
with language so people could proceed 
faster to the mainstream with respect 
to the use of language—a whole host of 
things we could be doing creatively. We 
do not do them, and now we will cut 
our capacity to be able to provide the 
kind of assistance that would allow 
schools to experiment in those areas. 

It is very difficult for me to under-
stand why we are reducing the ability 
of people to even have remedial reading 
and other kinds of efforts when only 
one-third of the high school graduates 
in the United States of America last 
year had what is considered a passable 
reading level. We have 21⁄2 million kids 
in America who graduated from high 
school last year. One-third of them 
were below basic reading level, one- 
third were at the margin, and only one- 
third were passable. Only 100,000 of our 
high school graduates had what was 
considered a world-class reading level. 
I do not know if every school in this 
country needs phonics or what, but to 
reduce the ability of schools to make 
those choices right now flies directly 
counter to the experience that every-
one has come to agree is critical in 
order to be able to get a decent job in 

this new information management 
world we live in. Everybody under-
stands that. 

The world is different. The market-
place is different. People are going to 
have to prepare for three, four, five ca-
reers in a lifetime. How do you do that 
if you are not coming out of the best 
education system in the word? How do 
you come out of the best education sys-
tem in the world if you do not have the 
basic resources and the basic tax base 
in many communities to be able to af-
ford it? How about the tax base issue? 

Title I: So many of our communities 
depend on title I money to be able to 
provide the mainstreaming, the extra 
teacher assistance, even the classroom 
level of students that provides ade-
quate education at the early interven-
tion level. 

Why would we be reducing the ability 
to do that? Why would we be reducing 
the ability of kids to have Head Start? 
Why would we be reducing the ability 
of kids to do the one thing we have 
learned is so important, which is to 
take at-risk kids and get them into a 
new learning environment where they 
can actually gain the skills to get a job 
when they are at risk of dropping out 
of high school? We have seen so many 
of these kids that we understand that 
this is critical. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
still spend $17 billion less than function 
500 than would have been invested if 
the prerescission policies of last year 
had kept pace with inflation. So this is 
not profligate spending. We are not 
coming here asking people to just 
throw money at a problem. We are ask-
ing people to keep up in those pro-
grams that have been proven to work 
at least with a level of inflation and 
prerescission level. 

Mr. President, I have more that I 
could say on this. I will turn to my col-
league, Senator MURRAY, who will talk 
with greater specificity about what is 
at stake here. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague 

from Massachusetts. 
I am pleased to be offering this 

amendment today, along with Senators 
KERRY, LEVIN, KENNEDY, DASCHLE, 
WELLSTONE, SIMON, HARKIN, DODD, 
KOHL, BINGAMAN, MIKULSKI, DORGAN, 
and WYDEN. 

Mr. President, our amendment sim-
ply increases the level of investment 
this country will make in education 
and job training over the next 6 years. 
When Senator Magnuson, whose seat I 
now sit in, was here over two decades 
ago, education proponents were asking 
Congress to dedicate one-third of the 
Federal budget to education. Today, 
very sadly, a mere 3 percent of our 
budget is invested in our children’s 
education. 

Function 500’s discretionary initia-
tives—the part of the budget that this 
amendment addresses—contain some of 
our most successful education and job 

training programs, including Head 
Start, title I, impact aid, school-to- 
work, vocational education, and edu-
cation technology programs. 

I can tell you, as a Senator who is a 
preschool teacher, a PTA member, a 
mother, and a Senator, that I know 
each of these programs makes a dif-
ference in the lives of our young peo-
ple. 

Mr. President, children are our Na-
tion’s most precious resource. I have 
heard so many of my colleagues say 
this. We know the next generation 
faces more challenges than any who 
came before them. They face a more 
competitive job market, rapidly chang-
ing occupations, more technology, and 
increasing international competition. 
Adequately funding function 500 is one 
of the best ways the Federal Govern-
ment can prepare our children for the 
changing work force. It is a simple, 
commonsense investment. And it is an 
investment that yields big dividends 
quickly. 

I, personally, have seen a Head Start 
student smile as she listened to a 
teacher read her a book for the very 
first time. I have talked with college 
students who would not be in school 
were it not for a Pell grant. I was on a 
school board that passed a bond to put 
technology into our classrooms be-
cause we knew that in our lifetime 
every student would need to be able to 
use the latest technology. I have been 
in schools like the Bethel School Dis-
trict, where students tell me school-to- 
work programs have changed their 
lives and brought personal success. 

Quite frankly, I am a little dis-
appointed that we need to offer this 
amendment today. We all know last 
year’s budget debate was acrimonious. 
But, after much haggling, we were able 
to restore valuable education funds in 
the omnibus fiscal year 1996 appropria-
tions bill. I commend Senators SPEC-
TER, HARKIN, KENNEDY, and others for 
their hard work and dedication to get-
ting that job done in the last budget. 
But, after all of this, I did not expect 
to see the new Republican budget pro-
pose another truly inadequate level for 
education and job training funds. 

Now, I have heard the Republicans 
tell us their budget actually increases 
education spending by $3.1 billion over 
6 years. Well, that is not the whole 
story. I have to tell my colleagues, 
that amount will not even keep pace 
with inflation. Nor will it match the 
amount needed to serve the Nation’s 
increased enrollment projections. Stu-
dent enrollment will increase 7 percent 
over the next 6 years, and next year’s 
enrollment will be the highest national 
level since 1971. It is clear to me that, 
over 6 years, the Republican budget 
amounts to a cut—plain and simple. It 
is $26 billion below inflated fiscal year 
1996 levels. It is a retreat from our re-
sponsibility to provide education and 
opportunity to the next generation of 
Americans, and it lacks the core values 
I believe most Americans hold. 
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Mr. President, as many of my col-

leagues know, I offered this amend-
ment last week in the Budget Com-
mittee markup. Unfortunately, it was 
not accepted. It was rejected along 
party lines. But let me take a minute 
to describe this amendment a little bit 
further. This amendment increases 
function 500’s 6-year spending level 
$56.1 billion over the Republican pro-
posal. However, please note, this 
amendment falls short of what we 
would be spending under fiscal year 
1995 prerescission levels. 

I want to emphasize that point. This 
amendment spends $17.7 billion less 
than what would have been invested if 
the fiscal year 1996 prerescission poli-
cies were kept in place. The 1995 level 
is the most appropriate. However, I un-
derstand that that level is not fiscally 
possible because we all need to give a 
little as we move toward a balanced 
budget. I believe this amendment is 
truly a good-faith concession from the 
most acceptable education and job 
training funding level. 

Finally, it is important to under-
stand that this amendment is paid for 
by closing corporate tax loopholes and 
extending expired tax provisions. Our 
children—our young people are worth 
it. 

Mr. President, I have held a series of 
town hall meetings throughout Wash-
ington State over the course of this 
past year. In Tacoma, Spokane, 
Yakima, and Vancouver people came 
together to talk about the responsi-
bility adults have in improving the 
well-being of our children. We agreed 
to respect our differences, but to get 
beyond them to the things we can all 
agree on. Overwhelmingly, all adults 
and young people agreed we need to in-
vest in our children’s education. 

In fact, whenever I talk with my 
friends and neighbors about the budget, 
they always tell me not to cut Federal 
investments in education and job train-
ing. They know Head Start works in 
Washington State. It serves 11,000 kids 
annually, but there are 6,000 more eli-
gible children that could be served with 
increased funding. 

I have seen firsthand the successes 
that come from our vocational edu-
cation programs. We must remember 
that over 50 percent of our children 
will not go on to college, and they need 
to graduate with skills that give them 
real jobs. We know, vocational edu-
cation and school-to-work programs 
help prepare those young adults to 
compete in the rapidly changing global 
marketplace. 

I recently talked to a young woman 
who was waiting to hear if she would 
get a Pell grant this year. Her eyes 
filled with tears as she told me this 
was her one chance to get to college 
next fall. 

I also know from personal experience, 
as a teacher, the progress being made 
in our public schools through title I 
funding and education technology 
grants. Sure, cutting education funds 
will not mean we stop teaching read-

ing, writing, or math. But, if we do not 
pass this amendment it will mean one 
more child will not get the help they 
critically need to be a success one day. 

Mr. President, these programs work 
in my home State. But, support for 
these programs is widespread. My col-
leagues may have seen a recent USA 
Today poll that showed 82 percent of 
Americans do not want to balance the 
budget if it means cutting education. 
We should listen to this message and 
do what our constituents recommend. 

The debate over our fiscal priorities 
has come a long way since exactly 1 
year ago, and Senator DOMENICI, chair-
man of the Budget Committee, de-
serves a lot of the credit for advancing 
this discussion and moving our Nation 
closer to a balanced budget. I believe 
the differences between the two parties 
has narrowed to a point where com-
promise is within reach. All we need 
now is the courage to do so. 

Mr. President, last year’s budget de-
bate was painful for all of us. But, I 
know it was especially painful for our 
constituents—our hard-working friends 
and neighbors. They did not know why 
the budget debate forced the Govern-
ment to shut down twice; one time for 
3 straight weeks. They did not see that 
as progress. Instead, they saw it as just 
another example of what is wrong with 
Congress and the Government today. 

I do not mention this to point fingers 
at any particular party, but as a re-
minder that the budget debate requires 
compromise if we hope to really serve 
the people. 

In the end last year, we learned our 
Government is truly a democracy. We 
learned any successful budget agree-
ment will need to be as broad and bi-
partisan as possible. Most importantly, 
we learned that it is possible to bal-
ance the Federal budget without re-
treating on education or hurting chil-
dren. 

The final appropriations bill in-
creased education funding from the 
original proposal because we all recog-
nized we needed to compromise on this 
critical area of funding. We have to do 
that again, now, with this budget and 
with the passage of this amendment. 

Mr. President, I am optimistic we 
have learned from our mistakes and I 
am confident Congress and the Presi-
dent can come to terms on a balance 
budget plan. Both sides have come a 
long way over the course of a year. 
During the appropriations process, Re-
publicans have acknowledged the need 
to increase funding for education, the 
environment, cops on the street, and 
AmeriCorps; and the President has sub-
mitted a CBO-certified balanced budget 
that includes cuts in Medicare and 
Medicaid. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to 
note that many of my colleagues argue 
for the Republican budget package by 
claiming it will benefit our children 
and grandchildren in the long run. 
They claim we will give our children a 
better economy and lower interest 
rates tomorrow by balancing the budg-

et today. Well, this may be true, but 
they fail to note that this plan cuts our 
vital investments to do so; programs 
like Head Start, title I, Pell grants, 
and vocational education. 

I fail to see how my children will be 
better off tomorrow without decent, 
quality education today. In fact, if my 
kids do not have an education, they 
will not get a job, and if they do not 
get a job, they will not be able to buy 
a home with those lower interest rates. 

Mr. President, a businessman re-
cently commented to me that a good 
business that plans to be here in the fu-
ture cuts its budget carefully and in-
vests in its most important resources. 
He said he feared this Congress ap-
peared to be having a fire sale. We need 
to look ahead and say we do want to 
survive long into the future. This 
amendment helps get us there. 

So, again, I say to my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, when compared 
to prerescission 1995 levels, this amend-
ment is a modest investment in edu-
cation and job training and restores a 
core value I believe Americans hold: 
The belief that education is important. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port Senator KERRY, myself, and others 
in supporting this critical amendment. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will 

just take a couple of minutes and then 
reserve the remainder of the time for 
other Senators who want to speak on 
this issue. I thank the Senator from 
Washington. I want to emphasize, if I 
may, a couple of points that both she 
and I have made. 

This is not a struggle, in my judg-
ment, over whether one group wants to 
be fiscally responsible and the other 
group does not. We are both talking 
about a framework for a balanced 
budget. In fact, were it not for the in-
sistence on a very significant size tax 
cut on a 7-year basis—still over $200 
billion, less than that over 6 years— 
there is today enough money on the 
table by both sides, agreed upon, to 
balance the budget. I hope Americans 
understand that. We do not have to 
have this fight except for the struggle 
over a tax cut. It is the struggle over 
the tax cut that forces the taking of 
money from a whole lot of things that 
matter in order to give the tax cut. 
The tax cut is fundamentally a bor-
rowing from the future to give to the 
present. The tax cut is essentially a 
transfer payment taking from the next 
generation in terms of investment and 
current programs and giving to a group 
of people to spend it today. 

That is really what we are fighting 
about here because we have identified, 
and the President has delivered to us 
and we have voted for a sufficient num-
ber of discretionary cuts to balance the 
budget of this country this afternoon. 
What we are saying in our vision is we 
are willing to support—many of us, not 
everybody perhaps—some form of a tax 
cut in order to have compromise here. 
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There are certainly some Americans 
who really deserve one. If it were 
geared in a way that absolutely guar-
anteed that the right people were get-
ting it, there might be much more sup-
port for building the compromise fast-
er. But there is no excuse for taking 
20,000 kids out of Head Start and saying 
you do not get a head start so we can 
give somebody earning more than 
$300,000 a year more money. It is irra-
tional. But that is exactly what the 
program is at the same time as the 
stock market of this country went up 
34 percent in one year, at the same 
time as company after company re-
ports record profits, at the same time 
as interest rates are low, unemploy-
ment is low, and 8.5 million jobs have 
been created in 31⁄2 years. What is the 
rationale for taking 20,000 kids and 
saying you do not get a head start so 
we can jump-start the economy—8.5 
million jobs better than Ronald Reagan 
did, better than George Bush did? It is 
illogical. 

In New Bedford, MA, 294 children are 
currently participating in Head Start. 
So I wonder what Senator here would 
like to go tell those kids, go stand in 
front of them and say, ‘‘No more pro-
gram. Sorry.’’ Or to say that ‘‘50 of you 
are going to be out of this program and 
the rest of you get to go ahead because 
we think it is a good program. We just 
do not want 50 of you to continue in it 
so we can give people who earn $300,000 
or more a nice tax break.’’ That is the 
choice. 

Mr. President, another important ef-
fort that would be cut here is the Safe 
and Drug-Free Schools Program. It 
serves over 134,000 kids in Massachu-
setts alone. The Republicans want to 
cut this antiviolence program by $50 
million. That may be a relatively small 
cut. But again, I ask the question: 
Why? Why? Has somebody discovered 
suddenly that every school in America 
is free of drugs? Has somebody discov-
ered suddenly that drugs are no longer 
a problem? Has somebody discovered 
that kids are not still bringing weap-
ons to school and we do not need to 
make our schools safer? I cannot think 
of a parent in America who would 
agree that safe schools and drug-free 
schools is not yet a priority of this Na-
tion. Yet, our friends on the other side 
of the aisle, in order to give this great 
big, fat tax cut, are coming in and say-
ing, ‘‘Sorry, kids. It does not matter 
how unsafe your school is. We are not 
going to consider that a Federal pri-
ority anymore.’’ 

Mr. President, I will just close by 
showing on these two charts the his-
tory of what has happened with respect 
to these expenditures. This is what we 
did in 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995 
in the black—every year the Federal 
priority was to try to help make a dif-
ference to hurting places in America. 
We were going to try to help these 
schools do better. 

Here is the Republican revolution. 
There is the date that the Republican 
revolution began—the biggest cuts in 

American history all of a sudden de-
spite the fact that experts across the 
land will tell you that each of these ef-
forts is working. 

Mr. President, here is the history in 
a different way. This is what we are 
doing. Last year the Republicans pro-
posed a $26 billion cut in education ap-
propriations. The Senator from Illinois 
is here. He will remember this. He was 
one of the people who helped to stop it. 
They wanted to cut $10 billion from 
education last year. That was their 
original goal. But the committee 
raised a storm. People raised a storm, 
and that came out of the committee at 
$4.9 billion. Then it came down here, 
and we had an effort, a fight on the 
floor, that resulted in a $3.7 billion cut 
finally. That is the bite of the apple 
they took. We came along and said, 
‘‘We do not want a $3.7 billion cut. We 
think that is wrong.’’ So we had an-
other big fight on the floor. We con-
sumed all the time and energy of the 
U.S. Senate, and we finally won and 
got the $3.7 billion restored so we have 
a lesser cut. 

What is the lesson learned from that? 
The Senate ultimately voted—I think 
it was about 80-plus Senators—to say 
let us just take this tiny little nibble 
out of the apple. And what happens this 
year? They come right back and pro-
pose to devour the apple again with a 
$25 billion cut. Why are we are going 
through that exercise again? No won-
der most Americans are sitting around 
at home saying, ‘‘Have these guys lost 
their minds? Where are they coming 
from?’’ 

That is called extreme, Mr. Presi-
dent, from here, to here, with this 
intermediary experience, and here is 
what we wound up with. You would 
think somebody learned a lesson. 

So I hope that we are going to have 
the good common sense not to split 
ourselves apart but to come together 
around the most fundamental commit-
ment we could make in this country 
today. There is no way we will compete 
with Japanese, with Germans, with any 
of the other developing countries who 
care more about education than we do 
apparently. They put the effort into it. 
We should be putting the effort into it. 
All of us know that very few Gov-
ernors, very few mayors are going to 
run for office with the ability to say, ‘‘I 
am going to raise the tax base, the 
property tax,’’ which is the most oner-
ous of all taxes, ‘‘and I am going to 
adequately fund education.’’ The whole 
purpose of these efforts was to make up 
the difference in those areas. I hope 
that we will do just that in this Cham-
ber. 

I ask unanimous consent to reserve 
the remainder of time on both the envi-
ronment amendment and the education 
amendment for those Senators wishing 
to speak thereon. 

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

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator please 
yield? 

Mr. KERRY. I yield the floor. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield 2 
minutes of his time? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to the Sen-
ator. 

Mr. EXON. I congratulate and thank 
the Senator from Massachusetts and 
the Senator from Washington for an 
excellent presentation on two very im-
portant subjects. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be added as a cosponsor to both 
of the amendments that have been of-
fered and discussed this morning. 

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

Mr. EXON. I appreciate very much 
the vivid presentation centering on 
something that is very fundamental to 
those of us on this side of the aisle, and 
I hope and urge my colleagues to sup-
port these two amendments because 
they are absolutely vital to the future 
of America, and that is what it is all 
about. 

This amendment simply raises the 
function totals in the Republican budg-
et up to those included in the Presi-
dent’s budget for education and train-
ing programs. 

While the Republicans cite an in-
crease in education spending compared 
to their freeze baseline, they admit a 
cut of $3.2 billion over 6 years to a 1996 
freeze. How could that be? The answer 
is simple. Their so-called ‘‘freeze base-
line’’ for the education Function only 
freezes for 1 year and then dips down in 
the outyears. They do not extend the 
appropriators’ hard-fought compromise 
agreement on education spending 
through the whole budget window. 

The lesson of the long, drawn out, 
saga of the 1996 appropriations process 
was that the American people, the ma-
jority of Congress, and the President 
consider it a top priority to adequately 
fund education programs. The Repub-
licans seem to need to be knocked over 
the head to learn that lesson. 

Let me say in closing that I strongly 
support the Kerry-Murray-Levin-Ken-
nedy amendment and urge its adoption 
by the Senate. 

I thank my friend and I yield back 
any time remaining that has been 
yielded to me. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished manager of the bill 
very much. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the Kerry amend-
ment. I thank Senator KERRY for his 
leadership as well as Senator MURRAY 
from Washington for her leadership. 

I first had the chance to meet JOHN 
KERRY many years before we served in 
the Senate together. I was impressed 
by him then, and the contribution and 
sense of vision and understanding he 
had, and I have been impressed in my 
years in the Senate. 

Every study that any economic group 
makes of where we ought to go, what 
we ought to do, I do not care whether 
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it is conservative, liberal, what it is, 
they all come back and say one thing: 
we have to invest more in education. 

In the area of higher education, we 
are still preeminent in the world, 
though others are catching up. In the 
area of primary and secondary edu-
cation, we are now among the devel-
oped nations in what we spend per per-
son about 14th. In preschool education, 
we are way behind. We ought to be 
doing more. This is where we set the 
priorities. 

Let me just give you an historic 
analogy that my friend from Nebraska 
is old enough to remember along with 
me, if he will forgive me, and that is 
the GI bill after World War II. It was 
an interesting thing; there was a fight 
among veterans groups as to what 
should happen. The American Legion, 
of which I am a member—and I have 
sometimes differed with my friends in 
the American Legion—after World War 
II said we ought to have an education 
program for veterans, and they pushed 
it. And some of the other veterans 
groups said no, we should have a cash 
bonus for veterans. Fortunately, for 
the United States of America, the 
American Legion prevailed, and the GI 
bill was a huge step forward for this 
Nation. We then had in comparative 
terms about one-third of the income, 
even accounting for inflation, that we 
do today. The average grant, if you 
were to add inflation, from the GI bill 
today would be $9,400, regardless of in-
come. We struggle for $2,300 in a PELL 
grant today for those of extremely lim-
ited income. 

However, in a sense we are going 
through the same fight. And here I dif-
fer with some of my friends on both 
sides. We do not call it a cash bonus 
today. We call if a tax cut. And instead 
of investing in education, we are being 
asked to cut back on education. It is 
shortsighted. We ought to be looking 
at our children and our grandchildren 
and saying, how do we build a better 
future for them? I have to believe we 
do not do it by giving tax cuts that, 
frankly, I do not think are wise. We are 
saying we are going to balance the 
budget in 7 years, and it is kind of like 
a New Year’s resolution. We are pro-
claiming a New Year’s resolution to 
diet and starting with a huge dessert. 

And then we have the wrong prior-
ities—$11 billion more for defense than 
the Defense Department requests but 
cutting back on education. 

So I strongly support my colleague 
from Massachusetts in this effort. I 
think he is right, and I applaud his 
leadership on this amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we 
have been talking about the amounts 
of money which effectively will be au-
thorized in the budget that has been 
proposed to us by the majority of the 
Republicans in the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate. There are im-
portant differences in the priorities of 
Democrats and Republicans. The budg-

et should reflect the Nation’s prior-
ities. And I want to just follow up and 
continue what I know was an excellent 
presentation by my friend and col-
league from Massachusetts, Senator 
KERRY, talking about the priorities of 
education and to try and clarify what 
the proposed Republican budget would 
mean to parents, families, and school 
systems across this country. 

First, all of us know that money in 
and of itself does not solve problems. 
How we allocate resources is a pretty 
clear indication what a nation’s prior-
ities are. Education is among their 
highest priorities. It ranks above 
crime, the economy, health care, and 
the deficit for the first time in history. 
82 percent of Americans oppose cutting 
education to balance the budget. 

The American people need to under-
stand that there are significant cuts in 
K–12 and higher education in the Re-
publican budget. American people do 
not support real reductions in funding 
of education programs or the elimi-
nation of some programs, to pay for 
tax breaks for wealthy individuals and 
corporations. I do not think that is a 
choice most Americans would make, 
yet that is before us in this budget pro-
posed by our Republican friends. 

There are significant cuts in Head 
Start, which helps young people get on 
the first rung of the ladder of the edu-
cation process and develop their self- 
esteem so they are better prepared to 
enter the school. The Republican budg-
et freezes Head Start below current 
levels, denying at least 20,000 children 
this preschool experience in 1997 alone. 
Our Democratic amendment increases 
Head Start by 10 percent in 1997, allow-
ing 796,500 children to benefit from this 
comprehensive education, nutrition, 
and health services program. 

There are real cuts in title I, which 
improves the math and reading skills 
of children who come from disadvan-
taged backgrounds. Republican cuts to 
title I will deny reading and math as-
sistance to 550,000 disadvantaged chil-
dren next year. Our Democratic amend-
ment increases title I by 7 percent for 
1997, providing instruction to 7 million 
disadvantaged children. 

There are significant cuts in Goals 
2000, which funds the efforts of local 
schools to enhance academic achieve-
ment. Republicans cut Goals 2000 fund-
ing in 800 schools. Our Democratic 
amendment permits an increase in 
funding of $176 million in 1997, in order 
to respond to the high level of requests 
for Goals 2000 funds in States and local-
ities trying to improve the achieve-
ment levels of their students. 

The Republican budget will also deny 
needed opportunities for job training to 
over 130,000 youths and adults in 1997. 
The House budget is even more ex-
treme. It cuts job training programs by 
43 percent below the 1995 level. The 
number of participants in this program 
will drop from 1.8 million this year to 
1.1 million in 2002, a loss of 750,000 par-
ticipants. These programs now serve 
only 3.6 percent of eligible workers. 

The Republican cut would reduce that 
level to 2.2 percent. 

There are reductions in the support 
for Safe and Drug Free Schools. We 
hear a lot of statements about how we 
are going to deal with the problems of 
substance abuse. It is a complex issue. 
Safe and Drug Free Schools helps re-
duce violence and substance abuse in 
the schools of this country. This pro-
gram is being seriously cut back. 

In higher education, Pell grants will 
be cut by $6.2 billion over 6 years. As a 
result, 1.3 million students will lose 
Pell grants, and the value of the max-
imum grant will decline by $400 per 
student by 2002. 

Pell grants have already lost 25 per-
cent of their purchasing power over the 
last 15 years. In 1979, a Pell grant pro-
vided three-fourths of the cost of at-
tending a public college. Now it pro-
vides less than a third of that cost. 

Our Democratic amendment tries to 
ease the difficulties that students and 
working families face in struggling to 
pay for college. It allows Pell grants to 
keep pace with inflation, with the max-
imum Pell grant reaching $3,130 by the 
year 2002. 

Our amendment will also increase 
the investment in work study by 10 
percent in 1997. It will expand the num-
ber of students who gain work experi-
ence while they earn money for college 
from 700,000 to 1 million by 2002. By 
contrast, under the Republican budget 
800,000 students will lose work study 
assistance by 2002. 

The Republican budget also disman-
tles the direct loan program, which has 
been overwhelmingly endorsed by stu-
dents and colleges across the country. 
Under the direct loan program, stu-
dents get their loans to pay for college 
faster and more easily than under the 
guaranteed loan program. Direct lend-
ing also offers income-contingent re-
payment, so that the size of a student’s 
loan payment is determined by his or 
her income. Direct lending is an enor-
mous success, an incredible success. If 
I have the time, I will read into the 
RECORD some of the various reports and 
assessments, where young people and 
colleges overwhelmingly endorse it. 

The House of Representatives effec-
tively eliminates the direct loan pro-
gram. The Senate caps it at 20 percent, 
which will still undermine it in a very 
significant way. Only 4 weeks ago Re-
publicans and the administration 
agreed to let colleges choose a student 
loan program. That was only 4 weeks 
ago. But now, they come right back 
and say, ‘‘No, we are going to go back 
on that agreement, not build on it.’’ 

The Republican budget denies col-
leges the opportunity to choose the 
loan program that provides the best 
service and lowest cost to their stu-
dents. The Republicans say, ‘‘Oh, no, 
we know best. We know best. We here 
in Washington, DC, know best. We here 
in the Senate know best.’’ 

You know better than what the stu-
dents and colleges in my State of Mas-
sachusetts want? Schools and colleges 
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should make their own choice. My col-
leges will not be permitted that. My 
students in Massachusetts will not be 
permitted that. Their option is effec-
tively closed out by the arbitrary posi-
tion which has been taken by the Re-
publican majority. 

There is one group that will benefit 
from the Republican cap on direct lend-
ing. The guaranty agencies and banks 
in the guaranteed loan program will 
gain $100 billion in new loan volume, 
which will provide them $5 or $6 billion 
in new profits. That money ought to 
remain in the pockets of hard-working 
Americans. 

In the fiscal year 1995 Rescissions, we 
voted to cut education funding to $39.5 
billion. Then, the next year, the 1996 
Republican budget came in at $36.2 bil-
lion—a $3.3 billion shortfall. Many of 
us fought in the U.S. Senate and said, 
let us at least protect education—by 
keeping funding at the fiscal year 1995 
level. 

Eventually the Republicans ran into 
a brick wall because the President said 
the American people believe in invest-
ing in the children of this country and 
we are not going to backstep in edu-
cation. We had to close down the Gov-
ernment. That was perpetrated by the 
unwillingness of Republicans to protect 
education and the environment. 

Then, only a few weeks ago, here in 
the U.S. Senate we voted 84 to 16 to re-
store $2.7 billion to education, to get us 
back to where we were in 1995. The 
final passage of that bill was 88 to 12. 
Republicans and Democrats were say-
ing, ‘‘We support this. We are all for 
it.’’ The victory was brief. Only a few 
weeks later, from April 25 to May 9, the 
Republicans propose a significant cut 
to education again by $3.2 billion—$3.2 
billion. The 1997 Republican budget is a 
thinly-disguised rehash of the harsh 
anti-education plan we defeated a few 
months ago. 

Now, what do our Republican friends 
say? We are going to use that cut that 
we were not able to get last year as the 
baseline for appropriations over the 
next 6 years. When they made their 
proposal on the budget, they cut $3.2 
billion and used that as the baseline 
over the future years. 

Mr. President, this is the funda-
mental point. When you use that lower 
baseline and project it out over the pe-
riod of the next 6 years, effectively it 
reduces funding for education by 20 
percent, by one-fifth. 

That is bad enough, but let us look at 
what is happening to the school-age 
population during that time. Over the 
next 6 years, we are going to see a sig-
nificant expansion in the number of 
children that are going to public 
schools; enrollment is going to increase 
7 percent. 50,000 more teachers are 
needed just to avoid overcrowded class-
rooms. 

Mr. President, we face the same prob-
lem in higher education. There is going 
to be a 12 percent increase in the total 
students that enroll in postsecondary 
education as well. That is not figured 

in. So when we talk about a 20 percent 
reduction in education spending, we 
must remember that this decrease 
comes at a time when increased fund-
ing is needed just to keep up with the 
flood of new students. 

This is no time to cut education. 
Education is a priority for national in-
vestment. To prepare children for the 
future we need to spend more on edu-
cation, not less. 

Our Democratic amendment gets 
these priorities right. It permits an in-
vestment in education that keeps pace 
with rising enrollments and the de-
mand for a better trained work force. I 
urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment. This is a vote for edu-
cation and for the wise priorities that 
will guide America sensibly to the fu-
ture. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise as a 
cosponsor of the education amendment 
offered by Senators MURRAY and 
KERRY. 

This amendment would restore the 
overall funding level for critical edu-
cation and training programs jeopard-
ized under this budget proposal. The 
amendment is fully paid for by closing 
corporate tax loopholes. 

Students, parents, and teachers 
taught us a valuable lesson this past 
year. The budget we are considering 
today seems to have missed the main 
tenet of that lesson—this Nation can 
not afford large education cuts. 

Mr. President, over the next 6 years, 
funding for education programs under 
this budget would be reduced by 17 per-
cent in real dollars, a cut of $7.4 bil-
lion. Such a weak commitment to edu-
cation ignores profound challenges fac-
ing students, schools, and families. 

School violence is more and more 
prevalent; yet this budget jeopardizes 
the Safe and Drug Free Schools Pro-
gram. 

The cost of obtaining a college edu-
cation is going through the roof; yet 
this budget restricts opportunities for 
college aid. 

Math and reading scores of children 
are stagnant; yet Title I funding to 
help the most disadvantaged children 
build basic skills is weakened. 

And technology is racing past the 
classroom door; yet this budget leaves 
education technology programs behind. 

How can we make such assumptions? 
Because those programs were targeted 
for devastating cuts under the partisan 
budget plan last year—the same cuts 
which were so soundly rejected by the 
American people. 

It is true that the bulk of education 
funding comes from States and local-
ities, but school administrators are the 
first to admit that the Federal con-
tribution is critical. Cutting our in-
vestment in education is foolhardy. In 
the struggle to meet the challenges of 
educating today’s students, schools and 
communities need more help, not less. 

We clearly must to be willing to 
make difficult decisions to reign in 
government spending. But it makes no 
sense to cut corners on education. 

There is a simple reason for this. In the 
next century, the world’s strongest Na-
tion will be the one which has the best 
educated people. If we abandon schools 
and students today, we will not be pre-
pared for the economic challenges to-
morrow. 

Reducing our investment in edu-
cation will have painful results. Stu-
dents with special needs will not get 
the individual attention they must 
have to succeed in school. Drugs and 
violence will threaten the safety of 
even more students and teachers. Stu-
dents will not have the skills to make 
the connection to jobs after gradua-
tion. And ambitious, intelligent stu-
dents will not go to college, because 
they will not be able to afford the tui-
tion. 

Mr. President, according to the Col-
lege Board, college tuition costs last 
year increased at a rate of 6 percent 
nationally, which is more than twice 
the rate of inflation. Only a decade 
ago, student debt levels were $9 billion. 
This year student loans may reach $29 
billion, which is up from $27 billion last 
year and $24 billion in 1994. 

Facing the realities of skyrocketing 
tuition costs, parents are finding it 
harder than ever to help their children 
reach a higher standard of living. Fam-
ilies are falling deeper and deeper in 
debt trying to send their kids to col-
lege today. 

Are we prepared to turn our backs on 
those seeking to succeed through a 
good education? I should hope not. We 
confronted these same concerns last 
year, and we came to the right conclu-
sion then. This year we are forced down 
the same road, and the answer must be 
the same now. 

I urge my colleagues to support edu-
cation and vote for the Kerry-Murray 
amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield to 
me for 1 minute? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I inquire of 
the Senator from Massachusetts, since 
he had indicated a few moments ago 
that he was retaining the remainder of 
his time later on, have we come to an 
end then at this particular period of 
time or does someone else wish to talk 
on this? 

Mr. KERRY. I know the Senator from 
Nevada wishes to speak with respect to 
the environmental amendment but I 
would ask unanimous consent—I think 
it is in order anyway—the remainder of 
time on both amendments be managed 
by the distinguished manager of the 
bill. 

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

Mr. EXON. How much time does the 
Senator from Nevada seek? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the man-
ager of this bill could allow me, I would 
like 20 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 
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Mr. EXON. I yield 20 minutes off of 

the time— 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, since I 

have been waiting here, I have a sense- 
of-the-Senate amendment that I want-
ed to send to the desk. If the Senator 
from Nevada would allow me, it would 
only take me about 2 minutes. Will he 
let me do that ahead of his 20 minutes? 

Mr. EXON. I inquire of the Presiding 
Officer, how much time is remaining on 
these two amendments, on the support 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 48 minutes in the aggre-
gate on these two amendments. 

Mr. EXON. Forty-eight in the aggre-
gate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have 
been used. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator from Nevada 
has asked for 20 minutes and I yield 
that. The Senator from Washington 
asked for how much? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Three minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
Mr. EXON. I would simply say that 

the Senator from Washington is not 
seeking any additional time, as I un-
derstand it, on these two amendments. 
She is following with an amendment. 
She would like to go next under the 
order. I am wondering if possibly, to 
move things along, the Senator from 
Nevada could maybe shorten his re-
marks and then maybe come back later 
on this afternoon, if he is going to be 
available. We are trying to accommo-
date a whole group of people, as the 
Senator knows. 

All that I am saying is we thought we 
were about ready to proceed under the 
schedule with the amendment to be of-
fered and remarks by the Senator from 
Washington. I am wondering if the Sen-
ator from Nevada might be able to ac-
commodate us some on this. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend and the 
manager of the bill that I, of course, 
have no problem yielding to my friend 
from Washington. But I say to the two 
managers of this bill, I am trying to 
cooperate. I had an amendment that I 
was going to offer that is on the list. I 
decided not to do that because this 
amendment is pending. Therefore I 
feel, in the spirit of cooperation, that I 
have complied with that spirit. 

