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Setting forth the congressional budget for the United States Government
for the fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
MARCH 18, 1994
Mr. SASSER, from the Committee on the Budget, reported under authority of
the order of the Senate of March 17, legislative day February 22, 1994,
the following original concurrent resolution; which was placed on the
calendar

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
Setting forth the congressional budget for the United States
Government for the fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998,
and 1999.
1

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3
4

5

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995.

(a) DECLARATION.-The Congress determines and

6 declares that this resolution is the concurrent resolution
(V)

2
1 on the budget for fiscal year 1995, including the appro2 priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998,
3 and 1999, as required by section 301 of the Congressional
4 Budget Act of 1974.
5

(b) TABLE OF

CONTENTS.-The

table of contents for

6 this concurrent resolution is as follows:
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal year 1995.
TITLE I-LEVELS AND AMOUNTS
Sec.
See.
See.
See.
See.

Recommended levels and amounts.
Debt increase as a measure of deficit.
Display of Federal Retirement Trust Fund balances.
Social Security.
Major functional categories.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

TITLE 11-BUDGETARY PROCEDURES
Sec.
See.
See.
Sec.
See.
See.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

Sale of Government assets.
Social security fire wall point of order in the Senate.
Enforcing pay-as-you-go.
Deficit-neutral reserve fund in the Senate.
Enforcement procedures.
Exercise of rule-making powers.
TITLE rn--SENSE OF CONGRESS PROVISIONS

Sec. 31. Sense of the Congress regarding the budgetary accounting of health
care reform.
Sec. 32. Sense of the Congress on the costs of illegal immigration.
See. 33. Sense of the Congress regarding baselines.
See. 34. Sense of the Congress on economic assumptions.
Sec 35. Sense of the Congress regarding unfunded Federal mandates.

7
8
9

TITLE I-LEVELS AND AMOUNTS
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appropriate for the

10 fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999:
11

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.-(A) For purposes of

12

comparison with the maximum deficit amount under

13

sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional

.5CON 63 PCS

3
1

Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of the enforce-

2

ment of this resolution-

3
4

(i) The recommended levels of Federal revenues are as follows:

5

Fiscalyear 1995: $977,700,000,000.

6

Fiscalyear 1996: $1,031,200,000,000.

7

Fiscalyear 1997: $1,079,700,000,000.

8

Fiscalyear 1998: $1,136,400,000,000.

9

Fiscalyear 1999: $1,190,200,000,000.

10

(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate

11

levels of Federal revenues should be increased

12

are as follows:

13

Fiscal year 1995: $0.

14

Fiscal year 1996: $0.

15

Fiscal year 1997: $0.

16

Fiscal year 1998: $0.

17

Fiscal year 1999: $0.

18

(iii) The amounts for Federal Insurance

19

Contributions Act revenues for hospital insur-

20

ance within the recommended levels of Federal

21

revenues are as follows:

22

Fiscal year 1995: $100,300,000,000.

23

Fiscal year 1996: $106,300,000,000.

24

Fiscal year 1997: $111,900,000,000.

25

Fiscal year 1998: $117,830,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

4
Fiscal year 1999: $123,700,000,000.

1
2

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social

3

Security Act (excluding the receipts and disburse-

4

ments of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund)-

5
6

(i) The recommended levels of Federal revenues are as follows:

7

Fiscal year 1995: $877,500,000,000.

8

Fiscal year 1996: $924,800,000,000.

9

Fiscal year 1997: $967,800,000,000.

10

Fiscal year 1998: $1,018,600,000,000.

11

Fiscal year 1999: $1,066,500,000,000.

12

(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate

13

levels of Federal revenues should be increased

14

are as follows:

15

Fiscal year 1995: $0.

16

Fiscal year 1996: $0.

17

Fiscal year 1997: $0.

18

Fiscal year 1998: $0.

19

Fiscal year 1999: $0.

20

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.-(A) For pur-

21

poses of comparison

22

amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the

23

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes

24

of the enforcement of this resolution, the appropriate

25

levels of total new budget authority are as follows:

*SCON 63 P08

with the maximum

deficit

5
1

Fiscal year 1995: $1,242,400,000,000.

2

Fiscal year 1996: $1,303,500,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1997: $1,368,600,000,000.

4

Fiscal year 1998: $1,437,900,000,000.

5

Fiscal year 1999: $1,509,600,000,000.

6

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social

7

Security Act (excluding the receipts and disburse-

8

ments of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund), the

9

appropriate levels of total new budget authority are

10

as follows:

11

Fiscal year 1995: $1,149,200,000,000.

12

Fiscal year 1996: $1,202,300,000,000.

13

Fiscal year 1997: $1,257,000,000,000.

14

Fiscal year 1998: $1,315,000,000,000.

15

Fiscal year 1999: $1,372,300,000,000.

16

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.-(A) For purposes of

17

comparison with the maximum deficit amount under

18

sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional

19

Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of the enforce-

20

ment of this resolution, the appropriate levels of

21

total budget outlays are as follows:

22

Fiscal year 1995: $1,216,300,000,000.

23

Fiscal year 1996: $1,283,200,000,000.

24

Fiscal year 1997: $1,352,500,000,000.

25

Fiscal year 1998: $1,412,000,000,000.

.SCON 63 PCS

6
1

Fiscal year 1999: $1,485,100,000,000.

2

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social

3

Security Act (excluding the receipts and disburse-

4

ments of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund), the

5

appropriate levels of total budget outlays are as

6

follows:

7

Fiscal year 1995: $1,124,000,000,000.

8

Fiscal year 1996: $1,183,200,000,000.

9

Fiscal year 1997: $1,241,900,000,000.

10

Fiscal year 1998: $1,290,700,000,000.

11

Fiscal year 1999: $1,349,600,000,000.

12

(4) DEFICITS.-(A) For purposes of compari-

13

son with the maximum deficit amount under sections

14

601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional Budget Act

15

of 1974 and for purposes of the enforcement of this

16

resolution, the amounts of the deficits are as follows:

17

Fiscal year 1995: $238,600,000,000.

18

Fiscal year 1996: $252,000,000,000.

19

Fiscal year 1997: $272,800,000,000.

20

Fiscal year 1998: $275,600,000,000.

21

Fiscal year 1999: $294,900,000,000.

22

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social

23

Security Act (excluding the receipts and disburse-

24

ments of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund), the

25

amounts of the deficits are as follows:

*SCON 63 PCs

7
1

Fiscal year 1995: $246,600,000,000.

2

Fiscal year 1996: $258,300,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1997: $274,100,000,000.

4

Fiscal year 1998: $272,100,000,000.

5

Fiscal year 1999: $283,100,000,000.

6
7

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

8

Fiscal year 1995: $4,963,600,000,000.

9

Fiscal year 1996: $5,278,800,000,000.

10

Fiscal year 1997: $5,611,200,000,000.

11

Fiscal year 1998: $5,945,400,000,000.

12

Fiscal year 1999: $6,289,700,000,000.

13

(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.-The appro-

14

priate levels of total new direct loan obligations are

15

as follows:

16

Fiscal year 1995: $26,700,000,000.

17

Fiscal year 1996: $32,100,000,000.

18

Fiscal year 1997: $33,800,000,000.

19

Fiscal year 1998: $35,700,000,000.

20

Fiscal year 1999: $37,800,000,000.

21

(7)

PRIMARY

LOAN

GUARANTEE

COMMIT-

22

MENTS.-The appropriate levels of new primary loan

23

guarantee commitments are as follows:

24

Fiscal year 1995: $199,700,000,000.

25

Fiscal year 1996: $174,400,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

8
1

Fiscal year 1997: $164,600,000,000.

2

Fiscal year 1998: $164,100,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1999: $163,500,000,000.

4

5

SEC. 3. DEBT INCREASE AS A MEASURE OF DEFICIT.

The amounts of the increase in the public debt sub-

6 ject to limitation are as follows:
7

Fiscal year 1995: $306,700,000,000.

8

Fiscal year 1996: $315,200,000,000.

9

Fiscal year 1997: $332,400,000,000.

10

Fiscal year 1998: $334,200,000,000.

11

Fiscal year 1999: $344,200,000,000.

12

SEC. 4. DISPLAY OF FEDERAL RETIREMENT TRUST FUND

13

14

BALANCES.

The balances of the Federal retirement trust funds

15 are as follows:
16

Fiscal year 1995: $1,161,100,000,000.

17

Fiscal year 1996: $1,275,200,000,000.

18

Fiscal year 1997: $1,396,900,000,000.

19

Fiscal year 1998: $1,524,200,000,000.

20

Fiscal year 1999: $1,651,300,000,000.

21
22

SEC. 5. SOCIAL SECURITY.

(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.-For purposes of

23 Senate enforcement under sections 302 and 311 of the
24 Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the amounts of reve25 nues of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance

*SCON 62 PCS

XIII

9
1 Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
2 Fund are as follows:
3

Fiscal year 1995: $360,500,000,000.

4

Fiscal year 1996: $379,600,000,000.

5

Fiscal year 1997: $399,000,000,000.

6

Fiscal year 1998: $419,500,000,000.

7

Fiscal year 1999: $439,800,000,000.

8

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.-For purposes of

9 Senate enforcement under sections 302 and 311 of the
10 Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the amounts of outlays
11 of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
12 Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund
13 are as follows:
14

Fiscal year 1995: $287,600,000,000.

15

Fiscal year 1996: $301,300,000,000.

16

Fiscal year 1997: $312,300,000,000.

17

Fiscal year 1998: $324,400,000,000.

18

Fiscal year 1999: $337,000,000,000.

19
20

SEC. 6. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that the ap-

21 propriate levels of new budget authority, budget outlays,
22 new direct loan obligations, and new primary loan guaran23 tee commitments for fiscal years 1995 through 1999 for
24 each major functional category are:
25

(1) National Defense (050):

*SCON 63 PCS

10
Fiscal year 1995:

1
2

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$263,800,000,000.

3
4

(B) Outlays, $270,700,000,000.

5

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

6

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

7

mitments, $0.

8

Fiscal year 1996:

9

(A)

10

New

budget

authority,

$255,300,000,000.

11

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

12

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

13

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

14

mitments, $0.

15

Fiscal year 1997:

16

(A)

17

New

budget

authority,

$252,000,000,000.

18

(B) Outlays, $256,400,000,000.

19

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

20

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

21

mitments, $0.

22

Fiscal year 1998:

23

(A)

24

New

budget

authority,

$258,700,000,000.

25

(B) Outlays, $256,600,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

11
1

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

2

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

3

mitments, $0.

4

Fiscal year 1999:
(A)

5

budget

New

authority,

$265,100,000,000.

6
7

(B) Outlays, $257,600,000,000.

8

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

9

(D) New primary loan guarantee commitments, $0.

10
11

(2) International Affairs (150):
Fiscal year 1995:

12

(A)

13

New

budget

authority,

$19,300,000,000.

14
15

(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000.

16

(C)

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$3,200,000,000.

17

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

18
19

mitments, $18,000,000,000.

20

Fiscal year 1996:
(A)

21

New

budget

authority,

$17,200,000,000.

22
23

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000.

24

(C)

New

$2,800,000,000.

25

*SCON 63 PCs

direct

loan

obligations,

XVI

12
(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

1
2

mitments, $18,500,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1997:

4

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$17,000,000,000.

5
6

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000.

7

(C)

8

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$2,600,000,000.

9

(D) New primary loan guarantee cor-

10

mitments, $18,500,000,000.

11

Fiscal year 1998:

12

(A)

13

New

budget

authority,

$16,800,000,000.

14

(B) Outlays, $17,600,000,000.

15

(C) New

16

direct

loan

obligations,

$2,400,000,000.

17

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

18

mitments, $18,500,000,000.

19

Fiscal year 1999:

20

(A)

21

New

budget

authority,

$17,000,000,000.

22

(B) Outlays, $17,500,000,000.

23

(C)

24

New

$2,400,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

direct

loan

obligations,

XVII

13
(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

1

mitments, $16,500,000,000.

2
3
4

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

5

Fiscal year 1995:
(A)

6

New

budget

authority,

$17,300,000,000.

7
8

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

9

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

10
11

mitments, $0.

12

Fiscal year 1996:
(A)

13

New

budget

authority,

$17,200,000,000.

14
15

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

16

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

17

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

18

mitments, $0.

19

Fiscal year 1997:
(A)

20

New

budget

authority,

$17,300,000,000.

21
22

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000.

23

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

24

(D) New primary loan guarantee commitments, $0.

25

*SCON 63 PCs

XVIII

14
Fiscal year 1998:

1
2

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$17,400,000,000.

3
4

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000.

5

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

6

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

7

mitments, $0.

8

Fiscal year 1999:

9

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$17,600,000,000.

10
11

(B) Outlays, $17,500,000,000.

12

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

13

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

14

mitments, $0.

15

(4) Energy (270):

16

Fiscal year 1995:
(A)

17

New

budget

authority,

$6,300,000,000.

18
19

(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000.

20

(C)

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,400,000,000.

21

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

22
23

mitments, $0.

24

Fiscal year 1996:

*SCON 63 PCS

15
1

(A)

2

New

budget

authority,

$5,900,000,000.

3

(B) Outlays, $5,200,000,000.

4

(C)

5

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,500,000,000.

6

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

7

mitments, $0.

8

Fiscal year 1997:

9

(A)

10

New

budget

authority,

$5,900,000,000.

11

(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000.

12

(C)

13

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,500,000,000.

14

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

15

mitments, $0.

16

Fiscal year 1998:

17

(A)

18

New

budget

authority,

$6,100,000,000.

19

(B) Outlays, $4,700,000,000.

20

(C)

21

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,500,000,000.

22

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

23

mitments, $0.

24

Fiscal year 1999:

.SCON 63 ICS

16
1

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$5,700,000,000.

2
3

(B) Outlays, $4,400,000,000.

4

(C)

5

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,500,000,000.

6

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

7
8

New

mitments, $0.
(5) Natural Resources and Environment (300):

9

Fiscal year 1995:

10

(A)

11

New

budget

authority,

$21,700,000,000.

12

(B) Outlays, $21,300,000,000.

13

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

14

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

15

mitments, $0.

16

Fiscal year 1996:

17

(A)

18

New

budget

authority,

$22,200,000,000.

19

(B) Outlays, $21,500,000,000.

20

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

21

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

22

mitments, $0.

23

Fiscal year 1997:

24

(A)

25

New

$22,100,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

budget

authority,

xxI
17
1

(B) Outlays, $21,600,000,000.

2

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

3

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

4

mitments, $0.

5

Fiscal year 1998:
(A)

6

New

budget

authority,

$22,000,000,000.

7
8

(B) Outlays, $21,500,000,000.

9

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

10
11

mitments, $0.

12

Fiscal year 1999:
(A)

13

New

budget

authority,

$21,600,000,000.

14
15

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

16

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

17

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

18

mitments, $0.

19

(6) Agriculture (350):

20

Fiscal year 1995:
(A)

21

New

budget

authority,

$12,300,000,000.

22
23

(B) Outlays, $11,600,000,000.

24

(C)

New

$10,100,000,000.

25

.SCON 63 PCS

direct

loan

obligations,

XXII

18
(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

1
2

mitments, $7,400,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1996:

4

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$12,500,000,000.

5
6

(B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000.

7

(C)

8

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$9,700,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

9
10

mitments, $7,400,000,000.

11

Fiscal year 1997:

12

(A)

13

New

budget

authority,

$13,000,000,000.

14

(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000.

15

(C) New

16

$9,700,000,000.

17

direct

loan

obligations,

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

18

mitments, $7,400,000,000.

19

Fiscal year 1998:

20

(A)

21

New

budget

authority,

$13,200,000,000.

22

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

23

(C) New

24

$9,800,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

direct

loan

obligations,

XXIII

19
1

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

2

mitments, $7,400,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1999:

4

(A)

5

New

budget

authority,

$13,700,000,000.

6

(B) Outlays, $12,500,000,000.

7

(C)

8

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$9,900,000,000.

9

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

10

mitments, $7,400,000,000.

11

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

12

Fiscal year 1995:

13

(A)

14

New

budget

authority,

$7,700,000,000.

15

(B) Outlays, - $8,300,000,000.

16

(C)

17

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$2,800,000,000.

18

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

19

mitments, $117,900,000,000.

20

Fiscal year 1996:

21

(A)

22

New

budget

authority,

$5,300,000,000.

23

(B) Outlays, -$10,800,000,000.

24

(C)

25

New

$3,000,000,000.

.SCON 0

MCS

direct

loan

obligations,

XXIV
a

1

20
(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

2

mitments, $103,200,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1997:

4

(A)

5

New

budget

authority,

$5,100,000,000.

6

(B) Outlays, -$3,400,000,000.

7

(C)

8

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$3,100,000,000.

9

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

10

mitments, $95,900,000,000.

11

Fiscal year 1998:

12

(A)

13

New

budget

authority,

$5,200,000,000.

14

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

15

(C)

16

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$3,200,000,000.

17

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

18

mitments, $96,600,000,000.

19

Fiscal year 1999:

20

(A)

21

New

budget

authority,

$6,200,000,000.

22

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

23

(C)

24

New

$3,400,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

direct

loan

obligations,

xxv

21
1

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

2

mitments, $99,500,000,000.

3

(8) Transportation (400):

4

Fiscal year 1995:

5

(A)

6

New

budget

authority,

$42,900,000,000.

7

(B) Outlays, $38,800,000,000.

8

(C)

9

$100,000,000.

10

New

direct

loan

obligations,

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

11

mitments, $500,000,000.

12

Fiscal year 1996:

13

(A)

14

New

budget

authority,

$41,800,000,000.

15

(B) Outlays, $39,600,000,000.

16

(C)

17

$100,000,000.

18

New

direct

loan

obligations,

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

19

mitments, $0.

20

Fiscal year 1997:

21

(A)

22

New

budget

authority,

$43,200,000,000.

23

(B) Outlays, $40,100,000,000.

24

(C)

25

$100,000,000.

*SCON 62 PCS

New

direct

loan

obligations,

XXVI

22
(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

1
2

mitments, $0.

3

Fiscal year 1998:
budget

New

(A)

4

authority,

$44,000,000,000.

5
6

(B) Outlays, $40,300,000,000.

7

(C)

8

$100,000,000.

New

direct

loan

obligations,

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

9
10

mitments, $0.

11

Fiscal year 1999:
budget

New

(A)

12

authority,

$44,600,000,000.

13
14

(B) Outlays, $40,500,000,000.

15

(C)

16

$100,000,000.

loan

obligations,

mitments, $0.

18

20

direct

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

17

19

New

(9)

Community

and

Regional

Development

budget

authority,

(450):
Fiscal year 1995:

21

(A)

22

New

$9,500,000,000.

23

(B) Outlays, $9,300,000,000.

24

*SCON 83 PCS

XXVII

23
(C)

1

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$2,200,000,000.

2

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

3
4

mitments, $3,600,000,000.

5

Fiscal year 1996:
(A)

6

authority,

budget

New

$9,000,000,000.

7
8

(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000.

9

(C)

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$2,200,000,000.

10

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

11
12

mitments, $3,600,000,000.

13

Fiscal year 1997:
(A)

14

New

authority,

budget

$9,000,000,000.

15
16

(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000.

17

(C)

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$2,200,000,000.

18

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

19
20

mitments, $3,600,000,000.

21

Fiscal year 1998:
(A)

22

New

budget

$9,000,000,000.

23

(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000.

24

.SCON 63 PCS

authority,

XXVIII
24
1

(C)

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$2,200,000,000.

2

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

3
4

mitments, $3,600,000,000.

5

Fiscal year 1999:

6

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$9,000,000,000.

7
8

(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000.

9

(C)

10

loan

obligations,

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

12

14

direct

$2,200,000,000.

11

13

New

mitments, $3,600,000,000.
(10)

Education, Training, Employment, and

Social Services (500):

15

Fiscal year 1995:

16

(A)

17

New

budget

authority,

$57,600,000,000.

18

(B) Outlays, $53,600,000,000.

19

(C)

20

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$5,500,000,000.

21

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

22

mitments, $19,000,000,000.

23

Fiscal year 1996:

24

(A)

25

New

$58,200,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

budget

authority,

XXIX

25
1

(B) Outlays, $55,500,000,000.

2

(C)

3

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$11,500,000,000.

4

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

5

mitments, $14,000,000,000.

6

Fiscal year 1997:

7

(A)

8

New

budget

authority,

$59,900,000,000.

9

(B) Outlays, $58,100,000,000.

10

(C)

11

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$13,200,000,000.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13

mitments, $13,200,000,000.

14

Fiscal year 1998:

15

(A)

16

New

budget

authority,

$61,700,000,000.

17

(B) Outlays, $60,600,000,000.

18

(C)

19

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$15,100,000,000.

20

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

21

mitments, $12,300,000,000.

22

Fiscal year 1999:

23

(A)

24

New

budget

authority,

$63,200,000,000.

25

(B) Outlays, $62,200,000,000.

.SCON 83 IPCS

xxx

26
1

(C)

direct

loan

obligations,

$16,800,000,000.

2

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

3

mitments, $11,200,000,000.

4
5

New

(11) Health (550):

6

Fiscal year 1995:

7

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$123,800,000,000.

8

(B) Outlays, $122,500,000,000.

9
10

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

11

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

12

mitments, $400,000,000.

13

Fiscal year 1996:

14

(A)

15

New

budget

authority,

$136,600,000,000.

16

(B) Outlays, $135,500,000,000.

17

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

18

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

19

mitments, $300,000,000.

20

Fiscal year 1997:

21

(A)

22

New

budget

authority,

$150,900,000,000.

23

(B) Outlays, $149,800,000,000.

24

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

*SCON 63 PCS

XXXI

27
1

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

2

mitments, $200,000,000.

3

Fiscal year 1998:

4

(A)

5

New

budget

authority,

$166,600,000,000.

6

(B) Outlays, $165,400,000,000.

7

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

8

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

9

mitments, $100,000,000.

10

Fiscal year 1999:

11

(A)

12

New

budget

authority,

$184,100,000,000.

13

(B) Outlays, $182,500,000,000.

14

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

15

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

16

mitments, $0.

17

(12) Medicare (570):

18

Fiscal year 1995:

19

(A)

20

New

budget

authority,

$162,400,000,000.

21

(B) Outlays, $160,500,000,000.

22

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

23

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

24

mitments, $0.

25

Fiscal year 1996:

.SCON

as PCs

XXXII

28
(A)

1

New

budget

authority,

$180,500,000,000.

2
3

(B) Outlays, $178,200,000,000.

4

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

5

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

6

mitments, $0.

7

Fiscal year 1997:
(A)

8

New

budget

authority,

$198,500,000,000.

9
10

(B) Outlays, $196,100,000,000.

11

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13

mitments, $0.

14

Fiscal year 1998:
(A)

15
16

New

budget

authority,

$217,700,000,000.

17

(B) Outlays, $215,100,000,000.

18

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

19

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

20

mitments, $0.

21

Fiscal year 1999:
(A)

22

New

budget

authority,

$242,300,000,000.

23
24

(B) Outlays, $239,000,000,000.

25

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

*SCON 63 PCS

XXXIII

29
1

(D) New primary loan guarantee con-

2

mitments, $0.

3

(13) For purposes of section 710 of the Social

4

Security Act, Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-

5

ance Trust Fund:

6

Fiscal year 1995:

7

(A)

8

New

budget

authority,

$56,000,000,000.

9

(B) Outlays, $55,200,000,000.

10

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

11

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

12

mitments, $0.

13

Fiscal year 1996:

14

(A)

15

New

budget

authority,

$65,200,000,000.

16

(B) Outlays, $64,200,000,000.

17

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

18

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

19

mitments, $0.

20

Fiscal year 1997:

21

(A)

22

New

budget

authority,

$73,300,000,000.

23

(B) Outlays, $72,200,000,000.

24

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

.SCON 63 PCS

XXXIV

30
(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

1
2

mitments, $0.

3

Fiscal year 1998:

4

(A)

5

New

budget

authority,

$81,300,000,000.

6

(B) Outlays, $80,200,000,000.

7

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

8

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

9

mitments, $0.

10

Fiscal year 1999:

11

(A)

12

New

budget

authority,

$92,200,000,000.

13

(B) Outlays, $90,900,000,000.

14

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

15

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

16

mitments, $0.

17

(14) Income Security (600):

18

Fiscal year 1995:

19

(A)

20

New

budget

authority,

$219,900,000,000.

21

(B) Outlays, $220,400,000,000.

22

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

23

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

24

mitments, $0.

25

Fiscal year 1996:

*SCON 0 PVs

xxxv
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1

(A)

2

New

budget

authority,

$234,500,000,000.

3

(B) Outlays, $229,100,000,000.

4

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

5

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

6

mitments, $0.

7

Fiscal year 1997:

8

(A)

9

New

budget

authority,

$249,100,000,000.

10

(B) Outlays, $242,600,000,000.

11

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13

mitments, $0.

14

Fiscal year 1998:

15

(A)

16

New

budget

authority,

$261,000,000,000.

17

(B) Outlays, $253,000,000,000.

18

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

19

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

20

mitments, $0.

21

Fiscal year 1999:

22

(A)

23

New

budget

authority,

$272,600,000,000.

24

(B) Outlays, $264,200,000,000.

25

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

•SCON 63 PUs

xxxvI
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(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

1

mitments, $0.

2
3

(15) Social Security (650):

4

Fiscal year 1995:

5

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$6,800,000,000.

6
7

(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000.

8

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

9

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

10

mitments, $0.

11

Fiscal year 1996:
(A)

12

New

budget

authority,

$6,300,000,000.

13
14

(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000.

15

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

16

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

17

mitments, $0.

18

Fiscal year 1997:
(A)

19

New

budget

authority,

$8,300,000,000.

20
21

(B) Outlays, $11,500,000,000.

22

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

23

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

24

mitments, $0.

25

Fiscal year 1998:

*SCON C PCS

xxxvII
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1

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$9,000,000,000.

2
3

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

4

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

5

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

6

mitments, $0.

7

Fiscal year 1999:

8

(A)

9

New

budget

authority,

$9,800,000,000.

10

(B) Outlays, $13,200,000,000.

11

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13
14

mitments, $0.
(16) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

15

Fiscal year 1995:

16

(A)

17

New

budget

authority,

$37,200,000,000.

18

(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000.

19

(C)

20

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,400,000,000.

21

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

22

mitments, $32,900,000,000.

23

Fiscal year 1996:

24

(A)

25

New

$37,600,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

budget

authority,

XXXVIII

34
1

(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000.

2

(C)

3

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,300,000,000.

4

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

5

mitments, $27,400,000,000.

6

Fiscal year 1997:

7

(A)

8

New

budget

authority,

$38,500,000,000.

9

(B) Outlays, $38,300,000,000.

10

(C)

11

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,400,000,000.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13

mitments, $25,800,000,000.

14

Fiscal year 1998:

15

(A)

16

New

budget

authority,

$38,600,000,000.

17

(B) Outlays, $38,500,000,000.

18

(C)

19

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,400,000,000.

20

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

21

mitments, $25,600,000,000.

22

Fiscal year 1999:

23

(A)

24

New

budget

authority,

$39,700,000,000.

25

(B) Outlays, $39,600,000,000.

*SCON 63 PCS

XXXIX

35
1

(C)

2

New

direct

loan

obligations,

$1,500,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

3
4

mitments, $25,300,000,000.

5

(17) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 1995:

6
7

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$18,300,000,000.

8

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

9
10

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

11

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

12

mitments, $0.

13

Fiscal year 1996:

14

(A)

15

New

budget

authority,

$20,800,000,000.

16

(B) Outlays, $19,100,000,000.

17

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

18

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

19

mitments, $0.

20

Fiscal year 1997:

21

(A)

22

New

budget

authority,

$21,600,000,000.

23

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

24

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

*SCON 63 PCs
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(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

1
2

mitments, $0.

3

Fiscal year 1998:

4

(A)

5

New

budget

authority,

$22,700,000,000.

6

(B) Outlays, $22,000,000,000.

7

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

8

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

9

mitments, $0.

10

Fiscal year 1999:

11

(A)

New

budget

authority,

$24,000,000,000.

12
13

(B) Outlays, $23,000,000,000.

14

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

15

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

16
17

mitments, $0.
(18) General Government (800):

18

Fiscal year 1995:

19

(A)

20

New

budget

authority,

$14,000,000,000.

21

(B) Outlays, $13,700,000,000.

22

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

23

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

24

mitments, $0.

25

Fiscal year 1996:
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1

(A)

2

New

budget

authority,

$13,500,000,000.

3

(B) Outlays, $14,700,000,000.

4

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

5

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

6

mitments, $0.

7

Fiscal year 1997:

8

(A)

9

New

budget

authority,

$13,400,000,000.

10

(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000.

11

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13

mitments, $0.

14

Fiscal year 1998:

15

(A)

16

New

budget

authority,

$13,100,000,000.

17

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

18

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

19

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

20

mitments, $0.

21

Fiscal year 1999:

22

(A)

23

New

budget

authority,

$13,500,000,000.

24

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

25

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

1
2

mitments, $0.

3

(19) Net Interest (900):
Fiscal year 1995:

4

(A)

5

New

budget

authority,

$247,100,000,000.

6
7

(B) Outlays, $247,100,000,000.

8

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

9

(D) New primary loan guarantee cor-

10

mitments, $0.

11

Fiscal year 1996:
(A)

12

New

budget

authority,

$267,100,000,000.

13
14

(B) Outlays, $267,100,000,000.

15

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

16

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

17

mitments, $0.

18

Fiscal year 1997:
(A)

19

New

budget

authority,

$282,500,000,000.

20
21

(B) Outlays, $282,500,000,000.

22

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

23

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

24

mitments, $0.

25

Fiscal year 1998:
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1

(A)

2

New

budget

authority,

$297,900,000,000.

3

(B) Outlays, $297,900,000,000.

4

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

5

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

6

mitments, $0.

7

Fiscal year 1999:

8

(A)

9

New

budget

authority,

$314,700,000,000.

10

(B) Outlays, $314,700,000,000.

11

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13
14
15

mitments, $0.
(20) For purposes of section 710 of the Social
Security Act, Net Interest (900):

16

Fiscal year 1995:

17

(A)

18

New

budget

authority,

$257,600,000,000.

19

(B) Outlays, $257,600,000,000.

20

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

21

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

22

mitments, $0.

23

Fiscal year 1996:

24

(A)

New

$277,800,000,000.

25
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1

(B) Outlays, $277,800,000,000.

2

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

3

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

4

mitments, $0.

5

Fiscal year 1997:

6

(A)

7

New

budget

authority,

$293,300,000,000.

8

(B) Outlays, $293,300,000,000.

9

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

10

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

11

mitments, $0.

12

Fiscal year 1998:

13

(A)

14

New

budget

authority,

$308,500,000,000.

15

(B) Outlays, $308,500,000,000.

16

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

17

(D) New primary loan guarantee cor-

18

mitments, $0.

19

Fiscal year 1999:

20

(A)

21

New

budget

authority,

$324,500,000,000.

22

(B) Outlays, $324,500,000,000.

23

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

24

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

25

mitments, $0.
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1
2

(21) The corresponding levels of gross interest
on the public debt are as follows:

3

Fiscal year 1995: $311,800,000,000.

4

Fiscal year 1996: $331,100,000,000.

5

Fiscal year 1997: $347,400,000,000.

6

Fiscal year 1998: $364,600,000,000.

7

Fiscal year 1999: $383,300,000,000.

8

(22) Allowances (920):

9

Fiscal year 1995:
(A)

10

New

budget

authority,

- $9,400,000,000.

11
12

(B) Outlays, -$12,200,000,000.

13

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

14

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

15

mitments, $0.

16

Fiscal year 1996:
(A)

17

New

budget

authority,

- $7,700,000,000.

18
19

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

20

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

21

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

22

mitments, $0.

23

Fiscal year 1997:
(A)

24

New

- $8,400,000,000.

25
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1

(B) Outlays, - $5,600,000,000.

2

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

3

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

4

mitments, $0.

5

Fiscal year 1998:

6

(A)

7

New

budget

authority,

-$11,600,000,000.

8

(B) Outlays, -$11,200,000,000.

9

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

10

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

11

mitments, $0.

12

Fiscal year 1999:

13

(A)

14

New

budget

authority,

-$23,200,000,000.

15

(B) Outlays, -$14,800,000,000.

16

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

17

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

18
19

mitments, $0.
(23) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

20

Fiscal year 1995:

21

(A)

22

New

budget

authority,

- $36,100,000,000.

23

(B) Outlays, -$36,100,000,000.

24

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

1
2

mitments, $0.

3

Fiscal year 1996:
(A)

4
5

New

budget

authority,

- $30,300,000,000.

6

(B) Outlays, - $30,300,000,000.

7

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

8

(D) New primary loan guarantee commitments, $0.

9

Fiscal year 1997:

10

(A)

11

New

budget

authority,

- $30,300,000,000.

12
13

(B) Outlays, -$30,300,000,000.

14

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

15

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

16

mitments, $0.

17

Fiscal year 1998:
(A)

18

New

budget

authority,

- $31,200,000,000.

19
20

(B) Outlays, -$31,200,000,000.

21

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

22

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

23

mitments, $0.

24

Fiscal year 1999:
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1

(A)

New

budget

authority,

-$31,600,000,000.

2
3

(B) Outlays, - $31,600,000,000.

4

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

5

(D) New primary loan guarantee commitments, $0.

6
7

(24) For purposes of section 710 of the Social

8

Security

9

(950):

10

Act, Undistributed

Offsetting

Receipts

Fiscal year 1995:

11

(A)

12

New

budget

authority,

-$33,500,000,000.

13

(B) Outlays, - $33,500,000,000.

14

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

15

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

16

mitments, $0.

17

Fiscal year 1996:

18

(A)

19

New

budget

authority,

- $27,100,000,000.

20

(B) Outlays, -$27,100,000,000.

21

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

22

(D) New primary loan guarantee corn-

23

mitments, $0.

24

Fiscal year 1997:
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1

(A)

2

New

budget

authority,

- $27,600,000,000.

3

(B) Outlays, - $27,600,000,000.

4

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

5

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

6

mitments, $0.

7

Fiscal year 1998:

8

(A)

9

New

budget

authority,

- $28,300,000,000.

10

(B) Outlays, -$28,300,000,000.

11

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

12

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

13

mitments, $0.

14

Fiscal year 1999:

15

(A)

16

New

budget

authority,

- $28,500,000,000.

17

(B) Outlays, -$28,500,000,000.

18

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

19

(D) New primary loan guarantee com-

20

21
22
23
24

mitments, $0.

TITLE I1-BUDGETARY
PROCEDURES
SEC. 21. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS.

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-It is the sense of the

25 Congress that-
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(1) from time to time the United States Gov-

1
2

emient should sell assets; and

3

(2) the amounts realized from such asset sales

4

will not recur on an annual basis and do not reduce

5

the demand for credit.

6

(b) FINDING.-The Congress finds that every budget

7 resolution since that for fiscal year 1988 has included lan8 guage prohibiting counting in the budget process the
9 amounts realized from asset sales (other than loan assets).
10

(c)

BUDGETARY

TREATMENT.-For

purposes

of

11 points of order under this concurrent resolution and the
12 Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
13 1974, the amounts realized from sales of assets (other
14 than loan assets) shall not be scored with respect to the
15 level of budget authority, outlays, or revenues.

16

(d) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this section-

17

(1) the term "sale of an asset" shall have the

18

same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) of the

19

Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control

20

Act of 1985 (as amended by the Budget Enforce-

21

ment Act of 1990); and

22

(2) the term shall not include asset sales man-

23

dated by law before September 18, 1987, and rou-

24

tine, ongoing asset sales at levels consistent with

25

agency operations in fiscal year 1986.
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1

(e) SUNSET.-Subsections (a) through (d) of this sec-

2 tion shall expire September 30, 1998.
3

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 8 of House

4 Concurrent Resolution 64 (103d Congress), section 8 of
5 House Concurrent Resolution 287 (102d Congress), sec6 tion 7 of House Concurrent Resolution 121 (102d Con7 gress), section 5 of House Concurrent Resolution 310
8 (101st Congress), section 6 of House Concurrent Resolu9 tion 106 (101st Congress), section 4 of House Concurrent
10 Resolution 268 (100th Congress), and sections 7 and 8
11 of House Concurrent Resolution 93 (100th Congress) are
12 repealed.
13

SEC. 22. SOCIAL SECURITY FIRE WALL POINT OF ORDER IN

14
15

TIE SENATE.
(a) FINDING.-The Senate finds that the concurrent

16 resolutions on the budget for fiscal years 1993 and 1994
17 have prohibited subsequent concurrent resolutions on the
18 budget from decreasing the balances of the social security
19 trust fund.
20

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION

301(i).-Notwith-

21 standing any other rule of the Senate, in the Senate, the
22 point of order established under section 301(i) of the Con23 gressional Budget Act of 1974 shall apply to any concur24 rent resolution on the budget for any fiscal year (as re-
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1 ported and as amended), amendments thereto, or any con2 ference report thereon.

3

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section

10(b) of

4 House Concurrent Resolution 64 (103d Congress) and
5 section 12(b) of House Concurrent Resolution 287 (102d
6 Congress) are repealed.
7
8

SEC. 23. ENFORCING PAY-AS-YOU-GO.

(a) PURPOSE.-The Senate declares that it is essen-

9 tial to10

(1) ensure continued compliance with the deficit

11

reduction embodied in the Omnibus Budget Rec-

12

onciliation Act of 1993; and
continue the pay-as-you-go

enforcement

13

(2)

14

system.

15

(b) FINDING.-The Senate finds that section 12(c)

16 of the concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
17 1994 created a point of order prohibiting legislation that
18 would increase the deficit through fiscal year 2003.

19

(c) ENFORCEMENT.-

20

(1) IN GENERAL.-It shall not be in order in

21

the Senate to consider any direct spending or re-

22

ceipts legislation (including any such bill, joint reso-

23

lution, amendment, motion, or conference- report)

24

that would-
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1

(A) increase the deficit for the first fiscal

2

year covered by the most recently adopted con-

3

current resolution on the budget;

4

(B) increase the deficit for the period of

5

the 5 fiscal years covered by the most recently

6

adopted concurrent resolution on the budget; or

7

(C) increase the deficit to a significant de-

8

gree for the period of the 5 fiscal years follow-

9

ing the first 5 years covered by the most re-

10

cently adopted concurrent resolution on the

11

budget;

12

when taken individually (as a bill, joint resolution,

13

amendment, motion, or conference report, as the

14

case may be), and when taken together with all di-

15

rect spending and receipts legislation enacted after

16

the date of enactment of the Omnibus Budget Rec-

17

onciliation Act of 1993.

18

(2) DIRECT SPENDING AND RECEIPTS LEGISLA-

19

TIO.-For

20

spending and receipts legislation shall-

purposes

of this

subsection,

direct

21

(A) exclude full funding of, and continu-

22

ation of, the deposit insurance guarantee com-

23

mitment in effect on the date of enactment of

24

the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990;
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1

(B) exclude emergency provisions so des-

2

ignated under section 252(e) of the Balanced

3

Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of

4

1985;

5

(C) include the estimated amount of say-

6

ings in direct spending programs applicable to

7

that fiscal year resulting from the prior year's

8

sequestration under the Balanced Budget and

9

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, if any

10

(except for any amounts sequestered as a result

11

of a net deficit increase in the fiscal year imme-

12

diately preceding the prior fiscal year); and

13

(D) except as otherwise provided in this

14

subsection, include all direct spending legisla-

15

tion as that term is defined in section 250(c)(8)

16

of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit

17

Control Act of 1985.

18

(d) WAIVER.-This section may be waived or sus-

19 pended in the Senate only by the affirmative vote of three20 fifths of the Members, duly chosen and sworn.
21

(e) APPEALS.-Appeals in the Senate from the deci-

22 sions of the Chair relating to any provision of this section
23 shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided between,
24 and controlled by, the appellant and the manager of the
25 bill or joint resolution, as the case may be. An affirmative
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1 vote of three-fifths of the Members of the Senate, duly
2 chosen and sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus3 tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on a point of
4 order raised under this section.
5

(f) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.-For pur-

6 poses of this section, the levels of new budget authority,
7 outlays, and receipts for a fiscal year shall be determined
8 on the basis of estimates made by the Committee on the
9 Budget of the Senate.
10

(g) CONFORMING AMENDENT.-Section 12(c) of

11 House Concurrent Resolution 64 (103d Congress) is
12 repealed.
13

(h) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.-Notwithstanding sec-

14 tion 275(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi15 cit Control Act of 1985 (as amended by sections 13112(b)
16 and 13208(b)(3) of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990),
17 the second sentence of section 904(c) of the Congressional
18 Budget Act of 1974 (except insofar as it relates to section
19 313 of that Act) and the final sentence of section 904(d)
20 of that Act (except insofar as it relates to section 313 of
21 that Act) shall continue to have effect as a rule of the
22 Senate through (but no later than) September 30, 1998.
23

(i) SUNSET.-Subsections (a) through (f) of this sec-

24 tion shall expire September 30, 1998.
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1

2

SEC. 24. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND IN THE SEN-

ATE.

3

(a) INITIATIVES To IMPROVE THE WELL-BEING OF

4

FAMILIES THROUGH WELFARE OR OTHER REFORMS, To

5 PROVIDE FOR SERVICES To SUPPORT OR PROTECT CHIL6

DREN, OR To IMPROVE THE HEALTH, NUTRITION, OR

7 CARE OF CHILDREN.8

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

9

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

10

and the revenue aggregates may be reduced for leg-

11

islation to improve the well-being of families through

12

welfare or other reforms (including promoting self-

13

sufficiency through improvements in job training or

14

employment programs), to provide for services to

15

support or protect children (including assuring in-

16

creased parental support for children through im-

17

provements in the child support enforcement pro-

18

gram), or to improve the health, nutrition, or care

19

of children, within such a committee's jurisdiction if

20

such a committee or the committee of conference on

21

such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the ex-

22

tent that the costs of such legislation are not in-

23

eluded in this concurrent resolution on the budget,

24

the enactment of such legislation will not increase

25

(by virtue of either contemporaneous or previously
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1

passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution

2

for-

3

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

4

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

5

1999.

6

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

7

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

8

again upon the submission of a conference report on

9

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

10

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

11

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

12

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

13

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

14

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

15

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

16

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

17

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

18

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

19

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

20

(3)

REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The

21

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

22

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

23

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

24

carry out this subsection.
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1

(b) INITIATIVES

To

PROVIDE

COMPREHENSIVE

2

TRAINING OR JOB SEARCH ASSISTANCE OR To REFORM

3

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION.-

4

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

5

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

6

for legislation that increases funding to provide corn-

7

prehensive training or job search assistance (includ-

8

ing reemployment or job training programs or dis-

9

located worker programs), or to reform unemploy-

10

ment compensation, or to provide for other related

11

programs, within such a committee's jurisdiction if

12

such a committee or the committee of conference on

13

such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the ex-

14

tent that the costs of such legislation are not in-

15

cluded in this concurrent resolution on the budget,

16

the enactment of such legislation will not increase

17

(by virtue of either contemporaneous or previously

18

passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution

19

for-

20

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

21

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

22

1999.

23

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

24

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

25

again upon the submission of a conference report on
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1

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

2

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

3

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

4

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

5

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

6

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

7

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

8

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

9

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

10

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

11

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

12

(3)

REPORTING

REVISED

ALLOCATIONS.-The

13

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

14

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

15

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

16

carry out this subsection.

17

(c)

18

CONTINUING

IMPROVEMENTS

IN

ONGOING

HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS OR COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH

19 CARE REFORM.20

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

21

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

22

for legislation that increases funding to make con-

23

tinuing improvements in ongoing health care pro-

24

grams, to provide for comprehensive health care re-

25

form, to control health care costs, or to accomplish
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1

other health care reforms within such a committee's

2

jurisdiction if such a committee or the committee of

3

conference on such legislation reports such legisla-

4

tion, if, to the extent that the costs of such legisla-

5

tion are not included in this concurrent resolution on

6

the budget, the enactment of such legislation will not

7

increase (by virtue of either contemporaneous or pre-

8

viously passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this

9

resolution for-

10

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

11

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

12

1999.

13

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

14

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

15

again upon the submission of a conference report on

16

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

17

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

18

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

19

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

20

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

21

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

22

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

23

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

24

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as
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1

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

2

gained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

3

(3)

REPORTING REVISED

ALLOCATIONS.-The

4

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

5

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

6

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

7

carry out this subsection.

8

(4) ADJUSTMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.-(A)

If

9

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget

10

makes an adjustment for legislation pursuant to this

11

subsection, upon the offering of an amendment to

12

such legislation, the Chairman shall file with the

13

Senate appropriately revised allocations under sec-

14

tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional Budg-

15

et Act of 1974 and revised functional levels and ag-

16

gregates if the enactment of such legislation (as pro-

17

posed to be amended) will not increase (by virtue of

18

either contemporaneous or previously passed deficit

19

reduction) the deficit in this resolution for-

20

(i) fiscal year 1995; or

21

(ii) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

22

1999.

23

(B) These revised allocations, functional levels,

24

and aggregates shall be considered for the purposes

25

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
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1

tions, functional levels, and aggregates contained in

2

this resolution on the budget.

3

(C) The appropriate committee may report ap-

4

propriately revised allocations pursuant to sections

5

302(b) and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act

6

of 1974 to carry out this subsection.

7

(d) INITIATIVES To PRESERVE AND REBUILD THE

8 UNITED STATES MARITIME INDUSTRY.-

9

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

10

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

11

for direct spending legislation that increases funding

12

to preserve and rebuild the United States maritime

13

industry within such a committee's jurisdiction if

14

such a committee or the committee of conference on

15

such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the ex-

16

tent that the costs of such legislation are not in-

17

eluded in this concurrent resolution on the budget,

18

the enactment of such legislation will not increase

19

(by virtue of either contemporaneous or previously

20

passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution

21

for-

22

(A) fiscal year 1995; and

23

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

24

1999.
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1

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

2

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

3

again upon the submission of a conference report on

4

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

5

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

6

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

7

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

8

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

9

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

10

subsection. Such revised allocations, functional lev-

11

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

12

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

13

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

14

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

15

(3)

REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The

16

appropriate committee may report appropriately

17

revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

18

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

19

carry out this subsection.

20

(e) INITIATIVES TO REFORM THE FINANCING OF

21

FEDERAL ELECTIONS.-

22

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

23

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

24

for direct spending legislation that increases funding

25

to reform the financing of Federal elections within

.SCON
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such a committee's jurisdiction if such a committee

2

or the committee of conference on such legislation

3

reports such legislation, if-Jto the extent that the

4

costs of such legislation are not included in-this con-

5

current resolution on the budget, the enactment of

6

such legislation will not increase (by virtue of either

7

contemporaneous or previously passed deficit reduc-

8

tion) the deficit in this resolution for-

9

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

10

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

11

1999.

12

(2) REVISED

ALLOCATIONS.-Upon

the report-

13

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

14

again upon the submission of a conference report on

15

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

16

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

17

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

18

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

19

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

20

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

21

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

22

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

23

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

24

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

25

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.
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(3)

REPORTING

REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The

2

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

3

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

4

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

5

carry out this subsection.

6

(f) TRADE-RELATED LEGISLATION.-

7

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

8

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

9

and the revenue aggregates may be reduced for

10

trade-related legislation (including legislation to im-

11

plement the Uruguay Round of the General Agree-

12

ment on Tariffs and Trade or to extend the General-

13

ized System of Preferences) within such a commit-

14

tee's jurisdiction if such a committee or the commit-

15

tee of conference on such legislation reports such

16

legislation, if, to the extent that the costs of such

17

legislation are not included in this concurrent resolu-

18

tion on the budget, the enactment of such legislation

19

will not increase (by virtue of either contempora-

20

neous or previously passed deficit reduction) the def-

21

icit in this resolution for-

22

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

23

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

24

1999.
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(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

2

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

3

again upon the submission of a conference report on

4

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

5

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

6

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

7

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

8

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

9

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

10

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

11

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

12

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

13

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

14

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

15

(3)

REPORTING

REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The

16

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

17

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

18

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

19

carry out this subsection.

20

(g) REFORMS RELATING TO THE PENSION BENEFIT

21 GuARANTY CORPORATION.22

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

23

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

24

and the revenue aggregates may be reduced for re-

25

forms relating to the Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor-
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poration (including legislation to improve the fund-

2

ing of government-insured pension plans, to protect

3

plan participants, or to limit growth in exposure of

4

the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation) or other

5

employee benefit-related legislation within such a

6

committee's jurisdiction if such a committee or the

7

committee of conference on such legislation reports

8

such legislation, if, to the extent that the costs of

9

such legislation are not included in this concurrent

10

resolution on the budget, the enactment of such leg-

11

islation will not increase (by virtue of either contem-

12

poraneous or previously passed deficit reduction) the

13

deficit in this resolution for-

14

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

15

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

16

1999.