Mr. EXON. I see. In other words, basi-
cally what the Senator is saying, try-
ing to expedite this, he will not be of-
fering the amendment that we had 
scheduled for him to talk on this after-
noon? 

Mr. REID. That is right. What I say 
to the two managers is that I am going 
to speak on the Kerry amendment that 
is an umbrella environmental amend-
ment, and that way I will not offer my 
amendment, which is more specific. 
Theirs is more broad than mine. 

Mr. EXON. We appreciate 
everybody’s cooperation. Sometimes 
cooperation—the Senator from Wash-
ington, as I understood it, was sched-
uled to talk around noon. Has that 
been moved up? 

Mrs. MURRAY. I believe it was 1:30 
or 2. I am willing to do it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 

to Senator EXON, I think we are doing 
great. It looks like this is going to be 
a day filled with good utilization of our 
time. But I will just state as these 
amendments have been offered, we 
have not yielded back our time in op-
position. It would seem to me Senator 
REID needs some time, but I think we 
also have to work in this time to rebut 
the Kerry amendment and the previous 
one. 

I do not want to do that now because 
you would rather use the time to ac-
commodate a Senator, but clearly we 
are not going to be without a few 
words, although we have heard most of 
the arguments last year. We do not 
have to take a lot of time. But we do 
want to rebut the two amendments, so 
I would appreciate it if you did not go 
much beyond Senator MURRAY and 
then see if we want to use time in re-
buttal. We are entitled to that right 
now, as I understand it. I will say I do 
not want to use that now. 

If the Senator has an important com-
mitment to Senator MURRAY, let us do 
that, and then I would very much like 
to use some time on our side in rebut-
tal to the three that have been offered. 

Mr. EXON. I guess what you are say-
ing is you do not object to remarks by 
the Senator from Nevada or the amend-
ment to be offered by the Senator from 
Washington, in that order, is that 
right? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Actually I did not 
say that, but if that is what you want 
now, that will put us up another 30 or 
40 minutes? That is fine. 

Mr. REID. The Senator from Wash-
ington wants 3 minutes, and I will try 
to do mine in 15, no more than 20. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection. 
Mr. EXON. I suggest, Mr. President, 

then to accommodate everybody as 
well as we can, the Senator from Wash-
ington be recognized at this time as per 
previous agreement and then the Sen-
ator from Nevada would follow in that 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for their accom-
modation and ask unanimous consent 
the pending amendment be set aside in 
order that I may introduce an amend-
ment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3992 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

that the General Services Administration 
should place a high priority on facilitating 
direct transfer of excess Federal Govern-
ment computers to public schools and com-
munity-based educational organizations) 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-

RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 3992. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE. 
(a) ASSUMPTIONS.—The figures contained in 

this resolution are based on the following as-
sumptions: 

(1) America’s children must obtain the nec-
essary skills and tools needed to succeed in 
the technologically advanced 21st century; 

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

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

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

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

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the functional totals and 
reconciliation instructions in this budget 
resolution assume that the General Services 
Administration should place a high priority 
on facilitating direct transfer of excess Fed-
eral Government computers to public schools 
and community-based educational organiza-
tions. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
amendment I sent forward is simply a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution that I 
believe most of my colleagues will sup-
port. I hope it can be accepted by voice 
vote later today or next week. 

This amendment simply directs the 
General Services Administration to fa-
cilitate the process of getting excess 
Government computers to schools or 
nonprofit school organizations. This 
amendment is following a Presidential 
Executive order that was to make mod-
ern computer technology an integral 
part of every classroom, provide teach-
ers with professional development that 
they need to use new technologies ef-
fectively, and connects classrooms to 
the national information infrastruc-
ture and encourages the creation of 
educational software. I have heard 
many of my colleagues talk about the 
need to put computers and tech-
nologies into the classroom, but the re-
ality is that many school districts can-
not afford this expensive equipment. 

The President’s Executive order now 
has all Federal agencies documenting 
their excess computer equipment. My 
amendment will direct GSA to facili-
tate this process so the excess com-
puters that are in Government service 
can be gotten into the schools where 
they are needed. 

I urge my colleagues to support this. 
Again, I hope it can be done quickly 
and efficiently on a voice vote. 
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I thank my colleagues and yield back 

my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is now recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3990 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am speak-
ing on the KERRY amendment dealing 
with the environment. I have here a 
publication on the Great Basin Na-
tional Park. It is called ‘‘The Story Be-
hind the Scenery.’’ It is a new publica-
tion, one of which I am very proud, be-
cause it showcases a national park that 
we have in the State of Nevada. 

Mr. EXON. Could I interrupt the Sen-
ator from Nevada for just a moment? I 
wonder if he will yield to the two lead-
ers of the bill without losing his right 
to the floor. We are making some good 
progress. We have two amendments, 
one from the Republican side and one 
from the Democratic side, that we are 
prepared to accept at this time, if we 
could interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. REID. Fine. 
Mr. EXON. I thank my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, at the 

present time I have talked with the 
chairman of the committee. There are 
two amendments that we are prepared 
to accept, one from that side and one 
from this side. At the present time the 
staff is presenting those amendments 
to the Senator from New Mexico. 

I believe he has them now. I believe 
the chairman of the committee is pre-
pared to offer these two amendments, 
one from each side, sense-of-the-Senate 
amendments that we are ready to ac-
cept. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3993 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

on funding to assist youth at risk) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator CAMPBELL with respect to at- 
risk youth. I ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI], for Mr. CAMPBELL, for himself and Mr. 
KOHL, proposes an amendment numbered 
3993. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III insert the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING TO 
ASSIST YOUTH AT RISK. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) there is an increasing prevalence of vio-

lence and drug use among this country’s 
youth; 

(2) recognizing the magnitude of this prob-
lem the Federal Government must continue 
to maximize efforts in addressing the in-
creasing prevalence of violence and drug use 
among this country’s youth, with necessary 
adherence to budget guidelines; 

(3) the Federal Bureau of Investigation re-
ports that between 1985 and 1994, juvenile ar-
rests for violent crime increased by 75 per-
cent nationwide. 

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

(5) the Justice Department’s Office of Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
reports that in 1994, law enforcement agen-
cies made over 2,700,000 arrests of persons 
under age 18, with juveniles accounting for 19 
percent of all violent crime arrests across 
the country; 

(6) the Congressional Task Force on Na-
tional Drug Policy recently set forth a series 
of recommendations for strengthening the 
criminal justice and law enforcement effort, 
including domestic prevention effort rein-
forcing the idea that prevention begins at 
home; 

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

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

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this concurrent resolution on the 
budget assume that— 

(1) sufficient funding should be provided to 
programs which assist youth at risk to re-
duce illegal drug use and the incidence of 
youth crime and violence; 

(2) priority should be given to determine 
‘‘what works’’ through scientifically recog-
nized, independent evaluations of existing 
programs to maximize the Federal invest-
ment; and 

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 
take this opportunity to speak to my 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 57, the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1997. I 
am pleased to be joined in this initia-
tive by my colleague from Wisconsin, 
Senator KOHL. This amendment ex-
presses the sense of the Senate to help 
young people at risk in three ways: 

First, the amendment calls for suffi-
cient funding within existing fiscal 
constraints for programs to assist 
youth at risk by reducing illegal drug 
use, crime, and violence. 

Second, the amendment places a pri-
ority on supporting program evalua-
tions which are scientific and inde-
pendent to determine what works and 
to ensure the limited Federal dollars 
are invested wisely. 

And, third, the amendment calls for 
efforts to coordinate and eliminate du-
plication among federally supported 
at-risk youth programs. 

Mr. President, let me briefly address 
each of these points in the amendment. 

First, there are many programs fund-
ed by various Federal agencies, includ-
ing the Departments of Justice, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Health and Human 
Services. These programs help keep 
troubled kids out of gangs and off 
drugs. They give many kids a second 
chance to get their lives on the right 

track. And they should get the support 
of Senators within the fiscal con-
straints we all face with the Fiscal 
Year 1997 budget. 

Second, the amendment recognizes 
the importance of maximizing the Fed-
eral investment by ensuring these pro-
grams work. When Federal dollars are 
limited and we are working hard to 
balance the budget, it is important 
that we know what works. My col-
league from Tennessee, Senator 
THOMPSON, is pursuing this matter in 
the Youth Violence Subcommittee, 
which he chairs. Therefore, this amend-
ment places a priority on supporting 
scientifically recognized, independent 
evaluations of existing at-risk youth 
programs. 

And finally, the Federal Government 
supports over 100 youth programs 
through many agencies. A March 1996 
report from the General Accounting Of-
fice [GAO] indicates that currently 16 
different Federal departments and 
agencies are administering 131 pro-
grams to help delinquent or at-risk 
youth. My colleagues Senator KASSE-
BAUM and Senator COHEN have been 
working on this important issue. The 
pending amendment calls for efforts to 
eliminate bureaucratic duplication and 
ensure coordination of these federally 
supported youth programs. 

Mr. President, I hope that my col-
leagues, during this busy and critical 
time of debate on the budget resolu-
tion, will join with me in making a for-
mal statement to the American people 
that we have not forgotten our trou-
bled youth, nor the impact they are 
having on our society. By agreeing to 
this amendment, my colleagues and I 
will be accepting the cold, hard statis-
tics about the criminal behavior, drug 
use and violence among a segment of 
today’s youth. But, we also will recog-
nize the importance of helping these 
children in whom our future rests. 

This amendment is not about arguing 
over dollar amounts for different agen-
cies’ programs. This amendment is not 
about pointing the finger. Rather, this 
amendment is about taking responsi-
bility for our youth; taking responsi-
bility for the current overlap in pro-
grams and determining how this is af-
fecting the children these programs are 
intended to help; and, about taking re-
sponsibility for the budget allocations 
we make regarding troubled kids. In 
short, this sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment is about taking responsibility for 
our future and our children’s future. 

Mr. President, we are experiencing an 
unprecedented wave of gang formation 
and gang activity in my home State of 
Colorado, and throughout the country, 
that is so menacing that society all but 
surrenders certain neighborhoods to 
gun-toting teens. 

According to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation [FBI], a comparison of 
arrests nationally between 1984 and 
1994 reveals that juvenile arrests for 
violent crime had increased 68 percent. 
Murder arrests increased 168 percent 
and aggravated assault increased 98 
percent over that period. 
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In Colorado Springs, for example, 

statistics reflect this national trend of 
increased juvenile arrests for violent 
crimes. Between 1985 and 1994, juvenile 
violent crime arrests in Colorado 
Springs increased from 59 to 211, an in-
crease of 258 percent. While the juve-
nile involvement in murder and rape in 
Colorado Springs, based on arrest data, 
is infrequent, significant increases are 
seen in the categories of robbery and 
aggravated assault. 

According to the Colorado Springs 
Police Department, they have seen the 
emergence of youth gangs, and police 
have identified a small but extremely 
active number of habitual juvenile 
criminals. One study reveals that as 
many as 15 percent of local adolescents 
may be involved directly or indirectly 
with gangs. 

Police departments have been track-
ing serious juvenile offenders for many 
years, and from what we have learned 
it is clear the criminal justice system 
alone cannot impact the problem of ju-
venile crime. Prevailing social condi-
tions, including family stability, edu-
cation, and societal institutions all 
have impacts on the behavior of juve-
niles that are well-ingrained before 
they come to the attention of law en-
forcement. In addition, the FBI points 
out that the population group aged 10 
to 17 years, which account for 98 per-
cent of juvenile violent crime arrests, 
is projected to increase significantly 
by the year 2000. This development will 
almost certainly lead to further esca-
lation of juvenile crimes and arrests. 

Colorado is not alone. Experts say 
most urban areas will see a rise in 
youth violence, stemming from pov-
erty, lack of educational opportunities, 
the growing number of single-parent 
families and the illegal use of firearms. 

Add to that a profound demographic 
change. Current trends indicate there 
will be a dramatic increase in the popu-
lation of 10- to 17-year-olds over the 
next several years. According to the 
Department of Justice, murders by 
kids in this age group rose 124 percent 
from 1986 to 1991. 

In Denver alone, it is estimated that 
there are currently 7,000 gang mem-
bers, up from about 700 3 years ago. 

In 1994, I took to the streets in the 
gang-infested areas of Denver to meet 
with and listen to several gang mem-
bers to find out why they got involved 
in gangs and how hard it is to leave. 
They told me that the biggest part of 
the problem is kids who are looking for 
some kind of identity, companionship, 
and affiliation they are not getting 
elsewhere. 

Also, these kids realize the solution 
to gangs and violence can only come 
through self-help. But getting through 
to these kids is a problem. After listen-
ing to them, I shared with them my ex-
periences as a kid who frequently found 
himself in trouble with the law and 
also as a young man employed as a 
counselor to work with inmates con-
fined at both San Quentin and Folsom 
prisons. Their response was ‘‘how do 

they move from their current situation 
to becoming a productive member of 
society’’? They can see both points, but 
haven’t figured out a strategy for 
bridging that gap. 

I feel that putting offenders in jail is 
a priority, but equally important is the 
ability to take a broader approach, fo-
cusing on kids and families, court di-
version programs and prison alter-
natives. 

Recently, members of my staff met 
with the Chief of the Denver Police De-
partment, all of his Division Chiefs, the 
Executive Director of the Colorado De-
partment of Public Safety, and the Di-
rector of the Youthful Offender Sys-
tem. 

All of these leaders agree that pre-
vention efforts must begin at an early 
age—before the first stolen car or the 
first drive by shooting. Colorado spends 
an estimated $50,000 per juvenile on in-
carceration. Some of those funds need 
to go toward prevention. 

In Denver, there are 10 high schools 
and 18 middle schools that have fre-
quent police calls to the school itself 
or the surrounding area. There is one 
exception. . .Lake Middle School, 
which has one uniformed Denver police 
officer on duty during school hours. 
This is not a McGruff or an officer 
friendly. This is a real officer that 
makes sure that the school is not dis-
rupted by negative activity. This ini-
tiative has tangible results and it 
would be nice to see one officer in the 
other 27 schools. 

That is just one example of how pre-
vention efforts that focus on youth are 
having a positive effect in my State. 
There are many more in Colorado and 
nationwide that deserve our support. 

In closing, Mr. President, I know 
there are no easy answers, but I think 
that if we take the time to listen, we 
very well may begin to understand the 
problem. I am committed to finding so-
lutions to gangs and youth violence, 
and look forward to working with my 
colleagues on these problems. One step 
is to provide sufficient support during 
the fiscal year 1997 budget process. 
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port passage of this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, this 

amendment puts the Senate on record 
in support of funding for programs that 
help young people stay off drugs and 
avoid crime and violence. It also com-
mits the Senate to evaluating all crime 
prevention and eliminating duplication 
of services among these programs. In 
short, this is a clear, concise statement 
that we support doing what works in 
preventing crime and we oppose bu-
reaucratic duplication. This is a sen-
sible approach to prevention that we 
think all Senators can support. 

While we work toward a balanced 
budget this week—a goal that I strong-
ly support—we must not neglect our 
obligations to protect our citizens from 
crime. And as any law enforcement of-
ficial will tell you, part of that fight 
must include efforts to help at-risk 

youth avoid a life of crime. It makes 
sense to support prisons and police be-
cause we must protect our commu-
nities. But we have clear evidence that 
many prevention efforts can and do 
turn young people around, reduce juve-
nile crime and delinquency, and stop 
crime in the first place. We should be 
supporting those efforts, too. 

While we should fund these effective 
measures, we should also gather more 
information on what works, so this 
amendment commits the Senate to 
supporting rigorous evaluation of ex-
isting prevention programs. And fi-
nally, we must do a better job of co-
ordinating prevention programs, elimi-
nating duplication, and streamlining 
the Federal bureaucracy. 

A bipartisan Senate has repeatedly 
supported crime prevention funding, 
yet funding has then been cut during 
House-Senate conferences. As we begin 
our efforts for fiscal year 1997, I am 
hopeful that the full Senate will once 
again speak out on behalf of America’s 
at-risk youth, and commit to giving 
them the help they need to steer clear 
of crime and delinquency. 

Finally, I would like to thank Sen-
ator CAMPBELL for his leadership and 
hard work on behalf of America’s 
young people and in support of crime 
prevention—not only on this amend-
ment, but throughout his tenure in the 
Senate. I look forward to working with 
him to see that the Senate follows 
through on the commitments con-
tained in this amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objection 
to the amendment. We are willing to 
accept it. 

Mr. EXON. We are willing to accept 
the amendment, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. If there be no further 
debate, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 3993) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3994 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding the use of budgetary savings in 
the mandatory spending area) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. This has to 
do with a sense of the Senate regarding 
the use of budgetary savings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI], for Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, for herself and 
Mr. SIMON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3994. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following 

new section: 
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SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

USE OF BUDGETARY SAVINGS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) in August of 1994, the Bipartisan Com-

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

(2) unless the Congress and the President 
act together in a bipartisan way, overall 
Federal spending is projected by the Com-
mission to rise from the current level of 
slightly over 22 percent of the Gross Domes-
tic Product of the United States (hereafter 
in this section referred as ‘‘GDP’’) to over 37 
percent of GDP by the year 2030; 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(10) due to demographic factors, Federal 
health care expenses are projected to double 
by the year 2030, even if health care cost in-
flation is restrained after 1999, so that costs 
for each person of a given age grow no faster 
than the economy. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that budget savings in the 
mandatory spending area should be used— 

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

(2) to protect and enhance the health care 
security of senior citizens and poor Ameri-
cans by ensuring the long-term future of 
medicare and medicaid; and 

(3) to restore and maintain Federal budget 
discipline, to ensure that the level of private 
investment necessary for long-term eco-
nomic growth and prosperity is available. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, both Democrats and Republicans 
agree that the Federal budget should 
be balanced by the year 2002. There is 
complete bipartisan agreement on that 
point, and there is complete agreement 
between the Congress and the Presi-
dent. Unfortunately for the American 
people, however, that is where the 
agreement ends. There is no agreement 
on how to balance the budget. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle not to repeat the mistakes 

both sides have made in the last few 
years. Given what is at stake, both for 
our country’s future generally, and for 
individual Americans and American 
families all across this country, we 
have a responsibility and an obligation 
to work together to address these core 
issues. 

There should be no doubt what is at 
stake, and why addressing our budget 
problems is so important. One measure 
that demonstrates just how fundamen-
tally important these budget issues are 
is our national savings rate. Private 
savings in America as a percentage of 
our gross domestic product has been 
declining for decades. In the 1960–69 pe-
riod, it was 8.3 percent. By the 1990–93 
period, however, it declined to only 5.2 
percent. 

What is even worse is the huge in-
crease in the percentage of our na-
tional savings being consumed by Gov-
ernment deficit. In the 1960–69 period, 
only two-tenths of 1 percent of our 
total national savings went to finance 
Government deficits. By the 1990–93 pe-
riod, however, fully 3.5 percent of our 
national GDP went to fund Govern-
ment deficits, leaving only 1.7 percent 
to fund new jobs, and the growth in 
productivity upon which the wealth 
and standard of living of every Amer-
ican ultimately depends. 

And the impact of our failure to 
come to grips with our deficits is not 
just a macro-economic issue. It is not 
something to be left to economists and 
policymakers. The daily life of every 
American is directly affected by this 
set of issues. There are no other issues 
that will have a larger impact on the 
kind of life each and every one of us 
lives than this one. 

The cover story in this month’s the 
Atlantic Monthly by Peter Peterson 
entitled ‘‘Social Insecurity: Unless We 
Act Now, the Aging of America Will 
Become an Economic Problem that 
Dwarfs All Other National Issues’’ 
makes that point very well, and it also 
illustrates the problem we have to 
overcome. The article’s preface states, 
in part, that ‘‘the long gray wave of 
Baby Boomers retiring could lead to an 
all-engulfing economic crisis * * * Yet 
politicians of both parties say that 
most of the urgently necessary reforms 
are ‘off the table.’ ’’ 

It seems to me, however, that every 
option has to be on the table, and that 
Democrats and Republicans, and the 
Congress and the President, have to 
work together—first to tell the truth 
to the American people about the 
causes of our long-term budget prob-
lem, and second, to come together to 
solve that problem in a way that 
makes sense for America. I don’t sug-
gest that this issue is above politics. 
What I do believe, however, is that this 
issue is so important that the only way 
to solve it is to invoke an old Chicago 
adage—good Government is good poli-
tics. 

During the last Congress, I served on 
the Bipartisan Commission on Entitle-
ment and Tax Reform, the so-called 

Kerrey-Danforth Commission. Unfortu-
nately, last year’s budget battle did 
not begin to come to grips with the im-
plications of the work of that Commis-
sion, even though an overwhelming bi-
partisan majority of the Commis-
sioners were in complete agreement on 
the long-term budget threats we face, 
and the causes of those threats. 

The basic problem identified by the 
Commission was a simple one. The cur-
rent budget trend the Federal govern-
ment is on is completely 
unsustainable. Unless we act—soon— 
we face a future where the size of Gov-
ernment explodes. The portion of the 
gross domestic product of the United 
States consumed by the Federal Gov-
ernment will rise from approximately 
21.4 percent of GDP in 1995 to over 37 
percent of GDP by the year 2030. 

Looking at percentages of GDP may 
seem somewhat abstract to some. It 
might be useful, therefore, to think 
about what that figure might mean for 
the Federal Government and Federal 
deficits if we translate those percent-
ages into the fiscal year 1995 Federal 
budget. 

In fiscal 1995, the Federal Govern-
ment spent approximately $1.5 trillion. 
If that year’s budget took up 37 percent 
of GDP, as the Commission forecast for 
2030, total fiscal year 1995 spending for 
the Federal Government would have 
been over $1.15 trillion higher, or $2.65 
trillion. The Federal deficit would ex-
plode from the $163 billion actually re-
ported in fiscal 1995 to over $1.3 tril-
lion. 

Think about that. The Federal def-
icit, under this scenario, would amount 
to almost 87 percent of the total 
amount the Federal Government actu-
ally spent in fiscal 1995. 

Of course, the budget could never ac-
tually get to that point; the Federal 
Government would go bankrupt long 
before then. That, however, is where 
current trends take us. The question is 
what drives those trends; what are the 
underlying problems we have to face. 

Looking at Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57, one might think that domes-
tic discretionary spending—programs 
like education, and transportation, and 
environment—are responsible for those 
trends. After all, over 50 percent of the 
net deficit reduction proposed in the 
budget resolution comes from domestic 
discretionary spending. 

Domestic discretionary spending, 
however is not the force driving budget 
deficits—either now or in the future. In 
fact, as a percentage of GDP, domestic 
discretionary spending is lower now 
than it was in the 1970’s and only 
slightly higher than it was in the 
1960’s. What is responsible is manda-
tory spending. Mandatory spending— 
principally Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid, Federal retirement, and in-
terest on the national debt—has in-
creased from about 6 percent of GDP in 
1962 to well over 11 percent now. And it 
is projected to almost triple to about 32 
percent of GDP by the year 2030. 

Mandatory spending is steadily 
squeezing out discretionary spending, 
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rising from about 29.6 percent of the 
total Federal budget in 1963 to about 
61.4 percent of the budget in 1993. And 
it is projected to account for fully 72 
percent of the overall budget by the 
year 2003. 

It is mandatory spending and the fac-
tors driving it upward, therefore, not 
discretionary spending—not the pro-
grams Congress appropriates every 
year—that must be the focus of our at-
tention. And that means we have to 
look at two core issues: rising health 
care costs, and demographics. 

Federal health care costs, principally 
Medicare and Medicaid, are projected 
to more than triple as a percentage of 
GDP by 2030. By that year, Medicare 
and Medicaid alone would consume 
more than $11 out of every $100 our 
economy generates. 

Even more devastating than health 
care cost inflation, however, is demo-
graphics. Health care expenses also il-
lustrate that point. The Entitlement 
Commission found that even if Con-
gress and the President can bring 
health care cost inflation under con-
trol, health care costs will double as a 
percentage of GDP by the year 2030. 

The simple fact is America is getting 
older. In 1980, there were five working 
Americans for every Social Security 
beneficiary. By the year 2030, there will 
be less than two. Americans are now 
living much longer than they did in 
1935 when Social Security began. The 
average life expectancy was 61.4 years 
then. It is 75.8 years now, and it is pro-
jected to be 78.4 years by 2025. In 1935, 
the life expectancy of a person reach-
ing the age of 65 was 12.6 years. Now it 
is 17.5 years, and by 2025, it will be 18.8 
years. 

The most fundamental budget issue, 
therefore, is this issue of demo-
graphics. When the baby boom genera-
tion begins to hit retirement age in a 
little more than a decade from now, 
Federal entitlement costs—the de-
mands on Social Security and Medi-
care—will really begin to explode. 

Unless we begin to act now, by 2030, 
when all the boomers will have reached 
65, Social Security alone will be run-
ning an annual cash deficit of $766 bil-
lion. If Medicare HI is included; the 
combined cash deficit of these two pro-
grams, in other words their spending 
minus the payroll taxes supporting 
them, will be $1.7 trillion by 2030. 

The Federal Government has essen-
tially promised to pay today’s adults 
$8.3 trillion in future Social Security 
benefits over and above the contribu-
tions they and their employers have 
made—a figure more than 250 times as 
great as all the unfunded liabilities of 
all private sector pension plans in the 
United States. 

Unless we begin to face this looming 
challenge now, the taxes required to 
support Medicare and Medicaid would 
be in the range of 35 to 55 per cent of 
every worker’s paycheck by 2040. 

Mr. President, the budget problems I 
have discussed are a threat to the re-
tirement and health security of vir-

tually every American. The need for 
action now is compelling, for reasons 
related to Government finance, for rea-
sons related to our economic pros-
perity generally, and most impor-
tantly, for reasons related to the lives 
of the American people, and the kind of 
retirement they will enjoy. 

We need to face our budget problems, 
and we need to act in ways that will 
enhance the retirement security of 
Americans. Most Americans do not 
currently have the resources to provide 
for their own retirement security 
through savings. In fact, in 1993, half of 
all American families had less than 
$1,000 in net financial assets, and that 
figure has not changed in the past dec-
ade. 

What we need, therefore, is a bipar-
tisan approach to the budget, one based 
on these underlying budget realities. 
We need to tell the truth to the Amer-
ican people about what the Govern-
ment needs to do, and what they need 
to do, to protect their retirement and 
health security. And we need a budget 
that is focused on retirement security, 
on health security, and on rebuilding 
our national savings rate. 

That is what the amendment I am of-
fering today attempts to do. By adopt-
ing this amendment, the Senate will be 
saying that it believes that budget sav-
ings in the mandatory part of the budg-
et should be used: 

First, to promote and enhance the re-
tirement security of the American peo-
ple by ensuring the long-term future of 
the Social Security system; 

Second, to promote and enhance the 
health care security of senior citizens 
and poor Americans by ensuring the 
long term future of Medicare and Med-
icaid; and 

Third, to restore and maintain Fed-
eral budget discipline to ensure that 
the level of private investment nec-
essary for long term economic growth 
and prosperity is available. 

What this amendment is all about is 
the connections between issues. We 
cannot deal with retirement and health 
security if we do not tell the American 
people the truth about our entitlement 
problems, and tell them early enough 
so that they can act to help them-
selves. We cannot protect Social Secu-
rity and Medicare if we do not ensure 
that Americans understand the link-
ages between tax policy and their 
health and retirement security. We 
cannot invest in other priorities of 
Americans, like education, if discre-
tionary spending is squeezed out of the 
budget altogether by mandatory spend-
ing. And we cannot raise the national 
savings rate if we do not focus on re-
storing long-term, not just temporary, 
budget discipline. 

The time to start is now. The time to 
tell the American people is now. The 
time to come together in a bipartisan 
attempt to face these problems and to 
address them is now. 

This amendment is in no way an an-
swer to the budget problems we face. It 
is, however, a demonstration of our un-

derstanding of our core budget prob-
lems, and our understanding of the im-
pact these problems will have on the 
lives of the American people unless we 
act based on their priorities. I believe 
their priorities Americans want us to 
focus on are protecting retirement and 
health security, and raising our na-
tional savings rate by restoring real, 
long-term budget discipline. Those are 
my priorities. I hope all of my col-
leagues share those priorities, and will 
demonstrate that support by voting for 
this amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield all time we 
have in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. EXON. I yield our time on this 
side. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 3994) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
New Mexico, and I certainly appreciate 
and thank my friend from Nevada for 
his patience. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Nevada is charged 
against the time of the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to the 
two managers of the bill, I appreciate 
their moving this legislation along. I 
spoke on the floor yesterday about my 
concern about not having ample oppor-
tunity in normal working hours to de-
bate this. That has been worked out. I 
extend my appreciation to the leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle for that. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3990 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask the 
Chair to advise the Senator from Ne-
vada when he has spoken 18 minutes. 

Mr. President, as I indicated, this is 
a beautiful publication about the Great 
Basin National Park. It has wonderful 
pictures, color pictures of a wonderful 
national resource. The oldest living 
things in the world are in the Great 
Basin National Park, it has bristlecone 
pines that are over 5,000 years old. This 
park has a glacier, it has the Lehman 
Caves, which are subterranean caves 
with stalactites and other features 
that are found only in caves through-
out the United States. It is a wonderful 
park. 

But, for the beautiful pictures that 
you see and the description I gave, it 
does not portray what is behind the 
scenes, the story behind the scenes. 

Our national parks have become de-
plorable. The Presiding Officer is from 
a wonderful, beautiful sister State, a 
border State of the State of Nevada. I 
had the opportunity last year, for the 
first time in my life, to float down the 
beautiful Colorado River through the 
Grand Canyon. The scenery on that 
trip was beautiful, however, the other 
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part of the trip was seeing the other 
conditions they have in the park. 

I have to say, the average visitor 
does not see the deplorable conditions 
at Great Basin National Park or the 
Grand Canyon National Park where the 
park rangers must live. In many of 
these parks, and Grand Canyon is no 
different, the conditions in those parks 
where the employees live are unbeliev-
able and embarrassing. More than half 
the National Park Service housing 
units are currently rated substandard. 

Why do I talk about this? I talk 
about this because the underlying 
budget that we are being asked to ap-
prove decimates environmental pro-
grams. 

What this amendment of Senator 
KERRY’s does is restore $7.3 billion for 
environmental programs, providing full 
funding at levels requested by the 
President for the EPA, the National 
Park Service, and other environmental 
agencies of the Federal Government. 

I am going to speak today about the 
National Park Service. That does not 
take away the importance of restoring 
moneys to other units, but the Na-
tional Park Service is in deplorable 
condition. In many cases, Park Service 
employees and their spouses and chil-
dren are at physical risk in the sub-
standard housing they have. This poor 
state of housing is considered, without 
question, a serious morale problem in 
many of the parks. How can we expect 
these hard-working—and they have be-
come even harder working in recent 
years because we are so understaffed— 
these hard-working men and women of 
the National Park Service to take care 
of the land if we do not, in effect, take 
care of them? 

These men and women love their 
jobs. They are park rangers because 
they have chosen that for their life’s 
occupation, and they put up with these 
substandard conditions and sub-
standard housing units, working in 
these beautiful outdoor areas. But they 
should not have to. 

The current National Park Service 
maintenance backlog is $4.5 billion and 
continues to grow each day that goes 
by. With the reduction proposed in this 
budget, our National Park Service will 
simply decay more. The infrastructure 
will deteriorate, and the ability to con-
serve these precious natural resources 
will decrease. 

Managers of the park systems have 
already closed various areas of the 
parks around the country, and they are 
contemplating closing more, because 
they do not have money to keep them 
up. Maintenance will fall further and 
further behind as our parks continue to 
deteriorate. 

In fiscal year 1996, the Interior Sub-
committee took the largest percentage 
hit of any subcommittee in the entire 
Senate. This budget proposes to exacer-
bate the damage done by last year’s 
cut. We should be working on a bipar-
tisan basis to protect our environment. 
We should come here and talk about 
what is happening to the environment. 

The environment is being hit too hard. 
The environmental programs, in years 
gone by, have been bipartisan pro-
grams, going back many, many years 
to one of the leading environmentalists 
of our day, Theodore Roosevelt. 

President Roosevelt, the father of 
our national parks, once said, ‘‘To 
waste, to destroy, our natural re-
sources, to skin and exhaust the land 
instead of using it so as to increase its 
usefulness, will result in undermining 
in the days of our children the very 
prosperity which we ought by right to 
hand down to them amplified and de-
veloped.’’ 

The spending cuts proposed in this 
budget would, instead of amplifying 
and developing, as President Roosevelt, 
the father of our National Park Sys-
tem, said, would result in the erosion 
of conditions in our National Park Sys-
tem. This underlying budget will not 
help. It will hurt our National Park 
System. This proposed budget strays 
from President Roosevelt’s passion for 
the grandeur of our environment by at-
tempting to gut national park funding. 
It would reverse the longstanding sup-
port by the citizens of this Nation to 
the continued preservation and protec-
tion of the national parks. 

Mr. President, I worked to get a na-
tional park in the State of Nevada and 
was able to do so. We were so proud as 
a State to have a national park. We 
were on the map for national parks. 
When people travel to national parks, 
they have a route they take. Nevada 
became part of that. It became a bridge 
from the States of Arizona and Utah 
which have all kinds of national parks. 
We have one in Nevada. 

Certainly, we have not been able to 
build a visitors center, and I can under-
stand that, but certain things that 
need to be done for the people who visit 
that park should be done. 

Underlying all that is where the peo-
ple at Great Basin National Park work, 
where they have to live. It is in a re-
mote area. They live in places that I 
would not recommend. But there are 
other examples. In the State of Nevada, 
there are examples. We have not only a 
national park, but we have the Na-
tional Park Service which takes care of 
the Lake Mead Recreational Area. 

The busiest entity in our National 
Park System is Lake Mead. Over 10 
million people visited last year at Lake 
Mead. We have many problems at Lake 
Mead. We have an antiquated water 
treatment system. The State of Nevada 
inspected the park’s water treatment 
facilities and notified the park that be-
cause of surface water facility defi-
ciencies, that the water supplied to 
areas of the park ‘‘pose an acute risk 
to human health.’’ 

This occurred at the busiest park en-
tity we have. As a result, the park had 
to post signs that visitors should boil 
the water before drinking. This is a na-
tional travesty for a park that received 
over 10 million visitors last year. As a 
result of the current budget proposals, 
it may take longer than 10 years before 

this problem is corrected. I am going to 
try as a member of the Appropriations 
Committee to get some money in that 
system to take care of this embar-
rassing problem. 

There are other examples in Lake 
Mead. If the current budget proposals 
are enacted, we have been told we are 
going to eliminate air, boat and vehic-
ular patrols, resulting in increased re-
source degradation, reduced emergency 
response and increased risk of injuries 
and fatalities. 

Mr. President, Lake Mead is located 
about 15 miles, at most, from Las 
Vegas. It is a 24-hour city. Lake Mead 
has become a 24-hour resource. People 
go down there all times of the night 
and day. We need law enforcement, 
which is being eliminated or reduced. 
We need vehicle patrols, both by land 
and water. 