17

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

18

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

19

again upon the submission of a conference report on

20

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

21

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

22

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

23

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

24

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

25

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this
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subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

2

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

3

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

4

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

5

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.
(3)

6

REPORTING REVISED

ALLOCATIONS.-The

7

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

8

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

9

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

10

carry out this subsection.

11

(h)

REFORMS RELATING TO EMPLOYMENT TAXES

12 ON DOMESTIC SERVICES.13

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

14

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

15

and the revenue aggregates may be reduced for re-

16

forms relating to providing for simplified collection

17

of employment taxes on domestic services within

18

such a committee's jurisdiction if such a committee

19

or the committee of conference on such legislation

20

reports such legislation, if, to the extent that the

21

costs of such legislation are not included in this con-

22

current resolution on the budget, the enactment of

23

such legislation will not increase (by virtue of either

24

contemporaneous or previously passed deficit reduc-

25

tion) the deficit in this resolution for-

*SCON 63 PCS

LXIX

65
1

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

2

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

3

1999.

4

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

5

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

6

again upon the submission of a conference report on

7

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

8

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

9

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

10

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

11

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

12

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

13

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

14

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

15

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

16

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

17

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

18

(3)

REPORTING

REVISED

ALLOCATIONS.-The

19

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

20

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

21

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

22

carry out this subsection.

23

(i) INITIATIVES To REFORM THE COMPREHENSIVE

24 ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION,

25

ABILITY ACT OF
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1

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

2

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

3

for direct spending legislation that increases funding

4

to reform the Comprehensive Environmental

5

sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980

6

within such a committee's jurisdiction if such a com-

7

mittee or the committee of conference on such legis-

8

lation reports such legislation, if, to the extent that

9

the costs of such legislation are not included in this

10

concurrent resolution on the budget, the enactment

11

of such legislation will not increase (by virtue of ei-

12

ther contemporaneous or previously passed deficit

13

reduction) the deficit in this resolution for-

14

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

15

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

Re-

16

1999.

17

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

18

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

19

again upon the submission of a conference report on

20

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

21

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

22

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

23

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

24

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

25

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this
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subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

2

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

3

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

4

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

5

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

6

(3)

REPORTING

REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The

7

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

8

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

9

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

10

carry out this subsection.

11

(j) REFORMS To CONSOLIDATE THE SUPERVISION

12

OF DEPOSITORY INSTITUTIONS

INSURED UNDER

THE

13 FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE ACT.14

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

15

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

16

and the revenue aggregates may be reduced for re-

17

forms to consolidate the supervision of depository in-

18

stitutions insured under the Federal Deposit Insur-

19

ance Act within such a committee's jurisdiction if

20

such a committee or the committee of conference on

21

such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the ex-

22

tent that the costs of such legislation are not in-

23

eluded in this concurrent resolution on the budget,

24

the enactment of such legislation will not increase

25

(by virtue of either contemporaneous or previously
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1

passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution

2

for-

3

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

4

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

5

1999.

6

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report-

7

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

8

again upon the submission of a conference report on

9

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

10

the chairman of the Committee on the Budget of the

11

Senate may file with the Senate appropriately re-

12

vised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

13

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised

14

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

15

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

16

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

17

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

18.

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

19

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

20

(3)

REPORTING

REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The

21

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

22

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

23

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

24

carry out this subsection.
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(k)

INITIATIVES

To

PRESERVE

ENERGY

SECU-

2 RITY.3

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out-

4

lays may be allocated to a committee or committees

5

and the revenue aggregates may be reduced for ini-

6

tiatives to preserve United States energy security

7

within such a committee's jurisdiction if such a com-

8

mittee or the committee of conference on such legis-

9

lation reports such legislation, if, to the extent that

10

the costs of such legislation are not included in this

11

concurrent resolution on the budget, the enactment

12

of such legislation will not increase (by virtue of ei-

13

ther contemporaneous or previously passed deficit

14

reduction) the deficit in this resolution for-

15

(A) fiscal year 1995; or

16

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through

17

1999.

18

(2) REVISED

ALLOCATIONS.-Upon

the report-

19

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), and

20

again upon the submission of a conference report on

21

such legislation (if a conference report is submitted),

22

the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of

23

the Senate may file with the Senate appropriately

24

revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a)

25

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised
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1

functional levels and aggregates to carry out this

2

subsection. These revised allocations, functional lev-

3

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the pur-

4

poses of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as

5

allocations, functional levels, and aggregates con-

6

tained in this concurrent resolution on the budget.

7

(3)

REPORTING

REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The

8

appropriate committee may report appropriately re-

9

vised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) and

10

602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to

11

carry out this subsection.

12
13

SEC. 25. ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES.

(a) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.-

14

(1) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, for

15

the discretionary category, for the purposes of con-

16

gressional enforcement of this resolution, reduce the

17

discretionary spending limit in section 601 of the

18

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by the following

19

amounts-

20

(A) with respect to fiscal year 1996,

21

$4,200,000,000

22

$5,400,000,000 in outlays;

23

in

budget

authority

and

(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997,

24

$4,800,000,000

25

$5,600,000,000 in outlays; and
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1

(C)

with

respect

to fiscal year

2

$8,700,000,000

3

$5,300,000,000 in outlays.

4

(2)

POINT

in

budget

OF ORDER IN THE

1998,

authority

and

SENATE.-(A)

5

Except as provided in subparagraph (B), it shall not

6

be in order in the Senate to consider any concurrent

7

resolution on the budget for fiscal years 1996, 1997,

8

or 1998 (or amendment, motion, or conference re-

9

port on such a resolution) that would exceed any of

10

the discretionary spending limits in this section.

11

(B) This subsection shall not apply if a declara-

12

tion of war by the Congress is in effect or if a joint

13

resolution pursuant to section 258 of the Balanced

14

Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985

15

has been enacted.

16

(b) WAIVER.-This section may be waived or sus-

17 pended in the Senate only by the affirmative vote of three18 fifths of the Members, duly chosen and sworn.
19

(c) APPEAL.-Appeals in the Senate from the deci-

20 sions of the Chair relating to any provision of this section
21 shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided between,
22 and controlled by, the appellant and the manager of the
23 concurrent resolution, bill, or joint resolution, as the case
24 may be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the Members
25 of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be required
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1 in the Senate to sustain an appeal of the ruling of the
2 Chair on a point of order raised under this section.
3

(d) DETERMINATION

OF BUDGET LEVELS.-For

4 purposes of this section, the levels of new budget author5 ity, outlays, new entitlement authority, and revenues for
6 a fiscal year shall be determined on the basis of estimates
7 made by the Committee on the Budget of the Senate or
8 the Committee on the Budget of the House of Representa9 tives, as the case may be.

10
11

SEC. 26. EXERCISE OF RULE-MAKING POWERS.

The Congress adopts the provisions of this title-

12

(1) as an exercise of the rule-making power of

13

the Senate and the House of Representatives, re-

14

spectively, and as such they shall be considered as

15

part of the rules of each House, or of that House

16

to which they specifically apply, and such rules shall

17

supersede other rules only to the extent that they

18

are inconsistent therewith; and

19

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional

20

right of either House to change those rules (so far

21

as they relate to that House) at any time, in the

22

same manner, and to the same extent as in the case

23

of any other rule of that House.
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1

TITLE III-SENSE OF CONGRESS

2

PROVISIONS

3

SEC. 31. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING THE BUD-

4

GETARY

5

REFORM.

6

ACCOUNTING

OF

HEALTH

CARE

It is the sense of the Congress that-

7

(1) the Congress should measure the costs and

8

benefits of all health care reform legislation against

9

a uniform set of economic and technical assump-

10

tions;

11

(2) before enacting major changes in the health

12

care system, the Congress should have available to

13

it reliable estimates of the costs of competing plans

14

prepared in a comparable manner;

15

(3) Congress should use Congressional Budget

16

Office estimates in accounting for the costs and ben-

17

efits of health care reform legislation; and

18

(4) all financial transactions associated with

19

Federal health care reform legislation mandating

20

employer payments for health care coverage should

21

be treated as part of the Federal budget, including

22

employer mandated payments

23

should be treated as Government receipts) and pay-

24

ments made by the entities pursuant to Federal law

25

(which should be treated as outlays), for all purposes
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1

under the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and

2

the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control

3

Act of 1985.

4

SEC. 32. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON THE COSTS OF ILLE-

5
6

GAL IMMIGRATION.

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-

7

(1) the Federal Government is solely respon-

8

sible for setting and enforcing national immigration

9

policy;

10
11
12
13

(2) the Federal Government has not adequately
enforced immigration laws;
(3) this weak enforcement has imposed financial costs on State and local governments;

14

(4) States must incur costs for incarcerating

15

undocumented persons convicted of State and local

16

crimes, educating undocumented children, providing

17

emergency medical services to undocumented per-

18

sons, and providing services incidental to admission

19

of refugees under the Refugee Admissions and Re-

20

settlement Program; and

21

(5) the Federal Government has an obligation

22

to reimburse State and local governments for costs

23

resulting from the costs described in paragraph (4).

24

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of Con-

25 gress that, in setting forth the budget authority and outlay
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1 amounts in this resolution, funding should be provided to
2 reimburse State and local governments for the costs asso3 ciated with4
5

(1) elementary and secondary education for undocumented children;

6
7

(2) emergency medical assistance to undocumented persons;

8
9

(3) incarceration and parole of criminal aliens;
and

10

(4) services incidental to admission of refugees

11

under the Refugee Admissions and Resettlement

12

Program.

13
14

SEC. 33. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING BASELINES.

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-

15

(1) the baseline budget shows the likely course

16

of Federal revenues and spending if policies remain

17

unchanged;

18

(2) baseline budgeting has given rise to the

19

practice of calculating policy changes from an in-

20

flated spending level; and

21

(3) the baseline concept has been misused to

22

portray policies that would simply slow down the in-

23

crease in spending as spending reductions.

24

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of the

25 Congress that-
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1

(1) the President should submit a budget that

2

compares proposed spending levels for the budget

3

year with the current year; and

4
5

6

(2) the starting point for deliberations on a
budget resolution should be the current year.
SEC. 34. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON ECONOMIC ASSUMP-

7
8

TIONS.

It is the sense of Congress that-

9

(1) economic assumptions play a significant role

10

in projecting Federal budget expenditures and reve-

lI

nues;

12

(2) over the past decade and one-half, the eco-

13

nomic assumptions used by both the Office of Man-

14

agement and Budget and by the Congressional

15

Budget Office have been less accurate than the Blue

16

Chip projections;

17

(3) future economic assumptions utilized for

18

budget projection purposes should use the latest

19

Blue Chip projections for economic assumptions and

20

quoted public market rates when relevant for pro-

21

jecting interest rates; and

22

(4) in the event the Office of Management and

23

Budget or the Congressional Budget Office con-

24

eludes that using the Blue Chip indicators or market

25

rates are inaccurate, they should present their budg-
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1

et projections using both their own and Blue Chip

2

and market assumptions, along with an explanation

3

of why they find the latter to be unacceptable.

4

SEC. 35. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING UNFUNDED

5
6

FEDERAL MANDATES.

It is the sense of the Congress that-

7

(1) the Federal Government should not shift

8

the costs of administering Federal programs to

9

State and local governments;

10

(2) the Federal Government's share of entitle-

11

ment programs should not be capped or otherwise

12

decreased without providing States

13

amend their financial or programmatic responsibil-

14

ities to continue meeting the mandated service;

authority to

15

(3) the Federal Government should not impose

16

excessive mandates and regulations that increase

17

costs for the private sector, hindering economic

18

growth and employment opportunities; and

19

(4) Congress should develop a mechanism to en-

20

sure that costs of mandates are considered during

21

agencies' development of regulations and congres-

22

sional deliberations on legislation.
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Mr.

SASSER,

from the Committee on the Budget,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL AND MINORITY VIEWS
[To accompany S. Con. Res. 63]

The Committee on the Budget submits the following report, accompanying the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget and setting
forth the congressional budget for the United States Government
for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, pursuant to the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344).

Chapter I. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
The 1995 Budget Resolution builds on the foundation established
by the historic deficit reduction plan passed last year. It keeps the
nation on the path of economic renewal, rising output, increased
employment and falling deficits.
Prior to the passage of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1993, deficits were projected to reach historic levels. The 1995
deficit, estimated at $305 billion, was estimated to swell to $388
billion by 1998 and then to nearly double that by the year 2003.
The larger economy was both culprit and victim. The nation was
vexed by lackluster growth and poor job creation. The weak economy was fueling larger deficits and the uncontrolled deficits were
undermining the confidence of consumers and the financial markets.
The President insisted that we break the momentum of the
downward spiral. And although there was apprehension as to
whether we could withstand the fiscal contraction needed to reduce
the deficit, we took the necessary step at the necessary time.
The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 reduced the deficit by nearly $500 billion, cut spending by $255 billion, allocated
every new tax dollar to deficit reduction, constrained discretionary
spending at a hard freeze level and cut $90 billion in entitlement
spending.
If we do not stray from the path we're on, the 1998 deficit will
be $200 billion less than before this plan passed. That is just the
beginning.
For the first time since Harry Truman was President, there will
be 3 years in a row of declining deficits.
The deficit as a percentage of national income will reach 2.3 percent-as low as it was in 1979, before the deficit began to explode.
In addition, over the next five years, nearly 75 percent of the
total 5-year decline will be the result of the President's deficit reduction plan.
The simple fact is that the improved deficit and economic picture
represent a self-reinforcing knot. The improved economy bolsters
the improved deficits and vice-versa. That is infinitely better than
a condition in which a weak economy digs us deeper into the deficit
hole and vice-versa.
It was the credibility of long-term deficit reduction to which the
financial markets so favorably responded. As Council of Economics
Advisors Chair Laura Tyson told the Senate Budget Committee:
"The decline in long-term interest rates since January 1993 has
tracked very closely the fortunes of the Administration's economic
plan."

Since we took the steps to bring down deficits, the drop in interest rates caused sectors of the economy that rely on long-term financing to expand rapidly.
Housing starts, permits and sales all soared in the fourth
quarter of 1993 at more than a 50-percent annual rate.
Sales of domestically-produced cars and lights trucks jumped
at more than a 50-percent annual rate over the last five
months. They stood in February at their best level since 1986.
Real business investment spending advanced at a 22 percent
rate in the fourth quarter and stands at an all-time high. Furthermore, new orders for business equipment, which foreshadow future production of investment goods, shot up at a 51
percent annual rate over the last six months.
Each of these sharp improvements at the end of last year stands
in marked contrast to the very modest gains that these interestsensitive sectors previously showed.
Their strengthening propelled real GDP growth in the fourth
quarter of 1993 to a 7.5 percent annual rate, well ahead of the pace
earlier in the recovery.
As a consequence of strong growth towards the end of last year,
economic performance during the first year of the Clinton Administration surpassed by a wide margin that was seen in the four preceding years.
Real GDP grew more than three times as fast in the first
year of the Clinton Presidency than it did during the preceding
four years.
A total of 1,901,000 private-sector jobs have been created
since President Clinton's inauguration, far more than the
1,002,000 jobs added in the previous four years.
Living standards rose more during the first Clinton year
than during the four preceding years.
Recent data also indicate that this acceleration in economic
growth will continue into 1994. The index of leading indicators rose
for a sixth consecutive month in December-up at a 5.4 percent annual rate. This is the index's best six-month performance in over
a decade.
In fact, OMB, CBO and the Blue Chip Consensus forecast all
predict that real GDP for 1994 as a whole, will increase at its best
rate in six years.
Welcome as this pickup in current activity may be, the beneficial
effect of last year's budget agreement on long-term economic performance is even more important.
There is now a development consensus that the economy's underlying rate of growth has accelerated. In his testimony before the
Joint Economic Committee on January 31, 1993 Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan said:
I don't recall as good an underlying base in the longterm economic outlook anytime in the last two to three
decades.
Most economists share the Federal Reserve Chairman's optimistic outlook. The projections of the Administration, the CBO and the
fifty private forecasters surveyed by Blue Chip Indicators are all

quite similar. They foresee solid real GDP growth at about 3 percent per year with hardly any rise in inflation.
The Budget Resolution as reported by the Committee is necessary to sustain the historic defic-It reduction we passed last
year-now in excess of $600 billion in reduced deficits, rather than
the $500 billion for which we aimed.
This same path of deficit reduction will also sustain a robust and
surging economy that continues to perform beyond our earlier expectations.
The 1995 Budget Resolution contains the following key components.
The baseline we worked from for 1995 accepts all of the President's program cuts and program terminations. That translates to
some 300 programs which are either cut or terminated.
The resolution closes a $3.1 billion gap that opened up on the
discretionary side of the budget for fiscal year 1995 because of differences between OMB and CBO scoring. That required the Committee to cut $3 billion more from the President's budget.
Parenthetically, we have not necessarily accepLed the more conservative CBO scoring. One is reminded specifically of the budgets
submitted by the Bush Administration in fiscal years '92 and '93
which employed OMB's numbers for appropriations. However, this
year, we will be totally scrupulous and we have filled the supposed
gap to hit CBO's targets.
In addition to the reductions contained in the Chairman's mark,
the Committee adopted an amendment making further cuts in the
602(a) allocations reported to the Senate Appropriations Committee. For fiscal year 1995, budget authority would be reduced by 5.3
billion and outlays by $1.6 billion. Over the next five years, Budget
Authority for all discretionary spending, including defense, would
be cut by $43.2 billion and outlays by $26.1 billion. All savings
would go to deficit reduction.
The 1995 Budget Resolution falls below the caps by $1.6 billion
in 1995 and by more than $5 billion in each of the next four years.
Over five years, the Budget Resolution is below the legal spending
limits by $26 billion.

SBC MARK COMPARED TO BASE AND CAPS
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Through reserve funds, the Budget Resolution deals with the
whole question of mandatory programs, such as health care and
welfare reform, GATT, and nutrition.
The Budget Resolution is completely agnostic when it comes to
which health care plan, or combination of plans, will be ultimately
passed.
The reserve clauses are strictly enabling legislation which allows
deficit neutral legislation to be considered on the floor.
We have added back to the President's budget in a few areas
which merit an additional note.
The Committee's Resolution restores roughly 70 percent of the
President's reduction in the Low Income Heating Assistance Program (LIHEAP).
We have also restored the Administration's $202 million cuts in
mass transit operating grants.
The Committee's Resolution as reported rejects the proposed $63
million reduction in various Rural Electrification Administration's
loan and loan guarantee programs.
For Ryan White, we added $182 million over last year's funding
levels.
We have offset those adds and filled the $3.1 billion gap with a
group of adjustments to the President's discretionary totals.
The Committee's Resolution as reported assumes the employment ceilings contained in the Federal Workfore Restructuring Act
which recently passed both Houses.
The Resolution also assumes that requested funding for the acquisition of federal buildings is reduced by $300 million. Budget
authority still exceeds the 1994 funding level and the current services baseline.
In addition, the Resolution as reported assumes roughly a 3 percent across-the-board cut in agency overhead expenses. The cut
does not apply to the Department of Defense or Social Security Administration and excludes obligations for R&D and GSA rent and
minimizes the application to program-related obligations.
The cuts in overhead specifically affect: purchases of land and
equipment, supplies, transportation, consulting and printing, and
contracting out of services.
The will be no reconciliation instruction since there are no tax
increases or reductions proposed in the budget.
On the mandatory side, the Committee does not recommend any
reductions for the simple reason that the major programs are all
being scrutinized by the relevant committees and major reforms
are forthcoming.
In conclusion, the Committee believes that we have made remarkable progress in the past year. The measure of our journey is
not in the time, nor difficulty, but in what we have achieved: falling deficits, an expanding economy and a better life for working
men and women. The challenge we face is whether we have the
courage to stay the course. With the American people at our side,
the we think we do.
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SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION BY CATEGORY
[Dollar amounts in billions]

Revenues .................................................................................
Outlays:
Discretionary ..................................................................
Mandatory .....................
Deposit insurance ...............
Net interest ..................................................................
Total ..............................................................

.

.
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1997
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$1,338

$1,411

$1,479
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$1,630
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-12
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230

$542
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-6
241
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1,019
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1,512

1,584

1,664
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Deficit
................................................................................
$174
$173
$186
$181
$192
Percent of GDP......................................................................
2.5
2.3
2.4
2.2
2.2
Debt held bythe public .......................................................
$3,649
$3,835
$4,035
$4,232
$4,439

Chapter H. SPENDING RECOMMENDATIONS BY

FUNCTION

The following chapter describes spending recommendations in
the Senate-reported budget resolution by budget function. All function totals are based on estimates prepared by the Congressional
Budget Office and incorporate the budgetary impact of nonemergency supplementals and rescissions enacted to date.
Function 050: NATIONAL DEFENSE
This function is comprised of programs for the Department of Defense and defense-related activities of the Department of Energy.
Function 050 includes the pay allowances for roughly 1.53 million
active duty military personnel and nearly 900,000 civilian personnel at over 400 major installations. Function 050 also includes the
funding to develop, equip, operate and maintain the weapon systems for this force. The Committee recommends $263.8 billion in
budget authority and $270.7 billion in outlays for function 050 for
1995, the same levels proposed by the President. These totals include discretionary spending of $264.3 billion in budget authority
and $271.1 billion in outlays.
The Committee applauds the President's proposals to help defense-dependent communities make the difficult transition to the
civilian-based economy and supports the President's proposal to increase funding for the Technology Reinvestment Program (TRP),
which provides matching funds to help private consortia develop
advanced technologies. The Committee also supports the President's proposal to expand the Department of Labor's Workforce Security program and the Department of Commerce's Community Diversification Assistance program
The Committee believes that the Federal Government has a
strong responsibility to aid communities facing the closure or realignment of military installations. Accordingly, the Committee
supports the President's request for Base Closure and Realignment
(BRAC) funding. The Committee also recognizes that environmental cleanup is a major obstacle to base reuse. The Committee
supports levels of funding necessary for environmental remediation
on closing bases.
The Committee supports the ongoing programs of the National
Center for Manufacturing Sciences (NCMS). NCMS brings together
world class manufacturing corporations and expertise from the civilian automotive, aerospace, computer, communications, and machine tool industries and their supply tiers to collaborate with the
Defense Department and its contractor base in resolving major
quality and affordability concerns related to both current and future weapon system production. Funding levels in this function
would accommodate $60 million for these ongoing programs.

The Committee is also pleased with and strongly supports the efforts of the NCMS and the Defense Department to forge a largescale partnership between government and industry to help identify and address environmentally detrimental design, manufacturing, and maintenance policies, practices, and processes. This effort
is crucial in light of the accelerating environmental budget demands being addressed in this function.
The Committee notes that the administration's budget proposal
contains funds for the continued cleanup and environment restoration of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. The Committee commends the Administration's proposal and believes this clean-up is
essential to the Nation's interest. Such clean up is necessary to restore that portion of the ecosystem of the Pacific Northwest, to
serve as a model for other Federal facilities, and to foster research,
technology development and technology transfer. Advances in
waste management and environmental restoration will be increasingly important to the National economy and future quality of life.
The Committee rejects proposals to close the Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences. This respected institution, with
its unique emphasis on military medicine, is needed to address current and future needs of the Armed Services as well as the Public
Health Service.
The Committee recognizes the existing discrepancy between the
cost-of-living delay schedules for military and civilian federal retirees. The Committee believes this problem should be addressed and
urges the Department of Defense and any other appropriate executive branch agencies to cooperate with Congress in identifying
budgetary savings necessary to offset the cost of equalizing the
delay schedules.
The Committee is concerned that the administration's defense
budget request does not meet essential defense requirements for
long-range bombers. Secretary of Defense William Perry reinforced
this concern when he acknowledged in testimony before the Committee that the fiscal year 1995 defense budget does not meet the
bomber force requirements established in the Bottom Up Review.
The United States must maintain a strong bomber force in order
to have the capability to project force and combat acts of aggression
anywhere in the world. This requirement takes on increased importance as the United States reduces its overseas military presence.
The Committee is particularly concerned that the administration
chose to recommend a reduction of 30 B-52H bombers when the B52 is the only reliable and combat-proven long-range bomber in the
inventory. The B-52 represents a cost-effective way to retain force
structure, and the Committee strongly urges the administration to
reassess its recommendation to cut the B-52 force.
Function 150: INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS
This function is comprised of the international affairs programs
of the United States, including foreign economic and security assistance programs, operations of the State Department and other
foreign affairs agencies, information and educational exchange programs and export promotion activities.
The Committee recommends $19.3 billion in budget authority
and $18.1 billion in outlays for programs in the international af-

fairs function of the budget for 1995, the same levels proposed by
the President. These totals include discretionary spending of $20.9
billion in budget authority and $21.0 billion in outlays.
The President's 1995 International Affairs budget reflects a new
account structure, consistent with a commitment to restructure
America's post-Cold War foreign policy objectives. The Committee
applauds the Administration's commitment to restructure America's foreign affairs program. However, by reducing the number of
subfunctions and types of appropriations accounts, the Executive
Branch proposal could generate confusion, obscure certain types of
activities, and reduce Congressional and public understanding of
the U.S. foreign aid program. The Committee encourages the Administration to continue to refine its foreign aid reform effort with
an eye to creating subfunction and appropriations account structures which will increase the transparency of Executive Branch
proposals, not decrease it.
Furthermore, the Committee remains concerned that the new aid
categories offer little guidance in establishing reasonable ceilings
on future foreign aid expenditures. Instead, there appears to be a
stark contrast between the sweeping goals of the new framework
and available levels of resources. More effort should be made to
focus foreign aid goals and activities within realistic funding levels.
Since the Administration is requesting a variety of new appropriations accounts, it will be impossible for the Congressional
Budget Office or the Budget Committee to lock in outlay rates for
new foreign aid accounts until they are further defined by the committees of jurisdiction.
The Committee assumes that funding levels for this function will
allow continuation of current levels of assistance for Israel and
Egypt.
The Committee believes that the Export-Import Bank will play
an increasingly important role in this nation's foreign affairs program. A revitalized Export-Import Bank will help U.S. industry
compete more effectively for market share throughout the world.
Nevertheless, the 1995 request for the Export-Import Bank subsidy
appropriation is $800 million, a $200 million decrease from the
1994 appropriation. After 1995, the subsidy request falls to $700
million. Thus, in order to maintain the volume of credits with a reduced subsidy, the Bank will either have to increase fees or find
some other measure of risk reduction. The Committee supports the
Administration's commitment to maintaining a strong and vigorous
Export-Import Bank through a combination of adequate funding
and reasonable reductions in the cost of the Bank's credit programs. The Committee also endorses the Administration's decision
to commit additional resources for the Bank's tied-aid program.
The Committee remains concerned about the growing level of unfunded and underfunded liabilities within the international affairs
area.
The Committee notes that without supplemental appropriations,
the United States will be $1 billion in arrears on peacekeeping contributions by the end of the fiscal year. The Committee is concerned that the Executive Branch continues to pursue peacekeeping commitments without being realistic about the availability of
appropriations. The Committee urges the Executive Branch to de-

velop a more reasonable scheme for funding peacekeeping programs within available resources.
The United States looks to international financial institutions to
promote economic reform and supply a large share of the capital
needed to transform emerging democracies and generate economic
growth in developing countries. Nevertheless, by the end of 1994,
the United States will be $0.8 billion in arrears on its scheduled
contributions to these institutions. The Committee remains concerned about the continuing mis-match between our policy of supporting increased funding for these organizations and budgetary realities.
The Committee notes that the President has proposed significant
reductions in the P.L. 480 Food for Peace program, concurrent with
significant decreases in the availability of section 416 surplus commodities used to augment the P.L. 480 program. This comes at a
time when the National Research Council of the National Academy
of Sciences is projecting that worldwide food needs during the
1990s will double. The Committee is concerned that the various
government agencies responsible for coordinating U.S. food aid programs may be underestimating future food aid requirements.
Function 250: GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE &
TECHNOLOGY
This function includes discretionary funding for space activities
of the National Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA) and
the National Science Foundation (NSF), and high energy and nuclear physics programs of the Department of Energy (DOE). The
Committee recommends $17.3 billion in budget authority and $17.2
billion in outlays for programs in the Space and Science function
of the budget for 1995, the same levels proposed by the President.
These totals include discretionary spending of $17.3 billion in budget authority and $17.2 billion in outlays.
The Committee applauds the administration's increase in funding for the National Science Foundation. The Committee recognizes
the increasingly important role that the National Science Foundation continues to play in expanding the Nation's scientific base.
Function 270: ENERGY
This function funds federal energy activities in four major areas:
energy research and supply; energy conservation; emergency preparedness; and energy information policy and regulation. All nondefense Department of Energy (DOE) programs are funded in this
function along with the Department of Agriculture's Rural Electrification Administration, the power program of the Tennessee
Valley Authority, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The
Committee recommends $6.3 million in budget authority and $5.0
in outlays for the energy function for 1995. These totals include
discretionary spending of $6.5 billion in budget authority and $6.5
in outlays.
The Committee supports the administration's request for the Department of Energy's efficiency and renewable energy programs.
The Committee shares the administration's view that the multiple
benefits of renewable and energy efficiency initiatives warrant an

enhanced and sustained commitment in funding. The Committee
supports the administration's new focus on the deployment of energy technology and job creation, especially through the state programs.
The Committee supports the administration's request for the Advanced Neutron Source (ANS). The additional funding will allow
the Department of Energy to initiate construction of the ANS in
1995. The Committee realizes that the ANS is a unique tool for
both basic and applied research, as the practical application of neutron research includes the development of manufacturing materials
and medical benefits made possible by isotopes.
The Committee supports the administration's increase in funding
for cooperative research and development agreements (CRADAs)
and other technology transfer initiatives performed by the Department of Energy. The Committee recognizes the growing opportunities resulting from the commercialization of technology developed
in Federally operated laboratories that are aimed at improving the
Nation's technological and manufacturing base.
The Committee is aware of fiscal realities forcing program reductions within the Department of Energy. Nonetheless, the Committee questions the worthiness of terminating research and development of the integral fast reactor (IFR). Termination of the IFR will
result in minimal savings through Fiscal Year 1998. Actinide recycling has the potential to address problems associated with disposal
of nuclear waste. The Committee, therefore, supports the continuation of funding for the program.
The Committee notes, with interest, that for the first time in
more than a decade, the administration has proposed a budget that
does not recommend changing the terms for repayment of the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) debt in order to increase revenue to the Department of the Treasury. The Committee understands this omission reflects the administration's commitment to
working for enactment of separate legislation to authorize a buyout
of BPA debt.
The Committee rejects the administration's proposed cut in rural
electric loans to be administered by the Rural Electrification Administration (REA) or its possible successor agency, the Rural Utilities Service. Instead, the Committee recognizes that the Rural
Electrification Loan Restructuring Act of 1993, Public Law 103129, restructured rural electric lending programs to achieve economic efficiencies and budgetary savings over five years. The Committee recommendation assumes the loan levels authorized in that
act for fiscal year 1995.
Function 300: NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
This function contains a wide variety of agencies and programs
with the primary missions focused on prudent management and
protection of natural resources and public health by assuring a
clean environment. Agencies with major programs in this function
include: the Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, Environmental Protection Agency, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and the U.S. Geological Survey. The
Committee recommends $21.7 billion in budget authority and $21.3

billion in outlays for the natural resources and environment function for 1995, the same levels proposed by the President. These totals include discretionary spending of $21.4 billion in budget authority and $21.2 billion in outlays.
The Committee commends the administration for its request for
additional funding for the National Marine Sanctuary Program to
fund adequately newly designated and existing sanctuaries.
The Committee commends the administration's comprehensive
efforts to resolve the forest management crisis in the Pacific Northwest. This effort includes a 5 year economic adjustment initiative.
Fiscal year 1995 is the second year of this initiative. The Committee acknowledges that the administration's proposed fiscal year
1995 budget contains funds for the Departments of Agriculture, Interior, Commerce, and Labor, and the Environmental Protection
Agency, to participate in this initiative through existing programs.
It is not clear the funds proposed for the Department of the Interior and related agencies requested by the administration to carry
out this initiative are adequate, particularly with respect to implementing watershed analysis and watershed restoration strategies.
The Committee recommends further consideration be given to these
issues to ensure adequate funding.
The Committee reiterates the importance of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund for providing the Federal Government the
means to acquire sensitive natural areas and preserve them as part
of our National parks, forests, refuges, and BLM areas. The fund
also allows states to provide recreation opportunities and open
space preservation. The low funding levels of the past decade have
created a large backlog in lands to be acquired. Because of the importance of the Federal and state lands to ecosystem protection
programs, the resolution reported by the Committee will accommodate an increase in funding for land acquisition through the Land
and Water Conservation Fund.
Function 350: AGRICULTURE
This function is comprised of the Federal agriculture programs
intended to ensure a plentiful, high-quality supply of food and fiber
to the nation and to limit economic harm to farmers and consumers
from price fluctuations and natural disasters. The Committee recommends $12.3 billion in budget authority and $11.6 billion in outlays for programs in function 350 for 1995, the same levels proposed by the President. These totals include $4.2 billion in budget
authority and $4.3 billion in outlays for discretionary programs.
The Committee notes that overseas markets represent 90 percent
of total sales volume for many agriculture producers and is concerned that funding reduction in the Market Promotion Program
(MMP) could result in significant economic dislocation for farmers.
The Committee urges the Secretary of Agriculture to carefully consider the impact of reductions in the MPP on producers, and to consider efforts to mitigate the negative effects of the proposed reduction in funding.
The Committees recognizes that the Uruguay Round agreement,
if ratified, will compel drastic cuts in the Sunflower Oil Assistance
Program (SOAP). The Committee notes, however, the United
States negotiators made commitments to representatives of the

sunflower and sunflower oil industries that SOAP would be funded
to the maximum level consistent with the Uruguay Round in order
to maintain the competitiveness of United States exports in the
face of subsidized foreign production and exports. The Committee
expects, therefore, that SOAP will continue to be funded to the full
level consistent with the Uruguay Round agreement.
The Committee is very concerned about the President's proposal
to eliminate the state-certified mediation programs, administered
by the Farmers Home Administration. The Committee believes that
adequate funding should be provided for these programs in fiscal
year 1995.
The state mediation programs are excellent examples of federal
programs that actually save money. These programs-18 around
the country-are very successful and cost-effective. It is estimated
that for each $1 of federal funds spent on these mediation programs, the benefit to the government (from reduced legal costs,
fewer appeals, and spreading losses between other creditors and
borrowers) was $3.20 to $5.92.
In fact, Vice President Gore's National Performance Review
praised these mediation programs and proposed increasing the use
of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) techniques such as these.
His review stated that "this type of innovation"-the mediation
programs-"should spread faster and further across the Federal
Government."
These programs can also help USDA Comply with a new lawthe Administrative Dispute Resolution Act of 1990-which requires
Federal agencies to adopt a policy that encourages the use of mediation, conciliation, arbitration and other means of ADR. In fact,
USDA could expand the excellent state mediation programs which
are already up and running as a way to comply with the Act.
Function 370: COMMERCE AND HOUSING CREDIT
This function is comprised of the government programs that assist the advancement of commerce and technology, including activities within the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce and Housing and Urban Development. It also includes agencies such as the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Resolution Trust Corporation, the Securities and Exchange Commission, the U.S. Postal
Service, and the Small Business Administration. The Committee
recommends $9.7 billion in budget authority and - $7.8 billion in
outlays for programs in the commerce and housing credit function
of the budget for 1995, the same levels proposed by the President.
These totals include $2 billion in budget authority and $0.5 billion
in outlays for the off-budget Postal Service fund. Discretionary
spending in the function totals $3.7 billion in budget authority and
$3.5 billion in outlays.
The Committee recommendation assumes the President's proposed increase of $415 million in 1995 budget authority for NIST
activities, including NIST intramural programs and the Advanced
Technology Program and the Manufacturing Extension Partnership.

Function 400: TRANSPORTATION
This function is comprised of the transportation programs of the
United States, including highway, railroad, transit, aviation and
water activities. The Committee recommends $42.9 billion in budget authority and $38.8 billion in outlays for programs in the 400
function of the budget for 1995. These totals include $15.2 billion
in budget authority and $38.3 billion in outlays for the discretionary programs within the function.
The Committee strongly agrees with the administration's request
for funding of the Coast Guard Acquisition, and Construction Improvement Account. The Committee also believes that priority
should be given to projects that were requested last year by the administration and delayed by Congress until it could assess the impact of base realignment.
The Committee encourages level funding in fiscal year 1995 for
the "new start" mass transit program. Progress must continue in
light rail development. The new start program allows cities and
smaller communities a means of reducing highway congestion and
air pollution. It also allows communities to proceed with new economic development and redevelopment initiatives while providing
much-needed construction and service sector employment.
Function 450: COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
This function is comprised of programs to promote community
and economic development in urban areas and rural regions. The
largest of these programs, the Community Development Block
Grant, provides assistance for revitalizing depressed communities.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency and Small Business
Administration provide disaster relief for affected communities.
This function also includes various programs directed by the Bureau of Indian Affairs which assist American Indians.
The Committee recommends $9.5 billion in budget authority and
$9.3 billion in outlays for programs in the Community and Regional Development function of the budget for 1995, the same levels proposed by the President. These totals include $9.2 billion in
budget authority and $9.1 billion in outlays for the discretionary
programs within the function.
Function 500: EDUCATION, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT
AND SOCIAL SERVICES
This function is comprised of the human resources programs of
the United States, including aid to elementary and secondary education, college student loans and grants, worker training, foster
care, aid to the disabled, and Head Start. The Committee recommends $57.6 billion budget authority and $53.6 billion in outlays for programs in the education, training, and social services
function of the budget for 1995. Discretionary spending within this
function, totals $44.2 billion in budget authority and $40.4 billion
in outlays. These levels exceed those proposed by the President by
$148 million in budget authority and fall below the President's request by $1 million in outlays. The Committee added funding to
the Head Start account and delayed some obligations until the

early childhood education program is reauthorized. The Committee
also added funds to the Impact Aid account, bringing it up to the
1994 level.
In order to raise our Nation's standard of living and increase the
number of good jobs, the United States must improve its productivity and ability to compete in the international marketplace by improving the educational level of all America's children.
Although efforts are being made to establish higher educational
standards and goals, there is a substantial shortage of resources to
meet such standards and goals. States and local communities are
finding it increasingly difficult to meet the educational challenges
of today, and will not be able to fund needed changes without additional Federal resources.
The Federal Government has established many education programs but failed to provide adequate funding for those programs.
For example, the education program designed to meet the special
needs of America's disabled students was established with a promise of forty percent Federal funding, but currently receives only
eight percent Federal funding. The annual shortfall in Federal education programs is approximately half of the promised funding.
While many needed education improvements will not require
Federal funds, other reforms such as ensuring that every child
enter the educational system ready-to-learn, training students in
new technologies, lessening school violence, providing after-school
activities, mentoring students at risk, and repairing the educational infrastructure will require substantially more Federal assistance.
The current Federal contribution to education is approximately 2
percent of the total Federal budget. In order to make education a
true National priority, funding must be increased substantially to
a level that is commensurate with the need.
The Committee notes that the Senate recently included foreign
language education as a core academic subject under the National
education goals. Yet funding to promote foreign language learning
was eliminated from the administration's budget. Given congressional action to improve education and the urgent need to strengthen foreign language education, particularly at the elementary
school level, the Committee identifies foreign language programs as
an initiative that should be increased rather than eliminated.
The Committee also notes that the administration's budget would
eliminate funding for library programs. Access to adequate libraries is critical to effectively educating the Nation's youth. Indeed,
with the increasing use of electronic information sources, libraries
are the only point of access for millions of children and adults. It
is critical that the Federal Government maintain and increase its
support of libraries and media centers, both in schools and in communities.
The State Student Incentive Grant stimulates the expansion of
state grant programs for the needy students and funds campusbased community service work-study. It is an investment in our
people and our future, and the Committee feels efforts should be
made to restore funding to this program.
For more than 20 years, the Special Programs for Students from
Disadvantaged Backgrounds (TRIO) have effectively provided re-

medial and support services that low-income, first generation students need to enter and succeed in college. The modest 4.3 percent
increase in this year's budget will ensure access and opportunity to
education for disadvantaged students, including women and minorities, and is strongly supported by the Committee.
The Committee is pleasedthat the administration is proceeding
with plans to fully implement the job corps 50-50 plan expansion.
The 50-50 plan would strengthen current job corps services while
opening a total of 50 new centers to serve 50 percent more of the
Nation's at-risk youth than currently served in job corps.
The Committee is concerned with the administration's proposed
reduction in funding for Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
youth programs. Congress approved legislation designed to improve
these programs last year. Nonetheless, the Department of Labor
based its recommendations for a reduction of these programs on
data collected before these improvements could be fully implemented. The Committee encourages the administration to assess
the program in its improved state before reducing critical funding.
Function 550: HLEALTH
This function is comprised of the biomedical research, health
services, and health education activities of the United States, including Medicaid, the National Institutes of Health, substance
abuse prevention and treatment, and women's health programs.
The Committee recommends $123.8 billion in budget authority and
$122.5 billion in outlays for programs in the health services and research function of the budget for 1995. Discretionary spending for
this function totals $22.6 billion in budget authority and $22.0 in
outlays. These levels exceed those proposed by the President by
$182 million in 1995 budget authority and $13 million in outlays.
The Committee ensured the delay in availability of funds, as requested by the President, for the National Institutes of Health. The
Committee also increased funds for the Ryan White Care Act program to better meet the care needs of those Americans suffering
from AIDS.
The Committee recognizes that while overall HIV numbers are
rising steeply Nationwide, significant and threatening subepidemics of HIV continue to escalate sharply, often among already-vulnerable populations such as the rural poor, the homeless,
and the minority community, in general. The Committee recognizes
the devastating effects of AIDS upon individuals, families and communities, and that our country's youth are especially vulnerable to
HIV infection. The Committee commends the administration for its
continued commitment to investing in AIDS care, research, and
prevention, and urges that increased attention be given to providing services for youth and underserved populations that have been
unfunded.
The Committee supports increased funding above the President's
request for all four titles of the Ryan White CARE Act, which is
a high priority in the fight against AIDS. The Committee recommendation assumes $182 million over the President's request for
the Ryan White Care programs.
In addition, the Committee recognizes the importance of the research conducted by the National Institutes of Health (NIH) in

combatting the AIDS epidemic, and supports, at a minimum, full
funding of the President's request. Without new funds for research,
the caseload requiring Ryan White CARE Act support will continue
to grow.
The Committee also notes that, in the absence of a cure for
AIDS, prevention and education programs are critical to efforts to
stop the spread of HIV infection, especially among our youth. For
this reason, the Committee supports, at a minimum, full funding
of the President's request for the Center for Disease Control's HIV/
AIDS prevention and education programs.
The Committee recognizes the importance of the work done by
the National Institutes of Health in all areas of biomedical research. The Committee supports the administration's efforts to
fund research in fields long neglected by previous administrations,
especially AIDS and women's health.
The Committee recommendation assumes an increase in funding
for the National Institutes of Health. Within this allocation the
Committee recommends an increase for research into diabetes in
general, and diabetes genes research in particular. In the United
States, there are more than 650,000 new cases of diabetes identified each year. Identification of the diabetes genes could have a
dramatic effect on research into the cause, cure and prevention of
the disease.
Head Start is the most extensive federal program of its kind. It
provides a comprehensive approach to preparing children for school
including health care and nutrition programs. The program also
helps parents become active in their children's learning. The reauthorized Head Start will establish a program to evaluate ongoing
effectiveness of each local program and provide guidance on staffing levels, qualifications and training. Given the past effectiveness
of Head Start and the current efforts to ensure ongoing accountability, the Committee increased the funding requested by the administration by $100 million and delayed obligation of $300 million
until September thirtieth 1995.
The Committee recommendation assumes a significant increase
for Community, Migrant, and Homeless health centers to expand
primary care and enabling services to underserved persons in fiscal
year 1995. While such an increase is not part of the fiscal year
1995 budget request, it will be necessary to address the needs of
millions of underserved Americans in the most cost-effective manner as part of health reform. Also, the Committee assumes that
health reform legislation will include an increase for these programs which will allow them to develop and deliver primary health
care and enabling services to an additional four million underserved Americans in fiscal year 1995.
The Committee supports the administration's efforts to prevent
the spread of youth violence throughout our country. The Committee supports funding levels of the programs at the Centers for Disease Control aimed at stemming youth violence.
The Committee is concerned that the administration's proposed
budget for the Indian Health Service (IHS) will leave the Country's
Native American population in a tenuous situation. Already an extremely high-risk population in terms of both access to health care
facilities and vulnerability to diseases such as diabetes and Sudden

Infant Death Syndrome, Native Americans are in real danger of
being left behind as the rest of the country attempts to improve
and expand its health care system.
The President's budget for fiscal year 1995 proposes a total of
$1,695,994,000 for the IHS in budget authority, a decrease of
$247,076,000, or 12.7 percent, below the level of funding provided
in fiscal year 1994 for both health services and facilities construction. In addition, the President's IHS budget proposes drastic cuts
in full time equivalent (FTE) positions, just as the IHS is taking
strides toward addressing the critical shortage of health care professionals serving the Indian population.
For fiscal year 1995, the budget-notwithstanding the fact that
Congress approved a considerably higher level of staffing last
year--calculates the FTE reduction targets based on 1993 levels so
that they do not appear to be quite as drastic as they actually are.
The IHS will thus assume eighty-three percent of the FTE reductions for the entire Department of health and Human Services
budget in fiscal year 1995, even though the IHS represents a mere
two percent of the Department's total budget.
The Committee notes that the cuts slated for the IHS are inconsistent with the goals outlined in the administration's proposed
health care reforms and assumes that these cuts will not be made.
The Committee recommends that funding be restored to address
the growing needs for health care personnel and facilities construction and repair.
The Committee strongly supports the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC) Child Immunization program; therefore we
are deeply concerned by the overall 12 percent cut in the discretionary childhood immunization program. The Committee understands that the Administration's rationale for this level of cuts was
based on the enactment of the new childhood vaccine program, an
entitlement program, in Public Law 103-66. The Conference Report
on P.L. 103-66, however, specifically stated Congress' intent to
maintain current discretionary federal programs at their fiscal year
1994 levels to support progress in childhood immunization rates.
Furthermore, we are concerned about cuts in CDC's funds for state
vaccine programs. Maintaining funds for state vaccine programs is
critical until the new entitlement is implemented and Congress has
confidence that children are being fully immunized. The Committee
believes that the funding of the CDC child immunization program
is crucial to the continued inoculation of at-risk children. According
to the Centers for Disease Control, only 44 percent of at-risk children in urban areas are fully vaccinated by age two.
Function 570: MEDICARE
This function includes only the Medicare program. The Committee recommends $162.4 billion in budget authority and $160.5 billion in outlays for Medicare in 1995. Discretionary spending totals
$3.0 billion in budget authority and $3.0 billion in outlays.
The budget resolution assumes no changes from baseline in Medicare mandatory spending, and assumes the President's recommendation for discretionary Medicare administrative expenses.