If this budget proposal goes through, 
we have been told we are going to 
eliminate park ambulance services, we 
are going to reduce water-quality mon-
itoring, we are going to reduce daytime 
and weekend patrols, eliminate night 
shifts. I have already indicated we can-
not do this. This is a 24-hour park. This 
will result, of course, if this budget re-
duction goes forward, in reduced vis-
itor safety and an increase in crimes 
and vandalism in this park. That is 
wrong. 

Reduction in the number of toilets 
and campgrounds open to the public is 
being talked about, and I worked very 
hard to have those increased. We have 
a number of areas where we have toi-
lets that can be taken to impacted 
areas on special tourist traffic week-
ends. They are talking about reducing 
them. They are talking about closing 
areas of the park. 

This is happening all over the United 
States. I am more familiar, of course, 
with Lake Mead. At Independence Na-
tional Historic Park, they are talking 
about the same thing as Lake Mead, 
and the same thing at Yosemite. 

From Nevada we are close to Yosem-
ite. We consider it, even though it is in 
California, part ours. But for Yosemite, 
Mr. President, they are talking about 
closing some of those campgrounds, re-
sulting in a reduction in overnight 
stays of more than a million visitor 
nights. They are talking about a reduc-
tion in regular maintenance, resulting 
in the accelerated collapse of infra-
structure. 

OSHA and other compliance citations 
will be inevitable. Visitor protection 
services will be reduced, resulting in 
increased visitor fatigue, resource 
damage and employee injury due to fa-
tigue. We are talking about a cutback 
in snow removal, and at Yosemite, a 
reduction in cultural staff. 

Mr. President, these parks—and that 
is all I am talking about today is our 
National Park System—they are a na-
tional treasure. These parks belong to 
all Americans. We, as stewards of these 
parks, have no right to take these 
treasures from them. 

In the short term, this proposal 
would save money. It is penny-wise and 
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pound-foolish and in the long run it 
will cost us money. The result in this 
budget will be to increase maintenance 
costs in the future. Over the long run it 
would lead to irreversible consequences 
and irrevocably damage the Nation’s 
heritage. 

The effect of this budget will result 
in outcomes immediately visible to the 
public, Mr. President, such as deferred 
maintenance, extensive closing of 
campgrounds and other visitor facili-
ties, it would reduce visitor protection 
services, and cut back in the number of 
and types of tours, all over the United 
States. We can and we must find other 
savings in our quest to reduce the Fed-
eral deficit. We have done that. 

What this underlying amendment 
will do is reduce corporate welfare in 
exchange for putting this money back 
into environmental programs. It defies 
common sense to think that Congress 
will fund a tax cut at the expense of 
our national parks. 

Mr. President, we cannot allow that 
to happen. The amendment that we are 
offering would increase funding for the 
National Park Service by about $1.1 
billion, the amendment that is in-
cluded in the Kerry amendment. This 
is important. It would restore the Na-
tional Park Service funding to the 
level of the President’s budget. It 
would be offset, as I have indicated, by 
a reduction in tax loopholes. The na-
tional parks are one of the great leg-
acies which we leave to our children. 

Let us make sure that we do not 
leave them a legacy in disrepair and 
decay. We owe them, Mr. President, 
better than that. The natural wonders 
of these national parks are a gift from 
powers higher than Congress. What we 
do with them is our gift to our chil-
dren. In the early part of this century, 
President Teddy Roosevelt galvanized 
this Nation’s efforts to preserve Amer-
ica’s heritage by setting aside thou-
sands of acres as national parks. The 
time has come for this body to galva-
nize support again for continuing to 
preserve this natural legacy. 

Mr. President, I say to my friends on 
the other side of the aisle, this is some-
thing we should work together on. This 
is important. The people—the people— 
want this. We just cannot let this em-
barrassment continue, the degradation 
of our National Park System. I have 
talked about how it impacts Nevada. 

We have one park in Nevada, and a 
few entities within the park system. 
The States of Utah, New Mexico, Cali-
fornia, States all over the eastern and 
western seaboards have national parks. 
They are falling apart just like that 
one park in the State of Nevada. We 
are a new park. Some of the parks are 
suffering even more than we are. There 
are other parks, there are entities in 
the park system like Lake Mead. 

Mr. President, I repeat, over 10 mil-
lion people visited that park last year. 
It is overutilized and we certainly do 
not give it enough help with the re-
sources to maintain it in a way that we 
should be proud of. 

So I hope that we in a bipartisan ef-
fort can support this amendment. We 
were in the environmental battles last 
year, some of which led to the closure 
of the Government. We do not need 
that again. This is something we 
should do in the spirit of bipartisanship 
and a spirit of taking care of these 
great natural wonders that were origi-
nally developed, conceptually by a Re-
publican President, Teddy Roosevelt. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the 

Senator from Arizona takes the floor, I 
ask unanimous consent that Amy 
Lueders, a congressional fellow, be al-
lowed the privilege of the floor during 
the remainder of the debate on this 
budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH). Without objection, so ordered. 

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

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

ator from Arizona. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3995 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding a supermajority requirement for 
raising taxes) 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent to lay aside the pending 
amendment and send an amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-

poses amendment numbered 3995. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING A 

SUPERMAJORITY REQUIREMENT 
FOR RAISING TAXES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the Nation’s current tax system is inde-

fensible, being overly complex, burdensome, 
and severely limiting to economic oppor-
tunity for all Americans; 

(2) fundamental tax reform should be un-
dertaken as soon as practicable to produce a 
tax system that is fairer, flatter, and sim-
pler; that promotes, rather than punishes, 
job creation; that eliminates unnecessary pa-
perwork burdens on America’s businesses; 
that recognizes the fact that families are 
performing the most important work of our 
society; that provides incentives for Ameri-
cans who save for the future in order to build 
a better life for themselves and their fami-
lies; that allows Americans, especially the 
middle class, to keep more of what they 
earn, but that raises enough money to fund 
a leaner, more efficient Federal Government; 
and that allows Americans to compute their 
taxes easily; and 

(3) the stability and longevity of any new 
tax system designed to achieve these goals 
should be guaranteed with a supermajority 
vote requirement so that Congress cannot 
easily raise tax rates, impose new taxes, or 
otherwise increase the amount of a tax-
payer’s income that is subject to tax. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that this concurrent resolution 

on the budget assumes fundamental tax re-
form should be accompanied by a proposal to 
amend the Constitution of the United States 
to require a supermajority vote in each 
House of Congress to approve tax increases. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer this amendment which expresses 
the sense of the Senate regarding a 
supermajority for the raising of taxes. 
It essentially says that once the Con-
gress has achieved fundamental tax re-
form we would then move to the adop-
tion of a resolution proposing to the 
States a constitutional amendment 
that would require a supermajority to 
raise taxes. 

The budget resolution that is before 
us now projects that revenues to the 
Treasury will rise from $1.42 trillion in 
1996 to $1.85 trillion in the year 2002. 
That is an increase of $430 billion or 
about 30 percent by the end of that 6- 
year period, an increase that is attrib-
utable primarily to economic growth 
since the budget resolution assumes no 
new taxes. 

In fact, the increasing revenue fig-
ures actually factor in the effect of the 
$500 per child tax credit for families. 
Even taking into account the tax 
changes, revenues to the Treasury will 
continue to grow. What all of this 
means is that we can achieve a bal-
anced budget without new taxes. We 
can do it by limiting spending, and pur-
suing tax policies that promote eco-
nomic growth and opportunity. 

Mr. President, the budget resolution 
recommends the kind of change that 
people have been demanding: more re-
sponsible spending, tax relief, and 
progress toward a balanced budget. 
And yet it represents only part of the 
change that the people have been seek-
ing. Fundamental tax reform rep-
resents the second part of the equation. 

By the time that Americans had filed 
their income tax returns on April 15, 
they had spent about 1.7 billion hours 
on tax-related paperwork. That is ac-
cording to Internal Revenue Service es-
timates, and they should know. Busi-
ness spent another 3.4 billion hours. 
According to the Tax Foundation, the 
cost of compliance will approach $200 
billion. 

If that is not evidence that our Tax 
Code is one of the most inefficient and 
wasteful ever created, I do not know 
what is. Money and effort that could 
have been put to productive use solving 
problems in our communities, putting 
Americans to work, putting food on the 
table, or investing in the Nation’s fu-
ture are instead devoted to wasteful 
paperwork. 

It is no wonder that the American 
people are frustrated and angry and 
that they are demanding real change in 
the way that Washington taxes and 
spends. 

Mr. President, I am offering this 
amendment today with two objectives 
in mind. First, to put the Senate on 
record with regard to the need for fun-
damental tax reform and, second, and 
perhaps even more important, to put 
Senators on record with regard to the 
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concept of a supermajority require-
ment for raising taxes. 

Last month the House of Representa-
tives considered the tax limitation 
amendment, a proposed amendment to 
the Constitution to require a two- 
thirds vote to raise taxes. The measure 
was similar, though not identical, to 
Senate Joint Resolution 49 which I in-
troduced earlier this year. 

The Constitution Subcommittee of 
the Judiciary Committee held a hear-
ing on my proposal on Tax Day, April 
15. I hope it will be scheduled for action 
by the full Senate later this year. 

The amendment I am offering today, 
however, merely deals with the concept 
of a tax limitation, something that is 
important whether fundamental tax re-
form succeeds or not, but which takes 
on added significance and importance 
if tax reform results in the elimination 
of most of the deductions, exemptions, 
and credits in which taxpayers find 
some refuge from high tax rates today. 

Deductions, exemptions, and credits 
have less significance if one low rate is 
applied to income. But without a 
supermajority requirement for raising 
taxes, people would be particularly vul-
nerable to any changes that Congress 
might make in a new single rate in-
come tax or sales tax. A supermajority 
requirement for raising taxes would 
make it much harder for Congress to 
increase the burden on taxpayers after 
fundamental tax reform has been ac-
complished. That is, I believe, both ap-
propriate and necessary. 

In fact, Mr. President, a super-
majority requirement for raising taxes 
was recommended by the National 
Commission on Economic Growth and 
Tax Reform appointed by Majority 
Leader DOLE and Speaker GINGRICH. 
The commission, which was chaired by 
former HUD Secretary Jack Kemp, ad-
vocated a supermajority requirement 
in its recent report on how to achieve 
a simpler single rate tax to replace the 
existing maze of tax rates, deductions, 
exemptions, and credits that makes up 
the Federal income tax as we know it 
today. 

Here is what the Kemp commission 
report said: 

The roller-coaster ride of tax policy in the 
past few decades has fed citizens’ cynicism 
about the possibility of real, long-term re-
form, while fueling frustration with Wash-
ington. The initial optimism inspired by the 
low rates of the 1986 Tax Reform Act soured 
into disillusionment and anger when taxes 
subsequently were hiked two times in less 
than 7 years. The commission believes that a 
two-thirds supermajority vote of Congress 
will earn Americans’ confidence in the lon-
gevity, predictability and the stability of 
any new tax system. 

Mr. President, ideally, a tax limita-
tion should be put into place after this 
comprehensive tax reform that is rec-
ommended by the Kemp Commission is 
accomplished. That is because tax re-
form necessarily aims to broaden the 
tax base and then apply one low rate to 
whatever amount of income is left. Be-
cause base broadening would be subject 
to a supermajority vote under the pro-

posed constitutional amendment, some 
are concerned it could make com-
prehensive tax reform more difficult to 
achieve. In fact, that is correct. 

The sense-of-the-Senate amendment 
which I am offering today takes into 
consideration that particular concern, 
recommending that a supermajority re-
quirement would occur in the context 
of fundamental tax reform. In other 
words, only after fundamental tax re-
form had been achieved. 

As I said before, however, a tax limit 
is needed whether tax reform succeeds 
or not. There is no small irony in the 
fact it will take a two-thirds majority 
vote of both the House and the Senate 
to overcome President Clinton’s veto 
and enact last year’s Balanced Budget 
Act with its tax relief provisions. By 
contrast, the President’s record-setting 
tax increase of 1993 was enacted with 
only a simple majority—and not even a 
majority of elected Senators at that. 
The Vice President had to break a tie 
of 50–50 to secure passage of the tax in-
crease bill in the Senate. 

The idea of a tax limitation is based 
on a simple premise: It ought to be at 
least as hard to raise people’s taxes as 
it is to cut them. What we are attempt-
ing to do here is to force Members of 
Congress to think of tax increases not 
as a first resort but as a last resort. A 
tax limitation will make it harder to 
raise taxes, of course. But perhaps 
more than that, it will force Congress 
to fundamentally assess the ways it 
goes about raising revenues. 

Mr. President, this is perhaps the 
most important thing I have to say 
this morning. We should remember 
that the amendment does not limit 
revenues to the Treasury; it merely 
precludes tax rate increases without a 
supermajority vote. There is a reason 
for this. Most of us would agree that 
lower tax rates stimulate the economy, 
resulting in more taxable income, more 
taxable transactions and, therefore, 
more revenue to the Treasury. Lower 
tax rates, within limits, end up pro-
ducing more revenue to the Treasury. 
So it matters how we raise revenues. 
Do we do it by trying to raise taxes or 
do we do it paradoxically, by lowering 
taxes? The latter is obviously pref-
erable. 

The tax cuts of the early 1980’s are a 
case in point. They spawned the long-
est peacetime expansion of our econ-
omy in the Nation’s history. Revenues 
to the Treasury increased as a result, 
from $599.3 billion in fiscal year 1981 to 
$990.7 billion in fiscal year 1989, up 65 
percent. Revenues to the Treasury dur-
ing those Reagan years increased sub-
stantially with tax rate reductions. 
That is the way we should raise the 
revenues that fund Federal programs. 

High tax rates, on the other hand, 
discourage work and production and 
savings and investment. So there is ul-
timately less activity, less economic 
activity, to tax. That is precisely what 
Martin Feldstein, the former chair of 
the President’s Council on Economic 
Advisers, found when he looked at the 

effect of President Clinton’s 1993 tax 
increase. He found that taxpayers re-
sponded to the sharply higher marginal 
tax rates imposed by the Clinton tax 
bill by reducing their taxable incomes 
by nearly $25 billion. They did that by 
saving less, investing less, and creating 
fewer jobs. The economy eventually 
paid the price in terms of slower 
growth. 

It is interesting to note that reve-
nues, as a percentage of the gross do-
mestic product, have actually fluc-
tuated around a very narrow band: 18 
to 20 percent of the GDP for the last 40 
years. In fact, revenues amounted to 
about 19 percent of GDP when the top 
marginal income tax rate was in the 90 
percent range in the 1950’s, and they 
also amounted to just under 19 percent 
when the top marginal rate was in the 
28 percent range in the 1980’s. 

Now, why the consistency? Mr. Presi-
dent, this is the most important point 
I want to make. Why do revenues to 
the Federal Treasury stay constant at 
about 19 percent of the GDP, whether 
tax rates are 90 percent or 28 percent? 
It seems counterintuitive. Why is it so? 
It is because tax rate changes have a 
greater effect on how well or how poor 
the economy performs than they do on 
the amount of revenue that flows to 
the Treasury relative to the GDP. In 
other words, how Congress taxes is 
more important than how much it 
taxes. The key is whether tax policy 
fosters economic growth and oppor-
tunity, measured in GDP, or results in 
a smaller and weaker economy. 

The point is this: 19 percent of a larg-
er GDP represents far more revenue to 
the Treasury and is, therefore, pref-
erable to 19 percent of a smaller GDP. 
We raise revenues for the Federal Gov-
ernment not by raising marginal tax 
rates, but by reducing them. It is a par-
adox, but it is true. 

Requiring a supermajority vote for 
tax increases is, I think, sound policy. 
It is not a new idea. It is an idea this 
has already been tried and tested in a 
dozen States across the country. In 
1992, an overwhelming majority of the 
voters of my home State of Arizona, 72 
percent, approved an amendment to 
the State’s constitution requiring a 
two-thirds majority vote for tax in-
creases. There is a reason that the idea 
has been so popular in Arizona and 
other States. Tax limits work. Accord-
ing to a 1994 study by the Cato Insti-
tute, a family of four in States with 
tax and expenditure limits faces a 
State tax burden that was $650 lower, 
on average, 5 years after implementa-
tion than it would have been if the 
State tax growth had not been slowed. 

Tax limitation works. It will force 
Congress to be smarter about how it 
raises revenue. It will force Congress to 
look to economic growth to raise rev-
enue instead of simply increasing tax 
rates, which does not work, anyway. It 
will protect taxpayers from additional 
rate increases. 

I encourage my colleagues when we 
have the opportunity, I presume on 
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Tuesday, to support this simple sense- 
of-the-Senate amendment, to support 
the concept of tax limitation, to in ef-
fect, say, when we have achieved funda-
mental tax reform, then we should re-
quire a supermajority to raise the 
taxes. 

Mr. President, I want to conclude 
this part of the discussion on the more 
general subject of the budget that is 
before the Senate. As I said, relative to 
the amendment I am proposing here, 
revenues to the Treasury depend more 
on whether we have a healthy econ-
omy, whether we are conducting Gov-
ernment in a way to encourage growth, 
investment and savings, than it does 
on whether we are raising tax rates. 
What the budget that has been pre-
sented by the Republican Budget Com-
mittee has done here is to work in sev-
eral ways toward that goal, to foster 
economic growth and investment, and, 
therefore, opportunity. 

I want to begin by commending the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
the Senator from New Mexico, and the 
members of his committee, for pro-
ducing a budget which balances and, as 
I will note later, as a result of which 
quickly puts more money into the 
pockets of Americans, helping to stim-
ulate this economic growth that I have 
been speaking of. It not only achieves 
balance, but it adheres to the schedule 
that we established last year for elimi-
nating the budget deficit by the year 
2002. And I would also note that the 
progress that we have made since last 
year is really quite extraordinary. It 
might be assumed by the general pub-
lic, watching the machinations in the 
Congress and the President’s vetoes 
and gridlock reported by the media, 
that nothing has been accomplished. 
But the fact of the matter is, a lot of 
money has been saved, and $23 billion, 
or 9 percent, has been cut from domes-
tic spending levels. And even more 
could have been saved had Congress not 
been forced to add back $5 billion to 
satisfy President Clinton’s demands for 
more spending, and to ensure that he 
would sign the final budget for 1996 
into law. 

But the point is that, with our efforts 
of last year, as controversial as they 
were, as contentious as they were, as 
much as the President made us put 
back money because he wanted to 
spend more, we still saved $23 billion 
last year. 

In last year’s budget, the Congress 
eliminated about 200 Government pro-
grams. That is 200 programs that have 
been eliminated before we even start 
this year’s budget cycle. It is really the 
great untold story of last year, that 
savings were achieved—not with Presi-
dent Clinton’s help, but in spite of it. 
We made progress on taxes as well, Mr. 
President. Again, this came in spite of 
President Clinton’s objections. We 
raised the Social Security earnings 
limitation to ease the burden on nearly 
1 million seniors. We passed tax relief 
for our troops serving in Bosnia. We 
permanently increased the health in-

surance deduction for the self-em-
ployed from 25 to 30 percent. We would 
have liked to have done much more, of 
course. And we prohibited States from 
taxing the pension income of former 
residents who retired and moved to 
other States, the so-called source tax 
repeal. 

So we provided a lot of tax relief for 
Americans. There would have been ad-
ditional tax relief for the American 
people if President Clinton had not ve-
toed the bill that we passed last No-
vember—vetoed it on December 6 of 
last year. When he vetoed that bill, he 
precluded an extension of the exclusion 
for employer-provided education assist-
ance. He precluded a $500 per child tax 
credit. He prevented us from insti-
tuting a marriage penalty tax relief 
provision. He prevented us from imple-
menting capital gains tax reform, and 
also a tax deduction for the first $2,500 
in interest on a student loan. These are 
all tax relief provisions that we passed 
but the President vetoed. 

We would have provided Americans 
with enhanced opportunities to save in 
their individual retirement accounts. 
And we would have given them more 
choice in obtaining affordable health 
care through the medical savings ac-
counts that were, again, in the bill we 
passed but that the President vetoed. 

The President said ‘‘no’’ to tax relief. 
In fact, it seems to me, Mr. President, 
that there is no tax that the President 
is willing to part with. Even the gaso-
line tax debate that we have had—it 
has obviously been grinding on the 
President, and he suggested that 
maybe he would approve it because it 
is very popular. But he will not commit 
to it. He admitted that he raised taxes 
too much back in 1993. But when it 
came time to roll the tax increases 
back, he has said ‘‘no.’’ 

Now, the committee-reported budget 
before us today again challenges Presi-
dent Clinton to do some of the things 
that he has promised for so long. I am 
going to be offering another amend-
ment, in a moment, which will really 
put this, I think, to the test. But the 
budget that we have produced here, 
which Senator DOMENICI and his com-
mittee presented to us, includes real 
welfare reform and middle-class tax re-
lief. It ensures the solvency of Medi-
care and reforms Medicaid—all the 
things the President has said he wants 
to do. It balances the budget honestly, 
without the kind of gimmicks and trig-
gers recommended by President Clin-
ton, which, by the way, are gimmicks 
that will require deep cuts in domestic 
discretionary programs, including the 
environment, scientific research and 
education, if balance is to be achieved 
at all. 

In fact, despite the claims to the con-
trary, President Clinton’s budget does 
not balance. I am going to repeat that. 
Despite the claims of some of our 
friends on the other side of the aisle, 
the President’s budget is not in bal-
ance. The director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, June O’Neill, in her tes-

timony on April 17, said, ‘‘Under CBO’s 
more cautious economic and technical 
assumptions, the basic policies out-
lined in the President’s budget would 
bring down the deficit to about $80 bil-
lion by 2002, instead of producing the 
budget surplus that the administration 
estimates.’’ In other words, even 
though the administration estimates 
that it will be in balance at the end of 
6 more years, the CBO says, in fact, it 
will be in deficit by $80 billion. In con-
trast, the budget proposed by Senator 
DOMENICI, called the Republican budg-
et, is, of course, in balance. 

The bottom line here is that, for all 
the President’s proclamations that he 
is now a true believer in a balanced 
budget, he still has yet to offer an hon-
est plan to achieve balance by any cer-
tain date. As I said, the Senate Budget 
Committee’s proposal does exactly 
what we promised. We promised not to 
cut Medicare. This budget does not. 
Medicare spending would be allowed to 
grow at twice the rate of inflation. In 
fact, per beneficiary spending would 
grow from $5,200 in 1996 to $7,000 in 2002, 
a 35-percent increase. We allow it to 
grow, but at a sustainable level. We 
provide a $500 per child tax credit for 
every child under 18. We protect Social 
Security. We reform Medicaid. And we 
continue progress toward more mar-
ket-oriented farm policies. 

There are very good reasons for us to 
be proposing this honest balanced 
budget, Mr. President. One is, of 
course, that it protects priorities, like 
Social Security and Medicare, and, im-
portantly, it accommodates tax relief 
for middle-income families. First and 
foremost, it is the right thing to do. In 
fact, Mr. President, no generation be-
fore us has spent so lavishly on itself, 
only to leave the bills to future genera-
tions to repay. House Speaker NEWT 
GINGRICH said recently: 

There is great delight in working hard and 
living within our means so our children 
could be better off than we have been. Only 
in the last generation has this bias toward 
the future been reversed. Now we are bor-
rowing against the farm to pay today’s liv-
ing expenses, and leaving our children to pay 
off that debt. 

Mr. President, the Speaker is right. 
But balancing the budget is not just 
about the future. A balanced budget 
would produce substantial benefits for 
today’s generations as well. The Con-
gressional Budget Office predicts that a 
balanced budget would facilitate a re-
duction in long-term interest rates of 
between 1 and 2 percent—some say as 
high as 2.7 percent. Among other 
things, that means that Americans will 
have the chance to live the American 
dream and to own their own homes. 

A 2-percent reduction in the typical 
30-year mortgage in Arizona would 
save homeowners over $220 a month. 
That is $2,655 a year. Let me repeat 
this. By balancing the budget now, in-
terest rates will come down, and a 2- 
percent drop in interest rates would 
save the average family with a home 
mortgage in Arizona $2,655 each year. 
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That is money in our pockets, Mr. 
President. 

So it is not just about the future, 
though the future is critical. It is 
about today, helping the working fami-
lies of today keep more of what they 
earn, just as a result of making a com-
mitment that we will have the Federal 
budget balanced in another 6 years. 

A couple of other examples. A 2-per-
cent reduction in interest rates on a 
typical $15,000 car loan would save buy-
ers $676. That is real money. The sav-
ings would also accrue on student 
loans, credit cards, and loans to busi-
nesses who want to expand and create 
new jobs. Reducing interest rates is, 
perhaps, one of the most important 
things we could do for people all over 
the country today. 

So the point I want to make in rela-
tion not only to the amendment that I 
have just proposed, which would com-
mit the Senate to the proposition that 
economic growth is important and that 
we can achieve it more by reducing tax 
rates than by increasing them, is that 
the budget that we have proposed pro-
motes that kind of growth, that kind of 
opportunity as a result. It is a good 
budget, a responsible budget. It accepts 
the challenge to rein in Government 
spending and to ensure that we leave 
our children and grandchildren with a 
legacy of more than debt and despair. 
So I urge my colleagues, when the time 
comes, to support this budget. 

Mr. President, I would like to reserve 
the remainder of the time on the 
amendment which I have just been dis-
cussing. I ask unanimous consent to 
lay this amendment aside and to send 
another amendment to the desk. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3996 
(Purpose: To adopt the President’s budget 

for the Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program through fiscal year 2000 and 
freeze funding for the program thereafter) 
Mr. KYL. I send an amendment to 

the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant bill clerk read as fol-

lows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 3996. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$90,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$181,000,000. 
On page 4, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$181,000,000. 
On page 4, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$181,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$85,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$174,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$181,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$181,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$85,000,000. 

On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$174,000,000. 

On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 
$181,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$181,000,000. 

On page 31, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$90,000,000. 

On page 31, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$85,000,000. 

On page 31, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$181,000,000. 

On page 31, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$174,000,000. 

On page 32, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$181,000,000. 

On page 32, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$181,000,000. 

On page 32, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$181,000,000. 

On page 32, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$181,000,000. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I am going 
to speak on this amendment for a little 
while and then again reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. How long does the Sen-

ator expect to speak on this amend-
ment? 

Mr. KYL. I would say to the Senator 
from West Virginia, probably about 10 
minutes, but certainly no longer than 
15. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, this amendment is 

very modest, but I think it will provide 
a real test of whether everyone who 
likes to call themselves sensible about 
fiscal policy really means it. It is a test 
of whether we are really serious about 
holding the line on spending, or wheth-
er we are even unwilling to make a 
small step to balance the budget. 

This amendment deals with the so- 
called LIHEAP program, the Low-In-
come Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram. It accepts the President’s spend-
ing figures, his budget, for this pro-
gram for the next 4 years. This is a for-
ward-funded program, but it accepts 
the President’s figures through the 
year 2000, and then for the last 2 years 
of the program it continues spending at 
exactly that level. By contrast, the 
President would allow spending on that 
program to dramatically escalate in 
the last 2 years, which just happens to 
be the campaign year. 

So what I am proposing here is a very 
slight reduction in spending in the last 
2 years of the 6-year program and 
spending at the administration’s re-
quest for the first 4 years. This, there-
fore, is a good test. 

Will big spenders even vote against 
this modest cut? I am reminded of 
what happened about 3 years ago when 
the Senator who occupies the Chair 
and I both served in the House of Rep-
resentatives and we were engaged in a 
similar debate. We had failed to cut 15 
percent from a program. We then failed 
to cut 12 percent, and then 10 percent, 
and then 5, and then 3 percent. Finally, 

our colleague from Pennsylvania, Rep-
resentative WALKER, got up and said, 
‘‘All right. Then would you at least cut 
$19.93?’’—that being 1993. Again, there 
was a vote taken. And, no, the House of 
Representatives would not even reduce 
the program by $19.93. 

This is a little more than $19.93. This 
will provide some real savings—a few 
hundred million dollars, which I know 
in Washington does not seem like 
much, but to Americans it is real 
money. 

So we will see whether we are even 
willing to cut a little bit in the last 2 
years of a program by continuing the 
spending levels that the President has 
deemed sufficient for the next 4 years 
for the full 6 years of the program. 

Let us talk about the actual numbers 
involved here. The budget resolution 
assumes that funding for LIHEAP will 
be constant at about $1 billion for each 
of fiscal years 1997 through fiscal year 
2002. But the President recommends 
LIHEAP funding of $1 billion for fiscal 
years 1997 and 1998, declining to $910 
million in fiscal year 1999 and $819 mil-
lion in the year 2000. What this amend-
ment would do is to take that level of 
funding, $819 million, as I said, and 
have it be constant for the remainder 
of this period of time. So that under 
the amendment, LIHEAP would be 
funded at $1 billion in year 1, $1 billion 
in year 2, under the President’s rec-
ommendation would decline to $910 
million in fiscal 1999, $819 million in 
the year 2000, and then stay at $819 mil-
lion for the year 2001, and the year 2002. 

It adopts the President’s figures, as I 
said, and then keeps the spending con-
stant for the last 2 years. The Presi-
dent otherwise would allow LIHEAP 
spending to increase to $934 million in 
fiscal year 2001 and $1.064 billion in fis-
cal year 2002. As I said, curiously 
enough, the high years are the election 
years. 

Here is what the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has said. The Office 
of Management and Budget, which is 
the President’s office for calculating 
budget matters and working on budget 
matters, has said that the declining 
figures for those middle years—1999 and 
2000—are due to standard percentage 
reductions applied to programs that 
are not a top priority—that are not a 
top priority. The President’s own Of-
fice of Management and Budget has 
taken all of the items in the Presi-
dent’s budget and has weighed them, 
has prioritized them, and has said that 
for those that are not a top priority, we 
are going to apply a standard rate of 
reduction. That is why even though it 
is $1 billion this year and $1 billion 
next year, it is going to go down to $910 
million in 1999 and then $819 million in 
the year 2000. 

The President’s 1995 budget request, I 
would note, proposed to reduce 
LIHEAP’s funding by half—by over $700 
million. His 1995 budget proposal would 
have left $730 million in LIHEAP. 

So you see, Mr. President, while the 
Office of Management and Budget and 
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the President of the United States have 
said that the appropriate level was $730 
million, in the last 2 years of the pro-
gram they increase it to ultimately 
being over $1 billion a year. All we are 
doing is taking the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget at its word, we are 
taking the President at his word that 
these programs really are a little lesser 
priority than some of the more impor-
tant programs. But instead of taking 
the spending down to $730 million 
where the President would have taken 
it, we leave it at $819 million, almost 
$100 million more in the last 3 years of 
this 6-year period of time. 

So we would provide more for 
LIHEAP every year compared to what 
the President proposed just 2 years 
ago. 

I hope this will preclude anybody 
from arguing we are savaging the 
LIHEAP budget. We are spending more 
than the President proposed, and we 
are spending the same amount in the 
last 3 years of the program, the 
amount the President recommended in 
year 4, and then we are continuing that 
spending in year 5 and 6. 

Here is the reason for my amend-
ment. The President’s outyear figures 
are, obviously, unrealistic. They are 
not going to be obtained. You cannot 
backload all of the money into the last 
2 years of the program, and this is be-
cause the President has relied on gim-
micks to get to balance by the year 
2002. 

Again, remember what I said before. 
Without those gimmicks, his budget 
would be $84 million in deficit accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office. 
So the additional spending in these 
years cannot really be justified. It is 
not going to happen. I am simply say-
ing, let us recognize that now and en-
sure that the budget that we pass will 
be an honest budget. 

Let me conclude with some state-
ments and thoughts about LIHEAP 
that help demonstrate why this is not 
a top-priority program and, therefore, 
the President is right in suggesting 
that the spending be reduced some-
what. 

Remember that this program was ini-
tiated in 1981 to temporarily—tempo-
rarily—supplement existing cash as-
sistance programs and to help low-in-
come individuals pay for escalating 
home fuel costs which resulted from 
the energy crisis of 15 years ago. 
Around Washington, every temporary 
spending program and every temporary 
tax seems to become permanent, and 
this one has, too. But it does not have 
to bankrupt us as well. 

Let me just mention that one of the 
major utilities in Arizona—Arizona 
Public Service—has advised that aver-
age residential rates have declined 10 
percent in real terms between 1980 and 
1995 in constant 1980 dollars. These real 
lower prices mean that it is time to re-
consider the LIHEAP program, which 
assumed continuously escalating prices 
back in the days of high inflation. The 
Clinton administration informed the 

House Appropriations Committee in 
1994 that low-income families now 
spend one-third less of their income on 
home energy than they did when 
LIHEAP was initiated. 

So they have confirmed this reality. 
And according to CBO’s February 1995 
report, ‘‘Reducing the Deficit: Spend-
ing and Revenue Options,’’ 26 States— 
this is the real test, Mr. President— 
transferred up to 10 percent of their 
LIHEAP funds, which was then legal to 
do—it is not any more, but they trans-
ferred up to 10 percent of their LIHEAP 
funds during 1993 to supplement spend-
ing for five other social and commu-
nity services block grant programs 
which obviously had a higher priority 
to them. The transfers obviously indi-
cate that some States believe that 
spending for energy assistance does not 
have as high a priority as other spend-
ing does—the same thing that the 
President himself confirmed. 

The point is this. LIHEAP has 
evolved from a temporary energy crisis 
assistance program to a broad income 
supplement which the Clinton adminis-
tration in its 1995 budget request said, 
and I am quoting, ‘‘does not target well 
those low-income households with ex-
ceptionally high energy costs in rela-
tion to income and which does little to 
help assisted households achieve inde-
pendence from the program.’’ 

So the Clinton administration has 
been quite honest about this. It has ac-
knowledged it is not the best program 
to help the low-income families. It has 
acknowledged that the original pur-
pose, to temporarily help people in an 
escalating time of fuel bills, is no 
longer a high priority because, as I 
noted, the fuel bills are going down, 
and therefore in its own budget request 
has assigned the LIHEAP program a 
lower budget priority applying an 
across-the-board reduction. It has, 
therefore, recommended that from the 
$1 billion we are going to spend next 
year and the year after, it be reduced 
to $934 million—fine—down to $819 mil-
lion—fine—and my amendment simply 
says and hold it at $819 million for the 
last 2 years of this 6-year period. 

What could be more reasonable? And 
yet I suspect this will put some of our 
colleagues to the test. I would just 
offer a challenge to those members par-
ticularly who come from the States 
that utilize LIHEAP significantly. This 
is an opportunity, an opportunity to do 
something that does not occur very 
often and that is to be able to say I 
voted to cut a program that is used by 
people in my own State quite a bit be-
cause I knew it was wrong, I knew that 
in effect because of changed cir-
cumstances this had become fat, not 
muscle, this had become almost a pork- 
type project. Of course, we know that 
we all have to pay for these spending 
programs, and we are willing to do our 
part to bring the budget deficit down. 
Members even from States that utilize 
this program can say that now because 
we are spending all we need to spend on 
the program, according to the adminis-

tration. And so by holding the figure at 
the administration’s level, we will be 
helping to reduce the budget and we 
will be also demonstrating in at least 
one small way that we really mean it 
when we say we can achieve deficit re-
duction. So not only for those States 
that do not particularly rely upon it 
but for the Members who come from 
those States that do, it is a real oppor-
tunity that does not come along very 
often. As I said, it will really help us to 
determine whether or not we are seri-
ous about achieving balancing our 
budget by the year 2002 or whether it is 
just rhetoric and we are leaving it to 
our children to pay the bills. 