Function 600: INCOME SECURITY
This function is comprised of income assistance and in-kind benefits to individuals and families who have experienced a temporary
or permanent loss of income. This function includes benefits to Federal retirees and railroad retirees; unemployment benefits; low-income housing assistance; food assistance to low-income households
and school children; and cash assistance to specific low-income
groups including families with children, the disabled, the elderly,
refugees, and households with high energy costs. The Committee
recommends $219.9 billion in budget authority and $220.4 billion
in outlays for programs in the Income Security function of the
budget in 1995. These totals include $34.3 billion in budget authority and $37.2 billion in outlays for discretionary programs.
The Committee reported resolution increases funding for the
Low-Income Housing Energy Assistance program by $520 million
over the amount recommended by the President. This increase is
needed to help low-income individuals cope with home energy burdens that remain high and help insulate them from the extreme
weather conditions and utility shut-offs. This winter-which has
been one of the coldest in recent memory-has created difficult conditions for many Americans forcing some to choose between food
and heat.
LIHEAP has already made significant contributions to deficit reduction. Funding declined from $2.1 billion in 1985 to $1.4 billion
in 1994, a cumulative loss of nearly four billion dollars. As a result,
between 1985 and 1993, average benefits decreased and the number of households served declined by almost one quarter.
The Committee's recommendation for LIHEAP funding represents a $187 million decrease from funding levels appropriated
last year. The Committee suggests the funding level included for
LIHEAP in the Committee reported resolution be considered a minimum level of funding fiscal year 1995, not a maximum.
The Committee continues to give high priority to increasing fund.
ing for the Women, Infant and Children (WIC) Supplemental Feeding Program. The Committee's recommendation assumes the full
$354 million increase in budget authority over a freeze requested
by the President. An additional 710 thousand low income women
and children would be served and the program would remain on
track for full funding in 1996. This program pays for supplemental
foods, health care referrals, and nutrition education for low-income
pregnant and post-partum women, infants, and children under five
years of age found to be at nutritional risk.
The Committee's recommendation assumes the full funding requested by the President for the homeless housing assistance initiative.
The resolution assumes legislative reforms to make it easier for
the Department of Housing and Urban Development to dispose of
acquired multifamily properties. The committee does not recommend the President's proposal to create a mandatory program
for funding Section 8 assistance to help dispose of these properties.
The recommendation assumes, instead, that Section 8 property disposition assistance will continue as discretionary funding and adds

back $733 million in 1995 BA to the President's request. This is the
same amount requested by the President as mandatory funding.
The resolution assumes that within the overall funding provided
for assisted housing programs, sufficient resources would be available to continue the Family Unification Program in fiscal year
1995. This program is intended to help families stay together by
providing housing assistance through the Section 8 program to
families with children who are at-risk of entering or remaining in
foster care because of homelessness or severe housing problems.
The resolution assumes full funding for the President's request
to renew all expiring Section 8 housing subsidy contracts. The resolution accommodates a total of $71.5 billion in discretionary BA
from 1995 through 1999 for this assistance.
The Committee assumes that within the overall funding provided
for assisted housing programs, sufficient resources will be available
to continue the Family Unification Program in fiscal year 1995.
This innovative program is intended to help families stay together
by providing housing assistance through the Section 8 program to
families with children who are at risk of entering or remaining in
foster care because of homelessness or severe housing problems.
The Administration's Budget states that legislation will be transmitted to Congress this year to charge Federal agencies the full
cost of the Government's share of retirement benefits for Federal
employee's covered by the civil Service Retirement System. This
change will be intended to make the agency-by-agency cost of the
Federal retirement system more explicit.
The Committee observes that this proposal should not be construed to increase the amounts payable by the Postal Service into
the Civil Service Retirement and Disability Fund. Under existing
legislation (5 U.S.C. 8348(h), (m), and section 11101(a) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993), the Postal Service is already liable for its full share of the Civil Service retirement costs
for postal employees who have retire since the start up of the Postal Service on July 1, 1971.
The Committee supports funding for the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act as the highest level possible, but in any case, no less
than the President's request.
Function 650: SOCIAL SECURITY
This function is comprised of the Social Security Old Age and
Survivors (OASI) and Disability Insurance (DI) programs of the
United States. These programs provide income support for the approximately 42 million Americans who are aged, disabled or dependents or survivors of beneficiaries. For 1995, the Committee
recommends $6.8 billion in on-budget budget authority and $9.4
billion in on-budget outlays and $332.4 billion in off-budget authority and $327.9 billion in off-budget outlays for programs in the Social Security function of the budget.
The Committee assumes the President's funding request to continue initiatives to improve customer service by upgrading automation systems at the Social Security Administration and improving
processing of disability claims.
The Committee also excludes the Social Security Administration
from across-the-board overhead cuts.

Function 700: VETERANS BENEFITS AND SERVICES
This function includes veterans benefits and services including
discretionary programs for veterans health care and medical research, construction activities, and housing loan programs. Also included are mandatory veterans programs such as veterans compensation and pension payments and educational benefits.
The Committee recommends $37.2 billion in budget authority
and $36.6 billion in outlays for veterans programs in 1995 the
same levels proposed by the President. These totals include 17.9
billion in budget authority and $17.7 billion in outlays for the discretionary programs within the function.
The budget resolution assumes no change from baseline in Veterans mandatory spending programs, and generally adopts the President's recommendation for discretionary programs in this function.
The proposed level of discretionary funding for veterans benefits
and services represents an increase of $159 million in budget authority from the 1994 funding level. In fiscal year 1994, the Department of Veterans' Affairs State Home grant program funding was
$41,080,000. This budget resolution assumes the program's funding
will not be reduced in fiscal year 1995.
The resolution assumes full cost of living increases for veterans
pensions and compensation payments.
Function 750: ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE
This function is comprised of the justice programs of the United
States,
including
enforcement,
federal court,
federal
nson and
judicialfederal
branchlaw
activities.
The Committee
recommends
18.3 billion in budget authority and $17.1 billion in outlays for
programs in this function for 1995. These totals provide $17.9 billion in budget authority and $16.7 billion in outlays for the discretionary programs.
The Committee recognizes that the Federal Government is solely
responsible for setting and enforcing immigration policy, and therefore assumes that this resolution will accommodate reimbursing
state and local governments for authorized program costs and legally binding obligations associated with providing elementary and
secondary education for undocumented children, emergency medical assistance to undocumented persons, services incidental to admission of refugees under the Refugee Admissions and Resettlement program, and for the costs of incarcerating and supervising
and parole of criminal aliens.
The budget resolution provides adequate funding for staffing and
security at newly constructed courthouses.
The Committee is aware of the determination by the General
Services Administration that the most cost-effective means to meet
demands for space in Greeneville, Tennessee, is to proceed with
construction of a new courthouse. Accordingly, the Committee supports the effort to construct a new courthouse in Greeneville.
Function 800: GENERAL GOVERNMENT
This function covers the general overhead cost of the Federal
Government; provision of central, fiscal property, and personnel ac'ivities; and provision of services that cannot be reasonably classi-

fled in any other major function. Overhead costs include the Legislative Branch and Executive Office of the President. Central fiscal
operations comprise the general tax collection and fiscal operations
of the Department of Treasury. Property and personnel costs include the operating costs of the General Services Administration
and Office of Personnel Management. Federal aid to state, local
and territorial governments that is available for general fiscal support is also placed in this function. Funding for the Internal Revenue Service accounts for slightly more than half of the function
total.
The Committee recommends $14.0 billion in budget authority
and $13.7 billion in outlays for programs in the General Government function of the budget for 1995. These totals provide $12.8
billion in budget authority and $12.5 billion in outlays for the discretionary programs within the function.
Function 920: ALLOWANCES
This function traditionally includes funding contingencies, initiatives, and other proposals where either the savings or costs cannot
be distributed by function. The function totals reflect reductions in
General Services Administration (GSA) rent and savings from expected Federal procurement reform as included in the President's
budget.
The Committee also assumes savings generated from the employment ceilings contained in H.R. 3345, the Federal Workforce Restructuring Act. The function includes a reduction in discretionary
caps adopted during the Committee's consideration of the budget
resolution.
The Committee recommends savings of $9.4 billion in budget authority and $4.9 billion in outlays from proposals included in the
Allowances function of the budget for 1995.
The Committee believes that indirect cost reimbursements are an
important, legitimate and necessary cost of conducting research
and has not included the proposed "pause" in its recommendation.
Prior to taking any action on indirect costs, the Committee will
await the joint report of the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Council of Economic Advisors.
The budget resolution assumes an across-the-board cut in agency
administrative expenses. The Committee recognizes that many
agencies, including the National Institutes of Health, the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, the Bureau of the Census and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration fund essential programs from
their administrative accounts. The Committee also understands
that many programs, such as the Federal Direct Student Loan program, are very dependent on administrative funds for successful
operation. The Office of Management and Budget should implement the reduction in administrative cuts in a flexible way so as
to ensure that these reductions affect actual administrative costs.
The Committee is concerned that proposed reductions in the fiscal year 1995 pay adjustments may further undermine the goal of
achieving pay comparability within the time frame established by
the Federal Employees Pay Comparability Act of 1990. The Committee will work with the appropriate authorizing and appropriat-
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ing committees to find acceptable alternative methods to fully fund
the pay adjustments, such as a reduction in agency spending on
service contracts.

Chapter 11. COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS
In addition to the language provisions that explicitly set forth enforcement procedures, the Committee-reported resolution will be
enforced through Committee allocations. Section 302(a) and 602(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. §§ 633(a) and
665a (Supp. IV 1992)) require the joint explanatory statement accompanying a conference report on a concurrent resolution on the
budget to include an allocation, based upon that concurrent resolution as recommended in the conference report, of the appropriate
levels of total outlays, total new budget authority, entitlement authority (for the House only), and Social Security outlays (for the
Senate only) among each Committee of the Senate and the House
of Representatives that has jurisdiction over legislation providing
those amounts. Section 602 further requires this allocation to include all years covered by the resolution, as well as the total for
all those years. These allocations provide the basis for congressional enforcement of the resolution through points of order under
the Congressional Budget Act. Section 301(e)(9) requires the Budget Committee's report accompanying the budget resolution to include those same allocations. These allocations follow:
SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302
OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT BUDGET YEAR TOTAL: 1995
[in millions of dollars]
Directspending
jurisdiction
Committee

Budget

Outlays

authoity

Entitlements
fundedin annual
appropriations
Budget
authority

Appropriations ........................................................................
780,281
804,909
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry .......................................
8,388
6,757
15,967
7,544
Armed Services ..................................................................
40,588
40,574
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs .....................................
7,256
(11,063)
Commerce, Science, and Transportation ..............................
3,620
126
548
546
Energy and Natural Resources ..............................................
1,751
1,489
43
36
Environment and Public Works ...........................................
24,191
1,597
Finance
...............................................................................
556,600
553,572
145,846 145,829
Foreign Relations ...................................................................
15,003
14,619
51,015
49,166
Governmental Affairs ..............................................................
Judiciary ................
. .
. ...
2,270
2,262
173
173
Labor and Human Resources .................................................
4,330
4,265
4,332
4,157
Rules and Administration ........................................................
102
43
Veterans Affairs ......................................................................
1,531
1,4|2
18,875
18,394
Select Indian Affars ...............................................................
448
445
Small Business ..............
. . . ....
6
(383)
(253,572)
(254,872)
Not Allocated to Committees .................................................
Total ...........................................................................

1,242,508

1,216,288

185,794

176,679
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SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302
OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT FIVE YEAR TOTAL: 1995-1999
[in millions of dollars]
Directspending
jurisdiction
Committee

Budgetauthor-

Outlays

ity

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry .......................................
Aned Services ..............................
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs .....................................
Commerce, Science, and Transportation ..............................
Energy and Natural Resources ..............................................
Environment and Public Works ..............................................
Finance ....................................................................................
Foreign Relations ....................................................................
Governmental Affairs ..............................................................
Judiciary ...................................................................................
Labor and Human Resources .................................................
Rules and Administration ........................................................
Veterans Affairs ......................................................................
Select Indian Affairs ...............................................................
Small Business ........................................................................

44,108
226,692
32,143
14,152
8,552
123,341
3,211,318
59.238
272,658
11,666
18,851
509
7,062
2,268
19

33,062
226,055
(40,510)
569
8,136
7,165
3.192,875
64,761
262,526
11,436
16,143
332
7,417
2,227
(1,284)

Entitlements
fundedin
annualappropriations
Budget
Outlays
authority

86,262
42,636
.......................................
....................
....................
3,066
3,051
204
199
.................... ...................
888,895
889,099
....................
....................
....................
....................
948
946
19,951
19,171
....................
....................
96.908
93,944
....................
....................
....................
...................

SECTION 302(B) SUBDIVISIONS BY COMMITTEES

Section 302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act provides that following adoption of the budget resolution conference report, each
committee may subdivide its section 302(a) allocation. The Appropriations Committee must subdivide its amounts among its 13 subcommittees and further subdivide the amounts with respect to each
subcommittee between controllable amounts and all other amounts.
Every other committee to which an allocation is made may subdivide the allocation among its subcommittee or among programs
over which it has jurisdiction, and further subdivide the amount
with respect to each subcommittee or program between controllable
amounts and all other amounts.
These subdivisions become official scorekeeping targets that the
Senate uses (along with the budgetary aggregates, the discretionary spending limits, and the maximum deficit amount set forth
under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings) in measuring spending bills. As
well, for authorizing committees, the section 302(a) allocation also
provides constraint. Section 302(f) prohibits consideration of any
measure that, if enacted, would breach a committee's 302(a) or
302(b) allocation.
SOCIAL SECURITY ALLOCATIONS

Section 302(a)(2) of the Act requires that the statement of the
managers accompanying the conference report on the budget include an estimated allocation, based upon the budget resolution, of
the appropriate levels of Social Security outlays for the fiscal year
of the resolution and for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years
among each committee of the Senate which has jurisdiction over
legislation providing for such outlays. The appropriate allocations
for Social Security are shown in the table below.
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SENATE COMMITTEE REVENUE AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS FOR SOCIAL SECURITY PURSUANT TO
SECTION 301(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RESOLUTION
[in millions of dollars]
1995

5-year 1995-99

Outlays:
Finance Comm ittee ..................................................................................................
Unassigned to Committee ...........................................
.....................................

334,761
(47,112)

1,853,217
(290,624)

Subtotal, outlays ..................................................................................................

287,649

1,562,593

Revenues ...........................................................................................
360,456
1,998,386

Chapter IV.THE BUDGET PROCESS
CONSTRAINTS UNDER THE BUDGET ENFORCEMENT ACT

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 (as amended by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993) constraints the budget resolution through fiscal year 1998. Through its maximum deficit
amount for fiscal year 1995, the budget law ensures that the budget resolution may not worsen the deficit for that year. Through appropriations caps, the budget law ensures that the budget resolution will not allow discretionary spending to exceed the amounts
agreed to in 1990 and extended in 1993 (as adjusted under the
law).
Within these constraints, the budget resolution plays an important role enforcing congressional priorities. The budget resolution
gives Congress its own means to set the Nation's fiscal policy. Congress enforces the budget resolution using congressional scoring
and the estimates of the Congressional Budget Office. Without a
budget resolution, the President's Office of Management and Budget would have the sole and unquestioned power to estimate the
costs of spending and enforce the law.
The Budget Enforcement Act divides the budget process into two
parts: one for appropriations and the other for entitlements and
taxes. All taxing and spending legislation (other than laws for Social Security, which Congress took off budget) falls into one of the
two parts. A series of caps govern appropriations. A system called
"pay-as-you-go" governs entitlements and taxes. This chapter will
discuss in turn the deficit target, appropriations caps, and the payas-you-go system, focusing on the effects of the process on the
budget resolution.
THE 1995 DEFICIT TARGET

The law's 1995 deficit target helps to ensure that Congress and
the President do not worsen the deficit. The target does not force
further deficit reduction. Under the Budget Enforcement Act, the
President revises the deficit target to take into account spending
and revenue changes beyond the Government's control. Under a
strict formula, the President must adjust the target for all changes
to the deficit other than those caused by legislation that Congress
and the President enact. The Budget Enforcement Act holds Congress and the President responsible for only the harm to the deficit
that they knowingly create. If the deficit worsens due to a softening
economy, the Budget Enforcement Act requires the President to adjust the deficit target so that it does not force the President and
Congress to raise taxes or cut Government spending in a recession.
Similarly, the deficit target changes to account for misestimates of
the cost of legislation by the Office of Management and Budget.
(31)

CONGRESSIONAL ENFORCEMENT DURING CONSIDERATION OF THE
BUDGET RESOLUTION

The Congressional Budget Act enforces the deficit target during
congressional consideration of the budget resolution. Section 606(c)
of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. §665e(c) (Supp. IV
1992)) creates a point of order against Senate consideration of a
budget resolution (or any amendment or conference report) that
causes the deficit to exceed the deficit target. It would take 60
votes to waive the point or order.
A budget resolution may cut the deficit below the deficit target.
Nothing in the Budget Enforcement Act or congressional points of
order prevents further deficit reduction.
CONGRESSIONAL ENFORCEMENT AFTER ADOPTION OF THE BUDGET
RESOLUTION

After adoption of the budget resolution, another point of order
will lie against legislation that would breach this 1995 deficit target. Specifically, section 605(b) of the Congressional Budget Act (2
U.S.C. § 665d(b) (Supp. IV 1992)) provides that after Congress has
completed a budget resolution, a point of order will lie in the Senate against considering any legislation that would result in a deficit
that exceeds the adjusted deficit target for the first fiscal year covered by that resolution.
Section 311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C.
§ 642(a)(Supp. IV 1992)) also establishes a point of order against
legislation that would breach the budget authority, outlay, or revenue aggregates that the budget resolution sets forth for the first
year or the revenue aggregate for the 5 years that the budget resolution covers. Waiver of the point of order under section 311(a) requires 60 votes.
APPROPRIATIONS CAPS

The Budget Enforcement Act creates a series of caps on discretionary appropriations. For fiscal year 1995, the law sets forth caps
for both budget authority and outlays for the total of discretionary
spending. After fiscal year 1993, the law no longer mandated caps
for each of the three categories of defense, international, and domestic spending.
ACROSS-THE-BOARD CUTS

If the Congress and the President enact appropriations that exceed any of these caps, the President must order across-the-board
cuts (some call them "mini-sequesters") only in appropriated accounts. The area of spending responsible for the violation of the
agreement thus sustains automatic cuts bringing appropriations
back down to the level set forth in the law.
The Office of Management and Budget must estimate the cost of
any appropriations bill within 5 days after its enactment, and that
estimate controls the process. When a sequester (if required) takes
place depends on when the spending occurs: For regular appropriations bills enacted before Congress adjourns to end a session, the
sequester occurs 15 days after the end of session. For a spring supplemental appropriations bill (that is, any enacted after starting a

new session but before July 1), the sequester occurs 15 days after
enactment of the bill. Finally, for supplemental appropriations enacted after June 30, the law lowers the cap for the next year. Consequently, either appropriations bills for the next fiscal year spend
at the lower level, or a sequester occurs 15 days after the end of
session under the first rule.
CONGRESSIONAL ENFORCEMENT

A point of order in the Senate also enforces the caps in budget
resolutions. Specifically, section 601(b) of the Congressional Budget
Act (2 U.S.C. § 665(b) (Supp. IV 1992)) creates a point of order (except in time of declared war) against considering a budget resolution that would exceed the cap for the fiscal year. This point of
order would require 60 Senators to waive.
The caps provide ceilings, not floors. A budget resolution may cut
the funding for the Appropriations Committee below the amount
that the caps would allow. Nothing in the Budget Enforcement Act
prevents further deficit reduction in appropriated accounts. No
points of order lie against budget resolutions that cut appropriations to reduce the deficit.
THE PAY-AS-YOU-GO PROCESS

The Budget Enforcement Act calls the system governing entitlements and receipts "enforcing pay-as-you-go." The basic rule governing the pay-as-you-go system requires Congress and the President to pay for all entitlement spending increases and tax cuts
with offsetting entitlement spending cuts or tax increases for the
same fiscal year. The pay-as-you-go system covers all direct spending legislation included in legislation reported by authorizing committees.
ACROSS-THE-BOARD CUTS

The Budget Enforcement Act requires the President to order a
sequester in certain entitlements at the end of each session of Congress in which changes in law increase entitlement spending or cut
taxes without paying for them. Changes in entitlement spending or
tax receipts brought on by cases other than legislation-such as a
worsening economy-do not count under the pay-as-you-go system.
The sequester threatens the same entitlement programs that the
old Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law put in peril, most significantly
medicare and farm price supports.
CONGRESSIONAL ENFORCEMENT

The Budget Enforcement Act also calls on Congress to constrain
spending through procedural hurdles, points of order that the Senate can waive only with the affirmative vote of 60 Senators. Points
of order enforce allocations and aggregates made by the budget resolution for the first year (for all allocations and aggregates) and the
total of the 5 years covered by the budget resolution (for revenues
and allocations to the authorizing committees). The budget resolution divides all spending among committees in allocations that
some call "crosswalks" or "302(a) allocations" or "602(a) allocations." If a bill spends more in a committee's jurisdiction (together

with all other laws passed to date) than the budget resolution allocated to that committee, then any Senator may raise a point of
order (under sections 302(f)(2) and 602(c) of the Congressional
Budget Act, 2 U.S.C. §§633(f)(2) and 665a(c) (1988 & Supp. IV
1992)) for which one needs 60 votes to waive. Furthermore, the
budget resolution sets a ceiling on total outlays from all jurisdictions, also enforceable with a 60-vote point of order.
Similarly, for revenues, the budget resolution sets a floor on the
level of revenues. If a bill cuts more in taxes (together with all
other laws passed to date) than the budget resolution allowed for,
then any Senator may raise a point of order (under sections 311(a)
and 605 of the Congressional Budget Act, 2 U.S.C. §§642(a) and
665d (1988 & Supp. IV 1992)) for which one needs 60 votes to
waive.
Except as provided for in reserve funds (as discussed below), a
point of order requiring 60 votes to waive lies against spending
that exceeds a committee's allocation even if the spending legislation pays for itself with new taxes, Similarly, a point of order requiring 60 votes to waive lies against tax-cutting legislation that
causes revenues to fall below the revenue floor even if the tax-cutting legislation pays for itself with spending cuts, The process does
not automatically give credit against a committee's allocation for
new taxes raised, nor does it automatically give credit against the
revenue floor for spending cuts.
Note that the process does give a committee credit against its
spending allocation for reductions in spending it makes within its
jurisdiction. Consequently, a bill that pays for new spending with
spending cuts within the same jurisdiction will not run afoul of the
point of order. Similarly, a bill that pays for tax cuts with tax increases will not encounter the obstacle.
RESERVE FUNDS

A budget resolution may pave the way for new spending legislation paid for with taxes, tax-cutting legislation paid for with spending cuts, or spending legislation paid for with cuts in another coinmittee's jurisdiction. The resolution can include language--called a
"reserve fund"-that allows the Budget Committee to increase a
committee's allocation or adjust the revenue floor when a committee reports deficit-neutral legislation on a specified topic. In effect,
the reserve fund allows the Senate to get credit against a committee's allocation of spending for the deficit reduction accomplished
by a tax increase or a spending cut in another committee's jurisdiction. Similarly, the reserve fund allows the Senate to get credit
against the revenue floor for the deficit reduction accomplished by
a spending cut (whether in the same committee's jurisdiction or
not).
A reserve fund does not presuppose that Congress will raise
taxes to pay for new spending. Under a reserve fund, a committee
may pay for new spending with taxes, user fees, or spending cuts.
As noted above, however, legislation that pays for spending with
spending cuts within the same jurisdiction or pays for revenue cuts
with revenue increases does not require a reserve fund. The reserve fund merely clears the way for the bill when the Senate pays
for the spending one way or the other. The funding mechanism

need not even be in the same bill with the spending; the funding
may come first in a separate bill.
Every budget resolution since fiscal year 1987 has included at
least one reserve fund. Not all reserve funds have led to the enactment of legislation. The reserve fund merely enables the bill to proceed; it does not force the Congress to consider it.
Reserve funds have covered the following topics (in the language
of the budget resolutions): Concurrent Resolution Setting Forth the
Congressional Budget for the United States Government for the
Fiscal Years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, H. Con. Res. 64,
103d Cong., 1st Sess., §9, 139 CONG. REC. H1747, H1751-53 (daily
ed. Mar. 31, 1993) (adopted) (initiatives to improve the health and
nutrition of children and to provide for services to support and protect children, and to improve the well-being of families, economic
growth initiatives; continuing improvements in ongoing health care
programs and comprehensive health care reform; initiatives to improve educational opportunities for individuals at the early childhood, elementary, secondary, or higher education levels, or to invest in the health or education of America's children; initiatives to
preserve and rebuild the United States maritime industry; initiatives to reform the financing of Federal elections; and trade-related
legislation); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year
1993, H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., § 9,138 CONG. REC.
H3602, H3608 (daily ed. May 20, 1992) (adopted) initiatives to improve the health and nutrition of children and to provide for services to protect children and strengthen families; economic growth
initiatives (including for unemployment compensation or other, related programs); continuing improvements in ongoing health care
programs and phasing-in of health insurance coverage for all Americans; initiatives to improve educational opportunities for individuals at the early childhood, elementary, secondary, or higher education levels, or to invest in America's children); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992, H. Con. Res. 121, 102d
Cong., 1st Sess., § 9, 105 Stat. 2414 (1991) (initiatives to improve
the health and nutrition of children and to provide for services to
protect children and strengthen families, economic recovery initiatives, continuing improvements in ongoing health care programs
and phasing-in of health insurance coverage for all Americans, to
expand access to early childhood development services for low-income pre-schoolers, and to fund surface transportation); Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1991, H. Con. Res. 310,
101st Cong., 2d Sess., § 6, 104 Stat. 5163 (1990) (children, including
funding through tax credits); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1990, H. Con. Res. 106, 10 1st Cong., 1 Sess., §§ 7
and 8, 103 Stat. 2540 (1989) (children, including funding through
tax credits; and Medicaid); Concurrent Resolution on the BudgetFiscal Year 1989, H. Con. Res. 268, 100th Cong., 2d Sess., §§ 5 and
6, 102 Stat. 4875 (1988) (the welfare reform initiative, the medicare
catastrophic health insurance initiative, and the anti-drug initiative); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1988, H.
Con. Res. 93, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., § 9, 101 Stat. 1986 (1987) (the
welfare reform initiative and the medicare catastrophic health insurance initiative); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal
Year 1987, S. Con. Res. 120, 99th Cong., 2d Sess., §§ 3 and 4, 100

Stat. 4354 (1986) (unmet critical needs requested by the President
and a general revenue sharing extension); First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1984, H. Con. Res. 91, 98th Cong.,
1st Sess., § 2, 97 Stat. 1501 (1983) (loan foreclosure relief to farmers; direct loans for farm ownership, operating, or economic emergency programs; and for other purposes); see also the related provisions of Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1988,
H. Con. Res. 93, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., § 5, 101 Stat. 1986 (1987)
(funding for defense).
SOCIAL SECURITY

The Budget Enforcement Act took Social Security off budget. The
budget resolution may not include Social Security in the Federal
budget deficit or surplus. The law requires the budget resolution to
set forth the on-budget totals. The following table shows the Congressional Budget Office's estimates of. the Social Security trust
fund surpluses (in billions of dollars a fiscal year):
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

Social Security surpluses
.....................................................................
70
.....................................................................
76
.........................................................................................................................
84
.....................................................................
92
.....................................................................
100
THE "FIRE WALL" POINT OF ORDER

A point of order constrains spending or tax cuts that reduce the
Social Security surplus. The point of order works through the budget resolution through the process of allocations to committees. Just
like the point of order on allocations to committees generally,
waiving the point of order requires 60 votes. The Budget Enforcement Act also prohibits the consideration of a budget resolution reported by the Budget Committee that would decrease the Social Security surplus in any of the 5 years covered by the budget resolution. The fiscal year 1993 and 1994 budget resolutions extend this
point of order to floor consideration of the budget resolution. See
Concurrent Resolution Setting Forth the Congressional Budget for
the United States Government for the Fiscal Years 1994, 1995,
1996, 1997, and 1998, H. Con. Res. 64, 103d Cong., 1st Sess.,
§ 10(b), 139 CONG. REC. H1747, H1753 (daily ed. Mar. 31, 1993)
(adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1993,
H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., § 12(b), 138 CONG. REC.
H3602, H3609 (daily ed. May 20, 1992) (adopted).
THE BUDGET TIMETABLE
DEADLINE AND ACTION TO BE COMPLETED

April 1
The Senate Budget Committee reports the budget resolution. If
the Committee has not reported a budget resolution, then the Senate will discharge the Committee of any budget resolution that the
presiding officer had referred (or thereafter refers) to the Committee and place it on the calendar.

April 15
Congress completes action on the budget resolution. If Congress
has not adopted a budget resolution, the Chairman of the House
Budget Committee must submit to the House an allocation to the
Appropriations Committee consistent with the appropriations caps
as adjusted in the President's budget, including the full allowance
for domestic discretionary budget authority. The House Appropriations Committee must then make suballocations among its subcommittees and report them to the House. In the House, after April
15, no point of order will lie against considering deficit-neutral leislation in the absence of a budget resolution.
May 15
In the House, after May 15, no point of order will lie against considering annual appropriation bills in the absence of a budget resolution.
June 10
The House Appropriations Committee reports the last annual appropriation bill.
June 30
The House completes action on annual appropriation bills. In the
House, it is out of order to consider any resolution providing for an
adjournment of more than 3 days in July until the House has approved both annual appropriation bills for all Appropriations subcommittees and reconciliation legislation (if the budget resolution
requires reconciliation). Appropriations legislation enacted after
June 30 that breaches the caps lowers the cap for the fiscal year
beginning October 1.
July 15
The President submits to Congress the mid-session budget review.
August 10
The President submits notification regarding military personnel.
August 15
The Congressional Budget Office submits its sequestration update report.
August 20
The Office of Management and Budget submits its sequestration
update report.
October 1
The fiscal year begins. If Congress and the President have not
enacted appropriations for the new fiscal year, the Government
must shut down operations not necessary to protect life or property.

10 days after end of session
The Congressional Budget Office submits its final sequestration
report.
15 days after end of session
The Office of Management and Budget submits its final sequestration report. If required, the President issues a sequester order.
30 days later
The General Accounting Office submits its compliance report.
FLOOR AMENDMENT OF BUDGET RESOLUTIONS

Section 305(b) of the Congressional Budget Act prohibits amendments to a budget resolution that are not germane. The precedents
on what is germane are very restrictive. Sixty Senators must vote
affirmatively to waive a suspend section 305(b).
RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS

Section 3 10(a) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. § 641(A)
(1988 & Supp. IV 1992)) provides for inclusion of reconciliation instructions in budget resolutions, if necessary. In these instructions,
Congress may direct committees to report out legislation by a certain date to change the following:
new budget authority;
budget authority initially provided for prior years;
new entitlement authority;
credit authority;
revenues;
deficit reduction, or
the debt limit.
Reconciliation instructions have been included in budget resolutions for fiscal years 1981, 1982, 1984, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1990,
1991, and 1994. By the same light, budget resolutions did not include reconciliation instructions in many fiscal years, including fiscal years 1989, 1992, and 1993, during multi-year budget agreements.
OUT-YEAR RECONCILIATION

Out-year reconciliation instructions have been included in several budget resolutions. They constitute an important means for
Congress to control the budget process and establish budget priorities. In response to an inquiry from Senator Hatfield on March 26,
1981, the presiding officer stated that out-year reconciliation instructions are in order. 127 CONG. REC. S2754 (daily ed. Mar. 26,
1981).
MULTI-COMMITTEE RECONCILIATION

Under section 310(b) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C.

§ 641(b) (1988)), multi-committee reconciliation legislation is referred to the Budget Committees. The Budget Committees package
the legislation without substantive revision. The instructions may

give all committees in both Houses the same reporting deadline or
use different dates for different committees.
RECONCILIATION ON THE FLOOR

Section 310(d)(2) (2 U.S.C. §641(d)(2) (1988)) prohibits any
amendment to a reconciliation bill or resolution that would cause
the deficits in the budget resolution to increase. If an amendment
decreases specific outlay reductions or revenue increases below the
level provided in the budget resolution, it must also make a reduction in other specific outlays, an increase in other specific revenues,
or a combination at least equivalent to any increase in outlays or
decrease in revenues that the amendment provides. A motion to
strike a provision, however, is always in order. Sixty Senators must
vote affirmatively to waive or suspend section 310(d) (except during
a declared war).
Section 310(e)(1) (2 U.S.C. §641(e)(1) (1988)) applies the provisions of section 305 (regarding germaneness and mathematical consistency) for budget resolutions and their conference reports to reconciliation bills and their conference reports. Sixty Senators must
vote affirmatively to waive or suspend section 310(e)(1) as it relates
to germaneness or to sustain an appeal of a ruling of the chair
under that section. A majority of Senators voting (a quorum being
present) may waive or suspend section 310(e) as it relates to mathematical consistency.
Section 310(g) (2 U.S.C. §641(g) (Supp. IV 1992)) prohibits any
reconciliation legislation that changes the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance program established under title II of the Social
Security Act. Sixty Senators must vote affirmatively to waive or
suspend section 310(g) (except during a declared recession).
THE BYRD RULE

The Byrd Rule, now section 313 of the Congressional Budget Act
(2 U.S.C. § 644 (Supp. IV 1992)) prohibits extraneous matter in reconciliation. "Extraneous" is a term of art. Broadly speaking, the
rule prohibits inclusion in reconciliation of matter unrelated to the
deficit reduction goals of the reconciliation process.
If the Presiding Officer sustains a point of order under the rule,
the part of the legislation that contains extraneous material will be
stricken and may not be offered as an amendment from the floor.
Sixty Senators must vote affirmatively to waive or suspend the rule
or to sustain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair.
A provision of reconciliation legislation is extraneous if it:
produces no change in outlays or revenues (unless the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of both the Budget Committee and the committee reporting the provision certify that
certain exceptions apply);
produces changes in outlays or revenues "merely incidental"
to the non-budgetary components of the provisions;
increases the deficit, if the committee reporting it fails to
achieve its reconciliation instructions;
causes the committee's work product to worsen the deficit in
any out-year beyond the years reconciled;
is not in the jurisdiction of the committee reporting it, (with
some exceptions); or

changes Social Security.
PROCESS CHANGES IN BUDGET RESOLUTIONS

The Constitution preserves to each House of Congress the power
to change the rules governing its procedure. Article I, which sets
forth the powers of the legislative branch, provides that eachah
House may determine the Rules of its Proceedings. . . ." U.S.
CONST. art. I, § 5, cl. 2. Pursuant to this power, Congress may by
concurrent resolution supersede rule-making statutes, such as the
Congressional Budget Act, insofar as they establish congressional
procedures. Section 904(a) of the Congressional Budget Act restates
this constitutional power of Congress (and each of its Houses) to
change the Budget Act's provisions. Section 301(b)(4) of the Congressional Budget Act provides an affirmative statement of the
same reservation of powers.
The legislative history of section 301(b)(4) makes clear that the
drafters of the Budget Act intended that the section would grant
later Congresses broad authority to revise the budget rules in
budget resolutions. The most authoritative legislative history for
the Act, the joint statement of managers in the conference report
accompanying the Act, includes a detailed discussion of section
301(b)(4), plainly indicating the drafters' intent that future Congresses have broad authority to make changes in the process governing spending legislation during the period covered by the budget
resolution. S. CONF. REP. No. 924, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 57-58
(1974), reprinted in 1974 U.S.C.C.A.N. 3591, 3599-600. For early
versions of this section, see H.R. 7130, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. § 121(b)
(1974) (as passed by the House); H.R. 7130, 93d Cong., 2d Sess.
§ 301 (1974) (as amended by the Senate).
Budget resolutions have included numerous provisions making
changes in the budget process. Those provisions have included:
Maximum Deficit Amount: One budget resolution included an explicit exception for appropriations measures to the maximum deficit amount point of order under sections 311(a) and 605 of the Congressional Budget Act. See Concurrent Resolution on the BudgetFiscal Year 1993, H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. § 10
(1992) (adopted).
Social Security "Fire Wall": As discussed above, two budget resolutions have included a provision extending the reach of a 60-vote
point of order against budget resolutions that would worsen the Social Security Trust Fund balances. This section implicitly amended
section 301(i) of the Congressional Budget Act. See Concurrent Resolution Setting Forth the Congressional Budget for the United
States Government for the Fiscal Years 1994, 1995, 1993, 1997,
and 1998, H. Con. Res. 64, 103d Cong., 1st Sess., § 10(b), 139
CONG. REC. H1747, H1753 (daily ed. Mar. 31, 1993) (adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1993, H. Con. Res.
287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. § 12(b), 138 CONG. REC. H3602, H3609
(daily ed. May 20, 1992) (adopted). See also the related provisions
of id. § 12(a); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year
1992, H. Con. Res. 121, 102d Cong., 1st Sess. §8, 105 Stat. 2414
(1991) (requiring use of baseline levels for Social Security for purposes of sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act).

Reserve Funds: Several budget resolutions have included reserve
funds that allow deficit-neutral legislation on specified subjects to
proceed in excess of aggregates and committee allocations. These
provisions implicitly waive sections 302(f), 311(a), and 602(c) of the
Congressional Budget Act for the purposes of considering specific
initiative areas. While section 301(b)(7) of the Budget Act codified
this practice in 1990, earlier budget resolutions since 1993 had included this type of language. (See the discussion of reserve funds
above.)
Asset Sales: Budget resolutions have prohibited the counting of
the proceeds from asset sales and loan prepayments. These provisions altered the functioning of points of order under sections 302,
310, 311, 601(b), 602, 604, and 605 of the Congressional Budget for
the United States Government for the Fiscal Years 1994, 1995,
1996, 1997, and 1998, H. Con. Res. 64, 103d Cong., 1st Sess.,
§ 10(b), 139 CONG. REC. H1747, H1753 (daily ed. Mar. 31, 1993)
(adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1993,
H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. §-12(b), 138 CONG. REC. H
3602, H3609 (daily ed. May 20, 1992) (adopted). See also the related provisions of id. § 12(a); Concurrent Resolution on the BudgetFiscal Year 1992, H. Con. Res. 121, 102d Cong., 1st Sess. §8, 105
Stat. 2414 (1991) (requiring use of baseline levels for Social Security for purposes of sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional
Budget Act).
Reserve Funds: Several budget resolutions have included "reserve
funds" that allow deficit-neutral legislation on specified subjects to
proceed in excess of aggregates and committee allocations. These
provisions implicitly waive sections 302(f), 311(a), and 602(c) of the
Congressional Budget Act for the purposes of considering specific
initiative areas. While section 301(b)(7) of the Budget Act codified
this practice in 1990, earlier budget resolutions since 1983 had included this type of language. (See the discussion of reserve funds
above.)
Asset Sales: Budget resolutions have prohibited the counting of
the proceeds from asset sales and loan prepayments. These provisions altered the functioning of point of order under sections 302,
310, 311, 601(b), 602, 604, and 605 of the Congressional Budget
Act. See Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1993.
H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. § 8(1992)(adopted): Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992, H. Con. Res. 121,
102d Cong., 1st Sess. § 7, 105 Stat. 2414 (1991); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1991, H. Con. Res. 310, 101st
Cong., 2d Sess. § 5, 104 Stat. 5163 (1990); Concurrent Resolution
on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1990, H. Con. Res. 106, 101st Cong.,
1st Sess. § 6, 103 Stat. 2540 (1989); Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget-Fiscal Year 1989, H. Con. Res. 268, 100th Cong., 2d Sess.
§ 4, 102 Stat. 4875 (1988); Concurrent Resolution on the BudgetFiscal Year 1988, H. Con. Res. 93, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. §§ 7 &
8, 101 Stat. 1986 (1987).
House Exception to Aggregate Point of Order: One recent budget
resolution also clarified the application of the exception that applies in the House to the point of order under section 311 of the
Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. §642(b) (1988)) implicitly
amending that section. See Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-

Fiscal Year 1993, H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 102d Cong., 2d
Sess. § 11 (1992) (adopted).
Automatic Second Budget Resolution: When the Congressional
Budget Act still provided for first and second resolutions on the
budget, budget resolutions have provided that the first resolution
be considered to be the second resolution if the Congress had not
adopted the second one by a date certain. Those provisions also
provided an exception in the House to the aggregate point of order
under section 311 of the Congressional Budget act. See First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1986, S. Con. Res.
32, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. § 3, 99 Stat. 1941 (1985); First Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1985, H. Con. Res. 280,
98th Cong., 2d Sess. §4, 98 Stat. 3484 (1984); First Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1984, H. Con. Res. 91, 98th
Cong., 1st Sess. § 5,97 Stat. 1501 (1983).
Point of Order Where Committees Fail to Suballocate: One resolution created a new point of order in the House against the consideration of legislation before the committee of jurisdiction had completed its suballocation of spending. See First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1985, H. Con. Res. 280, 98th
Cong., 2d Sess. §5, 98 Stat. 3484 (1984).
Revised Aggregates and Allocations in the House: One budget resolution has empowered the Chairman of the House Budget Committee to revise aggregates and allocations under the budget resolution, affecting the enforcement of section 302, 311, and 602 of the
Congressional Budget Act. See Concurrent Resolution of the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992, H. Con. Res. 121, 102d Cong., 1st Sess. § 12,
105 Stat. 2414 (1991). See also Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1988, H. Con. Res. 93, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. § 13,
101 Stat. 1986 (1987) (empowering the House Budget Committee
Chairman to file original allocations at a later date); Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1987, S. Con. Res. 120, 99th
Cong., 2d Sess. § 13, 100 Stat. 4354 (1986) (same).
SENSE OF THE CONGRESS PROVISIONS

In addition, the concurrent resolution on the budget, like any
concurrent resolution, may include "sense of the Congress" and
"sense of the Senate" provisions. These provisions state the opinion
of the Congress or the Senate and have no binding effect. They
must be within the jurisdiction of the Budget Committee in order
for the Committee to report the language. Thus, the budget resolution may include any "sense of the Congress" or "sense of the Senate" provision dealing with budgetary policy.
May "sense of the Congress" and "sense of the Senate" provisions
have been included in budget resolutions, including provisions on:
tax reform;
tax law enforcement;
monetary policy;
Federal employment policy;
Congressional Budget Office scorekeeping;
farm loss deductions;
limitations on benefits to aliens;
military retirement programs;
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limiting the level of credit activities through the appropriations process;
coverage of off-budget and credit activities in budget resolutions;
Federal Financing Bank activities;
international monetary conference;
the Grace Commission;
the National Commission on Social Security Reform;
early action by Senate committees to meet reconciliation instructions; and
inflationary effects of Federal regulations.

Chapter V. LANGUAGE PROVISIONS IN THE
RESOLUTION
This chapter of the report discusses the language of the Committee-reported resolution. The Committee has divided the resolution
into three component titles. Title I displays the levels and amounts
in the budget resolution. Title II sets forth the budgetary procedures included in the resolution and reported out as an exercise of
the Congress's rule-making powers. Title III consists of the Committee's recommendations for sense of the Congress provisions.
LEVELS AND AMOUNTS
The Committee-reported budget resolution's display of levels and
amounts in title I of the resolution closely parallels that of the Concurrent Resolution Setting Forth the Congressional Budget for the
United States Government for the Fiscal Years 1994, 1995, 1996,
1997, and 1998, H. Con. Res. 64, 103d Cong., 1st Sess., 139 CONG.
REC. H1747, H1747-50 (daily ed. Mar. 31, 1993) (adopted); and
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1993, H. Con.
Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., 138 CONG. REC. H3602, H3603-07
(daily ed. May 20, 1992) (adopted).
SOCIAL SECURITY

The Budget Enforcement Act took Social Security off budget. See
Budget Enforcement Act § 13301, 104 Stat. 1388-573, 1388-623
(1990). The budget resolution may not and does not include Social
Security in the Federal budget deficit or surplus. Rather, the law
requires the budget resolution to set forth the on-budget totals, and
these receive more prominent display at the beginning of the Committee-reported resolution.
DISPLAY OF ALTERNATIVE MEASURES OF THE DEFICIT

Several Members of the Committee, notably Senators Simon,
Exon, and Hollings have called for alternative displays of the deficit. In the past 4 years, to address these concerns, the resolution
has set forth a number of alternative deficit displays, many of
which the Committee in the past voted to include in the resolution.
In 1990, the Budget Enforcement Act responded to these calls by
amending the Congressional Budget Act to provide for such displays. This year's budget resolution contains three provisions relating to differing displays of the deficit. Each of these provisions reflects the same underlying facts that lead to the deficit amounts
appearing in section 2 of the resolution, which sets forth the deficit
as defined in section 3(6) of the Congressional Budget Act.
Section 3 of Committee-reported resolution sets forth the increase in the debt. The Budget Enforcement Act amended Congres-

sional Budget Act section 301(b)(5) (2 U.S.C. §632(b)(5) (Supp. IV
1992)) to allow for display in the budget resolution of a heading entitled "Debt Increase as Measure of Deficit" in which the resolution
may set forth the amounts by which the debt subject to limit (in
31 U.S.C. § 3101 (Supp. IV 1992)) would increase in each of the relevant fiscal years. The budget resolutions for fiscal years 1992 and
1993 included such a display. See Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget-Fiscal Year 1993, H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess.
§3 (1992) (adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal
Year 1992, H. Con. Res. 121, 102d.Cong., 1st Sess. §3, 105 Stat.
2414 (1991).
Section 4 of the Committee-reported resolution shows retirement
trust fund balances. Once again, the Budget Enforcement Act
amended section 301(b)(6) of the Congressional Budget Act (2
U.S.C. § 632(b)(6) (Supp. IV 1992)) to allow a heading entitled "Display of Federal Retirement Trust Fund Balances" in which the resolution may set forth the balances of the Federal retirement trust
funds. The budget resolutions for fiscal years 1992 and 1993, included such a display. See Concurrent Resolution on the BudgetFiscal Year 1993, H. Con. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. §4 (1992)
(adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992,
H. Con. Res. 121, 102d Cong., 1st Sess. §4, 105 Stat. 2414 (1991).
Section 5 of the Committee-reported resolution displays, for enforcement purposes in the Senate, the levels of Social Security revenues and outlays. The Budget Enforcement Act amended section
301(a) (6) and (7) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C.
§ 632(a) (6) & (7) (Supp. IV 1992)) to provide for these displays. The
budget resolution for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 included such a
display. See Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year
1993, H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. §5 (1992) (adopted);
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992, H. Con.
Res. 121, 102d Cong., 1st Sess. § 5, 105 Stat. 2414 (1991).
Section 6(21) of the Committee-reported resolution shows the levels of gross interest consistent with the levels of net interest shown
in major functional category 900, which appear in section 6(19) and
6(20) of the Committee-report resolution. The budget resolutions
for fiscal year 1992 and 1993 included such a display. See Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1993, H. Con. Res. 287,
102d Cong., 2d Sess. §6(19) (1992) (adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992, H. Con. Res. 121, 102d
Cong., 1st Sess. § 6(19), 105 Stat. 2414 (1991).
MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS AND THE DISPLAY OF HOSPITAL
INSURANCE

The Committee-reported resolution follows the pattern of the
budget resolution for fiscal year 1993 in terms of demonstrating its
compliance with the maximum deficit amount and its displays of
the Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust Fund. See H.R. Conf. Rep.
No. 529, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. 58-60 (1992).
The Committee-reported resolution complies with the requirement of section 606 (b) and (c) of the Congressional Budget Act (2
U.S.C. § 665e (b) & (c) (Supp. IV 1992)) that the budget resolution
not exceed the maximum deficit amount as determined under sec-

tion 601(a)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. §665(a)(1)
(Supp. IV 1992))
Section 601(a)(1) defines the term "maximum deficit amount" to
mean the amounts set forth in that section "as adjusted in strict
conformance with sections 251, 252, and 253 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 [Gramm-RudmanHollings]." Section 257(b)(3) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (2 U.S.C.
§907(b)(3) (Supp. IV 1992)) requires that, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, when calculating the baseline deficit under
section 253 of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (2 U.S.C. §903 (Supp.IV
1992)) for purposes of determining the adjustment to the maximum
deficit amounts set forth in section 601(a)(1) of the Congressional
Budget Act, "the receipts and disbursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund shall be included in all calculations required by
this Act [Gramm-Rudman-Hollings]." (Section 1310(e) of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 (Pub. L. No. 101-508, § 13101(e), 104
Stat. 1388, 1388-591 to -593) amended section 257(b)(3) of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings to read as it now does.)
The requirement in section 606 (b) and (c) of the Congressional
Budget Act (2 U.S.C. §665e (b) & (c) (Supp. IV 1992)) that the
budget resolution not exceed the adjusted maximum deficit amount
thus requires that the budget resolution include Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund receipts and disbursements in the calculation of the
deficit for purposes of comparison with the maximum deficit
amount and thus, necessarily, requires calculating aggregate
amounts for budget authority, outlays and revenues that include
Hospital Insurance. This treatment of Hospital Insurance is consistent with amendments to the definition of budget authority in
section 3(2)(B) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C.
§622(2)(B) (Supp. IV 1992)) that by implication includes Hospital
Insurance obligations as budget authority for purposes of that Act,
and is also similar to the treatment (in terms of displays and allocations) that budget resolutions gave the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Funds
in budget resolutions covering fiscal years 1987 through 1991. See
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1991, H. Con.
Res. 310, 101st Cong., 2d Sess., §§2 & 3(a), 104 Stat. 5163 (1990);
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1990, H. Con.
Res. 106, 101st Cong., 1st Sess., §§ 2 & 3(a), 103 Stat. 2540 (1989);
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1989, H. Con.
Res. 268, 100th Cong., 2d Sess., §§ 2 & 3(a), 102 Stat. 4875 (1988);
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1988, H. Con.
Res. 93, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., §§2 & 3(a), 101 Stat. 1986 (1987);
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1987, S. Con.
Res. 120, 99th Cong., 2d Sess., § 1(a) & (b), 100 Stat. (1986).
The requirement that the budget resolution not exceed the adjusted maximum deficit amount also has force following adoption
of the budget resolution. Compliance with the maximum deficit
amount is enforced in the budget process through points of order
against any legislation that would cause the maximum deficit
amount to be exceeded. This is accomplished in the Senate by section 605(b) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. §665(d)
(Supp. IV 1992)) and in both Houses by points of order under Congressional Budget Act sections 302 (2 U.S.C. § 633 (1998 & Supp.