I hope that when this LIHEAP mod-
est reduction by in effect having level 
spending in the last 3 years of the pro-
gram comes to a vote on Tuesday, all 
of our colleagues will join in sup-
porting the amendment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under-

stand that the Senator from Massachu-
setts wishes to speak for, say, 15 min-
utes. 

Mr. President, I have an amendment 
which I will offer, and it may be that 
the Senator from Massachusetts has an 
amendment or amendments. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect. I would like to offer some amend-
ments dealing with Medicare-Medicaid. 
I will not speak on those measures 
now. I would like to get them in order. 

I do not want to interfere with the 
orderly procedure which is being fol-
lowed here about submitting amend-
ments and setting them aside. And so I 
would inquire if that is an agreeable 
process with the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may be recog-
nized at this point and I may yield to 
the Senator from Massachusetts for 15 
minutes without losing my right to the 
floor, and that the time he utilizes be 
charged either against his amendments 
or against the time on the resolution 
itself; that I then be recognized to call 
up my amendment. We will not be al-
ternating as the Senators I think 
would like to do, but the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona, [Mr. KYL], just 
offered two amendments. I did not 
raise any objection to that. So if Sen-
ators will give me consent, I make that 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection—— 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object and I will 
not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have not set 
aside the Kyl amendments. We will do 
that first. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 

consent that the Kyl amendments be 
temporarily set aside. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 

surely not going to object. Did the 
Senator inform the Senate in my ab-
sence how long he was going to take on 
his amendment? 

Mr. BYRD. I will take the full hour. 
I will probably use 50 minutes of it and 
then charge some time against the res-
olution. 

Mr. DOMENICI. And Senator KEN-
NEDY is going to need 15 minutes? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Fifteen minutes and 
then offer amendments but will not 
speak on them out here because others 
want to address the Senate. I will ad-
dress the Senate at another time on 
those measures but I will file them. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So we know on our 
side, how long is the Senator proposing 
that you use the time of the Senate be-
tween the two of you before one of us 
can be—is it an hour and 15 minutes 
that we are talking about? 

Mr. BYRD. No, I was going to use 50 
minutes of my hour, reserve the re-
mainder of the time and complete my 
speech on the time from the resolution. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Before we get back 
on our side, so we will know who 
should be here, is it an hour and a half 
or what do you think? 

Mr. BYRD. I would think that would 
be about it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. About an hour and a 
half. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will be 15 minutes. 
The Senator has indicated 50. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia is granted. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. I thank all Members. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
again thank the Senator from West 
Virginia for his typical courtesy and I 
appreciate all of us are trying to have 
an opportunity to address the Senate 
on a number of the items that are in-
cluded in the budget and adjusting 
schedules. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Rhode Is-
land Mr. [PELL] be added as an original 
cosponsor of amendment No. 3991, the 
Kerry-Murray amendment. 

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3997, 3998, 3999, AND 4000 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 

four amendments to the desk, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be con-
sidered individually. I further ask 
unanimous consent that they be laid 
aside. I hope to discuss them further 
during the course of the afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the amendments. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-

NEDY] proposes amendments numbered 3997, 
3998, 3999, and 4000. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with. 

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

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 3997 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con-
gress that the reconciliation bill should 
maintain the existing prohibitions against 
additional charges by providers under the 
medicare program) 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

ADDITIONAL CHARGES UNDER THE 
MEDICARE PROGRAM. 

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

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

(2) 2⁄3 of spending under the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act is for senior citizens with annual in-
comes of less than $15,000; 

(3) senior citizens cannot afford physician 
fee mark-ups that are not covered under the 
medicare program or premium overcharges; 
and 

(4) senior citizens enrolling in private in-
surance plans receiving medicare capitation 
payments are currently protected against ex-
cess charges by health providers and addi-
tional premium charges by the plan for serv-
ices covered under the medicare program. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that any reconciliation bill 
considered during the second session of the 
104th Congress should maintain the existing 
prohibitions against additional charges by 
providers under the medicare program under 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act (‘‘bal-
ance billing’’), and any premium surcharges 
for services covered under such program that 
are levied on senior citizens enrolled in pri-
vate insurance plans in lieu of conventional 
medicare. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Republican budget plan is designed to 
make Medicare ‘‘wither on the vine,’’ 
in the words of Speaker GINGRICH. 
Under the guise of greater choice, it is 
rigged to force seniors to give up their 
family doctor and join private insur-
ance plans. If the Republican plan had 
been enacted last year, private insurers 
would have reaped a bonanza. If only 
half of all seniors had left conventional 
Medicare, private insurers would have 
reaped windfall revenues of $625 billion 
over the next 7 years. 

Not only does the Republican plan 
force senior citizens to join private in-
surance plans, it strips away existing 
protections against additional, uncov-
ered provider charges—so-called bal-
ance billing—once they have enrolled. 
It eliminates current protections 
against premium surcharges for basic 
Medicare services. It puts every senior 
at financial risk. 

Unlimited balanced billing would be 
allowed under at least three cir-
cumstances under the Republican plan. 
Charges for any service—except emer-
gency services—supplied by a provider 
not having a contract with the private 
insurance company would not be lim-
ited. Charges for services provided 
through a Medicare medical savings ac-
count would be unlimited. And services 
provided by an unrestricted fee-for- 
service plan would be unlimited. 

Currently, private insurance plans 
receiving Medicare capitation con-

tracts may not charge enrollees any 
additional premium for coverage of 
Medicare basic services. Under the Re-
publican plan, that protection, too, is 
eliminated. 

Because of gaps in Medicare and high 
health care costs, senior citizens have 
a difficult time affording the health 
care they need. Eighty-three percent of 
all Medicare spending is for older 
Americans with annual incomes below 
$25,000. Two-thirds is for those with in-
comes below $15,000. Senior citizens 
typically spend more than $1 in $5 of 
their limited income to purchase the 
health care they need. It is wrong to 
expose them to higher medical bills 
and higher premiums so that doctors 
and insurance companies can reap 
greater profits. 

The President vetoed these unfair 
proposals last year, and the Democrats 
in Congress upheld his veto. The 
amendment I am offering today gives 
every Member of the Senate the oppor-
tunity to go on record as rejecting this 
new budget’s proposals to allow bal-
ance billing and premiums surcharges 
in private insurance plans receiving 
Medicare capitation payments. I hope 
the Senate will adopt it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3998 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con-

gress that the reconciliation bill should 
not include any changes in Federal nursing 
home quality standards or the Federal en-
forcement of such standards) 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

NURSING HOME STANDARDS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) prior to the enactment of subtitle C of 

title IV of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1987, deplorable conditions and 
shocking abuse of senior citizens and the dis-
abled in nursing homes was widespread; and 

(2) the enactment and implementation of 
such subtitle has brought major improve-
ments in nursing home conditions and sub-
stantially reduced abuse of senior citizens. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that any reconciliation bill 
considered during the second session of the 
104th Congress should not include any 
changes in Federal nursing home quality 
standards or the Federal enforcement of such 
standards. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, strong 
Federal quality standards for nursing 
homes were enacted by Congress with 
solid bipartisan support in 1987, after a 
series of investigations revealed appall-
ing conditions in nursing homes 
throughout the Nation and shocking 
abuse of senior citizens and the dis-
abled. 

Elderly patients were often allowed 
to go uncleaned for days, lying in their 
own excrement. They were tied to 
wheelchairs and beds under conditions 
that would not be tolerated in any pris-
on in America. Deliberate abuse and vi-
olence were used against helpless sen-
ior citizens by callous or sadistic at-
tendants. Painful, untreated, and com-
pletely avoidable bedsores were found 
widespread. 

Patients had been scalded to death in 
hot baths and showers, or sedated to 
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the point of unconsciousness, or iso-
lated from all aspects of normal life by 
fly-by-night nursing home operators 
bent on profiteering from the misery of 
their patients. 

These conditions, once revealed, 
shocked the conscience of the Nation. 
The Federal standards enacted by Con-
gress ended much of this unconscion-
able abuse and achieved substantial 
improvement in the quality of care for 
nursing home residents. 

Last year, the Republican budget 
programs included a frontal assault on 
these standards. The first House rec-
onciliation bill repealed them entirely. 
The Senate bill reported from Com-
mittee did the same. As public outrage 
mounted, the Republican Congress was 
forced to modify their program—but 
each time the fine print left major 
loopholes. Fortunately, the President 
vetoed this harsh program, and the 
Democrats in Congress sustained his 
veto. 

It is difficult to believe that anyone, 
no matter how extreme their ideology, 
would take us back to the shameful 
conditions before 1987. But this is ex-
actly what the Republican plan will do. 
The American people will never accept 
such a program, so the Republican pro-
gram, once again, buries the assault on 
nursing home quality in fine print. 
This time, the House Commerce Com-
mittee has announced that it will 
maintain current standards—but the 
fine print says that enforcement re-
sponsibility will be taken from the 
Federal Government and turned over 
to the States. Yet it was because 
States failed to adequately protect 
nursing home residents that the Fed-
eral law was enacted in the first place. 

This amendment expresses the sense 
of the Congress that Federal nursing 
home quality standards should be 
maintained without any ifs, ands, or 
buts. This is the minimum assurance 
that senior citizens and their families 
deserve—and I hope the Senate will 
vote to give them that assurance. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3999 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con-

gress that provisions of current medicaid 
law protecting families of nursing home 
residents from experiencing financial ruin 
as the price of needed care for their loved 
ones should be retained) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS CONCERNING 

NURSING HOME CARE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) under current Federal law— 
(A) protections are provided under the 

medicaid program under title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to prevent the 
improverishment of spouses of nursing home 
residents; 

(B) prohibitions exist under such program 
to prevent the charging of adult children of 
nursing home residents for the cost of the 
care of such residents; 

(C) prohibitions exist under such program 
to prevent a State from placing a lien 
against the home of a nursing home resident, 
if that home was occupied by a spouse or de-
pendent child; and 

(D) prohibitions exist under such program 
to prevent a nursing home from charging 

amounts above the medicaid recognized 
charge for medicaid patients or requiring a 
commitment to make private payments 
prior to receiving medicaid coverage as a 
condition of admission; and 

(2) family members of nursing home resi-
dents are generally unable to afford the high 
cost of nursing home care, which ranges be-
tween $30,000 and $60,000 a year. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that provisions of the med-
icaid program under title XIX of the Social 
Security Act that protect families of nursing 
home residents from experiencing financial 
ruin as the price of securing needed care for 
their loved ones should be retained, includ-
ing— 

(1) spousal impoverishment rules; 
(2) prohibitions against charging adult 

children of nursing home patients for the 
cost of their care; 

(3) prohibitions against liens on the homes 
of nursing home residents occupied by a 
spouse or dependent child; and 

(4) prohibitions against nursing homes re-
quiring private payments prior to medicaid 
coverage as a condition of admission or al-
lowing charges in addition to medicaid pay-
ments for covered patients. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one of 
the cruellest aspects of the Republican 
proposals have been their failure to 
protect nursing home patients and 
their relatives from financial abuse. 
Last year, both the House and Senate 
Republican bills initially eliminated 
the protections in current law—en-
acted with broad bipartisan support in 
1987—assuring that a spouse remaining 
in the community would be able to 
keep at least a modest amount of in-
come and savings, so that she would 
not be reduced to abject poverty in 
order for a loved one to get the nursing 
home care he needed. 

Once the public became aware of 
these harsh proposals, the Republicans 
rushed to repair their public relations 
problem, but as in the case of nursing 
home quality standards, the provisions 
they claimed restored the current pro-
tections were as full of holes as a Swiss 
cheese. 

Their bills allowed nursing homes to 
charge patients more than Medicaid 
will pay, so that spouses could still be 
forced to sell their home or wipe out 
all their savings to give their loved 
ones the care they need. What kind of 
a spousal protection program is it that 
says, ‘‘The State can’t take away all 
your savings and your home so that 
your loved one can get the care he 
needs, but the nursing home operator 
can?’’ 

Their bills continued to wipe out pro-
tections that have been included in 
Medicaid since 1965 against a State 
forcing adult children to be responsible 
for the cost of care for a nursing home 
patient. Twenty-nine states have these 
laws on the books. Only the Federal 
law prevents them from being en-
forced—and the Republican bill would 
have repealed those protections. What 
kind of family values say that it is per-
fectly all right to tell adult children, 
struggling to raise a family and meet 
the needs of their own children, that 
the State can take away all your sav-
ings and hopes as a condition of their 

parents getting the nursing home care 
they need? 

And finally, their bills provided no 
protection against a State placing a 
lien on the home of a nursing home 
resident, even if a spouse or a child is 
still living there. That protection has 
been a part of current law for decades— 
but the Republican plan would have re-
pealed it. 

The President vetoed these harsh 
bills, and the Democrats in Congress 
sustained his veto. The amendment I 
am offering today gives the Senate a 
chance to go on record as repudiating 
those Republican policies and directing 
that they not be included in this year’s 
reconciliation bills. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4000 
(Purpose: To protect the wages of 

construction workers) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING THE 
DAVIS BACON ACT. 

Notwithstanding any provisions in the re-
port of the Committee on the Budget to ac-
company S. Con. Res. 57, it is the Sense of 
the Senate that the provisions in this Budget 
Resolution assume no changes to the Davis 
Bacon Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments are laid aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3996 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I was 

listening to my good friend from Ari-
zona talking about LIHEAP, which is 
an essential program, particularly for 
seniors and children, to keep warm in 
the winter. He was talking about how 
people in Arizona do not get much 
value out of that. 

I was here when the Congress appro-
priated $3.4 billion to complete the cen-
tral Arizona project. There is still 725 
more to go. I will just say, the tax-
payers of Massachusetts did not get 
much benefit from that program ei-
ther. 

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Excuse 

me, the Senator from West Virginia 
has the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
Senator BYRD yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely; gladly. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 

not remember what the last project for 
Boston Harbor cost—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. I was not the one 
who was complaining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It almost cost more 
than the Arizona project, and we did 
not get anything from that in New 
Mexico, either. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask the Senator, 
was that not part of the Interstate 
Highway System? The completion of 
the top part of it was the last link and 
was the part that was to be completed 
in which Massachusetts taxpayers con-
tributed, like others contributed for 
their highways in their State. We can 
talk about it at another time. I see my 
friend and colleague from West Vir-
ginia. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Can I have an addi-

tional 30 seconds? This one I am talk-
ing about is known as the ‘‘big dig.’’ 
That is the one that is going to cost 
about $10 billion. At one point, it was 
kind of known as the ‘‘great Tip 
O’Neill project.’’ Everybody seemed 
glad to do that for Tip O’Neill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. It is called the Cen-
tral Artery, which next time you go up, 
you will see the interstate signs on it. 
We hope you will enjoy your trips to 
New England. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not get there 
very often, and when it is finally built, 
there will not be such big traffic jams, 
and I will enjoy Boston then. 

I want to make sure for the RECORD 
it is understood that we are not in any 
way waiving the hour we have to rebut 
each of these amendments. We are ac-
commodating by letting the Senators 
who are the proponents get them done 
today. That is a mutual request of both 
sides. I do not think we can take all 
the time on each amendment, but 
clearly by not answering them today 
does not mean we are not going to an-
swer them, either in the presence of 
the proponent or not. At some point 
before final passage, we will answer 
most of them. 

I thank Senator BYRD for yielding. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4001 

(Purpose: This amendment increases overall 
discretionary spending to the levels pro-
posed by the President. This increase is 
fully offset by the extension of expired tax 
provisions or corporate and business tax 
reforms) 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the pending amend-
ments be set aside and that I may offer 
an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. KOHL, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and 
Mr. DORGAN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4001. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 

$6,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12,700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 

$10,600,000,000. 
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 

$11,700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$9,700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$13,8,00,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$6,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$12,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 
$10,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 
$9,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 
$13,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$7,400,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$12,400,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$17,100,000,000. 

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 
$15,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by 
$31,200,000,000. 

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 
$22,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$6,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$12,700,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$10,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$9,700,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$13,800,000,000. 

On page 42, line 2, increase the amount by 
$7,400,000,000. 

On page 42, line 3, increase the amount by 
$6,300,000,000. 

On page 42, line 8, increase the amount by 
$12,400,000,000. 

On page 42, line 9, increase the amount by 
$12,700,000,000. 

On page 42, line 15, increase the amount by 
$17,100,000,000. 

On page 42, line 16, increase the amount by 
$10,600,000,000. 

On page 42, line 22, increase the amount by 
$15,300,000,000. 

On page 42, line 23, increase the amount by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On page 43, line 5, increase the amount by 
$31,200,000,000. 

On page 43, line 6, increase the amount by 
$9,700,000,000. 

On page 43, line 12, increase the amount by 
$22,300,000,000. 

On page 43, line 13, increase the amount by 
$13,800,000,000. 

On page 52, strike line 9 through line 25; 
and 

On page 53 strike line 1 through line 9 and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(1) with respect to fiscal year 1997, for the 
discretionary category $496,600,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $539,200,000,000 in out-
lays; 

‘‘(2) with respect to fiscal year 1998, for the 
discretionary category $501,600,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $534,800,000,000 in out-
lays; 

‘‘(3) with respect to fiscal year 1999, for the 
discretionary category $504,100,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $531,100,000,000 in out-
lays; 

‘‘(4) with respect to fiscal year 2000, for the 
discretionary category $509,100,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $530,900,000,000 in out-
lays; 

‘‘(5) with respect to fiscal year 2001, for the 
discretionary category $519,000,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $521,700,000,000 in out-
lays; 

‘‘(6) with respect to fiscal year 2002, for the 
discretionary category $520,300,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $525,600,000,000 in out-
lays.’’ 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am offer-
ing an amendment on behalf of myself 
and the following Senators: Mr. 

DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BUMPERS, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KOHL, 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. 
DORGAN. I welcome further cosponsors, 
Mr. President. 

Now, Mr. President, I yield myself 50 
minutes of my 60 minutes, and I hope 
that the Chair will let me know when 
my 50 minutes have been concluded. 

Mr. President, I am deeply concerned 
by the offering of yet another budget 
resolution which shortchanges our 
country’s future. The cuts in non-
defense discretionary spending that 
would be necessary over the next 6 
years in order to meet the reduced lev-
els of budget authority and outlays 
provided in this budget resolution are 
truly extraordinary. 

One has only to turn to page 211 of 
the committee report accompanying 
this budget resolution to see what I 
mean. On that page, one finds a table 
entitled ‘‘Comparison of Budget Plans: 
Six-Year Totals.’’ That table compares 
the deficit reduction that would take 
place over fiscal years 1997 through 2002 
under President Clinton’s budget pro-
posals versus those under the Repub-
lican budget resolution that is now be-
fore the Senate. 

According to that table, in that com-
mittee report, over that 6-year period, 
fiscal years 1997–2002, discretionary 
spending will be cut under the Repub-
lican budget resolution by $296 billion. 
This amounts to $66 billion more in 
cuts to discretionary spending than the 
President’s budget proposals, which 
would cut $230 billion over the same pe-
riod. 

That is one of the reasons why I 
voted against the President’s budget 
last night. I preferred it to the Repub-
lican budget that is before us. But the 
President’s budget cut discretionary 
funding badly, even though the Repub-
lican resolution cuts it worse. 

Mr. President, look at the cumu-
lative effect of the cuts in buying 
power that will have to be made over 
the next 6 years under either the budg-
et resolution or the President’s budget. 
They are mind-boggling—mind-bog-
gling. We are talking about cuts pro-
posed by the President totaling $230 
billion below the rate of inflation. And 
we are talking about cuts under the 
Republican budget resolution totaling 
$296 billion below inflation over the 
next 6 years for discretionary pro-
grams. 

When we pile real reductions of that 
severity, one on top of another, year 
after year after year after year, how 
can any thinking person expect this 
Nation to sustain any financial ability 
to meet the minimum needs of the 
American people in all of the critical 
areas that are funded by discretionary 
appropriations. Those needs are not 
frozen. We do not have a freeze on 
crime in America. We do not have a 
freeze on bridge repairs. We do not 
have a freeze on potholes in the roads 
or a freeze on the dirty water supply or 
a freeze on aging sewers or on environ-
mental pollution. Those needs still 
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press and tax our financial resources. 
And it all adds up to hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in backlogs—backlogs. 

What has been our response? Our re-
sponse has been to budget less and less 
money to deal with the ever-increasing 
backlogs. If we continue to eviscerate 
our own Nation with this unwise and 
careless way of budgeting, I fear for the 
ultimate consequences. What will be 
affected? Nearly everything in the 
daily lives of the American people will 
be affected. For instance, two-thirds of 
the domestic discretionary budget goes 
to fund our Nation’s infrastructure. 

About 13 percent of all domestic dis-
cretionary spending is for transpor-
tation programs—including the main-
tenance and improvement of our Na-
tional Highway System, our airport 
and airway system, and all safety-re-
lated facilities and equipment, includ-
ing our public transportation systems. 
In all areas of transportation there are 
glaring, unmet needs which not only 
affect the safety of the American peo-
ple, but also cost our economy billions 
of dollars each year because of delays 
in getting our products to their mar-
kets and in getting workers to and 
from their jobs. 

According to the Department of 
Transportation, there are currently 
more than 234,000 miles of the nearly 
1.2 million miles of paved nonlocal 
roads which are in such bad condition 
that they require capital improve-
ments either immediately—just travel 
down the streets of Washington—or 
within the next few years. The Nation’s 
backlog in the rehabilitation and 
maintenance of our Nation’s bridges 
currently stands at $78 billion. That is 
the backlog as of now. And it is getting 
worse and it is getting bigger, the Na-
tion’s backlog. 

According to the Federal Highway 
Administration, 118,000 of the Nation’s 
575,000 bridges—more than one out of 
five—are structurally deficient. Heav-
ier trucks are prohibited from using 
them—an action that has an imme-
diate, adverse impact on the Nation’s 
productivity. Another 14 percent of the 
Nation’s bridges are functionally obso-
lete, meaning they do not have the 
land and shoulder widths or vertical 
clearance to handle the traffic they 
bear. 

Fully 70 percent of the Nation’s 
interstate highways in metropolitan 
areas are congested during peak travel 
times. Such traffic congestion costs 
the economy $39 billion a year in wast-
ed fuel and lower productivity for both 
passengers and commercial traffic. 
Congestion also undermines our ability 
to clean up the Nation’s air, since more 
than 70 percent of the carbon monoxide 
emitted into the atmosphere comes 
from motor vehicles. 

To make matters worse, the Depart-
ment of Transportation continues to 
estimate increased growth in vehicle 
use that will put us in even worse 
shape. Things are not getting better. 
Things are getting worse by the day. It 
has been estimated that the number of 

vehicles on our Nation’s highways will 
grow by about 8 percent by the year 
2000. However, over the same period, 
freight tonnage, carried by our Na-
tion’s trucks, will grow by more than 
30 percent. Yet, under this proposed 
budget resolution and for several years 
to come, it can be anticipated that we 
will be required to cut, rather than in-
crease, our investment in maintaining 
our Nation’s highway system. How can 
we even consider not addressing these 
problems? This budget resolution to-
tally ignores those needs. 

No area of infrastructure investment 
is as critical as our Nation’s highway 
system. The system carries nearly 80 
percent of U.S. interstate commerce 
and more than 80 percent of intercity 
passenger and tourist traffic. And yet, 
just 7 months ago the Department of 
Transportation published its annual 
status report on the Nation’s surface 
transportation system. That report es-
timated that it would require addi-
tional annual investments of roughly 
$15 billion to adequately maintain our 
existing surface transportation infra-
structure—$15 billion annually just to 
maintain our existing surface transpor-
tation infrastructure. Unfortunately, 
we simply are not making the nec-
essary investments to ensure a pros-
perous future for our children, espe-
cially when compared to the invest-
ments that are being made by our eco-
nomic competitors throughout the 
world. 

Just as our Federal funding patterns 
have ignored the anticipated growth in 
highway use, so, too, are we ignoring 
the anticipated growth in airport use. 
According to the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, the number of passengers 
expected at our Nation’s airports will 
grow almost 60 percent over the next 
decade. That will not include me be-
cause I do not like to fly. My name is 
BYRD, but I do not like to fly. And 
what has happened in recent days has 
made me even more fearful. 

If no new runways are added, the 
number of severely congested major 
airports will grow by 250 percent. The 
Federal Aviation Administration esti-
mates that in order to bring existing 
airports up to current design stand-
ards, as well as to provide sufficient ca-
pacity to meet the projected demand, 
it will cost no less than $30 billion over 
the next several years. What is this 
blatant neglect doing to safety stand-
ards? What is this blatant neglect 
doing to safety standards? Safety for 
whom? Safety for the American people? 
Safety for the traveling public? 

Mr. President, we do the American 
people no favor by ignoring these 
trends and by balancing the Federal 
budget on the back of critical domestic 
investments. 

Fully another 14 percent of domestic 
discretionary spending is for education, 
training, and employment programs— 
including Head Start, elementary and 
secondary education, Pell grants, and 
other college student financial aid. 

Tremendous unmet needs have also 
been identified in this portion of the 

budget. Over the past number of years, 
we have managed to substantially in-
crease funding for Head Start, special 
education grants, and Pell Grants. But 
we clearly will be unable to sustain 
these increased levels of spending in 
the future under this budget resolu-
tion. 

Senators should not go home and 
beat their chests about how strongly 
they support education when they vote 
for the cuts in discretionary spending 
contained in this budget resolution. 
They will be saying one thing, while 
actually doing quite another. And 
there is too much of that in politics al-
ready. 

This Republican budget cuts $24.4 bil-
lion in budget authority in inflation- 
adjusted dollars from this portion of 
the budget over the next 6 years. This 
amounts to a cut of 25 percent in real 
terms. 

Another 12 percent of domestic dis-
cretionary spending is for environ-
mental improvement and energy effi-
ciency programs—ranging from sewage 
treatment grants to toxic clean-up to 
energy R&D programs. 

This Republican budget resolution 
appears to assume reductions for the 
Environmental Protection Agency to-
taling $5 billion over 7 years. These re-
ductions are assumed to be applied to 
each EPA program account, including 
Superfund, State and Tribal Assistance 
grants, Science and Technology, and 
EPA operating programs. The impact 
of these proposed reductions would be 
devastating to EPA’s ability to address 
protection of public health and the en-
vironment. 

It should be noted that while the an-
nual request for wastewater treatment 
infrastructure programs is $1.35 billion, 
there are documented wastewater in-
frastructure needs of $137 billion 
throughout the United States. While 
the Federal funding for this infrastruc-
ture program leverages additional 
matching funds from States and local-
ities, the administration’s proposed 
budget assumes a level that enables 
States to provide $2 billion. With re-
quirements totaling $137 billion 
today—and continuing to grow with 
the population—clearly the need is for 
more infrastructure funding for clean 
water facilities, not less. 

In the area of infrastructure require-
ments for States to meet the require-
ments of the Safe Drinking Water Act, 
the total requirements are unknown. A 
needs survey is now being conducted, 
and will be completed in June. No pre-
liminary estimates are available, but it 
is safe to assume that the annual budg-
et request of $550 million will be insuf-
ficient to address the needs of local 
communities in upgrading both pub-
licly and privately owned drinking 
water systems. In my own State of 
West Virginia, a recent Federal study 
reports that it would take $162 million 
dollars to clean up and provide potable 
water to approximately 79,000 West 
Virginians. It would take another 
$405.7 million to meet the worsening 
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drinking water supply situation of 
some 476,000 West Virginians. There 
you have it. We have an annual budget 
request for the whole country of $550 
million and yet in West Virginia we 
have a total need for $568 million—$568 
million in West Virginia alone—as 
against $550 million for the whole coun-
try that is being requested in the budg-
et. It does not make sense. 

We are becoming like a Third World 
country in many parts of the Nation. 
West Virginia is not alone. West Vir-
ginia is a rural State. What kind of a 
budget ignores the most basic, most 
basic need, clean drinking water, of 
people? Safe drinking water seems to 
me to be pretty basic stuff. What good 
is the environment that ignores that 
kind of need? 

Additionally, under this budget reso-
lution, funding for watershed projects 
and flood prevention will be drastically 
reduced. Furthermore, water and 
wastewater treatment programs for 
rural areas will be cut more than one- 
third. 

Funding for the Nation’s existing 
water resource infrastructure—its sys-
tem of dams, locks, harbors, irrigation 
systems, reservoirs, and recreation 
sites—will suffer serious cuts. In the 
area of flood control and storm damage 
prevention projects, where cost-benefit 
ratios exceed 20 to 1, there will be in-
sufficient funds to meet the needs. Al-
ready, there is a serious backlog of de-
ferred operations and maintenance re-
quirements on existing projects. Our 
ports and harbors, through which the 
bulk of our Nation’s commerce and 
trade with the rest of the world moves, 
will be seriously affected by declining 
investments such as dredging and 
channel improvements. 

Under this budget resolution, the Na-
tion’s critical disposal of nuclear waste 
generated at electricity-producing 
power plants will be further set back. 
Over the next 30 to 40 years, estimates 
are that nuclear waste cleanup costs 
for both defense and civilian sites will 
total between $200 and $250 billion. 
What are we doing to the environment? 
What horrors are we unleashing with 
this type of neglect? Doesn’t anybody 
in this town care? 

The question is, Mr. President, under 
the constraints of this budget resolu-
tion, how can we possibly meet the 
needs of the American people across 
the broad spectrum of our national 
life—from crime control, to job re-
training, to better and safer highways 
and bridges and aviation, to drug treat-
ment and prevention, to education, to 
research, to environmental cleanup, to 
clean water, and to programs which as-
sist those in our society who are un-
able to care for themselves and their 
children through no fault of their own? 

How long—how long—will we con-
tinue to slash and burn these discre-
tionary spending programs, while let-
ting automatic entitlements and cor-
porate welfare and tax expenditures 
grow and eat away at the foundation of 
our national economy? Where is the 

basic common sense and decency in 
this budget? Where is the basic com-
mon sense and decency in this budget? 

The amendment I am offering today 
will add $106 billion in discretionary 
budget authority and $65 billion in dis-
cretionary outlays over the 6-year pe-
riod of this budget resolution. And if it 
is adopted, we will still be $230 billion 
below inflation over the period of 6 
years. For fiscal year 1997, budget au-
thority, under my amendment, would 
be increased by $7.4 billion and outlays 
would be increased by $6.3 billion. 
Similar increases above the amounts 
included in this resolution are provided 
for in each of the remaining years 
through fiscal year 2002. In other 
words, my amendment would provide 
for the same level of discretionary 
spending as the Clinton budget over 
that 6-year period—and that Clinton 
budget was $230 billion too low. 

My amendment will bring that figure 
for outlays and budget authority at 
least up to the Clinton budget—name-
ly, $106 billion more in budget author-
ity, and $65 billion more in discre-
tionary outlays than this Republican 
budget resolution would provide. We 
need more—much more—but at least 
this amount will give us some little 
chance of meeting our minimum needs. 

Furthermore, my amendment will 
eliminate the so-called defense walls 
for the period of this budget resolution. 
But so did the Clinton budget that was 
voted on last night. And every Demo-
crat here voted for that budget—other 
than this Democrat. It was better than 
the Republican budget, but it cuts dis-
cretionary funding and cuts taxes—not 
as much as the Republican budget, but 
it still cuts taxes, which is utter folly 
at this time in our history. In other 
words, my amendment combines de-
fense and nondefense discretionary 
budget authority and outlays into one 
figure for each of the fiscal years 1997– 
2002. Now, if any Democrats here op-
pose my elimination of the walls, they 
voted to do that last night in the Clin-
ton budget, so they should not have 
any hesitancy in supporting my 
amendment. This will return us to the 
normal situation under which the Ap-
propriations Committees are given one 
discretionary figure for budget author-
ity and one figure for discretionary 
outlays each year. The committee will 
then determine how much budget au-
thority and outlays should be allocated 
to defense and how much of the budget 
should go to nondefense spending each 
fiscal year. That is the way the system 
is supposed to work. There is not sup-
posed to be an artificial gimmick to 
protect a sacred cow in the budget. 

In order to pay for its increase in 
spending, my amendment provides for 
a corresponding increase in revenue 
over the 6-year period of the budget 
resolution, and this increase in reve-
nues is brought about from a combina-
tion of closing corporate loopholes, ex-
tension of expiring excise tax provi-
sions, and/or elimination or modifica-
tions of the so-called tax expenditures. 

As shown on page 211 of the committee 
report, the President’s budget proposes 
$40 billion in savings from ‘‘corporate 
reform,’’ together with an additional 
$43 billion from extension of expiring 
tax provisions. The Republican budget 
resolution proposes $21 billion and $36 
billion, respectively, in those same 
areas. It, therefore, should be possible 
for the appropriate committees—Fi-
nance and Ways and Means—to find the 
additional revenues that I have pro-
posed from some combination of those 
corporate reforms and extension of ex-
piring tax provisions. However, if they 
are unable to do so, I strongly rec-
ommend that the Finance and Ways 
and Means Committees turn to the 
issue of tax expenditures as another ex-
cellent source for achieving the in-
crease in Federal revenues over the 
next 6 years, called for in my amend-
ment. That area of the Federal budget 
has miraculously—if you do not believe 
in miracles, here is one, in our own day 
and time—escaped the attention of the 
so-called deficit reduction hawks. 

Few Americans are familiar with the 
term ‘‘tax expenditure.’’ Simply put, 
tax expenditures are tax dollars lost to 
the Federal Treasury due to special 
provisions in the Tax Code, which 
allow deductions, exemptions, credits, 
or a deferral of tax payments. The word 
‘‘expenditure’’ is used to highlight the 
fact that these tax breaks are, in many 
respects, no different than if the Gov-
ernment simply wrote a check to the 
individuals or businesses concerned. 

The plain truth is, Mr. President, 
that tax expenditures are nothing more 
than another form of Government 
spending—back-door spending. But 
these checks are written to those with 
special interests and with special influ-
ence in Washington. And they go out of 
the Treasury first. They do not spend 
out over a year or 6 months like nor-
mal expenditures from the Treasury. 
They are gone—out the door right 
away every year to benefit the special 
interests, before anybody else gets one 
thin dime. 

Also, unlike the spending that is re-
viewed annually by the Appropriations 
Committee, once tax expenditures are 
enacted into law, very rarely do they 
again come under congressional scru-
tiny, certainly not with the frequency 
and the intensity of those programs 
which make up discretionary funding. 
As Dr. Paul McDaniel, of the Univer-
sity of Florida, testified before the 
Senate Budget Committee, over 80 per-
cent of current tax expenditures were 
also in effect in 1986—10 years ago—the 
last time Congress gave these programs 
a thorough review. Just like entitle-
ments, then, tax expenditures continue 
indefinitely, largely overlooked by 
even the most determined budget cut-
ters. 

According to the latest information 
available, tax expenditures for fiscal 
year 1995 totaled $453 billion, and are 
projected to grow to $480.4 billion for 
fiscal year 1996, $509.7 billion for fiscal 
year 1997, $537.3 billion for fiscal year 
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1998, and $568.5 billion for fiscal year 
1999. Just for those 5 years alone, then, 
these tax expenditures total more than 
$2.5 trillion. 

How long would it take to count tril-
lion at the rate of $1 per second? It 
would take 32,000 years to count tril-
lion. Over the 6 years of this budget 
resolution, total tax expenditures will 
exceed $3 trillion. Should somebody not 
be taking a hard look at this huge area 
of back-door spending? 

The problem, however, is not just in 
the aggregate amount of these pro-
grams. Unlike traditional forms of dis-
cretionary spending, tax expenditures 
circumvent the extremely important 
authorization and appropriations proc-
ess. Because these provisions come out 
of the tax-writing committees of the 
House and Senate, those committees 
become, in effect, both the authorizing 
and appropriating authority. That fact 
is obviously very appealing to special 
interest groups seeking Federal finan-
cial support, and there are lots and lots 
and lots of those. 

Under the normal legislative process, 
anyone interested in obtaining Federal 
support must first begin by convincing 
the relevant authorizing committee to 
actually sanction their project in law. 
Even then, however, there is no guar-
antee that the Appropriations Com-
mittee will be able to fund the project 
to the full extent that had been author-
ized. And so it is not difficult to see 
that if a group could bypass that two- 
step process, they would have a much 
higher probability of seeing their inter-
est fulfilled. 

Mr. President, make no mistake, 
some of these Tax Code spending pro-
grams are worthwhile and serve a use-
ful public purpose. The earned-income 
tax credit, for instance, has lifted 
many Americans out of the depths of 
poverty—hard-working Americans, 
whose only ‘‘crime’’ is that the work 
they do does not pay enough to support 
their families. Or the mortgage inter-
est deduction, which has allowed home 
ownership to become affordable to 
many Americans that would otherwise 
be forced to forego that part of their 
dreams. 

However, although many of these tax 
expenditures are of significant benefit 
to a great many Americans, many tax 
expenditures benefit only a very select 
few. These expenditures should not be 
immune from review; our budget situa-
tion demands that we examine all 
spending. Whether it be done through 
the appropriations process or through 
the Tax Code, spending is spending. A 
dollar leaving the Federal Treasury 
through the backdoor of the Tax Code 
has just as much an impact on our 
budget, and on our deficit, as does a 
dollar going out the front door—appro-
priated by Congress. That is the front 
door. It goes out the appropriations 
door. We simply cannot continue to ig-
nore these tax expenditures in our 
budget debates. It seems to me that the 
very least we can do is to require reg-
ular reauthorizations of all tax expend-

itures so that we can be certain that 
longstanding provisions, which may 
have been justified years ago when 
they were enacted, are still justified in 
light of current budgetary constraints. 

Take, for example, the mortgage in-
terest deduction. This tax subsidy has, 
as I just noted, helped millions of fami-
lies across our country achieve what 
many would describe as one of the 
most tangible aspects of the American 
dream—owning one’s own home. It is, 
without question, one of the most valu-
able and worthwhile tax expenditures 
in our Tax Code. Yet, in tight budget 
times, does it make sense to subsidize 
the purchase of vacation homes? That 
is what we are doing today. Current 
law allows taxpayers to deduct the in-
terest paid on up to $1 million in debt 
used to acquire and improve first and 
second homes, as well as the interest 
on up to $100,000 of other loans secured 
with a home, regardless of the purpose 
for which that money is borrowed. Be-
cause of the current tax rules on sec-
ond homes, millions of Americans 
struggling to buy their first homes are, 
in effect, helping subsidize the vaca-
tion homes of the wealthy. Worse yet, 
to the extent that the revenue loss as-
sociated with the deductibility of 
mortgage interest on second homes 
adds to our budget deficit, the cost of 
helping wealthy Americans buy their 
vacation homes is simply being 
dumped on future generations of Amer-
icans, rich and poor. 

I say to my friends on the committee 
with the responsibility to bring forth 
the legislation to make cuts in entitle-
ments and tax expenditures—come on 
in, the water’s fine. We on the Appro-
priations Committee have already been 
exposed to public scrutiny in each ap-
propriation bill every year. We have 
had tough, enforceable caps on discre-
tionary spending for a number of years. 
We have always made the cuts to stay 
beneath those caps, and we will con-
tinue to do so. But, the discretionary 
well has dried up as far as contributing 
further to deficit reduction. Let us get 
on with tapping the more than $500 bil-
lion that is spent each year on tax ex-
penditures. 

Since 1980, investment in physical in-
frastructure—that means investment 
in our own communities—that means 
investment in the communities of 
every individual who is watching this 
Senate Chamber through that elec-
tronic eye; that is your community— 
investment in your community and in 
things that matter in the daily lives of 
our people—that investment in phys-
ical infrastructure has declined, both 
as a percentage of all Federal spending 
and as a percentage of our Nation’s 
gross domestic product. The cuts em-
bodied in this budget—the here and 
now budget—resolution only exacer-
bate, only make worse, this trend—a 
trend that is both shortsighted and un-
wise. 

Any businessman will tell you that a 
business cannot prosper for very long if 
the necessary investments are not con-

tinually made in the tools and machin-
ery that provide the engine for that 
prosperity. 

The owner of a small manufacturing 
plant can, perhaps, delay investments 
in new tools and machinery for a brief 
period of time. He may be able to con-
tinually piece that machinery together 
using temporary fixes. But over the 
long haul, more often than not, the 
failure to adequately invest in that 
machinery and equipment will prove to 
be a very expensive and costly mistake. 
In the end, that machinery must be re-
placed, often at a cost that proves to be 
considerably higher than the cost of 
continued and steady maintenance and 
investment. If it is not, then the plant 
will fall further and further behind and 
eventually go bankrupt. 

The same is true for our Nation’s in-
vestment and maintenance of its infra-
structure. People need to understand 
that. Increasingly, in recent years, we 
have embodied this penny-wise, pound- 
foolish frugality when it comes to our 
Nation’s basic GNP generator, our in-
frastructure. 

For the last several months, we have 
heard much debate on the Senate Floor 
regarding the tragic maladies that are 
brought about by the Federal budget 
deficit, maladies that we threaten to 
pass on to our grandchildren. That is 
all true, but it is equally true that a 
less than robust economy only exacer-
bates our national deficit problem. 

I would like to take a moment to re-
count some of the maladies that we 
will also pass on to the next generation 
for our failure to adequately invest in 
our transportation infrastructure. How 
can we hope to ensure a prosperous fu-
ture for our children’s children, if we 
leave the next generation with a trans-
portation network so dilapidated, un-
safe, and inefficient that it is a na-
tional embarrassment rather than a 
source of national pride as has been the 
case in the past. How can we hold up 
our heads if we continue to let our na-
tional parks fall into disrepair, our 
sewers deteriorate, our air become 
filthy, our drinking water become pol-
luted, our schools and our bridges be-
come dilapidated and our highways be-
come pitted, potholed nightmares? How 
can we be so blind as not to see the re-
lationship of that kind of neglect to 
our national economy? 

We heard a great deal about building 
the country’s infrastructure in the 
Presidential campaign 4 years ago. We 
never hear anything about it anymore. 
We do not hear anything about build-
ing our Nation’s physical infrastruc-
ture. We are going to wake up, though, 
at the end of this 6 years when we find 
that we have let our country down, let 
the infrastructure deteriorate, and 
then we will see what it costs to re-
place it. 

The American people are going to get 
tired of this so-called ‘‘Contract With 
America’’—cut, slash, burn—and all of 
the tears that are shed for our children 
and grandchildren, if we do not balance 
this budget. Yet, those same Senators 
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who are shedding tears for our children 
and grandchildren and saying that we 
need to balance the budget, vote for 
tax cuts. It is all right to load that bur-
den on our children and grandchildren, 
and they vote to see our infrastructure 
waste away. 

I am reminded of a parable in the 
Scriptures when Jesus was meeting 
with his disciples in the Mount of Ol-
ives. In chapter 25 of the Book of Mat-
thew, the King James version, we read 
this: 

14 For the kingdom of heaven is as a man 
travelling into a far country, who called his 
own servants, and delivered unto them his 
goods. 

15 And unto one he gave five talents, to an-
other two, and to another one; to every man 
according to his several ability; and 
straightway took his journey. 

16 Then he that had received the five tal-
ents went and traded with the same, and 
made them other five talents. 

17 And likewise he that had received two, he 
also gained other two. 

18 But he that had received one went and 
digged in the earth, and hid his lord’s money. 

19 After a long time the lord of those serv-
ants cometh, and reckoneth with them. 

The American people are going to 
reckon with us. They are going to reck-
on with us one day. 

20 And so he that had received five talents 
came and brought other five talents, saying, 
Lord, thou deliveredst unto me five talents: 
behold, I have gained beside them five tal-
ents more. 

21 His lord said unto him, Well done, thou 
good and faithful servant: thou hast been 
faithful over a few things, I will make thee 
ruler over many things: enter thou into the 
joy of thy lord. 

22 He also that had received two talents 
came and said, Lord, thou deliveredst unto 
me two talents: behold I have gained two 
other talents beside them. 

23 His lord said unto him, Well done, good 
and faithful servant; thou hast been faithful 
over a few things, I will make thee ruler over 
many things: enter thou into the joy of thy 
lord. 

24 Then he which had received the one tal-
ent came and said, Lord, I knew thee that 
thou art an hard man, reaping where thou 
hast not sown, and gathering where thou 
hast not strawed: 

25 And I was afraid, and went and hid thy 
talent in the earth: lo, there thou hast that is 
thine. 

26 His lord answered and said unto him, 
Thou wicked and slothful servant, thou 
knewest that I reap where I sowed not, and 
gather where I have not strawed: 

27 Thou oughtest therefore to have put my 
money to the exchangers, and then at my 
coming I should have received mine own 
with usury. 

28 Take therefore the talent from him, and 
give it unto him which hath ten talents. 

29 For unto every one that hath shall be 
given, and he shall have abundance: but from 
him that hath not shall be taken away even 
that which he hath. 

30 And cast ye the unprofitable servant 
into outer darkness: there shall be weeping 
and gnashing of teeth. 

Mr. President, there will come a day 
of reckoning for us. People are going to 
ask about our stewardship, and they 
are going to find that we have been 
lacking. They will find that we hid our 
talent in the Earth. We did not provide 
for the upkeep of their bridges and 

their highways and their sewer systems 
and their water systems, their parks, 
their forests. We did not continue the 
research that would enable us to stay 
ahead of our competitors. We will have 
proved to be poor stewards. And they 
are going to say, ‘‘Throw them out.’’ 
Take from him that hath not and give 
it to him which hath. We are going to 
come to that day of reckoning. The 
American people are going to get tired 
of this slash and burn philosophy. They 
are going to say, ‘‘What has Govern-
ment been doing for us? What have you 
done for us? What have you done for 
our highways and our bridges, our 
water systems?’’ 

So how can we be so blind as not to 
see the relationship of that kind of ne-
glect to our national economy? We are 
not increasing the talents that have 
been entrusted to us. We are not in-
vesting so that we will be improving on 
our country’s lot, so that we will be 
rendering a profitable stewardship. No, 
we are going to put our talents in the 
ground. 

Increased productivity means in-
creased economic growth. Increased 
economic growth means more jobs and, 
thus more income for the U.S. Treas-
ury. Increased economic growth means 
increased national security. It also 
means an enhanced competitive posi-
tion for a nation. It means a higher 
standard of living, and increased public 
investment also encourages increased 
private investment. Why not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Just a reminder to the Sen-
ator. He has used 50 minutes; 10 min-
utes remains of the time requested. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, I yield as much time as I 
may use off the budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if you had 
a company, let us say, and you would 
like to buy a brand-spanking new fleet 
of trucks, all outfitted in bright red 
paint and chrome, how would you like 
to put that fleet of new trucks out on 
roads that are filled with potholes and 
on bridges in need of repairs? How 
would you like to have your trucks de-
tour 18 miles around a bridge which 
was closed because it was unsafe? How 
much would that cost? How much 
would that lower your productivity? 
How much would that cut into your 
profits? You probably would be reluc-
tant to invest in the new trucks at all. 
Hence, public investment encourages 
private investment and is conducive to 
the profit making of the private sector. 

A sound economy will require contin-
ued capital investment in our Nation’s 
physical plant that not only replaces 
existing infrastructure but also ex-
pands capacity to accommodate 
growth. Reducing the Federal budget 
deficit on the back of critical capital 
investments will only undermine our 
national prosperity, productivity, and 
competitiveness. 

And those chickens are going to 
come home to roost one day, one day. 

Nobody talks about infrastructure any-
more. People are going to wake up one 
morning and say, ‘‘Where have you 
been? Where were you?’’ That was the 
first question that the Lord asked in 
the book of Genesis when He came into 
the garden looking for Adam: ‘‘Where 
art thou?’’ And our constituents are 
going to say, ‘‘Where were you? Where 
were you when they voted for that 
budget?’’ I am not going to vote for it. 
Folly of follies. It cuts taxes. And so 
did the President’s budget. That is why 
I voted against his budget. It is folly to 
cut taxes at this time. We ought to be 
increasing our revenues and building 
up our infrastructure, building our Na-
tion’s roads and bridges, funding our 
research needs, improving our parks 
and forests, and cleaning up our Na-
tion’s water supply. 

We are on our way down a very slip-
pery slope. Budgets are the basic blue-
prints for our Nation’s future. If we 
continue to write budgets that sap our 
vital domestic strength, we will short-
ly be on our way to Third World status. 
Then our people will ask, ‘‘Where were 
you? Where were you?’’ 

The insanity in investing in every-
thing but our infrastructure will be-
come painfully apparent. When the 
backlogs are so huge that we cannot 
meet them, we will rue the day that we 
demagoged and pandered. 

Oh, you Republicans are going to cut 
taxes. We Democrats will also cut 
taxes. Pandering. That is pandering. 
The American people are not asking for 
a tax cut. We all say, balance the budg-
et. Well, let us increase revenues and 
pay for the Nation’s needs. Pay as we 
go so that our country can be competi-
tive in world markets. 

We will rue the day that we 
demagoged and pandered and labeled 
all investments in our own country’s 
basic infrastructure as ‘‘pork.’’ Is it 
pork to spend $10 billion on the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Transit System? 
No, that is not pork. This is the Na-
tion’s Capital. That is infrastructure. 
That is not pork, that is infrastruc-
ture. 

We have a deficit all right. And it is 
serious. But there is another deficit 
looming on the horizon which is in 
many ways far more serious. Once we 
allow America to fall into total dis-
repair, 6 years from now, 8 years from 
now, 10 years from now, people are 
going to look around them and say: 
What has happened? What has hap-
pened to America? America’s needs 
have not been met, its infrastructure 
needs have gone to pot, and the politi-
cians squandered our rights. 

Once we allow America to fall into 
total disrepair, how will we ever afford 
the trillions of dollars it will take to 
put it right? Then there will be a big 
cry. All the politicians then will be for 
building infrastructure, because the 
people will be saying: Where were you? 
Where were you when this happened? 
Why did you allow this to happen? 

So, I ask my colleagues to begin to 
turn this disastrous trend around today 
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and support this modest attempt to an-
swer America’s most basic domestic 
needs, and invest at least President 
Clinton’s level of funding in our own 
Nation and in our own people. And he 
was $230 billion lower than inflation 
over a period of 6 years. 

We are running out of time. 

In conclusion, let me briefly describe 
my amendment once again. It would 
add $106 billion in budget authority and 
$65 billion in outlays over the 6-year 
period of this budget resolution to dis-
cretionary spending. Total discre-
tionary spending would then be the 
same as proposed by President Clinton. 
Too low, but at least that much. In ad-
dition, the amendment would do away 
with the defense wall for fiscal years 
1997 and 1998 as proposed by the Senate 
Budget Committee and instead allow 
the Appropriations Committees each 
year to determine the appropriate level 
for defense and for non-defense spend-
ing. Finally, in order to pay for these 
spending increases, my amendment 
would close some corporate loopholes, 
and do tax extenders as proposed by 
the Senate Budget Committee and by 
President Clinton. I would also rec-
ommend an additional source of funds 
for consideration by the Finance and 
Ways and Means Committees—namely, 
tax expenditures. 

I welcome additional sponsors of my 
amendment, Mr. President, and I urge 
all Members to support the amend-
ment. I reserve the remainder of my 
time. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that time consumed in 
the quorum call be equally divided 
against both sides. 

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

Mr. BYRD. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the pending amend-
ment be set aside so that I may offer 
an amendment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4002 
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 

regarding reimbursement of the United 
States for the costs of Operations Southern 
Watch and Provide Comfort) 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT], 

for himself and Mr. SMITH, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4002. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON REIMBURSE-

MENT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR 
OPERATIONS SOUTHERN WATCH 
AND PROVIDE COMFORT. 

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

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

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

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

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

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
assume that— 

(1) the President should instruct the 
United States Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations to seek modification of 
Security Council Resolution 986 (1995), to 
specifically mandate and authorize the reim-
bursement of the United States for costs as-
sociated with Operations Southern Watch 
and Provide Comfort out of revenues gen-
erated by any sale of petroleum or petro-
leum-related products originating from Iraq. 

(2) in the event that the United States Per-
manent Representative to the United Na-
tions fails to modify the terms of Resolution 
986 (1995) as called for in paragraph (1), the 
President should reject any United Nations- 
negotiated agreement to implement Security 
Council Resolution 986 (1995); 

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

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

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

(4) revenues reimbursed to the United 
States from the oil sale authorized by the 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 

986 should be used to reduce the Federal 
budget deficit. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, on April 7, 
1991, United States led coalition forces 
and Iraq agreed to a cease-fire which 
ended Operation Desert Storm. Several 
days prior to agreeing to the terms of 
the cease-fire, Iraq initiated military 
action against the Kurdish population 
in northern Iraq and a Sunni Moslem 
population in southern Iraq. 

Saddam Hussein’s repressive actions 
against these Iraqi peoples included the 
use of helicopters flying strapping mis-
sions against the Kurds on the ground. 
In southern Iraq, Saddam’s Republican 
Guard chased the Sunnis into the 
marshes along the Euphrates and Ti-
gris Rivers. After chasing the Sunnis 
into the marshes, the Republican 
Guard actually set fire to the marshes, 
burning many Sunnis alive. 

Saddam’s barbarism against these 
forces did not go unnoticed by the coa-
lition forces. General Schwarzkopf di-
rectly linked Iraq’s repressive actions 
against the Kurds and the Sunnis to 
the cease-fire discussions. 

On April 5, 1991, 2 days prior to con-
cluding the cease-fire agreement, the 
United Nations passed Security Coun-
cil Resolution No. 687 and No. 688. 
These resolutions condemned Iraq for 
its repressive actions against the Kurds 
and Sunnis. 

After adoption of these two resolu-
tions, the Secretary General of the 
United Nations enlisted the support of 
the United States to engage in military 
operations to protect these Iraqi civil-
ian populations against Saddam’s ag-
gression. 

These military operations became 
known, as we all learned over the next 
few days and weeks, as Operation 
Southern Watch and Operation Provide 
Comfort. 

Mr. President, that was in 1991, over 
5 years ago. Since starting these mili-
tary operations, the United States has 
paid and paid greatly to provide this 
watch and comfort. The cost of these 
military operations has been tremen-
dous, both in terms of money and in 
lives. On April 14, 1994, the United 
States lost 15 American lives in a ter-
rible accident, the result of conducting 
a dangerous and difficult military mis-
sion. 

In addition to the 15 American and 11 
foreign national lives lost, the United 
States has spent $2.9 billion to conduct 
these military operations. But the cost 
continues to go up. The President’s 
1997 defense budget request includes an 
additional $590.1 million to continue 
these military operations. 

On April 14 of last year, the U.N. 
adopted another security council reso-
lution, No. 986. This resolution pro-
vides Iraq the opportunity to sell as 
much as $2 billion in oil and oil-related 
products every 6 months for the pur-
pose of providing food and medical re-
lief to the people of Iraq. The revenues 
are to be placed in an escrow account 
with the United Nations. 
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Paragraphs (8)(b), (8)(d), (8)(e), and 

(8)(g) of resolution No. 986—1995—spe-
cifically authorize the use of revenues 
from the sale of Iraqi petroleum and 
petroleum-related products as reim-
bursement for costs associated with 
the implementation of resolution No. 
986—1995—or previously passed Secu-
rity Council Resolutions. 

Iraq and the United Nations have 
begun a fourth round of talks to con-
tinue negotiations related to accept-
able terms for implementation of reso-
lution No. 986. One of the primary 
issues of disagreement is over who 
would distribute the humanitarian aid. 
I must say I question the wisdom of 
handing fungible goods over to the 
Iraqi military and trusting them to 
distribute them to the needy. 

The amendment I offer today does 
not seek in any way to prevent this 
sale, nor does it seek to prevent efforts 
to relieve the humanitarian problems 
of Iraq. My amendment is very simple. 
If we are going to allow Iraq to sell oil 
to pay for humanitarian costs, the 
United States should recover the mon-
eys our taxpayers are spending for the 
ultimate in humanitarian assistance: 
military protection! 

We are working on a budget resolu-
tion. We are working on a budget reso-
lution that seeks to eliminate annual 
deficits, and, hopefully, someday even 
begin to reduce the debt. It is going to 
be very difficult to accomplish this if 
we have to continue to pay for these 
protections, these military actions, to 
provide comfort. We pay the bill for it, 
but others take the credit and get the 
benefit. It is the American taxpayers 
that are paying this bill. I would like 
to see if we cannot find some way to 
get a little help with these costs. 

The Members need to understand 
that the U.N. resolution that has been 
considered specifically authorizes the 
revenues from the oil sale to pay for 
U.N.-related costs for humanitarian as-
sistance. If it is a good idea for the 
United Nations to be able to recover 
their costs, why not the United States 
as well and the American taxpayers? 

Frankly, it looks like the adminis-
tration dropped the ball. Prior to the 
adoption of resolution No. 986, the ad-
ministration, I believe, should have in-
sisted that the American taxpayer be 
reimbursed for our bills from the sale 
of this oil. 

Again, Members need to understand 
that the United Nations is seeking to 
use money from the oil sale to recover 
moneys spent for humanitarian assist-
ance in Iraq. I do not understand why 
the President was not aggressively pro-
tecting the American taxpayers the 
same way the United Nations was try-
ing to protect their costs. 

There is one other thing that Mem-
bers need to know prior to voting on 
this amendment: None of the $2.9 bil-
lion the United States has spent for 
these military operations has been 
counted toward our contributions to 
the United Nations. That is unbeliev-
able. 

Even though these military oper-
ations exist solely because of the 
United Nations request for assistance, 
the United Nations does not count this 
$2.9 billion toward our contribution to 
the operation of the United Nations 
Numerous Members this past week 
have talked about how bad it is that 
the United States has not been ful-
filling its payments to the U.N., that 
we are in arrears. They have been wor-
rying about that. 

Some of my colleagues have com-
plained that we are not paying our past 
due bills to the United Nations But the 
State Department ledger—as well as 
the United Nations ledger—does not ac-
count for all the financial support and 
support in kind that the United Na-
tions receives from the Pentagon, for 
which the American taxpayer is having 
to foot the bill. 

I think this really is an outrage. If 
we are going to allow Saddam Hussein, 
with all of his oppression and treach-
ery, to sell oil, risking diversion of the 
funds for more military modernization, 
more military aggression, more devel-
opment of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, and more violations of inter-
national sanctions requiring weapons 
destruction and cessation of inter-
national oppression, I think we have to 
stand up and raise some serious ques-
tions about this. 

We should, at the very least, recover 
moneys from the sale of this oil to re-
imburse the American taxpayer, who is 
being forced to pay actually twice. We 
pay for the military operations to pro-
tect the Kurds and the Sunnis, and we 
do not get credit for this tremendous 
cost when the State Department tallies 
our dues to the United Nations. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to consider this amendment. It seems 
the fair thing to do. I understand the 
U.N. and Iraqi negotiators have been 
considering how to distribute the pro-
ceeds from the oil sales. It seems like 
this is a time to move in there and say 
we are entitled to some recovery from 
these oil sales to help offset the costs 
of doing what we think is the right 
thing to do, which we are doing in con-
junction with the United Nations. I 
urge the President to ensure the Amer-
ican taxpayers interests are protected 
by rejecting any oil sale agreement 
which does not reimburse the United 
States for the cost of Operation South-
ern Watch and Operation Provide Com-
fort. 

I urge at the appropriate time that 
this amendment be adopted. It is a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, and I 
think that the American people would 
support this effort very strongly. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3991 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on amendment 3991 
offered by Senators KERRY and MUR-
RAY? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Approxi-
mately 45 minutes remains. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be allowed to proceed for 
up to 10 minutes off of the time allot-
ted for that amendment. 

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
1989, 6 years ago, President Bush and 
the Nation’s Governors recognized the 
critical need to raise education stand-
ards in this country. They sought to 
raise standards that we hold our stu-
dents to and that we try to adhere to in 
our schools throughout the country. 
They met in Charlottesville, VA, in the 
first education summit in our Nation’s 
history. 

They set ambitious goals to improve 
education by the year 2000. They 
agreed to measure their progress and 
to report their success to the American 
people every year. 

In 1995, last year, we reached the 
halfway point. The 1995 annual ‘‘Na-
tional Education Goals Report,’’ which 
came out last November, told us what 
had improved and also what got worse. 

Some things were better: 4th and 8th 
grade math achievement had improved; 
preschoolers were read to and told sto-
ries more than they used to be; accord-
ing to the statistics we have, threats 
and injuries to students in schools had 
declined somewhat. 

Some things, however, had become 
worse. For example, 12th grade reading 
achievement had declined; fewer teach-
ers had degrees in the subjects they 
were teaching; student drug use and 
the sale of drugs in our schools had in-
creased. 

The overall conclusion of that report 
last year was—this is a quote from the 
report—it says: 

On the whole, our progress toward the Na-
tional Education Goals has been modest. 
Even in areas where we have made signifi-
cant progress from where we started, our 
current rate of progress simply will not be 
sufficient to reach the ambitious levels spec-
ified in the National Education Goals * * * 
[Therefore, we need] to pull together as com-
munities and states to provide our children 
with an education that is truly world-class. 

Mr. President, 13 years ago, early in 
President Reagan’s term, in April 1983, 
President Reagan’s Commission on Ex-
cellence in Education issued a famous 
report, a report that has become fa-
mous, entitled ‘‘A Nation at Risk.’’ 
The commissioners wrote that: 

* * * the educational foundations of our 
society are presently being eroded by a ris-
ing tide of mediocrity that threatens our 
very future as a nation and a people. 

They went on to say: 
[That the commission] deeply believes that 

the problems we have discerned in American 
education can be both understood and cor-
rected if the people of our country, together 
with those that have public responsibility in 
the matter, care enough and are courageous 
enough to do what is required. 

Mr. President, the responsibility to 
improve education in this country is a 
joint responsibility. We in Congress are 
among those who have a public respon-
sibility in this matter. Every year 
since the goals were set, we in Congress 
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supported progress toward reaching 
those goals by providing some in-
creased level of funding each year until 
fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. President, let me just call my 
colleagues’ attention to this chart to 
make the point I have been trying to 
make. This is entitled ‘‘A Break With 
Bipartisan Support for Education.’’ It 
shows fiscal year 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 
1994, and 1995, and in each year it shows 
some level of increase, in billions of 
dollars—some absolute increase in the 
total dollars the Federal Government 
has been willing to provide to assist 
States and local school districts with 
education. 

Last year, in 1996, for the first time 
since the summit in Charlottesville 
with President Bush, we saw an actual 
decrease proposed for funding in edu-
cation. Now, I am proud to say that be-
fore the final chapter was written on 
the appropriations for 1996, most of 
that funding was restored. I do think 
the President deserves great credit for 
having insisted that we do better by 
education than was proposed in last 
year’s budget bill. 

Now we are faced with a very similar 
circumstance, Mr. President. The 
amendment that is offered by Senator 
KERRY and Senator MURRAY would 
allow us to once again get on with bi-
partisan support for education. This 
amendment restores essential edu-
cation funds. It restores $56 billion in 
funding over 6 years for the function 
500 in the Federal deficit—that is the 
education and training function. That 
is the amount needed to get to the 
level that the President requested. 

These funds are essential if we are to 
both maintain important, ongoing edu-
cational programs such as Head Start 
and title I, and also help schools enter 
the information age by buying com-
puters, connecting those computers to 
the Internet, training teachers, and de-
veloping and purchasing sound instruc-
tional software. 

The Republican budget, if this 
amendment is not adopted, would have 
the effect of either cutting existing 
education programs or postponing any 
significant funding increase for tech-
nology until the year 2002. In my view, 
schools cannot wait until the year 2002 
to train their students to be computer 
literate. 

The Republican budget proposal over 
6 years would cut spending for edu-
cation and training by $25 billion below 
the level spent in fiscal year 1995. The 
effective cut will be even greater be-
cause the level of funding provides no 
money for either inflation or the rising 
enrollments now occurring in the 
schools. The $56 billion proposed to be 
added back in this amendment is essen-
tial in order to maintain current pro-
gram services, to accommodate infla-
tion, to accommodate the increased 
numbers of students who are arriving 
at our schools, and who will be arriving 
at our schools during these 6 years, and 
to provide a modest investment in pri-
ority areas where we do have bipar-

tisan support such as increased access 
to educational technology. 

Mr. President, let me talk a little bit 
about educational technology as it ap-
plies to my home State of New Mexico. 
In a State like New Mexico, this Fed-
eral support for better use and more 
access to educational technology will 
be crucial. We have some small rural 
schools in New Mexico that are already 
doing a good job of integrating the use 
of technology into the way they teach 
their students. One example is an ele-
mentary school in Tusuque, NM, where 
every classroom has four computers 
that are both connected to each other 
by a local area network, and are con-
nected to the Internet. In Cuba, NM, 
there is a fiber network connection to 
every school in the district. 

But most New Mexico schools are not 
connected to the Internet. Most 
schools are not able to train their stu-
dents to be computer literate today. 

A 1995 Office of Technology Assess-
ment report identified New Mexico as 
one of the four most deficient States as 
far as the availability of educational 
technology is concerned. My State 
ranked 49th in the country in the avail-
ability of connections for technology 
use in schools. 

Our Department of Education in New 
Mexico has estimated the costs of in-
vesting in the simple steps that are 
needed to put a computer in each class-
room. Their estimates give one a sense 
of the size of the problem that is faced 
in a State like mine. Their estimate is 
that something in the range of $53 mil-
lion would be needed to put one 
workstation in every classroom and 
principal’s office throughout our State. 
Mr. President, $87 million would be 
needed to include a workstation for 
each administrator and classroom pro-
jection system, $156 million would be 
needed to connect the computers and 
give them software and printers, as 
well as $22 million annually thereafter 
for the ongoing costs of phone lines and 
maintaining their connection to the 
Internet. Of course, even more would 
be required to train the teachers to use 
this equipment. The reality is this year 
our State legislature appropriated $3.5 
million for equipment and professional 
development combined. That is a step 
in the right direction but it is far, far 
less than our schools need. 

This amendment that Senator KERRY 
and Senator MURRAY are offering is es-
sential if we are to install educational 
technology now rather than waiting 
until the year 2002. The Federal Gov-
ernment has a responsibility to ensure 
a basic level of equity in our schools 
and in our students’ access to the new 
tools for learning. Technology can be a 
great equalizer. It can also be a great 
divider. If we allow our schools to be 
organized in such a way that many of 
our students do not have access to that 
technology, then we are allowing tech-
nology to divide us rather than to 
bring us together. 

The workplace will demand some 
level of computer literacy from its 

workers. Students from poor schools 
and poor districts should not be put at 
risk because their schools could not af-
ford to train them to use computers. 

This amendment is needed to allow a 
modest increase in the national invest-
ment in technology. The President’s 
Technology Literacy Program would 
increase the funds available to schools 
for educational technology very sub-
stantially this next year. Without such 
help, richer States will supply their 
students with computer access to this 
computer literacy, but States like 
mine, States like New Mexico, will not 
be able to do so. 

Mr. President, I am persuaded that 
technology does hold real and realistic 
promise for leveling the playing field 
between rich and poor schools, between 
rich and poor States, as far as edu-
cation is concerned. But to realize this 
promise we need to create a budget and 
pass a budget resolution that permits 
us to both maintain essential edu-
cational programs which we all sup-
port, such as Head Start and title I, 
and also to invest in some of these new 
needs such as educational technology. 

This amendment is needed to make 
our children computer literate for the 
21st century, to connect them to the 
information highway. I urge adoption 
of the Kerry-Murray amendment when 
it comes to a vote this next Tuesday. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, the 
status of the matter is that the Lott 
amendment is pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that that amendment be tempo-
rarily laid aside. 

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

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want 
to commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee, Senator 
PETE DOMENICI, for the outstanding 
work that he has done, and always 
does, on this budget resolution. He acts 
with integrity, with a rich under-
standing of the issues, and with ex-
treme fairness to all of us. 

I am in somewhat a rare position in 
this budget debate because usually 
around here, we find it easy to oppose 
the best-laid plans of mice and men, es-
pecially in this area of the budget, 
where one cannot get the job done 
without making some extremely un-
popular choices. But I am proud to 
have been a supporter of the efforts 
spearheaded by the Budget Committee 
chairman and by our distinguished ma-
jority leader. 

While also a participant in the bipar-
tisan Chafee-Breaux budget group, with 
two trains leaving the station, it is my 
fond hope that more of our colleagues 
will get aboard. But I will not count on 
it to a great degree. I see nothing con-
flicting between these two efforts. In 
fact, we ought to make every change in 
Medicare originally envisioned by the 
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first Republican plan of last year, plus 
we ought to also make every additional 
restraint on spending, as proposed by 
the Chafee-Breaux group, such as mak-
ing adjustments in the CPI. That 
amendment will come before us, and it 
is a fine bipartisan effort. We hear a lot 
about that here, but nobody ever does 
it. 

Mark my words, this Congress will 
have to do all of the above before we 
claw our way out of this deficit mess 
and a debt that, even if we did it all 
right, at the end of 7 years would be a 
debt of $6.4 trillion. This is not an ei-
ther/or situation. 

The one singular way to err in this 
process is to repeat last year’s exercise 
and experience and get nothing done in 
terms of restraining mandatory spend-
ing growth. We presented the President 
with a balanced budget reconciliation 
bill last year and he vetoed it. Did he 
veto it because there was something 
else waiting in the wings, something 
that would be enacted into law and 
would get the job done? No, you bet 
not—nothing, nothing. 

A perfectly workable balanced budg-
et reconciliation bill was vetoed, and 
the resulting burden will be placed on 
the backs of the future taxpayers. As a 
consequence, billions more are going 
sailing out the door on auto pilot. I 
hope we will do better this year, and 
one way to do it is to enact into law 
one of the balanced budget plans before 
us. 

Debate time is limited on this resolu-
tion, so I will make just a few points 
that I believe are of importance. First, 
I call the attention of the Senate to an 
amendment that was attached in the 
Budget Committee by the occupant of 
the chair, Senator ROD GRAMS of Min-
nesota. It is worthy of our attention 
and commendation. 

That amendment gives the sense of 
the Senate that our budget resolution 
should include an analysis prepared in 
consultation with CBO, which would 
show the impact on entitlement spend-
ing for the next 30 years. That is one of 
the most important things we will do 
here. This country is facing a ticking 
fiscal time bomb in the form of a demo-
graphic explosion coming in the early 
21st century—the retirement of the 
baby-boom generation. The real crisis 
faced by this country does not occur 
within the budget window that we see 
here envisioned in this or any other 
budget resolution. It starts happening 
in a very severe sense around the year 
2012, and it will mean disaster. 

This is the work of the entitlements 
commission. We presented it to you; 30 
of the 32 of us signed it. You have ne-
glected it totally, and the President 
neglected it totally. But BOB KERREY 
and JACK DANFORTH did tremendous 
work. So it will mean fiscal meltdown 
if we do not change our course. 

We have had a number of hearings on 
this subject, and every expert who has 
come before us has said we cannot wait 
to deal with this problem; we must ad-
dress it now. Every year we wait means 

more severe benefit cuts in Social Se-
curity and Medicare, more drastic tax 
hikes in the years ahead, and payroll 
tax increases. 

But we are not making those tough 
choices in this budget. The reason is 
that we are simply not looking far 
enough ahead. If this Congress would 
raise its sights above the short-term 
horizon, beyond the next 7 years, it 
would see a disaster looming approxi-
mately two decades away. The amend-
ment of my friend, Senator GRAMS, is 
vitally important because it will force 
us to confront this reality. 

Further, the amendment says that 
the President should include 
generational accounting information 
each year in his proposed budget. This 
is a favored cause of mine. I think this 
is so important. My colleagues may re-
call that when the President submitted 
his first budget after his inauguration, 
it had a generational accounting chap-
ter, which contained the alarming in-
formation that future generations 
stood to face 82 percent lifetime tax 
rates if present trends are sustained. 
Some political advisers in the White 
House must have dispensed with that 
one when they realized what it said 
that first year when the President was 
seeking the support of the American 
people, because we have not seen that 
data in any subsequent budget. 

I have asked this administration 
time after time, ‘‘What happened to 
the generational accounting in your 
first budget?’’ No one in the White 
House has ever given me an adequate 
explanation as to why this information 
should remain concealed from the 
American taxpayers. They have even 
asserted that the information now real-
ly is not all that bad, is not quite as 
alarming as before. But, still, they will 
not publish it for reasons that are 
vague and mysterious. Perhaps not so 
mysterious—it would have been dif-
ficult for the President to criticize our 
balanced budget plan last year if his 
own budget were to admit that these 
confiscatory tax rates awaited future 
generations if we did not get the job 
done. 

This is vital information, informa-
tion about one of the greatest inequi-
ties ever foisted by the U.S. Govern-
ment upon a generation of Americans. 
And we ought to see it revealed. I com-
mend the Senator from Minnesota for 
adding the language in committee, and 
I do hope that the administration will 
heed it. 

Finally, I want to advise my col-
leagues that it is now my intention to 
offer a sense of the Senate, which I 
hope would be uncontroversial. I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be temporarily set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4003 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

that all Federal spending and revenues 
which are indexed for inflation should be 
calibrated by the most accurate inflation 
indices which are available to the Federal 
Government) 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON], 
for himself and Mr. MOYNIHAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4003. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . ACCURATE INDEX FOR INFLATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) a significant portion of Federal expendi-

tures and revenues are indexed to measure-
ments of inflation; and 

(2) a variety of inflation indices exist 
which vary according to the accuracy with 
which such indices measure increases in the 
cost of living; and 

(3) Federal government usage of inflation 
indices which overstate true inflation has 
the demonstrated effect of accelerating Fed-
eral spending, increasing the Federal budget 
deficit, increasing Federal borrowing, and 
thereby enlarging the projected burden on 
future American taxpayers. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying this budget resolution include that all 
Federal spending and revenues which are in-
dexed for inflation should be calibrated by 
the most accurate inflation indices which 
are available to the Federal government. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, please 
note that Senator MOYNIHAN is an 
original cosponsor of that amendment. 
It is simply a sense of the Senate that 
our budget choices should make use of 
the most accurate measures of infla-
tion that are available to the Federal 
Government. Simply that, a propo-
sition that I believe no Senator should 
disagree with. 

I believe it will be acceptable to the 
managers of the budget resolution, but 
I think a rollcall vote may be appro-
priate on this at the appropriate time, 
simply because I believe it is so impor-
tant that each Senator is on record as 
recognizing that we have an obligation 
to use the most accurate data that we 
have, when billions are at stake. 

We know that if we overstate infla-
tion, it means that we erroneously pay 
out extra billions in terms of cost-of- 
living allowances, COLA’s, we fail to 
properly index our tax brackets, and 
the deficit is increased by billions—in-
deed, hundreds of billions, when count-
ing over a decade or more—as a result. 
This is not a matter of dispute. 

This amendment, I hasten to say, 
does not condemn, nor does it enforce, 
any particular measure of inflation for 
any particular purpose of the Govern-
ment. Because of this, I believe it must 
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be approved. It is my hope that by rec-
ognizing our obligation to use the most 
accurate information available to the 
Government, the Senate can subse-
quently proceed to best determine how 
to properly meet that obligation. 

I thank my colleagues and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes, and I ask the 
Chair to please tell me when I have 
used that time. I take this time off of 
the bill. 

Mr. President, it has been interesting 
to watch the discussion here on the 
floor this morning with reference to 
amendments from that side of the 
aisle. Normally, I would say tax, tax, 
tax, spend, spend, spend. But I choose 
to tell it like it is today. It is: Tax, 
ROCKEFELLER; tax, BOXER; tax, WYDEN; 
tax, KERRY; tax, KERRY; tax, BYRD. So 
it is tax, tax, tax, tax, tax, tax. Do you 
know how much in new taxes the 
Democrats have recommended yester-
day and today? The total is $188 billion 
in additional taxes that is desired by 
those six amendments. For what? To 
spend, spend, spend, spend, spend, 
spend. Most of them provide for new 
spending—not in the budget—and for 
that new spending, they tax, tax, tax, 
tax, tax, tax—six times. 

What are tax expenditures and cor-
porate loopholes? Frankly, there are 
two ways to look at it. One way to 
think about it is they were taxes that 
the Government owned, and we said we 
are not going to collect them. That is 
a Democrat version of a tax expendi-
ture. The other version is they belong 
to the taxpayer and not the Govern-
ment. 

Let me suggest that it is not easy 
even in our budget to find $188 billion 
in tax expenditures and loopholes to 
pay for these amendments. In fact, I do 
not believe that any Senator on that 
side would like to use some of the tax 
expenditures that I am going to list. 
They don’t want to take it away from 
the American people. Remember? You 
take it away from them because you 
believe it is theirs or it is not the Gov-
ernment that should have had that tax 
and we did not want it, so we left it 
with somebody. 

Let me just give you some of the 
very interesting ones and put some 
numbers up alongside them. We could 
eliminate, Mr. President, the deduction 
for property taxes permitted under the 
Tax Code for all of the people who de-
duct property taxes on property they 
own. Most of them own homes. That 
would be a tax increase of $79 billion. 
So we could wipe out that property tax 
deduction and still have to find $110 
billion more to pay for the Democrat 
amendments. Let us go through a few 
more. 

We could take away the one-time 
rollover of a gain on a personal resi-
dence for people over 55 years of age. 
That could be one of these. But that 
will not even come close to finding all 
the taxes the Democrats want. It is 
worth $27 billion, not $188 billion. Let 
us go to a few more. 

We could take away—here is a little 
one. This might be one that is called a 
loophole. We could make it more dif-
ficult for startup businesses to get 
started. That is a $1 billion loophole. 
We could make it more expensive for 
communities to attract new plants and 
jobs to their communities. That is $3 
billion. 

Now, we could also take away all of 
the charitable deductions to colleges, 
Mr. President; no more charitable de-
ductions to colleges to pay for this new 
list of spend, spend, spend. That would 
only bring in $13.5 billion. 

So it seems to me that one man’s 
loophole is another man’s necessity. Is 
it necessary that we permit charitable 
deductions for colleges? I believe so. I 
believe it is very, very important. That 
is a necessity. That is for education. 

So that is what I have been hearing 
on the floor—close the loopholes to pay 
for the Government’s programs on edu-
cation. 

How would the Democrats feel about 
repealing the deduction for charitable 
contributions for education? 

We could take away this deduction 
for property taxes—$79 billion. 

Maybe one man’s exclusion or one 
man’s exemption is very important. 
For others it is throwaway. What 
would the millions of property owners 
think about that one? What would peo-
ple with homes think of that one? 
Would they think that tax deduction is 
a necessity? I believe they would. 

I want to put it in perspective with 
one of the largest of all tax expendi-
tures so people can put this into per-
spective. Let me talk about the big 
one. 

The home mortgage deduction is one 
of the largest tax loopholes that we 
have. Since we are using the word 
‘‘loophole,’’ let us use it. I do not think 
it is a loophole. I think it is a neces-
sity. By allowing a deduction for mort-
gage interest, the Government foregoes 
$330 billion in revenue collection over 6 
years. 

These amendments, 188 billion dol-
lars’ worth of increase in taxes over 6 
years—all of these numbers I have spo-
ken of are over 6 years—would be well 
over half the home mortgage deduc-
tions for Americans. 

So, Mr. President, I did not answer 
each amendment in detail. We will 
take a few minutes on each of the six 
amendments that I have just alluded to 
in detail. I will answer on Monday or 
Tuesday the attack on education. We 
will have some other Senators talk 
about it. But I just thought, since it 
was interesting, that there was one 
trend which went through all of them, 
and it was, let us pay for them by rais-
ing taxes, not by restraining the spend-
ing. So, if you have a priority, maybe 
you can find in this huge budget some-
thing you could restrain and pay for it. 
That is generally what people think we 
are doing up here. They do not think 
we are restraining a program and im-
posing a new tax. The way to get 
around it is to say we are not imposing 
a new tax because it is a loophole. 

Mr. President, later on I will discuss 
the education situation from the 
broader standpoint of how much we 
spend on education, how much the Fed-
eral Government spends, and how much 
all of the States and localities pay. So 
the public, if they are interested in this 
debate, can see in perspective what 
these budgets are relative to the total 
amount being spent on education. 

I believe those who watch it later on 
will be absolutely amazed to have 
heard arguments that these changes in 
education are going to make us less 
able to compete in the world markets 
and that millions of our children will 
not get educated. When we put it in 
perspective—how much the States, cit-
ies, and counties pay versus the 
changes at the Federal level—they are 
all going to be able to see that it is a 
very, very small portion of the edu-
cation dollar. 

Having said that, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator SIMPSON’s amend-
ment be laid aside temporarily. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4004 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

on the costs of training sessions off of Fed-
eral property.) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-

ICI), for Mr. COVERDELL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 4004. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC .SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FEDERAL RE-
TREATS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution assume that all Federal 
agencies will refrain from using Federal 
funds for expenses incurred during training 
sessions or retreats off of Federal property, 
unless Federal property is not available. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to offer today a sense-of- 
the-Senate amendment regarding Gov-
ernment travel. My amendment is sim-
ple—it says that it is the Senate’s view 
that all Federal agencies should refrain 
from Government training sessions or 
retreats whenever Government prop-
erty or facilities are not available. 

These are times of economic stress 
for our Government and businesses 
alike, Mr. President. However, like the 
business community, our Government 
should respond to the current economic 
situations. If a private business ran 
over $100 billion budget deficits each 
year, it would certainly not fly its em-
ployees to Disney World or Jekyll Is-
land, GA, as we have seen from Govern-
ment agencies in recent months. How-
ever laudable the goals of these train-
ing sessions, and I note that many are, 
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indeed, helpful, we simply cannot af-
ford to do it. 

It is difficult to explain to Georgians 
that our Government must cut jobs at 
places like Savannah River site, where 
we have lost over 8,000 employees in 
the last 4 years, when they read of 
elaborate business trips abroad and 
conferences held at resort locations. 
We must all tighten our belts—the Fed-
eral Government included. This amend-
ment is not intended to halt Govern-
ment travel or interrupt necessary 
functions of our Government agencies. 
It is merely intended as a directive 
from the Senate as to the Govern-
ment’s future travel decisions in lieu of 
our budgetary restraints. I hope that 
my colleagues will concur with this 
commonsense approach and support 
this amendment. 

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

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, to accom-

modate the Senator from Rhode Island, 
I ask unanimous consent that, at the 
conclusion of my remarks, which will 
not be extensive, I be allowed to yield 
5 minutes off of the time in opposition 
to the amendment No. 4002, the Lott 
amendment, to the Senator from 
Rhode Island, which would be only 5 
minutes. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have just 
listened with keen interest to my col-
league from New Mexico. I simply say 
that the remarks that he has just made 
is a typical case, if I have ever heard 
one, of constructing an imaginary, illu-
sionary strawman and then tearing it 
to pieces. 

No one has advocated eliminating the 
mortgage interest deduction. No one 
that I know of has advocated elimi-
nation of the rollover or personal resi-
dence proposition that was alluded to 
by the Senator from New Mexico. No 
one has advocated eliminating chari-
table deductions. No, Mr. President. 
And I do not believe it contributes a 
great deal to the legitimate discussion 
of the budget with those kinds of gim-
micks. 

I simply say that what we are doing 
here is trying to repair serious faults 
in the Republican budget. We did that 
last year in the Republican budget. The 
American people said, ‘‘You are right.’’ 
We are doing it in this budget, and I be-
lieve that the American people will say 
again that the Republicans are 
overdoing it. There is nothing wrong 
with various amendments that are 
being offered here that have been voted 
or will be voted down. There is nothing 
wrong with using the same proposition 
to finance some selective improve-
ments in the Republican budget that 
we maintain are particularly demor-
alizing for education, of which we have 
heard a great deal about today from 
various Senators—help for the needy of 
this country. 

So for the Senator from New Mexico 
to come in and cite a whole list of bil-
lions of dollars, then set up a straw- 
man to what we are trying to do and 

indicate that we are going to have to 
eliminate deductions of home mort-
gages, and so forth and so on, is just 
not accurate. I want to make sure ev-
eryone understands that is not the in-
tended result of any of the amend-
ments that have been offered for our 
side. 

Mr. President, to emphasize this a 
little bit more, let me simply say that 
there is a great deal of confusion today 
that has us very much concerned on 
this side as to the traps that are being 
laid down the line. 

It has been interesting to note that 
during the debate the Republicans have 
said time and time again that they 
have $122 billion in tax cuts in their 
budget. Yet, if one listens to the chair-
man of the Budget Committee on the 
House side, Congressman KASICH, he 
maintains that it is not $122 billion in 
tax cuts, primarily to benefit the 
wealthy, it is going to be $180 billion. 

Now, even people who throw big num-
bers around understand very clearly 
that there is a difference between a tax 
cut of $122 billion—only $122 billion, I 
say facetiously, in the discussion that 
the Republicans are carrying on here 
on the Senate floor—there is a lot of 
difference between $122 and $180 billion 
that the Republican chairman of the 
Budget Committee on the House side 
says is included in this budget. 

We are confident that there are some 
traps being laid. We are confident that 
we are going to be back eventually into 
a debate not unlike the one we had last 
year that the American people agreed 
with the Democrats on, and that is to 
balance the budget by the year 2002 but 
do not complicate that problem by a 
massive tax cut that basically is de-
signed to benefit the wealthiest among 
us. 

I simply say, Mr. President, on page 
3 of this year’s budget resolution re-
port it states that, in addition to the 
child tax credit, ‘‘The committee’s rec-
ommendation would accommodate fur-
ther tax reform or tax reductions to be 
offset by the extension of expired tax 
provisions or corporate and business 
tax reforms.’’ 

Let me read that again. In the Re-
publican budget, it says, and I quote, 
there could be ‘‘further tax reform 
* * * to be offset by extension of ex-
pired tax provisions or corporate and 
business tax reforms.’’ That ‘‘corporate 
and business tax reforms’’ is just an-
other way of talking about the tax 
loopholes, as we call them, for busi-
nesses. 

Certainly I think that changes in 
some of the tax loopholes are entirely 
in order, certainly not the ones cited in 
tearing down the strawman by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. But I certainly 
say that I think all Americans would 
realize and recognize and salute us if 
we could do more to tear down the tax 
loopholes or corporate giveaways that 
are clearly in the Tax Code today that 
encourage corporations and businesses 
in America to locate jobs in Mexico or 
elsewhere and get a tax break for doing 
it. Those are the kinds of loopholes 
that we think demand closing. 

The part of the Republican budget 
that I have just referenced goes on to 
say, ‘‘Such receipts’’—corporate re-
ceipts, tax loopholes, call them what 
you will—‘‘Such receipts should be 
used to offset other tax reform pro-
posals such as estate tax reform, eco-
nomic growth, fuel excise taxes, or 
other policies on a deficit neutral 
basis.’’ 

That is a pretty typical case where 
the pot appears to be calling the kettle 
black. 

Last year’s vetoed reconciliation bill, 
supported by virtually every Senate 
Republican, included approximately $26 
billion in revenue increases for cor-
porate and other reforms. President 
Clinton has proposed nearly $40 billion 
for corporate reforms in his balanced 
budget submission to the Congress. Al-
though the proposals are not identical, 
the Republicans and the Democrats 
agree that significant revenue can be 
raised in these areas without touching 
all of the strawman that has been built 
up and torn down in what we have 
heard in the Chamber this afternoon. 

The committee report to this budget, 
on pages 63–67, describes expenditures 
in our Tax Code that would lose hun-
dreds of billions of dollars in revenue 
over a 5-year period. In that context, 
the Republican proposals, as well, I 
might add in all honesty, as those of 
President Clinton, are modest efforts 
to reduce tax loopholes to eliminate 
corporate welfare and to make our own 
tax laws more fair for all Americans. 

Mr. President, our amendment en-
sures that these additional receipts 
will be used to lessen the cuts that oth-
erwise would be viewed as fair by some 
and unfair by others. But in any event, 
to use that means rather than help pay 
for additional tax breaks for the 
wealthy, which I think we will eventu-
ally see emerge with great interest. 

I now suggest that we yield to the 
Senator from Rhode Island under the 
previous unanimous-consent agree-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LOTT). The Senator from Rhode Island 
is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4002 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I oppose 
amendment 4002. Not only does it de-
mand that the President do something 
that is not within his power, but it also 
encourages a course of action that 
would undermine United States inter-
ests with regard to Iraq. 

Some time ago, the U.N. Security 
Council passed resolution 986 to enable 
the sale of Iraqi oil and to use the pro-
ceeds for specific purposes—mostly to 
provide humanitarian assistance to the 
people of Iraq. Some of the funds would 
also be channeled to the U.N. Special 
Commission on Iraq—also known as 
UNSCOM—which is charged with moni-
toring and dismantling Iraq’s special 
weapons programs, and to the Com-
pensation Committee—which is set-
tling international claims against Iraq. 
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This resolution would urge that the 

President renegotiate the terms of the 
deal so that the proceeds would go to 
the United States Department of De-
fense in order to fund Operation South-
ern Watch—the no-fly zone in southern 
Iraq, and Operation Provide Comfort— 
the no-fly zone in Iraqi Kurdistan. 

The President does not have the 
power to renegotiate the deal. Resolu-
tion 986 was passed some time ago by 
the Security Council and cannot be al-
tered. The United States voted for the 
resolution because it was concerned 
about the welfare of the Iraqi people, 
who were suffering under Saddam Hus-
sein’s authoritarian regime. At the 
time the U.N. resolution passed, it was 
becoming increasingly clear that the 
anti-Iraq coalition was beginning to 
fracture, and some of our allies were 
beginning to call for the lifting of sanc-
tions against Iraq. The Security Coun-
cil resolution offered a rock-solid com-
promise: Iraqi oil could be sold, the 
proceeds used for humanitarian and se-
curity purposes, and strict monitoring 
procedures would be put in place such 
that Iraq could in no way benefit from 
the arrangements. If we were to reopen 
the compromise to discussion now, we 
may well be opening the door for ero-
sion of the sanctions regime against 
Iraq. I doubt very much that the Sen-
ate would wish to do this. 

Furthermore, if the President were 
to try to do what is contemplated in 
the amendment—and I repeat, he has 
no standing to do so—then we would 
put other important objectives toward 
Iraq in doubt. We would suggest that 
we do not support the work of 
UNSCOM, which has done invaluable 
work in seeing that Iraq will no longer 
be able to threaten the world with 
weapons of mass destruction. We would 
suggest that the international commu-
nity—including United States 
businesspersons—does not have the 
right to be compensated for claims 
against Iraq. We would suggest that 
Kuwait—the unfortunate object of Sad-
dam Hussein’s obsessions—does not 
have a right to be compensated for war 
damage. And worst of all, we would 
suggest to innocent Iraqis that we op-
pose them as a people and do not care 
about their treatment by Saddam Hus-
sein. 

I well recall the many times that 
President Bush said during the Persian 
Gulf war that we have no quarrel with 
the Iraqi people, and called upon them 
to oppose Saddam Hussein. If we cava-
lierly suspend efforts to provide hu-
manitarian assistance, the Iraqi people 
will only draw the conclusion that the 
United States is against them and 
wants to punish them for the sins of 
Saddam. I can think of no more effec-
tive way to bolster Saddam’s standing 
in the eyes of the Iraqi people than to 
follow the course of action rec-
ommended in this amendment. 

I do not quarrel with the thought 
that the President should seek com-
pensation wherever possible for U.S. 
operations that support U.N. missions. 

But in the case of Provide Comfort and 
Southern Watch, both operations clear-
ly serve U.S. interests. We shouldn’t 
insist on U.N. compensation for oper-
ations that are so important to our 
own country—and jeopardize other hu-
manitarian and security objectives in 
the process. 

Mr. President, I defer to none when it 
comes to Iraq. I introduced the first- 
ever sanctions bill against Iraq in 1988, 
well before it was popular or politic to 
oppose the Saddam Hussein regime. I 
am certain, however, the U.N. Security 
Council Resolution 986 is well-crafted 
and, if implemented, will serve U.S. 
foreign policy and national security in-
terests. We should not try to tinker 
with it now, particularly for reasons 
that are as suspect as those put forth 
in the amendment. 

I strongly oppose this resolution, and 
urge my colleagues to vote against it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? The Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may need off the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4003 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, there are 

two or three things I would like to, 
maybe, attempt to clear up. We have 
looked through the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Wyoming. It ap-
pears to me that the amendment, as we 
read it, from the Senator from Wyo-
ming is, in effect, a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution that urges Government to 
use the most accurate possible infor-
mation index available, as far as CPI 
allowances are concerned. 

We have surveyed our Members on 
this side, and there is generally wide 
agreement in this proposition, because 
it basically says we should do what is 
right and fair on this CPI matter. So if 
we can move things along, we are pre-
pared, when someone is here, to agree, 
to offer to accept the amendment by 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

I just make that announcement. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4004 

The second thing I would like to 
bring up a little bit now, just so we 
have a basic understanding on these 
things, is yesterday we made an agree-
ment that all amendments had to be 
filed with the managers of the bill at a 
time certain last night. We received a 
unanimous consent agreement that be 
done. I certainly do not wish to be 
hard-nosed on this matter, but it ap-
pears to this side that the amendment 
recently sent to the desk by the Sen-
ator from Georgia was not on the list 
of amendments, at least not the one 
that we had, that was included in the 
unanimous consent last night. 

Under that situation, it would take 
unanimous consent for the Senator 
from Georgia to have his amendment 
considered. I would say, in all prob-
ability we might not object to a unani-
mous consent request in that regard, 
because we do not want to just arbi-

trarily shut people out, because some-
time tomorrow we may have a situa-
tion where some Democrat inadvert-
ently was overlooked with regard to a 
slot to offer what they consider to be a 
very important amendment. 

So I hope the majority will show us 
the same courtesy that we are now 
showing them, to recognize and realize 
that there may be times when it only 
makes good, common sense—and 
maybe to enhance the comity around 
here a little bit—we should realize and 
recognize that the best of man’s plans 
sometimes go astray. 

I do not oppose the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Georgia. I 
have not made a decision on how I 
would vote on that, but I would simply 
say maybe we can work out some kind 
of an accommodation. At the proper 
time, we would like an explanation of 
how the Senator from Georgia made 
and obtained the right to offer his 
amendment without consultation with 
us, because it appears, at least, to be a 
violation of what we agreed to. But 
maybe we can work something out. 

So, simply saying, going back to the 
matter of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wyoming, we are pre-
pared to accept that amendment if we 
can move things along this afternoon, 
which we are trying to do. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Since I see no other Senators on the 

floor seeking recognition to speak at 
this time or to offer an amendment, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum and 
ask unanimous consent the time of the 
quorum call be charged equally to both 
sides. 

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

A quorum is not present. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that we set 
aside the pending amendment. 

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3992 AND 4004 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

ask that we call up amendment No. 
4004, and I call for its adoption. It is 
my understanding that this was not on 
the original list. It is just an adminis-
trative error in its submission. But I 
understand we have reached agreement 
on this. This amendment will be ac-
cepted, and one of the other amend-
ments on the other side will be accept-
ed. 

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

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I agree 

with the statement made by the Sen-
ator from Georgia. We have agreed to 
accept his amendment, and, in turn, we 
have reached an agreement on the 
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amendment that is at the desk that 
was discussed earlier today by Senator 
MURRAY from Washington, amendment 
No. 3992, which I call up at this time. If 
we can adopt both of these amend-
ments, which I think have been cleared 
on both sides, then we are one step 
closer to being successful in finishing 
this debate, hopefully, sometime by 
Tuesday. 

So I call up the Murray amendment 
No. 3992. 

All time has been yielded back on 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to adoption of both amend-
ment No. 3992 and amendment No. 4004? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments (Nos. 3992 and 4004) 

were agreed to. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the 
amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, there are 
two additional amendments that I un-
derstand have been cleared. I thought 
they had been cleared. I have just been 
notified they have not necessarily been 
cleared. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the quorum call be 
charged equally to each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-

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

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we have 
two additional amendments that have 
been cleared on both sides. I believe 
that the Senator from Washington is 
on his way to the floor to clear both of 
these. I will just simply state that the 
two amendments that we have agreed 
to clear are one offered by Senator 
SNOWE and Senator FEINSTEIN to Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 57, and the 
other offered by the two Senators from 
the State of Montana, Senator BAUCUS 
and Senator BURNS, to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 57. Both of these have 
been cleared on both sides. When the 
Senator from Washington arrives, I be-
lieve it will be for him to ask for the 
unanimous consent. When that hap-
pens, we will get these passed. 

Following that, I hope that, with the 
usual procedures of moving from one 
side to the other, that the Senator 
from North Dakota will be recognized 
for the purpose of making a statement 
and/or the possibility of offering an 
amendment, as soon as we have cleared 
these two amendments. 

Mr. President, in view of the fact 
that we are temporarily held up on 
clearing these two amendments, I yield 

5 minutes off the bill to the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, thank 
you very much. 

I observe that I admire the work of 
the Senator from Nebraska, Senator 
EXON, on this budget legislation. I also 
admire the work of the Senator from 
New Mexico. I know they come to the 
floor, and it is not an easy job to try to 
steer these pieces of legislation 
through the Senate. As I indicated, 
even though we have some disagree-
ments from time to time on some of 
these things, I equally admire their 
commitment and their work. 

The budget that is brought to the 
floor of the Senate truly establishes 
what this country perceives to be its 
priorities. The one thing that is certain 
about all of this is 100 years from now, 
none of us will be here. No one. Not 
anyone within the sound of my voice 
will be here 100 years from now. If 
those living 100 years from now wanted 
to look back and understand a little bit 
about what we were about, what we 
treasured, what we valued, what we 
thought was important to our country, 
one way for them to evaluate that 
would be to look at the Federal budget. 
What choices did this group of Ameri-
cans make about how to educate their 
children? How did we provide for their 
health care needs? What kind of a de-
fense system did they need, and at 
what cost? How did they respond to the 
issues of poverty and hunger? You 
could look at the Federal budget and 
make some judgments about what pri-
orities did this particular Senate or did 
this Congress think were important 
and were dear to it. 

There are common goals, it seems to 
me, notwithstanding the disagreements 
we have heard on the floor of the Sen-
ate in recent days. The common goal is 
to balance the Federal budget. I know 
some can point across one side of the 
aisle or the other and say, ‘‘You didn’t 
care. You are spenders,’’ or ‘‘You are 
taxers.’’ The fact is, everybody here 
wants to see a budget that is in some 
reasonable balance. 

The other objective I think most of 
us would agree on is, we must meet the 
needs this country has. We must ad-
dress the issue of defense, yes, edu-
cation, health care, crime, and poverty. 
We must address those issues. 

I have heard a lot of discussion in re-
cent days about the record of the cur-
rent administration, the record of Con-
gress. I think it is important to under-
stand that the Government is smaller 
now than at any time since John F. 
Kennedy was President. 

This President, President Clinton, 
and Vice President GORE have devel-
oped a ‘‘reinventing Government’’ 
strategy that has cut 200,000 Federal 
workers from the work force; 200,000 
people who used to work in the Federal 
Government do not work in the Fed-

eral Government now. It is a Govern-
ment that is 200,000 people smaller 
than when this President took office. 

It is the lowest number of employees 
working on the Federal payroll since 
John F. Kennedy was President, the 
lowest percent of Federal spending re-
lated to the gross domestic product 
since 1979. Back when President 
Reagan was President, we were up 
around 24 percent of GDP being spent 
by the Federal Government. It has de-
creased down to about 22 percent, 
slightly over 22 percent. 

The deficit: The deficit has been cut 
very substantially, almost in half. The 
fact is, we have made some progress in 
some of these areas. Part of it was be-
cause of the 1993 act which we passed, 
which was kind of a tough thing to do, 
and cut spending in a significant way. 
It also increased some taxes. I voted 
for that. It was not a popular vote. I 
am pleased I did because it was the 
right thing to do. The economy has in-
creased. We have had more economic 
activity. I think it was the right thing 
to do. 

As we discuss the priorities out here 
and talk about what is important and 
what is not, one thing that is obvious 
to all of us—it takes no skill to tear 
things down. That is a job for unskilled 
people, to tear things down. If you are 
going to tear a building down, who are 
you going to hire? A person with 
skills? You do not need people with 
skills. You hire unskilled people to 
tear things down. You hire skilled 
workers to build things. 

I am pleased to be a part of a group 
of people who have been builders. We 
said this country would benefit by a 
program called Head Start. It works. It 
invests in the lives of the young chil-
dren ages 3 and 4 and 5. It invests in 
young children’s lives who are coming 
from families of disadvantage and low 
income and have suffered some dif-
ficulty. We know that it saves an enor-
mous amount of money, and it helps 
these young children. 

I just use Head Start as an example, 
but there are others, plenty of others. 
We know that research at the National 
Institutes of Health works. What about 
this breathtaking miracle of giving 
people eyesight through removing 
cataracts, new knees, new hips, open- 
heart surgery? What about all of the 
research that is going on down at the 
National Institutes of Health that 
saves people’s lives? 

At the turn of this century, people 
lived to be 48 years of age. Now it is 78. 
Is that an accident? I do not think so. 
It is because some people in these 
Chambers decided, let us invest some 
money in health research through the 
National Institutes of Health. It has 
been remarkably successful. 

We are talking about a whole range 
of issues that are very important to 
the future of this country: teachers, 
education, health care research, Head 
Start. I can go on—the WIC Program, 
investment in cops on the beat, an in-
vestment to try to deal with crime, a 
whole range of similar issues. 
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As we work our way through it, we 

have disagreements about what is im-
portant. Some are going to bring to the 
floor of the Senate in a week or so a 
national missile defense program, $40 
to $60 billion to spend to create an as-
trodome over America, apparently, to 
protect us against incoming missiles— 
$40 to $60 billion. When we talk about 
those programs, the sky’s the limit. 

In fact, in this budget on defense, it 
is $11 billion more than the Defense De-
partment said it wanted. It asks to 
build trucks that are not needed. 

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. EXON. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. DORGAN. In the military, they 
asked for trucks that were not needed, 
for planes that were not requested, for 
submarines that no one wanted, be-
cause they say, ‘‘It’s the defense. We’ll 
stick $11 billion more to that even 
though the admirals and generals said 
they don’t want it.’’ 

I hope, as we sift through these prior-
ities, that we will decide there is a dif-
ference in spending. Some spending is 
investment. Some spending advances 
this country’s interests. It invests in 
human potential. It improves this 
country. 

Other spending is wasteful. We 
should get rid of it. An agency that has 
16 pages of regulations to buy cream- 
filled cookies—that is dumb spending. 
An agency that has 1.2 million bottles 
of nasal spray in inventory—there are 
not enough armies in 10 years to need 
1.2 million bottles of nasal spray. We 
should get rid of the dumb areas of 
spending but invest in the things that 
are important for this country’s future. 

That is what this debate is about: 
education, health care, help the envi-
ronment, things that make this a good 
place to live. I am proud to be one of 
the people who I think have been build-
ers to try to advance this country’s in-
terests by investing in the right things, 
but by making sure that Government 
works, not wastes. 

I will come to the floor at some 
greater length to talk about this issue 
of the Social Security trust fund, be-
cause this bill, I might say, the budget 
bill that balances the budget, on page 5 
says in the year 2002 the budget is in 
fact not in balance at all, it has a $108 
billion deficit. How, you ask, did that 
happen? A $108 billion deficit in a bill 
they say is balanced? Because they will 
take $108 billion from Social Security 
so they can reach zero on page 1, and 
on page 5 it tells what we are doing. 

I fundamentally disagree with the 
presentation made earlier today in the 
Senate, and I hope we will have time in 
the next couple of days to have a 
lengthy discussion about whether we 
will collect the hundreds of billions of 
dollars in the Social Security trust 
fund to, in fact, save the Social Secu-
rity system, or whether they will be 
used as offsets so someone can say they 

have balanced the budget when they 
have not. I yield the floor. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 4005 AND 4006 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we are now 

prepared to move ahead. I send two 
amendments to the desk that I earlier 
talked about and said they had been 
cleared. The first amendment is on be-
half of Senator BAUCUS and Senator 
BURNS of Montana. The second amend-
ment is known as Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 57 and is introduced by Sen-
ator HUTCHISON, Senator SNOWE, Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN, Senator MIKULSKI, Sen-
ator DOLE, and Senator ROTH. 

I send these amendments to the desk 
and I ask for their immediate consider-
ation. When the Chair asks for adop-
tion of these amendments, I ask that 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table. I send the two amendments 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] 

proposes amendments, en bloc, numbered 
4005 and 4006. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with. 

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

The amendments, en bloc, are as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 4005 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding the essential air service program 
of the Department of Transportation) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 
ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE PROGRAM 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, let me 
start by thanking the Senators from 

New Mexico and Nebraska for their as-
sistance in moving this amendment. 

The amendment I am offering today 
is a sense-of-the-Senate amendment re-
garding the Essential Air Service or 
EAS program. It highlights the contin-
ued importance of the EAS program 
and provides that sufficient funding 
levels be provided to eligible commu-
nities in the future. 

Mr. President, rural America faces 
many challenges. I do not have to tell 
you that people in rural areas of this 
country are struggling. They are strug-
gling to make ends meet. And they are 
struggling with their transportation 
system. 

In recent years, funding for transpor-
tation programs that people in rural 
areas rely on have been dramatically 
cut. Amtrak service has been reduced. 
Rural transit programs are dis-
appearing. Highway funds are threat-
ened. And the Essential Air Service 
program is constantly under attack. 

Without an adequate transportation 
system, economic development, and job 
creation in these areas cannot take 
place. Just as urban areas depend upon 
transportation programs, so do those 
folks who live in rural areas. 

When Congress voted to deregulate 
the airline industry, there was clear 
recognition that some communities 
would be left without air service. The 
EAS program was intended to be the 
safety net for rural America. In order 
to protect those communities from los-
ing air service altogether, carriers 
would receive a Federal subsidy as an 
incentive to continue operating in 
rural markets. 

In Montana, we have seven commu-
nities in the EAS program—the most 
communities in the program outside of 
Alaska. It is a vital program and it is 
essential to many people. 

The EAS program provides access. It 
connects the most rural areas of my 
State to the rest of the country. I do 
not know if most Members are aware of 
this, but Montana is as large as the 
area between Washington, DC and Chi-
cago. That puts things into context. 
We are a big rural State. 

That is why continuation of the EAS 
program is so important. Many people 
in Montana rely on the EAS program. 
If they need to get to Billings or else-
where to see the doctor or a specialist, 
they need to know that air service is 
available. 

And in order to attract new busi-
nesses to an area, there needs to be 
adequate air service. Many companies 
look at the transportation system 
available to an area before deciding to 
locate. Without access to air service, 
companies and the well-paying jobs 
they bring with them, will go else-
where. 

I was very disappointed that this 
Congress cut the EAS program by 30 
percent last year. The result of these 
huge cuts in the EAS program has 
meant reduced service to our smallest 
communities. And the air carriers that 
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provide this service have had to strug-
gle to make ends meet because of these 
cuts. 

I fought hard against a reduction in 
the EAS funding. The EAS program is 
such a small program, yet it has been 
dramatically and unfairly targeted. 
This goes against the intent of Con-
gress when it recognized that our 
smallest communities deserve contin-
ued air service. You can be assured 
that I will fight this year to make sure 
this Congress and the Appropriations 
Committees do not make the same 
mistake again. This resolution is the 
first step. 

Again, I thank the Senators for their 
support. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, this 
Chamber has been treading a difficult 
path in the last year. We want a bal-
anced budget in the year 2002. We want 
a balanced budget for the next genera-
tion. 

I believe that as we set the budget for 
the coming years, we can find plenty of 
room for responsible cuts. This is also 
the chance to prioritize programs to 
get the best money can buy. 

One important priority is accessible 
air service to all communities, rural 
and urban, across the country. The 
benefits of airline deregulation did not 
apply evenly to every community. In 
other words, fears that unconditional 
deregulation would compromise the 
quantity, affordability, and quality of 
air service to small, rural communities 
have come true. 

That’s the very reason that Essential 
Air Service was created. It was devel-
oped in response to fears that deregula-
tion would leave holes in service 
throughout the country. And although 
EAS does not fill the holes completely, 
it does help connect many of our small 
towns. 

Air service is too important to our 
communities and their future to ig-
nore. In a time when communication is 
instant through computers, faxes, and 
cellular telephones, people need to 
move around quickly and efficiently. 
Community growth through economic 
promotion and employment opportuni-
ties is hinged on adequate and acces-
sible air service. Air service is vital not 
only as a dependable mode of transpor-
tation, but as a way to pull commu-
nities together and promote economic 
development. 

In my home State of Montana, where 
there are a great many miles between 
the dots on the map, there are few 
transportation alternatives. Amtrak 
serves the High-Line, and there is some 
bus service in the southern and western 
parts of the State, but for the most 
part there aren’t many ways to get 
from here to there. Add to it the unpre-
dictable weather and you get a mix 
that makes travel often difficult and 
occasionally impossible. 

Small, rural communities across 
Montana and America rely on air serv-
ice for transportation, economic devel-
opment, delivery of merchandise and 
services, and medical purposes. Every 

year Essential Air Service comes under 
fire, but it is still what the name im-
plies: Essential. It is essential to the 
national transportation system; it is 
essential to the development and 
growth of small communities. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4006 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

that the Congress and the President should 
immediately approve legislation providing 
homemakers with equal retirement savings 
opportunity) 
Insert at the appropriate place: 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that the 

assumptions of this budget resolution take 
into account that— 

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

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

(3) because they are living on a single in-
come, homemakers and their spouses often 
have less income for savings; 

(4) individual retirement accounts are pro-
vided by the Congress in the Internal Rev-
enue Code to assist Americans for retirement 
savings; 

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

(6) limiting homemakers individual retire-
ment accounts contributions to an amount 
less than the contributions of other workers 
discriminates against homemakers. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the revenue level assumed 
in this budget resolution provides for legisla-
tion to make individual retirement accounts 
deductible contribution limits for home-
makers equal to the individual retirement 
accounts deductible contribution limits for 
all other American workers, and that the 
Congress and the President should imme-
diately approve such legislation in the ap-
propriate reconciliation vehicle. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we 
yield back all time on our side. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we yield 
back time on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments. 

The amendments (Nos. 4005 and 4006) 
en bloc, are agreed to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President I allo-
cate myself 5 minutes on the budget. 

Mr. President, as we consider the 
budget at this time, I think it is criti-
cally important that we remind our-
selves what the very key problem to 
the budget at the Federal level is and 
what ought to and can be done to cor-
rect the problem. I think it is impor-
tant that we concentrate on what the 
basic problem is—Federal health care 
costs. 

I am reminded of the words of George 
Marshall after World War II when he 
was attempting to devise the Marshall 
plan. There were all sorts of problems 
that were created and discussed and 
kicked around. Finally, he held a meet-
ing and said, ‘‘Don’t fight the problem; 
decide it.’’ That is what I believe we 
ought to do here with respect to health 
care. 

We have kicked around with changes 
to Medicaid. We have fought over Medi-
care costs. But the deficit continues to 
increase. About one-half of the deficit 
is related to the health care costs of 
the Medicare and Medicaid Programs. 
Thus, as we go forward, it is clear if we 
do not get the increasing costs of these 
programs down, the hope of having a 
rational budget in the years ahead be-
comes very difficult, if not impossible. 
If these costs continue to increase at 
the current levels soon it will result in 
about half a trillion dollars in the Fed-
eral deficit. If we could take that half 
a trillion and use it for other matters, 
whether it is education or whatever, 
then the cuts in discretionary spending 
we are dealing with now which are cre-
ating all of the consternation would be 
pretty much a thing of the past. 

It is clear the most effective and 
most painless way to solve the budget 
problem is to solve the health care cost 
problem. If we analyze the problem and 
also look at the public’s concerns and 
desires, it becomes clear we can solve 
it by both looking to conventional in-
surance concepts, combined with 
health care reform already under way 
in this country. 

People perceive the most difficult 
health care threat they face is a cata-
strophic medical event. I have a chart 
here which shows that what people 
want the most out of health care re-
form is catastrophic health care cov-
erage. I emphasize the words ‘‘cov-
erage.’’ Catastrophic coverage is not a 
mandated benefit. You might remem-
ber last month I made an attempt here 
to raise the lifetime caps in private 
health plans in order to ensure that 
people did not find themselves forced 
into the unfortunate situation of hav-
ing to go bankrupt in order to qualify 
for the Medicaid Program in order to 
have health care coverage. Mr. Presi-
dent, according to a recent survey con-
ducted by the Aragon Consulting 
Group out of St. Louis, MO, 82 percent 
of the people fear most that some day 
they will end up in bankruptcy and on 
a Federal health care program because 
they do not have catastrophic health 
care coverage. 

Let us take a look at what the 
present situation is, and, more impor-
tant than that, see what we can do to 
solve the problem. Unless we get cov-
erage to people—I point out that cov-
erage is the important thing here. 
Right now we have millions of people 
who have no coverage at all because 
they work for an employer who does 
not provide coverage, or because indi-
vidual health insurance coverage is too 
expensive and since they are not 
wealthy citizens they cannot afford 
health care. 

On the other hand, we have millions 
and millions of people who have cov-
erage but not adequate coverage. They 
can have interim caps and annual caps 
on coverage. As I talked about before, 
they can have the overall lifetime cap 
on coverage, which means after an ar-
bitrary amount of money is paid out by 
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the insurance company or employer, 
then they have to look to their own 
private resources to finance their 
health care needs. 

The best way to solve the health care 
cost problem is to use the basics of in-
surance. As I will point out later this is 
not something new. In the 1950’s, the 
Eisenhower administration designed a 
reinsurance program that provided in-
centives in the market, very much like 
the one I will outline, to provide pri-
vate health insurance to everyone. 

In 1993, the Clinton administration 
came forward with a plan. That plan 
would have, in the final analysis, pro-
vided health coverage for everyone. 
Eventually, the Federal Government 
would phase ourselves out of the Medi-
care and Medicaid Programs and we 
could end up with a system that would 
bring the costs under control. However, 
that was thrown out because it was too 
complicated. So we moved away from 
that. 

Around that same time, I had a plan 
I called MediCore which would have 
similarly solved the problems—I am 
goal oriented—and would have solved 
the problems by placing the States in a 
position where they could ensure ev-
eryone had coverage and the Federal 
Government would be out of it. 

Now, since that time, we have moved 
toward incremental reform. That is 
fine. The Health Insurance Reform Act, 
that we passed unanimously, was a 
good first step. But this bill does not 
address how we expect to get our Fed-
eral health costs under control. 

One of the most important issues we 
will be addressing this year is changes 
in the way we finance health care for 
senior citizens, persons with disabil-
ities, the underinsured and uninsured. I 
wholeheartedly support reducing the 
deficit as well as moving the Govern-
ment out of the role of running a 
health plan for the elderly and the dis-
abled. 

The reason the Government’s health 
care spending is out of control is really 
twofold. First, is the way we have cho-
sen to pay for purchase services. When 
Medicare was designed in the 1960’s it 
was modeled after private Blue Cross 
fee-for-service plans. The Government 
paid providers directly for each proce-
dure performed. Paying for services 
rendered at a distance without any ef-
fective utilization control has been a 
disaster. Our failed attempts to control 
costs by continuing to cut payments to 
providers is a major reason our Federal 
deficit is so exorbitant. 

How can reducing provider payments 
have the effect of actually increasing 
our Federal deficit? The answer is the 
cost-shift this creates between insur-
ance provided by the public sector with 
that provided by the private sector. 
Cost-shifting has only distorted the 
true costs of services and hides the in-
efficiencies in our overall health care 
delivery system. 

Second, the private market’s failure 
to provide affordable coverage on rea-
sonable terms to the elderly, disabled, 

and the poor led to the political de-
mand for the Congress to create Medi-
care and Medicaid. 

The major design flaw of these enti-
tlement programs was segregating the 
highest insurance risks into Govern-
ment run plans. 

This segmentation has not provided 
any incentives for the private sector to 
find innovative ways to manage the 
highest cost cases in our health care 
delivery system. As a matter of fact, 
this segmentation is how people are 
shifted from private health plans to 
Government run health plans. 

The key to getting health care costs 
under control and to reduce our deficit 
is to utilize the most basic insurance 
principle of spreading risk of aberra-
tional cases over a large number of 
people. 

This cost-shift from private insur-
ance plans to the public insurance 
plans was the main argument I made 
during the debate we had on this floor 
last month when we unanimously 
passed the Health Insurance Reform 
Act. You might remember an amend-
ment I brought to the floor regarding 
lifetime caps in private insurance 
plans. The cold dollar facts proved over 
and over again were that by removing 
these caps we would save billions of 
dollars in our entitlement programs. 

The accounting firm of Price 
Waterhouse estimated the savings to 
Medicaid would be $7 billion over 7 
years. The National Taxpayers Union 
estimated that the Federal Govern-
ment would save $3 billion and the 
State and local government would save 
$2 billion over 5 years. In addition, CBO 
scored the increase cost to businesses 
already providing coverage to their 
employees at 0.16 percent. Again the 
reason this cost to business is small is 
because we are spreading high-cost 
cases over about 165 million privately 
insured individuals. 

By the way, since the FEHB plans al-
ready have no lifetime caps there is no 
additional cost to the Federal Govern-
ment as employer. This small change 
in lifting coverage limits would provide 
the American public with the same 
peace of mind we, U.S. Senators, have 
in the event a catastrophic illness or 
injury hits one of our family members. 

Central to any restructuring of the 
health insurance system is the under-
standing that what changes are made 
in the Government programs affect the 
private sector and visversa. The key is 
to find a mechanism that can act as a 
bridge between the public and private 
sectors. 

The solution that I have developed is 
a Federal Health Care Reinsurance 
Corporation. The mission of this agen-
cy is to provide for a true public pri-
vate partnership in providing afford-
able private health insurance to all 
Americans The operating functions of 
the Corporation will be contracted out 
to the private market, therefore the 
principle function of the Corporation 
will be policymaking. 

The Reinsurance Corporation pro-
vides the market incentives for plans 

to compete and manage the care of peo-
ple who have, in the past, been 
‘‘dumped’’ into the public entitlement 
programs because of high cost medical 
conditions. All health plans will par-
ticipate in the financing of high-cost 
cases and, therefore, all health plans 
may draw on the fund for assistance in 
covering expenses for qualifying high- 
cost individuals. 

Payments would be made to health 
plans on behalf of an individual who be-
comes a high-cost case because of a 
particular medical condition. It is not 
a ‘‘special’’ health insurance for pool 
for individuals with high medical ex-
penses. 

The Reinsurance Corporation would 
make it possible for private sector 
health plans to compete for the chron-
ically ill and disabled population since 
plans would be protected against large 
aberrational costs associated with in-
suring these individuals. In order to 
make it feasible for private health 
plans to accept all comers it will be 
necessary to decouple the reinsurance 
payment from the level of risk that the 
health plans has accepted. 

Once the fund is operational, it would 
no longer be necessary for a health 
plan to exclude a high-cost person: The 
correct market response would be to 
apply to the fund for a payment on the 
person’s behalf. Since the payment 
would follow the consumer, the con-
sumer is always free to change plans if 
he or she is not satisfied with the qual-
ity of service in any particular health 
plan. 

As we tackle one of the biggest prob-
lems for the Federal Government, our 
deficit, we must keep in mind a goal we 
all agreed to a couple of years ago—the 
goal of moving toward universal cov-
erage for all Americans. 

We must keep in mind that any 
changes we make to the public pro-
grams of Medicare and Medicaid must 
not add to the rolls of the uninsured, 
especially if it is due to unintended 
consequences of our changes to these 
programs. More uninsured Americans 
will only increase total costs to the 
health care system. 

We must develop a mechanism that 
provides the private health insurance 
market the incentive to cover higher 
cost individuals at reasonable prices 
rather than continue to allow the pri-
vate sector to shift high-cost individ-
uals into our public programs. 

Prior to the enactment of Medicare 
and Medicaid, the Eisenhower adminis-
tration proposed to deal with the pri-
vate sector’s risk averse behavior in 
health insurance by creating a Govern-
ment-sponsored reinsurance program. 
The idea was to create a Government 
program that would demonstrate to 
the private sector that private insur-
ance of higher risk clientele was fea-
sible. 

If designed correctly, the Federal 
Health Reinsurance Corporation might 
be able to accomplish what President 
Eisenhower suggested over 40 years 
ago, have a well-functioning private 
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sector health insurance system that 
competes for all members of society 
simply on quality and price. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, now is not 
the time to make the largest cuts in 
education in U.S. history. There is sim-
ply no growth in this budget for our 
Nation’s many important education 
programs. To my mind, if we jeopardize 
the education of our Nation’s children 
we are jeopardizing the economic well- 
being of our country. A commitment to 
education is a strong Federal invest-
ment that will ensure that America’s 
children and families are prepared to 
meet the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury. 

Programs like Safe and Drug Free 
Schools, Head Start, Goals 2000, and 
title I are oftentimes the only hope for 
so many of the children growing up in 
disadvantaged communities. At this 
time, when student enrollments are at 
an alltime high, and expected to be at 
their highest level since 1971, we should 
be increasing the support that we send 
to States so that they may further 
their own initiatives in key areas of 
education. By making such drastic cuts 
in funding to these invaluable elemen-
tary and secondary education pro-
grams, the future of millions of chil-
dren will be threatened. 

Over the last 30 years, the dream of a 
college education has been brought 
within reach of almost every Amer-
ican. As the population of traditional 
college age students will rise by 12 per-
cent over the next decade, we as a na-
tion must help keep the doors open to 
college and other postsecondary edu-
cation opportunities. This budget 
would turn our backs on the college- 
bound students of America. By cutting 
$6.2 billion over the next 6 years, 1.3 
million students will lose Pell grants, 
while 800,000 students would lose work- 
study opportunities by the year 2002. In 
the span of a little more than a decade, 
we have gone from a situation where 
grants were 75 percent of a student’s 
aid package and loan’s only 25 percent 
to one where loans make up 75 percent 
of the package and grants only 25 per-
cent. To my mind, this is not the direc-
tion which we should be moving. Now 
is the time to continue to assist college 
students in their quest for a brighter 
future. 

I am gravely concerned about the di-
rection this budget resolution would 
takes us. I firmly believe that the dras-
tic education cuts proposed would not 
guarantee that we as a nation are pre-
pared to meet the challenges of the 
next century. Our commitment to edu-
cation cannot stop here, therefore, I 
ask my colleague to carefully look at 
the implications of this budget resolu-
tion. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today the 
Senate continues debate on the fiscal 
year 1997 budget resolution. This budg-
et resolution would balance the Fed-
eral budget by 2002 using realistic eco-
nomic assumptions. 

Let me be clear, however, that it 
would have been my preference if the 

budget resolution had retained the 
flexibility in the first reconciliation 
bill to allow the Finance Committee to 
develop a tax relief bill for working 
families. However, I was assured by the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
that the conference report on the budg-
et resolution will resolve the dif-
ferences between the reconciliation in-
structions to the Ways and Means 
Committee and the Senate Finance 
Committee. I, therefore, urge the Sen-
ate conferees to ensure that the con-
ference report contain the option for 
some tax relief in the first reconcili-
ation bill. 

Our Nation’s working families are in 
need of tax relief so that they may 
more easily provide for their children. 
I believe it is our duty to respond to 
their need and give them a tax cut cou-
pled with our efforts to balance the 
Federal budget. 

Let me just say a few words about 
the first reconciliation bill that will be 
moving through the Finance Com-
mittee next month. It is my intention 
to mark up the welfare and Medicaid 
reform proposals as outlined by our Na-
tion’s Governors. 

This package will meet the savings 
goals outlined in the budget resolution 
with $72 billion in savings in the Med-
icaid area, and $53 billion in the wel-
fare reform package. The Governors’ 
bipartisan plan provides States with 
flexibility and incentives for moving 
ahead with fundamental reforms in 
both of these programs. I remain hope-
ful that their resounding support and 
unanimous vote in favor of these re-
forms will help move this necessary 
legislation through the Senate in a 
timely fashion, and that President 
Clinton will sign this bill—having al-
ready vetoed two welfare reform bills. 

Mr. President, today’s budget resolu-
tion clearly demonstrates that the de-
bate over Medicaid and welfare is not 
about spending levels, but instead 
about who will control the funds? 
Washington, or the States? This Sen-
ator agrees with the Governors. Give 
the flexibility to the States. 

Mr. President, last year Republicans 
proposed to preserve, protect and 
strengthen the Medicare Program. We 
worked hard to put together a balanced 
proposal that did not cut Medicare but 
slowed the rate the cost of the program 
was expected to grow. The budget reso-
lution before us would also provide 
continued increased growth in Medi-
care spending. 

This 1997 budget resolution increases 
annual per beneficiary Medicare spend-
ing from the current average spending 
of $5,300 in 1996 to $7,000 in 2002. This 
translates to 43 percent of the total 
program spending growth from 1996 to 
2002. 

Mr. President, the time has come to 
put an end to out of control Federal 
spending that has taken money from 
the private sector—the very sector 
that creates jobs and economic oppor-
tunity for all Americans. 

The American people are crying out 
for a smaller, more efficient govern-

ment. They are concerned about the 
trends that for too long have put the 
interests of big government before the 
interest of our job-creating private sec-
tor. They are irritated by the double 
standard that exists between how our 
families are required to balance their 
checkbooks and how government is al-
lowed to continue spending despite its 
deficit accounts. 

I believe the outcome of spending re-
straint for our Nation is one of the 
most important steps we can take to 
ensure the economic opportunities for 
prosperity for our children and for our 
children’s children. 

As a nation—and as individuals—we 
are morally bound to pass opportunity 
and security to the next generation. 

The Federal bureaucracy must be re-
formed to meet the needs of all tax-
payers for the 21st century. I am con-
vinced that it is through a smaller, 
smarter government we will be able to 
serve Americans into the next century. 

The President’s recent budget pro-
posals for next year offer clear evi-
dence of the lack of political will to 
make the hard choices when it comes 
to cutting Government spending. His 
budget does not take seriously the need 
for spending restraint. In fact, the only 
path that the President proposes is one 
that leads to higher Government 
spending, higher taxes, and ever-in-
creasing burdens for our children. 

Deficit spending cannot continue. We 
can no longer allow waste, inefficiency, 
and overbearing government to con-
sume the potential of America’s future. 
I am committed to spending restraint 
as we move to balance the budget. 

Mr. President, the Republican-led 
Congress has acted to restrain Federal 
spending many times over the past 
year and a half. After the President ve-
toed the balanced budget last fall, we 
moved ahead with other legislation 
that would help cut Federal spending. 
In fact, earlier this year, the Repub-
lican-led Congress passed the line- 
item-veto legislation, a tool that will 
to help trim Federal spending. We all 
know that we need every possible tool 
to help reduce Federal spending. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for their attention, and I urge that 
they join me in supporting the budget 
resolution later this week. 

STUDENT LOAN BUDGET SCORING 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like to call 
attention to an issue that the Senator 
from Illinois brought up at markup of 
the budget resolution last week. He 
was concerned that a provision in-
cluded in the fiscal year 1996 resolution 
tilted the budget scoring of student 
loans in favor of the government-guar-
antee program. Our intent was to con-
form the treatment of administrative 
expenses of direct student loans to that 
of guaranteed student loans and I have 
been assured by the Congressional 
Budget Office [CBO] that they under-
stood and implemented that intent. 
The Department of Education has in-
terpreted the language differently than 
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CBO and therefore I can understand 
how this might lead some observers to 
question the actual effect of the 
change. Therefore, in response to a re-
quest from the Senator from Illinois, I 
directed my staff to look more closely 
at the issue to make sure that the lan-
guage in the budget resolution fulfills 
our intent. 

This is not the first time this con-
cern has been raised by the Senator 
from Illinois. During debate on the 
budget resolution last year he offered 
an amendment to strike the language. 
The amendment failed. Following that 
discussion, I directed my staff on the 
Budget Committee to draft a letter to 
CBO in order to ensure that our budget 
resolution language did not bias scor-
ing of administrative expenses in favor 
of guaranteed student loans. Their re-
sponse was placed in the RECORD during 
debate on the budget reconciliation bill 
and I again ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, October 26, 1995. 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In your letter of Sep-
tember 5, 1995, you asked the Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) to respond to several 
questions regarding the Credit Reform Act 
and section 207 of the 1996 budget resolution 
related to the treatment of administrative 
expenses in the student loan programs. At-
tached are CBO’s responses to your ques-
tions. 

If you wish further details, we will be 
pleased to provide them. The CBO staff con-
tact is Deborah Kalcevic, who can be reached 
at 226–2820. 

Sincerely, 
JUNE E. O’NEILL. 

Attachment. 
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM CHAIRMAN 

DOMENICI 
The Credit Reform Act of 1990 provided 

that the federal budget would record the cost 
of direct loans and guaranteed loans on a 
subsidy basis rather than a cash basis. The 
act defined the subsidy cost of a loan to 
equal the present discounted value of all 
loan disbursements, repayments, default 
costs, interest subsidies, and other payments 
associated with the loan, excluding federal 
administrative costs. Federal administrative 
costs of loan programs continued to be ac-
corded a cash-accounting treatment. Esti-
mates of proposals affecting student loans 
made from 1992 through early 1995 used the 
accounting rules established in the Credit 
Reform Act. 

The budget resolution for fiscal year 1996, 
adopted in June 1995, specified that the di-
rect administrative costs of direct student 
loans should be included in the subsidy esti-
mates of that program for purposes of Con-
gressional scorekeeping. Since June, for esti-
mating legislation under the 1996 budget res-
olution, the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) has used this alternative definition of 
subsidy costs. In addition, changes in eco-
nomic and technical estimating assumptions 
complicate the comparison of estimates 
made at different times. The following ques-
tions and answers explore the implications of 
the change in accounting for direct student 
loans. 

Question 1. The President proposed, and 
signed into law in 1993, the Federal Direct 
Student Loan Program to replace the guar-
anteed lending program. What was the time 
frame adopted for the phase-in of that pro-
gram when it was initially enacted and what 
savings estimated was provided by CBO? 

Answer. The President’s fiscal 1994 budget 
proposed expanding the direct student loan 
program from a pilot program (which was 
about 4 percent of loan volume) to a program 
that would provide 100 percent of all student 
loans by the 1997–1998 academic year. As part 
of the request, the President proposed to 
lower interest rates to borrowers as of July 
1997, substantially increase the annual 
capped entitlement levels for direct loan ad-
ministrative costs, and subsidize schools for 
loan origination. The budget proposed no 
changes in the guaranteed loan program ex-
cept to phase it out. CBO estimated that the 
proposal would save $4.3 billion over the 
1994–1998 period. These estimates were com-
pleted using the CBO February 1993 baseline 
economic and technical assumptions. The 
President’s proposal became the policy as-
sumed in that year’s budget resolution. 

The legislation passed by the Congress dif-
fered significantly from the policies assumed 
in the budget resolution. The bill met the re-
quirement to save $4.3 billion by limiting the 
volume in the direct lending program to 60 
percent of the total and substantially cut-
ting subsidies in the guaranteed loan pro-
gram. Specifically, direct loans were to rep-
resent 5 percent of total volume for aca-
demic year 1994–1995, 40 percent for 1995–1996, 
50 percent for 1996–1997 and 1997–1998, and 60 
percent for 1998–1999. The legislation also 
provided that the ceiling could be exceeded if 
demand required it. 

Question 2. In his FY 96 budget, the Presi-
dent proposed an acceleration of that plan so 
that all student loans would be provided di-
rectly from the government no later than 
July 1, 1997. What ‘‘additional’’ savings did 
CBO estimate for the accelerated phase-in 
under the Credit Reform Act? 

Answer. The President’s fiscal year 1996 
budget request included a proposal to expand 
the direct student loan program to cover 100 
percent of loan volume by July 1997. This 
proposed change was estimated to save $4.1 
billion from the CBO baseline over the 1996– 
2002 period. That baseline incorporated 
CBO’s February 1995 economic and technical 
assumptions and the direct loan phase-in 
schedule provided under current law. This 
baseline reflected the rules that are cur-
rently in law for estimating the cost of cred-
it programs. 

The 1996 budget resolution specified that 
the direct administrative costs of direct stu-
dent loans should be included in the subsidy 
estimates for that program for purposes of 
Congressional scorekeeping. This change 
conformed the treatment of the administra-
tive costs of direct student loans with that 
for guaranteed student loans. For purposes 
of Congressional budget scorekeeping, the 
change overrides the Credit Reform Act, 
which requires that the federal administra-
tive costs for direct loan programs be ac-
corded a cash-accounting treatment. 

For estimating legislation under the 1996 
budget resolution, CBO modified its baseline 
for direct student loans to include in the 
subsidy calculations the present value of di-
rect federal administrative costs, including 
the loans’ servicing costs. The change means 
that direct loans issued in a given year have 
their administrative costs calculated over 
the life of the loan portfolio, with adjust-
ments for the time value of the funds. There-
fore, the subsidy costs of any year’s direct 
loans will include the discounted future ad-
ministrative costs of servicing loans which 
may be in repayment (or collection) for as 

long as 25 to 30 years. The inclusion of these 
administrative costs in the subsidy calcula-
tions for direct loans increases the subsidy 
rates for these loans by about 7 percentage 
points. Consequently, the resolution baseline 
for student loans is higher than the current 
CBO baseline. Under the assumptions of the 
budget resolution baseline, the President’s 
100 percent direct lending proposal would 
save $115 million over the 1996–2002 period. 

Question 3. What would be the long term 
costs, under scoring rules in effect prior to 
the 1995 budget resolution, for the above pro-
posal? How would those savings be affected 
over the life of the loan? How would those 
costs be compared with the same volume of 
loans made under the guaranteed program? 

Answer. The response to the first part of 
this question is addressed in the previous an-
swer. Compared to the CBO baseline, the 
President’s 1996 budget proposal was esti-
mated to save $4.1 billion over the next seven 
years. In order to provide an estimate of a 
proposal to return to 100 percent guaranteed 
lending by July 1997 under either the CBO or 
the resolution baseline, we would need more 
detail than has been provided on how the 
program would be restructured. 

Question 4. Did the credit reform amend-
ment adopted as part of the budget resolu-
tion direct the Congressional Budget Office 
to exclude any costs for guaranteed loans? 

Answer. This year’s budget resolution ad-
dressed only the budgetary treatment of the 
administrative costs of direct student loans. 
By defining the direct administrative costs 
of direct loans and requiring these costs be 
calculated over the life of the loan portfolio, 
the resolution allowed for the costs of direct 
and guaranteed loans to be evaluated on a 
similar basis. Thus, all of the program costs 
for both programs are included in the resolu-
tion baseline and are accounted for in the 
same way, whether they are calculated on 
the basis of subsidy or cash-based account-
ing. 

Question 5. Are there any expenses of direct 
or guaranteed loans that are currently ex-
cluded from the government subsidy costs 
that would be more appropriately be in-
cluded in that subsidy? If so, what are they 
and why have they been excluded from the 
subsidy cost? For example, some have argued 
that the credit reform amendment did not 
include the administrative cost allowance 
which is paid to guarantee agencies. 

Answer. Indirect administrative costs— 
those not directly tied to loan servicing and 
collection—are included in the budget on a 
cash basis for both programs. Some have 
asked whether these costs would be more ap-
propriately included in the loan subsidy cal-
culations. Although it might be appropriate 
to include some or all of these costs in the 
subsidy calculation, as a practical matter it 
is not straightforward to determine which 
costs to account for in this manner. For the 
most part the costs of government oversight, 
regulation writing, Pell grant certification, 
and other similar expenditures are personnel 
costs of the Department of Education or con-
tracted services. In addition, many of the 
costs, such as program oversight, are not 
tied to a single loan portfolio but affect 
many portfolios and both programs. Allo-
cating these costs to specific portfolios and 
programs for specific fiscal years would be 
difficult. 

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1993 (OBRA–93) eliminated administrative 
cost allowance (ACA) payments to guaranty 
agencies. Until that time, the volume-based 
payments were always included in the sub-
sidy costs of guaranteed student loans. How-
ever, OBRA–93 gave the Secretary of Edu-
cation authority to make such payments out 
of the $2.5 billion capped entitlement fund 
for the direct loan program. Any expendi-
tures from this fund would be accounted for 
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on a cash basis. If the Secretary chose not to 
allocate any funds for this purpose, then 
there would be no payments to guaranty 
agencies. 

As part of its current services budget esti-
mates, the Department of Education an-
nounced plans to use funds available under 
the capped entitlement to pay administra-
tive cost allowances to guaranty agencies at 
one percent of new loan volume for the next 
five years. Both the CBO baseline and the 
budget resolution baseline include these 
planned administrative expenses on a cash 
basis under the capped entitlement account 
at the Department’s current services levels. 

It makes little budgetary difference wheth-
er these payments are computed on a cash or 
subsidy basis. Because the payments are 
made at the time of loan disbursement, their 
estimated costs on a cash basis or subsidy 
basis would be essentially the same. As a re-
sult, over the 1996–2002 period the cost of the 
student loan programs and the budget totals 
would be changed only marginally by ac-
counting for these payments on a subsidy 
basis. 

Question 6. What possible mechanisms exist 
to reclassify these costs as part of the Fed-
eral subsidy, to be scored on a present value 
basis? 

Answer. The guaranty agency cost allow-
ance could again be made an automatic gov-
ernment payment under the guaranteed stu-
dent loan law. Including the current cash- 
based indirect administrative expenses for 
both the direct and guaranteed loans in the 
subsidy estimates would require amending 
the Credit Reform Act, but it would be dif-
ficult to estimate a wide range of Federal 
personnel-related expenses over a 25- to 30- 
year period. Determining whether some 
types of expenditures that are now ac-
counted for on a cash basis should be in-
cluded in the subsidy calculation would re-
quire a more thorough review of the current 
expenditures of the Department of Education 
than has been conducted to date. 

Question 7. Does the credit reform rule 
adopted as part of the budget resolution pro-
vide the proper framework to fairly assess 
all direct Federal expenses of guaranteed and 
direct loans? 

Answer. In general, the Credit Reform Act 
amendment allows direct comparisons be-
tween the costs of the guaranteed and direct 
loan programs. 

Question 8. Some have claimed that savings 
associated with the Goodling proposal to re-
peal direct lending were a result of excluding 
administrative costs of guaranteed loans. 
What is the primary reason for the $1.5 bil-
lion in savings associated with the Goodling 
proposal under the new scoring rule? 

Answer. On July 26, 1995, CBO prepared an 
estimate of the original Goodling proposal. 
The proposal had three components: (1) 
eliminate the authority for new direct stu-
dent and parent loans effective in academic 
year 1996–1997; (2) change the annual and cu-
mulative budget authority levels under Sec-
tion 458 to reflect the elimination of indirect 
administrative cost anticipated for new di-
rect loans and the termination of payments 
of Section 458 funds to guarantee agencies 
and limit the funds to $24 million annually; 
and (3) reestablish an administrative cost al-
lowance (ACA) for guarantee agencies at 0.85 
percent of new loan volume or 0.08 percent of 
outstanding volume, with an annual limita-
tion on ACA subsidies of $200 million. As-
suming an enactment date of October 1995, 
the proposals would reduce outlays for stu-
dent loans by $227 million for fiscal year 1996 
and by $1.5 billion over the 1996–2002 period. 

Relative to the budget resolution baseline, 
shifting loan volume to guaranteed loans 
would save $855 million over the 1996–2002 pe-
riod. Administrative expenditures would be 

reduced by $1.97 billion over the next seven 
years by lowering the cap. Of this amount, 
$824 million reflects the elimination of the 
discretionary guaranty agency payments, 
and the remainder reflects the elimination of 
the indirect costs for the phased-out direct 
loan program. Reestablishing the ACA for a 
100 percent guaranteed loan program would 
cost $1.3 billion over seven years. 

Although the Goodling proposal would 
have eliminated most of the funds to oversee 
the phased-out direct loan program by reduc-
ing the capped entitlement level for these 
funds, it did not address the level of appro-
priated funds that would be necessary to 
oversee the larger guaranteed loan program. 

Question 9. Did the Goodling proposal to 
eliminate the direct loan program and make 
changes to the guaranteed program you were 
asked to score, address all Federal adminis-
trative costs of direct and guaranteed loans? 
When you applied the new scoring rule, were 
you able to properly categorize those ex-
penses to provide a completely fair calcula-
tion of the cost differential? 

Answer. All of the cost analyses of the 
Goodling proposal for both the direct and 
guaranteed loan programs were completed 
using the same budgetary treatment for both 
programs. The Goodling proposal, however, 
did not address the level of discretionary ap-
propriations necessary to oversee the larger 
guaranteed loan program. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
response from CBO confirmed, in my 
mind, that our intent to conform the 
direct loan scoring of administrative 
expenses to the guaranteed loan scor-
ing of administrative expenses was ful-
filled. In addition, the CBO letter noted 
that we made no changes to the meth-
od by which guaranteed loans are 
scored. This too was our intent. 

Mr. SIMON. I appreciate the Chair-
man’s willingness to look more closely 
at this issue. I understand and respect 
his intent in supporting last year’s 
budget scoring change. I moved to 
strike that language, during debate on 
the budget resolution last year, both 
because I questioned the change, and 
because other budget scoring issues 
were not addressed at the same time. 
My concern then, and now, is that the 
scoring change may have gone over-
board, either in how it was written or 
how it has been implemented. 

The Chairman has moved swiftly in 
responding to my request at mark-up 
last week, and already a meeting has 
occurred among staff from the Com-
mittee, CBO, the Office of Management 
and Budget, and the Education Depart-
ment. I ask my colleague what his 
sense of that meeting is, and where we 
go from here. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The meeting cer-
tainly confirmed that there have been 
conflicting interpretations of the lan-
guage that was included in the fiscal 
year 1996 budget resolution. CBO in-
sists that it has only added costs to the 
subsidy estimates of direct lending 
that were already implicitly or explic-
itly included on a net present value 
basis for the guarantee program. This 
was our intent. But according to the 
manner in which the Education De-
partment has interpreted the language, 
they insist that CBO has added costs 
that are analogous to costs in the guar-

antee program which are not being in-
cluded in the subsidy estimates of the 
guaranteed program. I hope that the 
Department of Education will share 
their specific concerns with CBO and 
that CBO will share the necessary in-
formation with the Department of Edu-
cation so as to put their concerns to 
rest. 

Mr. SIMON. I agree with my col-
league. CBO and the Education Depart-
ment need to share data on this issue 
in order to answer this question. The 
meeting on Tuesday was a very good 
first step. 

Mr. DOMENICI. With regard to the 
intent of last year’s scoring change, I 
wonder if my colleague would agree 
that prior to that change, there was a 
discrepancy in the Credit Reform Act 
with respect to how administrative 
costs are counted, which tends to make 
direct loans appear less costly? 

Mr. SIMON. I would respond that 
there are a number of imperfections in 
the budget scoring of student loans, 
and that the chairman’s point about 
administrative costs is one of them. 
But on the whole, I believe the imper-
fections create a bias in favor of the 
government-guarantee program. That 
is why I objected last year to address-
ing only the issue of administrative 
costs, without considering other issues. 
I explained some of these issues in a 
letter to the chairman last week, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 6, 1996. 

Hon. PETE DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Senate Budget Committee, 621 Dirk-

sen Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As a member of the 
Committee, I am writing to ask that in the 
fiscal year 1997 budget resolution, you delete 
the provision that was added to last year’s 
resolution relating to the scoring of student 
loans. I explain below—with an example from 
your home state—why this narrow ‘‘fix’’ is 
not appropriate. If you allow the one-sided 
scoring to stand, I would urge you to at least 
apply the language to FFEL as well as the 
direct loan program. 

It is not appropriate to bend scorekeeping 
rules just to accomplish a narrow policy ob-
jective. If scoring practices are changed, all 
appropriate issues should be addressed, and 
the corrections should be both balanced and 
comprehensive. This is particularly impor-
tant with loan programs, where interest rate 
projections, the choice of discount rates, 
varying tax benefits, and default expecta-
tions all play an important role. As Law-
rence Lindsey, a Republican member of the 
Federal Reserve Board, pointed out last year 
in a letter to Sen. Abraham: 

‘‘Making the [scoring] change the industry 
proposes without looking at other changes 
which might be necessary is problematic. 
For example, the use of the ten year treas-
ury rate for estimating purposes when pro-
gram costs are based on short term rates cre-
ates obvious inconsistencies. Further, the 
$2.3 billion in revenue loss that occurs 
through the use of tax exempt student loan 
bonds is not taken into account in esti-
mating program costs.’’ 
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As Governor Lindsey pointed out, there are 

numerous problems with the way that stu-
dent loan costs are scored by CBO (and in 
many cases by OMB). Let me discuss a few of 
them. 

1. Current scorekeeping practices do not 
consider default problems that plague FFEL 
but are absent from direct loan program. 

Three design flaws in FFEL contribute to 
default costs paid by taxpayers. The direct 
loan program does not have these flaws. 
However, CBO and OMB still assume that de-
faults in the two programs will be identical. 
This makes no sense. 

First, GAO has pointed out that perverse 
financial incentives contribute to defaults in 
FFEL. The auditors have pointed out that 
‘‘guaranty agencies have more financial in-
centive to expend resources collecting on de-
faulted loans than working with borrowers 
to prevent defaults because they can earn ad-
ditional revenue from default collections.’’ 
On the other hand, because direct lending 
uses private sector contractors to collect on 
loans, competitive pressures keep them fo-
cused on the task of collecting payments. 
Since defaulted loans are moved to other 
servicers or collection procedures, direct 
loan contractors have no incentive to allow 
defaults. 

Second, the enormous complexity of the 
guarantee system causes borrower confusion 
and, according to the most recent IG/GAO fi-
nancial audit (February 1996), ‘‘hampers the 
Department’s ability to obtain reliable stu-
dent loan data.’’ This audit declares that 
‘‘[o]ne of the most significant problems is 
that the Department’s student loan informa-
tion system contains data that is not timely 
or accurate, thereby limiting its use for com-
pliance and evaluation purposes.’’ The num-
ber of lawsuits challenging default rate de-
terminations is testament to this problem. 

Third, and perhaps most dangerous, are the 
conflicts of interest that plague FFEL. Both 
the U.S. General Accounting Office and the 
Inspector General have pointed out how 
guaranty agencies risk taxpayer funds when 
they, or their officials, also have financial 
ties to lenders, secondary markets, or loan 
servicers. Indeed, the collapse of HEAF, 
which cost taxpayers an estimated $280 mil-
lion according to GAO, was related to a con-
flict-of-interest problem. In its March 1993, 
report, the IG described an ‘‘egregious’’ ex-
ample in which one agency, accused of not 
following due diligence requirements, asked 
the Department of Education to waive a $1 
million fine ‘‘because it would ruin its affili-
ated secondary market.’’ The report points 
out that: 

‘‘The guaranty agency’s appeal was clearly 
designed to protect the financial condition of 
its affiliated secondary market. It also dem-
onstrates how the financial health of an af-
filiate may influence the decision-making of 
the guaranty agency. 

‘‘The conflict was even more apparent in 
June 1990, when the same guaranty agency 
completed a lender review of its affiliated 
secondary market and reported numerous 
areas of noncompliance, including due dili-
gence violations. However, the guaranty 
agency neither required the appropriate re-
payments resulting from the violations nor 
took action to ensure future corrective ac-
tion. The guaranty agency’s actions were 
even more egregious because it had con-
tracted with the secondary market to review 
the secondary market’s own claims and de-
termine whether the guaranty agency should 
pay them. 

‘‘About eight months later, in February 
1991, OSFA [ED’s Office of Student Financial 
Assistance] conducted a review of the same 
secondary market. OSFA found that the 
guaranty agency’s prior review had not been 
appropriately resolved, and compelled the 

secondary market to formally address the 
findings. Only after OSFA’s intervention did 
the guaranty agency assess liability of over 
$1.1 million against its affiliate. In our opin-
ion, the guaranty agency’s reluctance to en-
force the Federal regulations clearly dem-
onstrates that the interests of the taxpayers 
and those of its affiliate were in direct con-
flict.’’ 

In the report, the IG did not identify the 
agencies by name. But you will be interested 
in knowing that the above example was the 
New Mexico agency, according to IG staff. 
These types of costly conflicts of interest do 
not exist in the direct loan program, accord-
ing to testimony by the acting IG before the 
Senate Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee on March 30, 1995. 

Despite all of the design flaws of FFEL 
that contribute to defaults, and the sim-
plicity and appropriate competitive pres-
sures in the direct loan program, CBO and 
OMB still assume that defaults will be the 
same in both programs. Given the evidence, 
this practice clearly should be reviewed. 

2. Budget scoring does not consider signifi-
cant tax losses attributable to FFEL. 

Your staff’s analysis of President Clinton’s 
1997 budget criticizes OMB’s scoring of direct 
versus guaranteed loans, and declares that 
FFEL and direct loan ‘‘program costs are 
virtually identical. . .[but] capital for guar-
anteed loans comes from private sector lend-
ers.’’ This latter statement ignores the fact 
that (1) the capital is essentially co-signed 
by federal taxpayers, (2) the largest student 
loan secondary market, Sallie Mae, is a gov-
ernment-sponsored enterprise, and (3) most 
of the other secondary markets are state 
government and non-profit entities that are 
financed using state-sanctioned bonds that 
are exempt from federal income taxes. 

The tax losses from these bonds— 
estimatedby the Joint Tax Committee at $2.3 
billion over five years—are not included in 
the budget analysis of direct versus guaran-
teed loans. 

These government and ‘‘non-profit’’ sec-
ondary markets and loan servicing entities 
also reduce federal income by not paying in-
come taxes on activities that would other-
wise be subject to corporate income taxes. 
Thousands of state government and ‘‘non- 
profit’’ employees work for banks and sec-
ondary markets collecting payments on 
loans. The ‘‘profits’’ from these activities are 
not taxed, giving these agencies an unfair 
advantage over risk-taking entrepreneurs 
and robbing the federal government of rev-
enue. In the direct loan program, these ac-
tivities are undertaken by private sector, 
tax-paying contractors. Again, the budget 
analysis ignores these millions of dollars of 
tax losses. 

3. Budget scorekeeping conventions protect 
banks from interest variations and artifi-
cially reduce costs in FFEL, while inflating 
direct loan costs. 

Through their entitlement to a ‘‘special al-
lowance payment,’’ lenders are protected by 
the federal government from short-term in-
terest fluctuations. Banks and secondary 
markets, therefore, can and do fund their 
student loans through low-interest, short- 
term securities. In this situation, the stand-
ard accounting practice would be to assume 
that the government’s cost of funds is also 
based on short-term securities. Indeed, that 
is the deal that Sallie Mae got when the 
United States lent hundreds of millions of 
dollars to the company; even though they 
were 15-year loans, the interest rate was 
pegged to three-month Treasury bills (and 
was reset weekly). However, CBO and OMB 
assume that the government’s cost of funds 
is a higher, long-term rate. This practice un-
fairly disadvantages the direct loan program 
compared to FFEL. 

4. Excess payments to banks should be 
counted. With its forty-odd guaranty agen-
cies and thousands of banks, the criss-
crossing invoices and subsidies make the 
guarantee program nearly impossible to 
audit. GAO has found that some banks ben-
efit from this complexity by failing to pass 
along student origination fees that are due 
the government. These types of costs should 
be included in the cost calculation for FFEL. 
Unfortunately, the guaranty agencies have 
prevented a real analysis of the costs of the 
guarantee program by refusing to provide 
the Department with data for a random sam-
ple of borrower records. This type of insubor-
dination should not be tolerated. 

These and other important budget scoring 
issues cannot be addressed by adding a few 
words to the budget resolution. That is why 
I am asking that you delete last year’s 
change. If you will not delete it, then I urge 
you to at least fix it so that it is not one- 
sided. (This can be accomplished by simply 
applying the ‘‘direct expenses’’ portion of 
section 207 of the FY96 budget resolution to 
guaranteed loans made under FFEL). 

Thank you for your attention to the mat-
ter. If you need any clarification of the 
issues that I have raised, please contact me 
or Bob Shireman on my staff. 

Cordially, 
PAUL SIMON, 

U.S. Senator. 
Mr. SIMON. I wonder whether the 

Senator from New Mexico has had an 
opportunity to review the letter? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have had the oppor-
tunity to look at the details in the let-
ter, and I would agree with my friend 
from Illinois that the concerns he 
raises go beyond the scope of what I in-
tended to be addressed by the budget 
resolution language last year, namely, 
the conforming the treatment of ad-
ministrative expenses of direct student 
loans to that of guaranteed student 
loans. 

I wonder if my colleague would agree 
that, notwithstanding the problems he 
has discussed, the Credit Reform Act 
improved the way that Congress looks 
at government loan programs? 

Mr. SIMON. I would agree. We are en-
gaged here in fine-tuning an important 
budget reform, not criticizing it. I 
thank my colleague for providing that 
perspective, and for his willingness to 
look at these issues. 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL 
PROGRAM 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
the distinguished Chairman, Mr. 
DOMINICI, to clarify an item in the 
budget resolution regarding the Nat-
ural Resources and Environment budg-
et outline. 

The third point under discretionary 
assumptions states that the chairman’s 
mark assumes the elimination of the 
discretionary funding of the Colorado 
Salinity Control Program and not the 
termination of the program. 

The Colorado River Basin Salinity 
Control Program is a very important 
water quality program for the seven 
basin States, including my own State 
of Utah and the chairman’s great State 
of New Mexico. Elements of the pro-
gram are found in the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, and the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior, Bureau of Rec-
lamation, and Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:11 Jun 21, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S17MY6.REC S17MY6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5263 May 17, 1996 
Am I to understand that the word 

‘‘elimination’’ refers only to the discre-
tionary funding, since the program is 
now funded on the mandatory side of 
the budget? 

Mr. DOMENICI. the Senator is cor-
rect. Under the new farm bill legisla-
tion signed into law earlier this year, 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 
Colorado Salinity Control Program was 
folded into the new EQIP program 
which is a mandatory program. The 
1996 farm bill authorizes the Secretary 
to use funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to carry out the Colorado 
River Salinity Control Program. 

It is not the intention of the Budget 
Committee to eliminate the Colorado 
Salinity Control Program elements 
conducted by the U.S. Department of 
the Interior nor the newly authorized 
authority found in the farm bill and in 
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Con-
trol Act. The mark is intended to state 
a Budget Committee assumption that 
there will not be discretionary funding 
as provided for prior to the passage of 
the 1996 farm bill. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the chairman 
for helping to clarify this item. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 
1997, the Republican budget. In this 
proposal, the Senate has before it a 
blueprint for balancing the budget and 
reducing the National debt. Mr. Presi-
dent, a budget is more than a set of 
numbers. It is an outline of priorities 
and policy decisions. What a refreshing 
contrast this budget resolution is to 
the budgets submitted by the Presi-
dent. It illustrates the difference in 
philosophy between those who wish to 
put Government first and those of us 
who believe in ‘‘We the People.’’ 

In his last State of the Union ad-
dress, President Clinton declared the 
era of big government is over. While 
this was appealing political rhetoric, 
his budget actions do not support his 
words. The Clinton budgets imple-
mented the largest tax increase in his-
tory, imposed the highest Federal tax 
burden ever, continued deficit spend-
ing, added to the national debt, sub-
stantially increased nondefense Gov-
ernment spending, and dangerously re-
duced funding for our national defense. 

Mr. President, in contrast, the Re-
publican budget proposal will elimi-
nate the Federal budget deficit by fis-
cal year 2002. It does so by slowing the 
growth rate of Federal spending. The 
budget resolution cuts how much 
money Washington spends on itself by 
trimming nondefense discretionary 
spending and holding defense spending 
at current levels. The resolution slows 
the rate of increase of spending for en-
titlement programs. The budget con-
templates reforms in Medicaid and wel-
fare. It implements changes which will 
maintain the solvency of the Medicare 
trust fund. Finally, after these reforms 
are enacted, the budget makes room 
for tax relief for America’s working 
families. As a result of these actions, 
the Federal deficit will be eliminated 
and net interest obligations will be re-
duced. 

Mr. President, I support the overall 
direction of the proposed Senate budg-
et resolution. I commend the chairman 
and members of the Senate Budget 
Committee for their efforts in bringing 
a resolution to the floor which controls 
entitlement spending, restrains the 
growth of Government, and eliminates 
annual deficits. 

Mr. President, we live in the greatest 
Nation on Earth. It provides Americans 
more freedom, more justice, more op-
portunity, and more hope than any Na-
tion has ever provided any people in 
the history of the world. However, this 
great country of ours will be in jeop-
ardy unless we do at least two things. 
First, we must provide an adequate de-
fense to protect ourselves against the 
enemies who would destroy democracy 
and freedom. Second, we must put our 
fiscal house in order. 

Mr. President, regarding national de-
fense, the President’s budget proposes 
more reductions in defense spending. 
The Clinton budget fails to provide the 
resources necessary for readiness, mod-
ernization, or force structure. In short, 
the administration’s defense spending 
plan buys an older, smaller, and less 
prepared defense force. In contrast, the 
funding for defense in the Republican 
budget allows the Armed Services 
Committee the opportunity to meet 
current readiness requirements, pro-
vide for improvements in the quality of 
life of military personnel and their 
families, and balance future needs of 
the military services for moderniza-
tion. I commend Senator DOMENICI and 
the Members on both sides of the aisle 
for their support and commitment for a 
strong national defense. 

Another part of our national defense 
requirement is to provide for those vet-
erans who have served our country. 
Those who have fulfilled their obliga-
tion of citizenship must not be de-
serted. Mr. President, the treatment by 
the President’s budget of veterans’ pro-
grams illustrates some of the gim-
mickry used to present the appearance 
of a balanced budget. Recently the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs held a 
hearing on the President’s fiscal year 
1997 budget proposal for veterans pro-
grams, which contemplates steep re-
ductions in veterans funding, particu-
larly for medical care. I was concerned 
to hear the Secretary testify at that 
hearing that there was no policy be-
hind the budget request. He went on to 
state that the President assured him 
that all of our outyear numbers were 
negotiable and would probably in-
crease. 

Mr. President, I am sure the Sec-
retary is optimistic regarding his abil-
ity to persuade the President. However, 
it strains the integrity of the balanced 
budget effort, which the President 
claims to support, when the adminis-
tration discards its own budget before 
it is even submitted to the Congress. 

I am satisfied that the Republican 
budget protects veterans benefits and 
health care. It increases spending au-
thority overall, and provides modest 
increases for VA medical care. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
is a good step in putting our fiscal 

house in order. It provides for re-
strained growth in overall Government 
spending. Because spending grows at a 
lower rate than projected revenue in-
creases, the deficit will be reduced each 
year, and will be finally eliminated in 
fiscal year 2002. 

This budget resolution provides for 
real deficit reduction without raising 
taxes. American families and busi-
nesses have carried a heavy tax burden 
to support the appetite of the Federal 
Government. Under present tax poli-
cies, Mr. President, capital investment 
is punished, earnings of senior citizens 
are penalized, consumption is favored 
over savings, and America’s families 
keep less and less of their earnings. 
This resolution says ‘‘No.’’—I repeat, 
‘‘No.’’—to balancing the budget by ad-
ditional taxes. 

Mr. President, the Republican budget 
proposal provides a clear alternative to 
the tax burden imposed under Clinton 
budgets. That burden included a $268 
billion tax increase, with some provi-
sions being retroactive. It increased 
the top tax rate, particularly hurting 
small businesses, increased tax rates 
on Social Security benefits, and in-
creased the gas tax, affecting all Amer-
icans. President Clinton later admitted 
that he had made a mistake—that he 
raised taxes too much. 

Mr. President, I remind my col-
leagues that this Congress attempted 
to correct that mistake by passing a 
number of tax relief measures. These 
included a child tax credit for working 
families, expansion of individual retire-
ment accounts, capital gains relief, an 
adoption tax credit, phaseout of the 
marriage penalty, and an interest de-
duction for student loans. However, 
these were all vetoed by—I repeat— 
they were all vetoed by the President. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
gives us another opportunity to pro-
vide tax relief to working families. Our 
tax system is not only an economic 
burden, but also an administrative 
nightmare. The aggravation level of 
the taxpayers of this country continues 
to rise. After bringing our budget into 
balance, we must work toward a fair 
and simplified tax structure. 

Mr. President, the framers of our 
Constitution clearly established the 
priorities of our national government. 
While we have adapted to meet current 
needs and circumstances, the under-
lying principles remain constant—to 
provide for our common defense, estab-
lish justice, and promote the general 
welfare. While this budget resolution is 
not perfect, it puts us on a course to 
reap the promises of this Nation—lib-
erty for ourselves and our posterity. As 
Thomas Jefferson once said, ‘‘And to 
preserve their independence, we must 
not let our rulers load us with per-
petual debt. We must make our elec-
tion between economy and liberty, or 
profusion and servitude.’’ Mr. Presi-
dent, the 
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choice for us is clear—let us choose 
economy and liberty. I thank the Chair 
and yield the floor. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, we are in 
the second year of a Republican-con-
trolled U.S. Congress. This is the sec-
ond year that an actual, real, balanced 
budget resolution is before the Senate 
for consideration. I suggest, in all hum-
bleness, that is not a coincidence. Dur-
ing the years of the first 2 years of the 
Clinton Presidency when the other 
party controlled both the House, Sen-
ate and White House, all three 
branches, all three areas of the Govern-
ment, not one balanced budget came to 
the attention of the Congress. 

There should be no misunderstanding 
in the minds of the American people 
who watch and listen to this debate. 
Congress only began to consider bal-
ancing the budget after the elections of 
1994. That is the truth. That alone is a 
significant accomplishment in a city 
addicted to reckless spending. 

It is not enough. Good intentions 
alone are not going to balance the Fed-
eral Government’s books. This country 
is $5 trillion in debt. That is with a 
‘‘t,’’ Mr. President. Right now we are in 
the midst of the NBA playoffs, so let 
me give an analogy. Here is an idea of 
what $5 trillion really is. Shaquille 
O’Neal, the basketball player who 
plays for Orlando Magic, earns $30 mil-
lion each year. That is a lot of money 
playing basketball. He would have to 
play 166,000 seasons to earn $5 trillion. 
That is our current national debt. He 
makes $30 million a year. It is almost 
unbelievable for anyone to even be able 
to fathom how much $5 trillion really 
is. 

This is what we are passing on to our 
children if we do not really do the job 
that we are elected to do, which is to 
balance this budget. If you break that 
down to more detail, every man, 
woman and child in America, every 
baby born as I am now standing on the 
Senate floor for these few minutes, will 
be born $20,000 in debt. That is what we 
are doing to our children. 

I think we have a moral obligation, if 
not a financial obligation, to solve this 
problem. It is not a Republican prob-
lem. It is not a Democratic problem. It 
is not a congressional problem. It is 
not a Presidential problem. It is an 
American problem that goes right to 
the heart and soul of this Nation. If we 
fail to get this job done, we will lose 
this Nation. 

That is what this is all about. Bal-
ancing the budget is about doing what 
we know is the right thing to do, de-
spite the political consequences. Every 
man, woman, and child out there, 
every voter, every young person, they 
know the consequences if this country 
continues to drive this debt and allow 
the interest and the entitlement pro-
grams to consume our budget so there 
is nothing left for anything else. We 
have a rare opportunity to work in a 
bipartisan manner to have this budget 
signed into law. 

Why do I say that? This is an election 
year. Everybody says the place will go 

to pot and we will not get anything 
done. Let me use the President’s own 
words. The President said, ‘‘The era of 
big government is over.’’ We should 
take him at his word. This budget ends 
that era, balances the budget, gets us 
on the track of downsizing again, mak-
ing the Federal Government respon-
sible for what it is supposed to be re-
sponsible for and not responsible for 
the things it is intruding into. 

The President also has stated he be-
lieves he raised taxes too much in 1993. 
All right, this budget repeals the Clin-
ton gas tax and it repeals $123 billion of 
the President’s $250 billion tax in-
crease. The President stated he sup-
ports a tax credit for families with 
children. All right, this budget pro-
vides a $500 per child tax credit for 
families struggling to make ends meet 
for each of their children. The Presi-
dent has said, ‘‘Let’s end welfare as we 
know it.’’ All right, this budget re-
forms welfare, sends the power out of 
Washington and back to the States 
where it belongs. There is common 
ground. If the President means what he 
says, pick up the pen, Mr. President. 
Do not veto the bill; sign it. Sign it and 
go out to the American people, face the 
electorate, all of us, and say, ‘‘We got 
it done. We balanced the budget.’’ If 
the President gets credit for that, so be 
it; if we get credit for it, so be it. But 
get it done. 

The balanced budget before the Sen-
ate is a bold, I grant you it is a bold 
document, but it is a reasonable policy 
document. It meets the President’s 
stated intentions. It meets our inten-
tions. It balances the budget in 6 years, 
provides tax relief for working fami-
lies, and reforms our broken welfare 
system. It is a blueprint that will guide 
us as we remove power from Wash-
ington, reduce the red ink and rebuild 
America. 

Every Senator in this Chamber 
knows, Mr. President, there is an im-
portant election night right around the 
corner on November 5. I think it is im-
portant we look past that election, 
look right on past it, and instead of 
looking to the next election, look to 
the next generation for a change. 

Our children and our grandchildren 
deserve to inherit a nation as great as 
the one we grew up in. They have a 
right to live and learn in a country 
that balances its books and pays its 
debts like you have to do in your fam-
ily and in your business. There is only 
so much credit you can get and then 
you go under. It is called chapter 11. 
That will happen to us if we do not stop 
it. 

Children cannot vote. But if they 
could, I think it is pretty safe to say 
they would support the balanced budg-
et before the Senate today, because we 
are passing the debt on to them. It is 
they who will have to pay for it, not us. 
I urge my colleagues, in closing, Mr. 
President, forget about November. Cast 
a vote for the future of your children 
and your grandchildren. I yield the 
floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4007 
(Purpose: Creates a 60-vote point of order 

against legislation diverting savings 
achieved through Medicare waste, fraud, 
and abuse enforcement activities for pur-
poses other than improving the solvency of 
the Medicare Federal hospital insurance 
trust fund.) 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], 

for himself and Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4007. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON CONSIDERATION OF 

RECONCILIATION LEGISLATION 
THAT DIVERTS SAVINGS ACHIEVED 
THROUGH MEDICARE WASTE, 
FRAUD AND ABUSE ENFORCEMENT 
ACTIVITIES FOR PURPOSES OTHER 
THAN IMPROVING THE SOLVENCY 
OF THE MEDICARE FEDERAL HOS-
PITAL INSURANCE TRUST FUND. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any rec-
onciliation bill, conference report on a rec-
onciliation bill, or any other legislation that 
would use savings achieved through medi-
care waste, fraud, and abuse enforcement ac-
tivities as offsets for purposes other than im-
proving the solvency of the Medicare Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund. 

(b) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate by a 3⁄5ths major-
ity vote of the Members duly chosen and 
sworn, or by the unanimous consent of the 
Senate. 

(c) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to this 
section shall be limited to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided between and controlled by, 
the appellant and the manager of the bill or 
conference report, as the case may be. An af-
firmative 3⁄5ths vote of the Members duly 
chosen and sworn or unanimous consent of 
the Senate shall be required in the Senate to 
sustain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair 
on a point of order raised under this provi-
sion. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, in def-
erence to time and to my colleague 
from Ohio, who has generously allowed 
me to offer this amendment prior to 
his remarks on our esteemed friend, 
Admiral Boorda, I offer this amend-
ment with the intention of just briefly 
referencing it at this point and then 
asking unanimous consent that it be 
set aside. 

This amendment, Mr. President, has 
as its objective to assure that any sav-
ings that are achieved by the new ef-
fort that we are going to make on 
waste and fraud within the Medicare 
Program ends up benefiting the Medi-
care Program and, specifically, the 
Medicare trust fund. 

We are all aware of the concern that 
we have had that the Medicare trust 
fund was becoming financially vulner-
able. In fact, that concern has been ex-
acerbated by some recent information 
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that the trust fund is weaker than we 
had thought a year ago. This would as-
sist in strengthening the trust fund by 
assuring that any proceeds derived 
from our assault against Medicare 
fraud and abuse, which have the result 
of depleting the trust fund without pro-
viding meaningful medical services to 
older Americans, then any funds that 
are recovered as a result of this war on 
Medicare fraud will go back into the 
trust fund and, therefore, strengthen it 
for this and future generations of older 
Americans. 

Mr. President, I look forward to dis-
cussing this matter in greater detail at 
another time. At this time, I ask unan-
imous consent that this amendment be 
temporarily laid aside. 

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

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank my colleague 
from Ohio and commend him for his 
thoughtfulness on his upcoming re-
marks regarding Admiral Boorda. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 10 min-
utes as in morning business. 

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

f 

TRIBUTE TO ADM. MIKE BOORDA 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, to say 
that a shockwave went across Capitol 
Hill yesterday when we heard about 
Mike Boorda’s death would be an un-
derstatement. For those of us who 
knew him and worked with him very 
closely, it was not only a shock, it was 
an extreme shock. We thought of him 
as one of the most pleasant, smiling, 
outgoing, friendly persons that you 
ever dealt with across the river in the 
Pentagon, or anybody you ever dealt 
with on Capitol Hill as far as that mat-
ter goes. So we were all saddened to 
learn of his tragic death. He was a fine 
naval officer, who was doing a great 
job. 

We talk a lot about the American 
dream in this country, what it can 
mean, and how you can advance in this 
country. Mike Boorda actually lived it. 
He literally lived it. He was a high 
school dropout, who went in the Navy 
as a seaman second class. That is as 
low as you get when you enter at the 
bottom rung of the ladder. Over the 
years, he had such outstanding service 
that he became an officer. He was the 
very first person to go from the lowest 
rank in the Navy to the highest rank in 
the Navy, to his everlasting credit. 

I do not think there is anybody 
across the river that was more re-
spected by the Members of Congress 
than Admiral Boorda. I worked with 
Mike for a number of years. I first got 
to know him, when I was chairman of 
the Personnel Subcommittee on Armed 
Services and he was the head of naval 
personnel. We dealt back and forth on 
personnel matters almost on a daily 
basis. 

If I ever knew anybody who I would 
term as a ‘‘people person,’’ it was Mike 
Boorda. He was so concerned with peo-

ple that he would personally follow-up 
calls, not only individual cases, but 
about all the policies that were estab-
lished that dealt with people. Those 
were his biggest concerns in those 
days, and they continued to be some of 
his biggest concerns after he became 
CNO, Chief of Naval Operations. 

We worked together, and he was con-
cerned about such things as the pro-
motion process, health matters, early- 
out legislation for people leaving the 
service, and pay and allowances for 
those staying in. The words he always 
would use repeatedly are, ‘‘Well, are we 
treating these people fairly? Is this 
fair?’’ That was a hallmark with him— 
to see that everybody in the Navy was 
treated fairly. I guess his enlisted 
background is what added to that con-
cern about a sense of fairness, extend-
ing clear from the top to the bottom in 
the United States Navy. 

Less than a year ago, I flew with 
Mike down to Norfolk to commission 
the U.S.S. Toledo, one of our latest sub-
marines. I remember walking with 
him, as he returned salutes to officers 
and enlisted personnel, and him sud-
denly saying, ‘‘Come with me’’. He 
broke ranks with the group and went 
over to where some sailors were stand-
ing to shake their hands. They were 
shocked that the CNO, with me in tow, 
would go out of his way to shake their 
hands. I cannot forget their smiles and 
I know they appreciated it very much. 

I think he did that because he had 
been there. He knew what it meant to 
them. He knew what it was like to 
grow up in the Navy. The Navy was 
more than a career to Mike Boorda, it 
was his home. 

Not many weeks ago, he asked me to 
come over and have breakfast—as he 
did with Senators and Members of Con-
gress from time to time—to talk about 
matters pertaining to the Navy. It was 
the two of us, each with a staff person. 
We talked a little about Navy hardware 
and what they planned to procure for 
the future. But we spent most of our 
time talking about people. He was ex-
tremely concerned about the lasting ef-
fects of the Tailhook scandal, the prob-
lems at the Naval Academy, the chal-
lenges of placing women in combat 
roles aboard ships, and living condi-
tions of his sailors and their families. 

Mike Boorda was always concerned 
about life in the military, and life in 
the Navy, in particular, especially for 
those who are required to be aboard 
ship and go out for extended deploy-
ments. He was concerned not only 
about the sailor, but also about the 
family at home—the wife, the children, 
who are left behind during those long 
deployments. I still do not think most 
people in this country realize the rig-
ors of military service and give proper 
respect and consideration and apprecia-
tion for those in the military. That is 
particularly true in the Navy, because 
when we see a carrier abroad in the 
Adriatic, or a Navy ship deployed 
where there is a problem somewhere in 
the world, we should remember that 

the people manning that ship are peo-
ple out away from their families, away 
from home. Those are the things that 
concerned Mike Boorda more than any-
thing else—being fair and treating his 
people fairly. 

I rarely have seen anyone so dedi-
cated to the welfare of the enlisted per-
sonnel of whatever service. It was the 
enlisted people of the Navy that looked 
to him for their representation, and he 
gave it heartily because he believed in 
it. He was an inspiration to everyone 
who served because he was one of them. 
I think he still looked at himself as an 
enlisted sailor in the ranks. I think he 
had a problem seeing himself elevated 
above everyone else as the Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

His concerns should not be forgotten. 
Those of us here will do everything to 
make sure they are not. We will try to 
represent his best wishes as he had ex-
pressed them through the years and 
make certain that all of his concerns 
for the people of the Navy are taken 
care of. 

I think there might be a little lesson 
here for all of us to learn from this 
tragedy. Things that seem important 
at the moment may, in the long term, 
prove to be of far less importance than 
the big things that we do in life. 

Whatever the cause of his death may 
have been, his memory in the Navy will 
be one of a person who was concerned 
about the people of the Navy, his loy-
alty to those people, and his desire to 
make sure that they were properly rep-
resented. That was his mission. Mike 
was a people person. Most of all, he was 
a good friend. 

Annie and I wish to express our deep-
est sympathy to Betty and his family. 
Our hearts go out to them and our 
thoughts and prayers are with them. 
We will all miss him. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask that the time be equally 
charged against both sides. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. 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 

U.S. NAVY ADM. JEREMY M. 
BOORDA 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt once wrote, 
‘‘Death is always and under all cir-
cumstances a tragedy, for if it is not, 
then it meant that life itself has be-
come one.’’ 

The death of Adm. Jeremy M. 
‘‘Mike’’ Boorda was particularly tragic. 
But it is important that the tragedy of 
his death not overshadow the inspiring 
accomplishments of his life. 

Mike Boorda began serving his coun-
try at the age of 16, when he lied about 
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