IV 1992)) (enforcing committee spending allocations) and 311 (2
U.S.C. § 642 (1988)) (enforcing budget authority, outlay and revenue totals in the resolution).
For purposes of the enforcement of this resolution through the
budget process, therefore, this report also allocates total levels of
spending to House and Senate Committees that include Hospital
Insurance. The Committee intends that, as they did last year, the
House and Senate Budget Committees will advise their respective
Houses as to the levels of budget authority, outlays and revenues,
under section 302(g) and 311(c) of the Congressional Budget Act (2
U.S.C. §§ 633(g) & 642(c) (1988)) based on the totals in the resolution that include Hospital Insurance. The Committee also expects
that any legislation affecting Hospital Insurance receipts and disbursements will be subject to enforcement under the Congressional
Budget Act.
At the same time, section 710(a) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. § 911(a) (1988)) provides that, effective for fiscal years beginning on or after October 1, 1992, receipts and disbursements of the
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund are not to be included in the totals
of the President's budget or the congressional budget. In addition
and effective at the same time, it provides that the disbursements
of the Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund are
to be treated as a separate major functional category of the President's budget and in the congressional budgets, and that the receipts of the trust fund are to be set forth separately in those budgets. (Section 346(b) of the Social Security Amendments of 1983,
Pub. L. 98-21, title III, § 346(b), 97 Stat. 138 (Apr. 20, 1983), and
section 261(b) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (99 Stat. at 1094) require the text of section 710(a) of the Social Security Act to have
these effects for fiscal years beginning with fiscal year 1993).
In compliance with these provisions, the Committee-reported resolution also includes alternative displays of budget totals excluding
Hospital Insurance receipts and disbursements, and it sets forth
the net disbursements of the Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund as a separate functional category. The committee-reported resolution also includes a separate functional display
of the total for Medicare and displays functions 900 and 950 both
with and without Hospital Insurance. In sum, the Committee-reported resolution treats the Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund much as budget resolutions treated Social Security prior to
1990.
BUDGETARY PROCEDURES

Title II of the resolution sets forth budgetary procedures. The
Committee recommends these as an exercise of the Congress's rulemaking powers. The Constitution provides in article I: 'Each House
may determine the Rules of its Proceedings ...
" U.S. CONST. art.
I, §5, cl. 2.
Section 301(b)(4) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974-sometimes called the Act's "elastic clause"--specifically empowers the
budget resolution to include budgetary procedures in an exercise of
this Constitutional rule-making power:

(b)

ADDITIONAL MATTERS IN CONCURRENT RESOLUTION.-The

concurrent resolution on the budget may(4) set forth such other matters, and require such other
procedures, relating to the budget, as may be appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this Act....
2 U.S.C. § 632(b)(4) (Supp. IV. 1992).
Section 2 of the Congressional Budget Act, in turn, sets forth the
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act and thus the limits on
what matters and procedures relating to the budget section
301(b)(4) envisioned:
(1) to assure effective congressional control over the budgetary process;
(2) to provide for congressional determination each year of
the appropriate level of Federal revenues and expenditures;
(3) to provide a system of impoundment control;
(4) to establish national budget priorities; and
(5) to provide for the furnishing of information by the executive branch in a manner that will assist the Congress in discharging its duties.
2 U.S.C. § 621 (1988).
EXERCISE OF RULE-MAKING POWER

In section 26 of the Committee-reported resolution, at the end of
title II, the Committee explicitly states that the Congress adopts
the provisions of title II as an exercise of the Constitutional rulemaking power. The language of section 26 follows closely that of
similar provisions in other rule-making budget process legislation,
such as section 904(a) of the Congressional Budget Act, 2 U.S.C.
§621 note (Supp. IV 1992); section 271(d) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and section 13305 of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990.
Section 26(1) spells out that the provisions of title II have equal
weight with those of the other rule-making budget process legislation. They are all rules of the Congress, or of the House of Congress to which they specifically apply.
Section 26(2) makes clear that either the Senate or the House of
Representatives may change the provisions of title II that relate to
that House, just as either may change the provisions of the other
rule-making budget process legislation cited above that relate to
that House, through a simple resolution passed by only that one
House. Alternatively, Congress could choose to change these provisions using another concurrent resolution or a statute.
SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS

Section 21 of the Committee-reported resolution is a provision on
asset sales that is very similar to those in every budget resolution
since that for fiscal year 1988. See Concurrent Resolution Setting
Forth the Congressional Budget for the United States Government
for theFiscal Years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, H. Con. Res.
64, 103d Cong., 1st Sess, § 8, 139 CONG. REC. H 1747 (daily ed. Mar.
31, 1993) (adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal
Year 1993, H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., §8 (1992)
(adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992,

H. Con. Res. 121, 102d Cong., 1st Sess., § 7, 105 Stat. 2414 (1991)
(adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1991,
H. Con. Res. 310, 101st Cong., 2d Sess., §5, 104 Stat. 5163 (1990);
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1990, H. Con.
Res. 106, 10 1st Cong., 1st Sess., § 6, 103 Stat. 2540 (1989); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1989, H. Con. Res. 268,
100th Cong., 2d Sess., § 4, 102 Stat. 4875 (1988); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1988, H. Con. Res. 93, 100th
Cong., 1st Sess., §§ 7 & 8, 101 Stat. 1986 (1987).
This section should prevent the use for spending of the proceeds
from asset sales. It does this by prohibiting the counting of asset
sales for all purposes of the Congressional Budget Act. This provision is consistent with section 257(e) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
(2 U.S.C. § 907(e) (Supp. IV 1992)), which prohibits the counting of
asset sales for the purposes of determining whether that Act calls
for across-the-board cuts. This section does not preclude asset
sales, nor does it determine whether an action constitutes an asset
sale. It adopts the definition of that term that exists in current law.
(See Gramm-Rudman-Hollings §§250(c)(21) & 257(e); 2 U.S.C.
§§ 900(c)(21) & 907(e) (Supp. IV 1992).)
The provision in this year's resolution follows the language from
last year in that it extends the prohibition of counting asset sales
to all sections of the Congressional Budget Act, as well as to the
points of order created by this resolution. The Committee thus intends the rule on asset sales to be uniform for the consideration of
all legislation.
This section does not preclude asset sales or loan prepayments;
it merely precludes counting such transactions to the benefit of any
committee. As this section, if adopted by the Senate and the House,
would be a rule of the Senate and the House, respectively, it would
supersede any previously adopted scorekeeping rules of the Senate
or the House (for example, the Congressional Budget Act definition
of "outlays") to the extent that they were inconsistent.
Section 21(e) sunsets subsections (a) through (d) of section 21 on
September 30, 1998, the date on which most operative sections of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will expire. See section 14002(c)(3)(A) of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, Pub. L. No. 10366, § 14002(c)(3)(A), 107 Stat. 312 (1993). The Committee thus intends that the asset-sales rule established in the Committee-reported resolution have the same longevity as the parallel rule in
section 257(e) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, 2 U.S.C. § 907(e) (Supp.
IV 1992).
Section 21(f) repeals sections of prior budget resolutions dealing
with the same subject matter. Some of these provisions differ from
those of section 21 in small ways, and thus repealing the older provisions will eliminate any ambiguity in interpreting section 21. For
example, some previous provisions did not explicitly except loan
asset sales (which title V of the Congressional Budget Act, regarding credit reform, now covers). As well, Congress implicitly adopted
each of these prior provisions as an exercise of its rule-making authority, and thus none of them would expire unless repealed. Section 21(f) does this house-cleaning.

SOCIAL SECURITY "FIRE WALL" POINT OF ORDER

Section 22 of the Committee-reported resolution repeats a provision from the last 2 years's budget resolutions that reinforces the
Social Security "fire wall" point of order in the Senate to ensure
that 60-vote hurdles impede legislation that would worsen the Social Security Trust Fund balances. See Concurrent Resolution Setting Forth the Congressional Budget for the United States Government for the Fiscal Years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, H.
Con. Res. 64, 103d Cong., 1st Sess., § 10(b), 139 CONG. REC. H1747
(daily ed. Mar. 31, 1993) (adopted); Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget-Fiscal Year 1993, H. Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess.,
§ 12(b) (1992) (adopted).
Section 301(a)(6) and (7) of the Congressional Budget Act (2
U.S.C. § 632(a)(6) & (7) (Supp. IV 1992)) requires the budget resolution to provide two numbers for each year for Social Security enforcement in the Senate: a ceiling on outlays and a floor for revenues. Under the law prior to the adoption of last year's budget resolution, if the budget resolution increased the outlay ceiling, then
legislation that raised Social Security outlays would be in order in
the Senate later in the year. Under the law prior to the adoption
of last year's budget resolution, if the budget resolution lowered the
revenue floor, then legislation that cut Social Security revenues
would have been in order in the Senate later in the year. In addition (under sections 302(f)(2) and 311(a)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act, 2 U.S.C. §§ 633(f)(2) & 642(a)(2) (Supp. IV 1992)), if
the budget resolution increased the outlay ceiling by some amount,
then legislation that cut Social Security revenues by an equal
amount would also have been in order in the Senate later in the
year, and vice versa.
Section 22(b) of the Committee-reported resolution restates last
year's extension of the "fire wall" protecting the Social Security
trust fund from legislation that would worsen that fund's balances.
It does so by eliminating an exception in section 301(i) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. § 632(i) (Supp. IV 1992)) to the requirement for 60 votes in the Senate to change the Social Security
trust fund balances.
Subtitle C of the Budget Enforcement Act (104 Stat. at 1388-623
to 628) completed the removal of Social Security from the budget.
For legislative history of the effort to remove Social Security from
the budget, see generally H.R. Coaf. Rep. No. 964, 101st Cong., 2d
Sess. 1160-61 (1990), reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2865-66; 136
Cong. Rec. 15,777-81 (Oct. 18, 1990) (Senate debate on the related
amendment to the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990);
Senate Comm. on the Budget, Social Security Preservation Act, S.
Rep. No. 101-426, 101st Cong. 2d Sess. (1990); Congressional Research Serv., Social Security, Medicare, and the Unified Budget, S.
Print No. 83, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. (Sen. Comm. on Budget Print
1985); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1989:
Hearings Before the Senate Comm. on the Budget, 100th Cong., 2d
Sess. 85-160 (1988) (S. Hrg. No. 578, Vol. III) (hearing March 24,
1988, on "Social Security, Deficits, and the Baby Boomer's Retirement").

Prior to its removal from the budget, the budget process protected the Social Security Trust Fund through points of order
against increasing the deficit (e.g., section 311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act) and the threat of across-the-board cuts under
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings as a result of increasing the deficit. To
protect the Social Security Trust Fund from depletion after its removal from the calculation of the deficit sections 13302 and 13303
of the Budget Enforcement Act (104 Stat. at 1388-623 to -627) created new points of order-called "fire walls"-generally prohibiting
worsening of the balances of the Social Security Trust Fund. Budget Enforcement Act section 13302 (2 U.S.C. §632 note (Supp. IV
1992)) creates the point of order in the House of Representatives.
Budget Enforcement Act section 13303 amended sections 301(a)(6),
301(a)(7), 301(i), 301(a)(2), 302(f)(2), and 311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. § § 632(a)(6), 632(a)(7), 632(i), 633(a)(2),
633(f)(2) & 642(a) (Supp. IV 1992)) to enforce the fire wall point of
order in the Senate through the mechanisms of existing points of
order.
In the Senate, waiver of the fire wall points of order generally
requires the affirmative vote of 60 Senators. Specifically, sections
904(c) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. § 621 note (Supp.
IV 1992)) and 271(b) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (2 U.S.C. §901
note (1988)) provide that the Senate may waive or suspend sections
301(i), 302(f), and 311(a) only by the affirmative vote of three-fifths
of the Members, duly chosen and sworn-that is, 60 Senators. As
amended by section 13208(b) of the Budget Enforcement Act (104
Stat. at 1388-619), section 275(b) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings provides that this supermajority requirement expires on September
30, 1995.
As amended by section 13303(b) of the Budget Enforcement Act,
the first sentence of section 301(i) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 reads:
(i) It shall not be in order in the Senate to consider any
concurrent resolution on the budget as reported to the Senate that would decrease the excess of social security revenues over social security outlays in any of the fiscal years
covered by the concurrent resolution.
2 U.S.C. § 632(i) (Supp. IV 1992).
Section 301(a)(7) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C.
§ 632(a)(7) (Supp. IV 1992)) implicitly defines the term "social security revenues" as "revenues of the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program established under title II of the Social Security
Act (and the related provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986)." Section 301(a)(6) (2 U.S.C. §632(a)(7) (Supp. IV 1992)) implicitly defines the term "social security outlays" as "outlays of the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program established
under title II of the Social Security Act."
Under the law prior to the adoption of last year's budget resolution, section 301(i) did not ensure that a 60-vote hurdle stood in the
way of any changes in law that worsen the Social Security Trust
Fund balances, as section 302(i) did not by its terms apply to
amendments from the floor to budget resolutions or to conference
reports on those resolutions. Under the law prior to the adoption

of last year's budget resolution, by virtue of the words "as reported"
in section 301, a point of order would not lie under the section
against a resolution that had been amended by an amendment that
worsened the Social Security trust fund balances. This was so because of precedents in the application of similar language in section
311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act. See 131 CONG. REC. S8,806
(June 26, 1985) (by virtue of the words "as reported," a point of
order will not lie under section 311(a)(1) against a deficit-neutral
bill that has been amended by an amendment that reduces revenues below the revenue floor); Senate Precedent PRL19850626-001
(June 26, 1985) (LEGIS, Rules database); William G. Dauster,
Budget Process Law Annotated 148-52 n.488 (1991) (S. Print 10222).
The drafters of the Budget Enforcement Act rewrote section
301(i) in this fashion to allow a debate of a payroll tax cut proposal
that was not distorted by procedural impediment. See 137 CONG.
REC. S4198-200 (daily ed. Apr. 9, 1992) (statements of Sens. Sasser, Moynihan & Domenici). The Senate conducted that debate on
the budget resolution for fiscal year 1992, rejecting the payroll tax
cut proposal offered by Senator Moynihan. See id. at S4825-34
(daily ed. Apr. 23, 1991); id. at S4933-58 (daily ed. Apr. 24, 1991).
Section 22(b) of the Committee-reported resolution applies the
point of order under section 302(i) of the Congressional Budget Act
to any concurrent resolution on the budget for any fiscal year (as
reported and as amended), amendments thereto, or any conference
report thereon. Thus, section 301(i) will apply throughout the consideration of the budget resolution.
For legislative history of efforts to alter section 301(i) to eliminate the exception, see id. at S4239-41 (daily ed. Apr. 9, 1991)
(statement of Sen. Domenici introducing S. 788, the Social Security
Trust Fund Integrity Act of 1991; colloquy with Sen. Dole); id. at
S4263 (statement of Sen. Seymour); id. at S4959-61 (daily ed. Apr.
24, 1991) (debate on and adoption of a Sasser-Domenici amendment similar to section 11(a) of the Senate amendment); H. Con.
Res. 121, 102d Cong., 1st Sess., § 8(b), 137 CONG. REC. H3300,
H3305 (daily ed. May 21, 1991) (resolution adopted including the
Sasser-Domenici language); 138 CONG. REC. S4910-21 (daily ed.
Apr. 7, 1992) (the Senate added section 11 of last year's resolution).
Section 22(b) of the Committee-reported resolution is intended to
stand as a permanent change in the rules of the Senate. As discussed above, Congress may by concurrent resolution supersede the
Congressional Budget Act for the purposes of its application to the
Congress. This section of the resolution relies on the authority discussed there.
ENFORCING PAY-AS-YOU-GO

To ensure that Congress and the President complied with the
deficit reduction promises embodied in last year's reconciliation
bill, section 12(c) of last year's budget resolution contained a new
60-vote point of order prohibiting legislation that would increase
the deficit through fiscal year 2003. After Congress adopted that
budget resolution, it went on to enact the reconciliation bill, which
included an extension of the old pay-as-you-go points of order and

sequesters through 1998. These alone were sufficient to lock in the
deficit reduction Congress achieved in that law.
'Even so, to ensure that there is no diminution in enforcement of
last year's achievements, the Committee proposes that Congress
again this year adopt a point of order enforcing deficit neutrality
for the next 10 years. Section 23 of the Committee-reported resolution establishes that point of order.
The Committee thus proposes to extend the point of order longer
than under existing law. The point of order in last year's resolution
went through fiscal year 2003. Last year's point of order specified
that particular year. Consequently, the horizon covered by last
year's point of order would be only 9 years out this year, 8 years
out next year, and so on. If Congress did not change last year's resolution, the budget process would systematically lose enforcement,
year after year.
The Committee-reported proposal covers 10 years out, and will
cover 10 years out next year, the year after that, and the year after
that. The Committee believes that its proposal better addresses
what the Senate wanted when it asked for a 10-year budget horizon.
The Committee believes that its proposal also makes the point of
order more enforceable. The Congressional Budget Office and the
Joint Committee on Taxation have both informed the Committee,
in no uncertain terms, that they are incapable of making year-byyear estimates for the 6th through 10th years out. The Committee
believes that Congress may have tried to enforce more in last
year's resolution than it was able to do.
The solution to this dilemma proposed by the Committee is to require deficit neutrality over the 5-year period of the 6th through
10th years out.
The bipartisan leadership of the Finance Committee supported
the kind of change proposed here, calling for it in its Views and Estimates letter to the Budget Committee. The Chairman and the
Ranking Republican Member wrote as follows:
The application of this rule to each fiscal year . . .is
too constraining. Requiring year-by-year deficit neutrality
unnecessarily hinders legislative options. Achieving deficit
neutrality over a specified budget window, should adequately serve fiscal objectives.
We urge the Committee on the Budget to consider ways
to address this issue . ...
(The full text of the Finance Committee's submission appears in
the Views and Estimates chapter of this report.) The Committeereported proposal attempts to address this concern raised by the
Democratic and Republican leadership of the Finance Committee.
The Committee believes that the Congress is faced with the
choice between a seemingly strong but unworkable provision in last
year's resolution, and a strong provision that actually works in the
Committee-reported proposal.
Section 23(c)(1) provides the operative enforcement language.
Section 23(c)(1) makes it out of order in the Senate to consider any
direct spending or receipts legislation that would increase the deficit in any of three specified periods both when taken individually

and when taken together with all direct spending and receipts legislation enacted after enactment of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. If the individual piece of legislation would not
increase the deficit in one of the relevant time periods, then it
would not violate section 23(c)(1). This practice of holding harmless
a piece of legislation that does not harm the deficit parallels the
treatment extended legislation of that character under sections
302(f)(2) and 311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act under current
law.
As well, if the piece of legislation would not increase the deficit
in any of the three relevant periods when taken together with all
direct spending and receipts legislation enacted after enactment of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, then it would not
violate section 23(c)(1). This practice of allowing one piece of legislation to use the surplus created by other legislation of the same
type also parallels the treatment under sections 302(f)(2) and
311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act, as well as accounting
under the pay-as-you-go procedures of section 252 of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
Legislation that may trigger the point of order may include a bill,
a joint resolution, an amendment, a motion, or a conference report.
The Committee intends the word legislation to be interpreted
broadly. The Committee has specifically excluded simple and concurrent resolutions, however, because the Committee considers vehicles such as budget resolutions and simple rule-making resolutions to be beyond the scope of the sections prohibition.
The three time periods covered by the section are the first fiscal
year covered by the most-recently-adopted concurrent resolution on
the budget, the period of the 5 fiscal years covered by the most-recently-adopted concurrent resolution on the budget, and the period
of the 5 fiscal years following the first 5 years covered by the mostrecently-adopted concurrent resolution on the budget. Increasing
the deficit in any of these three time periods is sufficient to trigger
the point of order.
Section 23(c)(1)(C) requires that the legislation must "increase
the deficit to a significant degree" in order to trigger the point of
order for the most-distant time period in recognition of the stated
position of the Congressional Budget Office and the Joint Committee on Taxation that they cannot estimate the costs of legislation
during that distant time period to any degree of precision. The
Committee intends that the Committee will find a violation of section 23(c)(1) exists whenever a piece of legislation increases the deficit for that time period by more than a negligible amount. The
Committee does not intend to increase the discretion of the Committee in keeping score. The Committee merely wishes to acknowledge the decreasing precision with which the estimators can create
projections this distant into the future.
Section 23(c)(2) defines direct spending and receipts legislation
consistently with the treatment of that legislation under section
252(b) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, 2 U.S.C. § 902(b) (Supp. IV
1992). Section 23(c)(3)(D) explicitly links direct spending to the definition of that term in section 250(c)(8) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, 2 U.S.C. § 900(c)(8) (Supp. IV 1992). Consequently, because
section 13301 of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 explicitly ex-

cludes Social Security from Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, Social Security is also excluded from the point of order under section 23.
DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUNDS

As noted in this report's discussion of the budget process, the
1990 budget law explicitly provided that reserve funds would serve
as the vehicle to implement the pay-as-you-go process in the Senate. Section 24 of the resolution sets forth a reserve fund listing
several priority areas. By listing them in the reserve fund, the resolution clears the way of procedural hurdles to allow the Congress
to address these areas in substantive legislation later in the year.
Specifically, section 24 provides that, in the Senate, budget authority and outlays may be allocated to a committee or committees
when the committee or committees, or a committee of conference,
reports legislation achieving one or more of the objectives cited in
the section, and that will not increase the deficit. Some subsections
of the reserve fund also allow the reduction of revenues under
these circumstances. Upon the reporting of the legislation, and
again upon the submission of a conference report, the Chairman of
the Budget Committee may file with the Senate appropriately revised allocations under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act (2 U.S.C. §§633(a) & 665a(a) (Supp. IV 1992))
and revised functional levels and aggregates to carry out this section. The conference agreement makes clear that deficit neutrality
must be maintained for fiscal year 1994 and the total of the 5-year
period covered by the resolution.
Section 13204 of the Budget Enforcement Act (104 Stat. at 1388616) amended section 301(b)(7) of the Congressional Budget Act (2
U.S.C. §632(b)(7) (Supp. IV 1992)) to endorse explicitly reserve
funds as procedures in the Senate to implement the pay-as-you-go
system of the Budget Enforcement Act. The pay-as-you-go system
envisions the enactment of legislation affecting direct spending and
receipts, so long as the sum of such legislation does not increase
the deficit. (See Gramm-Rudman-Hollings §252(a); 2 U.S.C.
§ 902(a) (Supp. IV 1992).) Note that section 602(e) of the Congressional budget Act (2 U.S.C. §665a(e) (Supp. IV 1992)) allows payas-you-go legislation to proceed in the House of Representatives in
the absence of reserve fund language.
The reserve fund provision in section 24 is similar to reserve
funds that most budget resolutions since fiscal year 1983 have included. See Concurrent Resolution Setting Forth the Congressional
Budget for the United States Government for the Fiscal Years
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, H. Con. Res. 64, 103d Cong., 1st
Sess., §9, 139 CONG. REC. H1747, H1751-53 (daily ed. Mar. 31,
1993) (adopted) (initiatives to improve the health and nutrition of
children and to provide for services to support and protect children,
and to improve the well-being of families; economic growth initiatives; continuing improvements in ongoing health care programs
and comprehensive health care reform; initiatives to improve educational opportunities for individuals at the early childhood, elementary, secondary, or higher education levels, or to invest in the
health or education of America's children; initiatives to preserve
and rebuild the United States maritime industry; initiatives to reform the financing of Federal elections; and trade-related legisla-

tion); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1993, H.
Con. Res. 287, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., § 9 (1992) (adopted) (initiatives
to improve the health and nutrition of children and to provide for
services to protect children and strengthen families; economic
growth initiatives (including for unemployment compensation or
other, related programs); continuing improvements in ongoing
health care programs and phasing-in of health insurance coverage
for all Americans; initiatives to improve educational opportunities
for individuals at the early childhood, elementary, secondary, or
higher education levels, or to invest in America's children); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1992, H. Con. Res. 121,
102d Cong., 1st Sess., §9, 105 Stat. 2414 (daily ed. May 21, 1991)
(adopted) (initiatives to improve the health and nutrition of children and to provide for services to protect children and strengthen
families, economic recovery initiatives, continuing improvements in
ongoing health care programs and phasing-in of health insurance
coverage for all Americans, to expand access to early childhood development services for low-income pre-schoolers, and to fund surface transportation) Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal
Year 1991, H. Con. Res. 310, 101st Cong., 2d Sess., §6, 104 Stat.
5163 (1990) (children, including funding through tax credits); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1990, H. Con. Res.
106, 101st Cong., 1st Sess., §§ 7 & 8, 103 Stat. 2540 (1989) (children, including funding through tax credits; and medicaid); Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1989, H. Con. Res. 268,
100th Cong., 2d Sess., §§ 7 & 8, 103 Stat. 2540 (1989) (children, including funding through tax credits; and medicaid); Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1989, H. Con. Res. 268,
100th Congress, 2d Sess., §§5 & 6, 102 Stat. 4875 (1988) (the welfare reform initiative, the medicare catastrophic health insurance
initiative, and the anti-drug initiative); Concurrent Resolution on
the budget-Fiscal year 1988, H. Con. Res. 93, 100th Cong., 1st
Sess., §9, 101 Stat. 1986 (1987) (the welfare reform initiative and
the medicare catastrophic health insurance initiative); Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1987, S. Con. Res. 120, 99th
Cong., 2d Sess., §§3 & 4, 100 Stat. 4354 (1986) (unmet critical
needs requested by the President and a general revenue sharing
extension); First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year
1984, H. Con. Res. 91, 98th Cong., 1st Sess., §2, 97 Stat. 1501
(1983) (loan foreclosure relief to farmers; direct loans for farm ownership, operating, or economic emergency programs; and for other
purposes); see also the related provisions of Concurrent Resolution
on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1988, H. Con. Res. 93, 100th Cong., 1st
Sess., § 5, 101 Stat. 1986 (1987) (funding for defense).
Section 24 addresses several areas covered by last year's reserve
fund, including initiatives to improve the well-being of families
through welfare or other reforms, to provide for services to support
or protect children, or to improve the health, nutrition, or care of
children; initiatives to provide comprehensive training or job search
assistance or to reform unemployment compensation; continuing
improvements in ongoing health care programs or comprehensive
health care reform; initiatives to preserve and rebuild the United
States maritime industry; initiatives to reform the financing of
Federal elections; and trade-related legislation. Section 24 also

adds subsections covering the following subjects; reforms relation
to the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation; reforms relating to
employment taxes on domestic services; initiatives to reform the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980; reforms to consolidate the supervision of depository institutions insured under the Federal Deposit Insurance Act;
and initiatives to preserve United States energy security.
ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES

Section 25 of the Committee-reported resolution is similar to section 12(b) of the Concurrent Resolution Setting Forth the Congressional Budget for the United States Government for the Fiscal
Years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, H. Con. Res. 64, 103d
Cong., 1st Sess., 139 CONG. REC. H1747 (daily ed. Mar. 31, 1993)
(adopted). Section 25 would reduce the discretionary spending limits set forth in section 601(a) of the Congressional Budget Act, as
adjusted, and then create a point of order against future budget
resolutions that would cause the newly decreased limits to be exceeded.
SENSE OF CONGRESS PROVISIONS

The Committee-reported resolution contains sense of the Congress provisions regarding the budgetary accounting of health care
reform, the costs of illegal immigration, baselines, economic assumptions, and unfunded Federal mandates.

Chapter VI. OTHER ISSUES
ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS

Section 301(e)(5) of the Congressional Budget Act calls for the report to set forth the economic assumptions upon which the resolution is based. The committee-reported budget resolution is based on
the following Congressional Budget Office economic assumptions:
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS
[Calendar year, percent]
1994

RealGross Domestic Product ................................................
Censomer Price Index ...............................................................
3-Moth Treasury Bill ................................................................
10-Year Treasury Note..............................................................
Unemployment Rate(OldBasis) ...............................................

2.9
2.6
3.5
5.8
6.4

1995

2.7
3.0
4.3
6.0
6.1

1996

2.7
3.1
4.6
6.1
5.9

1997

2.7
3.1
4.6
6.2
5.8

1998

2.6
3.1
4.7
6.2
5.7

1999

2.5
3.1
4.7
6.2
5.7

FEDERAL AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

The committee recommendation accepts the Administration's policy objectives concerning federal assistance to state and local governments with some modification to stay within the fiscal year
1995 cap. The Committee recognizes the importance of our nation's
system of federalism and believes this partnership needs to be
strengthened and supported.
The federal government provides assistance to state and local
governments to help finance programs covering most areas of domestic spending. Major entitlement programs include: Medicaid;
the new childhood immunization program; Family Support Payments; AFDC-JOBS; Child Nutrition; Title XX Social Services
Black Grants; Rehabilitation Services and Disability Research; and
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance.
The largest discretionary programs include: Federal-Aid Highways; Mass Transit; Airport Improvement Grants; subsidized and
other low-income housing programs; Head Start; Title 1: Education
for the Disadvantaged; the Special Supplemental Food Program for
Women, Infants, and Children WIC); employment and job training;
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Grants; child immunizations;
Ryan White AIDS assistance; Maternal and Child Health Block
Grants and other health programs; Community Services Block
Grants; Low-Income Home Energy Assistance; Low-Income Weatherization; EPA Water Infrastructure Grants; Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs); economic and rural development programs; and the proposed Crime Control Initiative.
The committee recommendation assumes increased funding for
programs of high priority to state and local governments, including
Head Start, education, employment and job training, child immuni(59)

zations; Ryan White AIDS programs, WIC, drug treatment, highways, low-income weatherization, EPA water infrastructure financing, community and economic development, rural development,
community policing and juvenile justice assistance. The committee
also restored much of the President's proposed reductions in
LIHEAP and mass transit operating assistance.
TAX EXPENDITURES
The Congressional Budget Act of 1974 requires a listing of tax
expenditures in the President's budget submission and in reports
accompanying congressional budget resolutions. Tax expenditures
are defined in the Act as "revenue losses attributable to provisions
of the Federal tax law which allow a special exclusion, exemption,
or deduction from gross income or which provide a special credit,
a preferential rate of tax, or a deferral of tax liability." Under this
definition, the concept of tax expenditures refers to revenue losses
attributable exclusively to provisions in the corporation and individual income taxes.
Tax expenditures are one means by which the federal government pursues public policy objectives and, in most cases, can be
viewed as alternatives to budget outlays, credit assistance or other
policy instruments. Tax expenditures are designed to meet a variety of needs and objectives; nearly all tax expenditures are intended either to encourage certain economic activities or to reduce
income tax liabilities for taxpayers in special circumstances. These
needs and objectives in many cases could also be met through direct expenditure programs. The outlay equivalent of a tax expenditure-the cost of a direct expenditure program that would achieve
the same objective-is frequently greater than the estimated tax
expenditure as conventionally measured by the revenue loss, because outlays in many cases would be included in the taxable income of beneficiaries. In order to deliver the same after-tax benefit,
an outlay would have to be higher than a tax benefit.
Estimates of individual tax expenditures consistent with the statutory definition are prepared by the Treasury Department and the
Joint Committee on Taxation. Although there is general agreement
among these sources, the concept of tax expenditures continues to
evolve, and the inclusion or exclusion of individual provisions may
be controversial. The estimates normally presented here are those
of the Joint Committee on Taxation and in this case are based on
that committee's most recent report of April 23, 1993. The Joint
Committee on Taxation has estimated the revenue losses rather
than outlay equivalent amounts of tax expenditures.
With continuing efforts to reduce the growth in federal spending
and competition for room in the budget, it is important that Congress continue to scrutinize tax provisions as well as spending
practices. The list of tax expenditures in Table 1 may be also suggest possible options for future revenue increases, should they be
necessary.
This appendix shows the revenue lost from tax expenditure items
for fiscal years 1994 through 1998. Because of the interaction
among the provisions, the revenue effect from two or more repeals
would not necessarily equal the exact sum of the revenue losses for
each item. Furthermore, because tax legislation seldom applies
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retroactively to taxpayer decisions made earlier, the added revenues available for the initial years from legislation to eliminate a
tax expenditure may be substantially less than shown in the following table.
The economic assumptions upon which these calculations are
based were the most recent Congressional Budget Office assumptions available to the Joint Committee in February 1993.

TABLE 1.-TAX EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES BY BUDGET FUNCTION, FISCAL YEARS 1994-1998
[Billions of dollars]
Function

1994

Corporations
1995 1996 1997

1998 1994 1995

Individuals
1996 1997

1998

Total
1994-f8

National Defense:

Exclusion of benefits and allowances to Armed Forces personnel .................................................
Exclusion of military disability benefits .....................................................................................................
..........
International affairs:
Exclusion of income earned abroad by U.S.citizens ...............................................................................
..........
Exclusion of certain allowances for Federal employees abroad ..................................................

Exclusion of income of foreign sales corporation (FSCs) .......................................................................
Deferral of income of controlled foreign corporations .........................................................................
Inventory property sales source rule exception .......................................................................................
Interest allocation rules exception for certain nonfinancial institutions ...............................................
General science, space, and technology:

2.0

2.1

2.1

2.2

2.2

10.7

..........

..........

.......... .......

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.6

..........

..........

..........

1.4
0.2

1.5
0.2

1.6
0.2

1.7
0.2

1.7
0.2

7.9
1.0

..........

1.5

1.5

1.6

1.6

1.7..................... ..........

1.1
3.9
0.2

1.1
4.0
0.2

1.2
4.1
0.2

1.2
4.2
0.2

1.2 ..........
.......... ...................
4.3 .......... .......... .......... ..........
0.2 ..................... ..........

1..........
7.9
..........

5.8
20.5
1..........
1.0

Expensing of research and development expenditures ............................................................................
2.0
2.1
2.3
2.4
2.6
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
11.4
Energy:
Expensing of exploration and development costs:
Oiland gas..........................................................................................................................................
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
(I)
(1)
()
(')
(')
2.5
Other
fuels
............................................................................................................................
(1) (1) (1) (1) (O) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 0.2
Excess of percentage over cost depletion:
Oiland p s ............................................................................................................................
0.3 0.3
0.3 0.3 0.3
0.3
0.3 0.3
0.3 0.3
2.0
Other fuels ..........................................................................................................................................
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
()
(1)
(1)
0.1
0.1
1.3
Credit for enhanced oil recovery costs ....................................................................................................
(1)
(1)
(I)
(I)
(1)
(I)
(1)
(I)
(1)
(1)
0.3
Alternative fuel production credit .............................................................................................................
0.7
0.8
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
5.7
Alcohol fuel credits 2 ...................................................................................................................................
(1)
(I)
(1)
(1)
(1) ..........
..........
..........
..........
.......... 0.2

Exclusion of interest on State and local government industrial development bonds for energy production facilities .....................................................................................................................................
Expensing of tertiary injectants .................................................................................................................
Exclusion of energy conservation subsidies provided bypublic utilities ..............................
Credits for investments in solar and geothermal energy facilities ........................................................
Credits for electricity production from wind and biomass ......................................................................
Deductions and credits for clean-fuel vehicles and refueling property ................................................
Natural resources and environmentExpensing of exploration and development costs, nonfuel minerals ......................................................
Excess of percentage over cost depletion, nonfuel minerals .................................................................
Investment credit and 7-year amortization for reforestation expenditures ......
.............

0.1
(

0.1
(')
C)
0.1
(1)
(1)

0.1
(1)
0.1
0.1
(1)
(1)

0.1
(1)
0.2
0.1
(1)
(1)

0.1
(1)
0.3
(1)
0.1
(1)

0.2
(1)
(1)
(1)
()
(1)

0.2
()
(1)
(1)
(')
()

.02
(1)
(I)
(1)
()
()

0.2
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)

0.2
(1)
()
(I)
(1)
(')

1.2
0.1
0.7
0.3
0.2
0.3

()
(1)
(1)
(1)
0.2
(1)

(1)
0.2
(1)

(I)
0.2
(i)

(1)
0.2
(1)

(1)
0.2
(1)

(1)
()
(1)

(1)
()
()

()
0.1
(')

(1)
0.1
C')

(1)
0.1
()

0.3
1.3
0.2

0.1
('
(1)
(I)
(I)
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.4
Expensing of multiperiod timber-growing costs .......................................................................................
Exclusion of Interest on State and local government sewage, water, and hazardous waste facilities
1.1
1.0
1.0
0.9
0.9
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
bonds ........................................................................................................................................................
(')
(')
')
('1)
(1)
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
.1
Investment trax credit for rehabilitation of historic structures .........................
(1)
C')
C')
('1
C')
C')
C')
(')
C')
C')
Special rules for mining reclamation reserves ........................................................................................
Agriculture:
(I)
(1)
(')
(1)
()
(')
(')
(1)
(')
(1)
Expensing of soil and water conservation expenditures .........................................................................
(')
(')
(1)
(I)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(I)
(1)
(I)
Expensing of fertilizer and soil conditioner costs ....................................................................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
(')
0.1
(1)
(I)
(1)
(I)
Expensing of the costs of raising dairy and breeding cattle ..................................................................
(')
(')
(1)
()
(')
()
(')
(1)
(1)
(1)
Exclusion of cost-sharing payments .........................................................................................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
Exclusion of cancellation of Indebtedness income of farmers ....................................................
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Cash accounting for agriculture ................................................................................................................
Commerce and housing:
Financial institutions:
0.1 ..................... ........... ..........
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Bad-debt reserves of financial institutions ......................................................................................
0.5 .......... .......... .......... ...............
0.5
0.4
0.5
0.4
Exemption of credit union income ....................................................................................................
Insurance companies:
10.9
9.0
9.9
8.2
1.1
7.4
1.0
0.9
0.7
0.8
Exclusion of investment income on life insurance and annuity contracts ...................................
. . . . . . . . ..
(I) ..
(I)
(I)
(1)
(1)
Exclusion of investment income from structured settlement amounts .........................................
0.1 ..................... .......... ..........
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Small life insurance company taxable income adjustment ............................................................
..........
3.0 .......... .......... .......... ..........
2.7
2.3
2.5
2.1
Special treatment of life insurance company reserves ..................................................................
. .......... .......... ..........
2.1 ..........
1.8
1.9
1.6
1.5
Deduction of unpaid property loss reserve for property and casualty insurance companies
..........
.. ..............................
)
Special alternative tax on small property and casualty insurance companies ................
.. ... .......... ................ ..........
)
Tax exemption for certain insurance companies ............................................................................
..............................
0.1
0.1 .
0.3
0.3
0.1
Special deduction for Blue Cross and Blue Shield companies ....................................................
Housing:
57.2
53.7
47.1
50.3
45.5
Deductibility of mortgage interest on owner-occupied residences .............................................
17.1
15.4
16.3
14.4
13.7
..........
.......... ...........................
Deductibility of property tax on owner-occupied homes ................................................................
15.9
16.4
15.3
14.3
14.8
Deferral of capital gains on sales of principal residences ..................................................
Exclusion of capital gains on sales of principal residences for persons age 55 and over
5.5
5.1
5.3
4.9
4.7
......................
..........
($125,000 exclusion) ......................................................................................................................
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
0.4
1.2
0.4
0.5
0.5
0.5
Exclusion of interest on State and local governments bonds for owner-occupied housing
1.0
1.0
0.8
0.9
0.8
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.3
Exclusion of interest on State and local government bonds for rental housing ..........................
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.5
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.0
1.0
Depreciation of rental housing in excess of alternative depreciation system .............................
1.0
1.0
0.9
1.0
0.9
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
Low-income housing tax credit .........................................................................................................
Other business and commerce:
4.4
4.7
4.2
3.8
3.9
Maximum 28% tax rate on long-term capital gains ......................................................
Depreciation of buildings other than rental housing in excess of alternative depreciation sys2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
1.9
5.2
5.2
5.1
5.2
5.1
tem ..................................................................................................................................................
5.1
4.9
4.5
4.7
4.3
17.3
16.7
16.2
15.7
15.2
Depreciation of equipment in excess of alternative depreciation system ....................................

2.4
6.8
0.6
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.6
0.1
0.5
1.2

0.6
2.3
49.7
0.1
0.6
12.7
8.9
0.1
0.1
0.8
253.9
76.8
76.7
25.5
8.2
6.2
8.1
7.8
21.0
35.6
104.6

a"
-

TABLE 1.-TAX EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES BY BUDGET FUNCTION, FISCAL YEARS 1994-1998--Continued
[Billions of dollars]
Corporations

Function
1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1994

1995

Indiviiuals
1996 1997

Total
199-9
1998 1994-98

0.1
0.1
0.1
1.0
Expensing of up to $10,000 of depreciable business property .....................................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Exclusion
ofcapital
gains
atdeath..................................................................................................
..........
..........
..........
........
..........
12.4 13.5 14.5 15.8 17.0
73.2
Carryover basis of capital gains on gifts .........................................................................................
.......... .......... .......... .......... .......
1.5
1.6
1.6
1.7
1.8
8.2
Amortization of business startup costs ............................................................................................
()
(1)
(I)
(1)
()
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
1.0
Reduced rates on first $75,000 of corporate taxable income .......................................................
3.2
3.3
3.5
3.7
3.9 .......... .......... .......... ..........
..........
17.6
Permanent exemption from imputed interest rules ........................................................................
()
(1)
(1)
(1)
(')
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
1.2
(1)
(1)
(1)
0.1
Expensing of magazine circulation expenditures ............................................................................
(1)
(1)
(
f)
()
()
()
Special rules for magazine, paperback book, and record returns ................................................
()
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(I)
(1)
(1)
(I)
0.1
Deferral of gain on non-dealer installment sales ...........................................................................
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.5
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
3.4
Completed contract rules ..................................................................................................................
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
(1)
(1)
(I)
(I)
(I)
1.1
0.4
(1)
(1)
(i)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(')
Cash accounting, other than agriculture .........................................................................................
Exclusion of interest on State and local government small-issue industrial development
bonds..............................................................................................................................
0.4 0.3
0.3 0.2
0.1 1.1
1.0
1.0 0.9
0.8
6.1
Deferral of gain on like-kind exchanges ..........................................................................................
0.3
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
3.0
Exception from net operating loss limitations for corporations in bankruptcy proceedings
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4 .....................
......... .
2.0
Deferral of gains from sales of broadcasting facilities to minority-owned businesses ..............
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1 ..................... .......... ..........
0.5
Transportation:
Deferral of tax on capital construction funds of shipping companies ...................................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1 ..................... .......... ..........
0.4
Exclusion of employer-provided transportation benefits .........................................................................
..........
...........................
..........
3.0
3.1
3.1
3.1
3.2
15.3
Community and regional developmentInvestment credit for rehabilitation of structures, other than historic structures ...............................
(1)
(I)
(1)
(I)
(I)
(I)
(1)
(i)
(1)
(1)
0.3
Exclusion of interest on State and local government bonds for private airports, docks, and
.0.2
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.7
0.8
0.9
0.9
1.0
5.8
mass-commuting facilities ...........................................................................................................
Education, training, employment, and social services:
Education and training:
Exclusion of scholarship and fellowship income .............................................................................
..........
.......... ..........
........
..........
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.8
0.8
3.7
Parental personal exemption for students age 19 to 23 ....................................................
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.9
0.9
4.2
Exclusion of interest on State and local government student loan bonds ...................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.4
2.4
Exclusion of interest on State and local government bonds for private nonprofit educational
facilities ..........................................................................................................................................
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.8
0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
5.8
Deductibility of charitable contributions for educational institutions ...........................................
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.5
0.5
1.6
1.6
1.8
1.9
2.0
11.1
Exclusion of interest on educational savings bonds .......................................................................
..........
.......... ..........
........
..........
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.9

Employment:
0.6
0.6
0.7
0.6
Exclusion of employee meals and lodging (other than military) ................................................
()
(1)
(')
1.2
1.2
(1)
0.8
1.0
1.1
...........................................
Special tax provisions for employee stock ownership plans (ESOPs)
10.6
..........
.......... ..........
5.4
6.7
8.5
.......... ..........
Exclusion of benefits provided under cafeteria plans ....................................................................
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.2
Exclusion of rental allowances for ministers, homes ......................................................
4.6
4.9
5.2
5.5
.......... ..........
..........
........
..........
Exclusion of miscellaneous fringe benefits ......................................................................................
.......... .......... ..................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Exclusion of employee awards ..........................................................................................................
Exclusion of income earned by benefit organizations:
()
()
()
()
.......... ..........
....................
Supplemental unemployment benefits trusts ..........................................................................
Voluntary employees' beneficiary associations ......................................................................
.......... ..........
.......... .......... .......
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.6
Social services:
Deductibility of charitable contributions, other than for education and health ...........................
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
12.9
13.2
14.4
15.5
Credit for child and dependent care expenses ...............................................................................
.......... ..........
.......... .......... .......
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.9
Exclusion for employer-provided child care ....................................................................................
.......... ..........
.......... .......... .......
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.7
Exclusion for certain foster care payments ....................................................................................
.......... ..........
..........
.......... ..........
( )
(I)
()
(0)
Expensing of costs for removing architectural barriers .................................................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
(')
(1)
W
(I)
()
Credit for disabled access expenditures .........................................................................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1 ............... ...................
Health:
Exclusion of employer contributions for medical insurance premiums and medical care ...................................
36.7
39.6
42.5
48.7
Exclusion of medical care and CHAMPUS
health insurance for military dependents ...................
.......... ..............................
..........
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.5
Supplemental health insurance credit component of earned income tax crecit (EITC)3..
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
. .
0 .1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Deductibility of medical expenses .............................................................................................................
..........
.......... ..........
.......... ..........
3.5
4.1
4.7
5.5
Exclusion of interest on State and local government bonds for private nonprofit hospital facilities.
0.5
0.5
0.6
0.6
0.7
1.3
1.4
1.6
1.7
Deductibility of charitable contributions to health organizations ...........................................................
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
1.3
1.3
1.4
1.5
Medicare:
Exclusion of untaxed medical benefits:
Hospital insurance ..............................................................................................................................
.......... ..........
.......... ..................
8.2
9.0
10.0
11.1
Supplementary medical insurance ....................................................................................................
.......... ..........
..........
........
..........
4.9
5.6
6.5
7.7
income security:
Exclusion of workers' compensation benefits
.............................................................
4.1
4.3
4.5
4.8
Exclusion of special benefits for disabled coal miners ...........................................................................
..........
.......... ..................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Exclusion of cash public assistance benefits ..............................................................
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
Net exclusion of pension contributions and earnings:
Employer plans ...................................................................................................................................
.......... .......... ..........
..........
..........
55.3
58.5
62.0
65.7
Individual retirem ent plans ...............................................................................................................
. ......... . ......... . ......... .......... ..........
6.2
6.5
7.0
7.5
Keogh plans .........................................................................................................................................
.......... .......... ..........
..........
..........
3.0
3.1
3.3
3.5
Exclusion of other employee benefits:
Premiums on group term life insurance ..........................................................................................
..........
.......... ..........
........
..........
2.2
2.3
2.5
2.6
Premiums on accident and disability insurance ..............................................................................
..........
.......... ..................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
Exclusion of em ployer-provided death benefits ........................................................................................
..........
.......... ..........
.......... ..........
(1)
()
()
(')

0.7
()
12.6
0.3
5.8
0.1

3.2
5.3
43.9
1.3
25.9
0.6

()
0.6

0.1
2.7

16.4
3.0
0.7
()
C')

74.4
14.3
3.2
0.5
0.5
0 .5

48.7
0.5
0.1
6.4
1.8
1.6

213.0
2.2

12.2
9.0

50.5
33.7

5.0
0.1
0.5

22.7
0.5
2.5

69.6
8.0
3.7

311.1
35.2
16.6

2.8
0.1
(')

0.5
24.2
10.7
8.8

12.5
0.6
0.2

O:

CJI

TABLE 1.-TAX EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES BY BUDGET FUNCTION, FISCAL YEARS 1994-1998-Continued
[Billions of dollars]
Function
1994

Corporations
1995 1996 1997

1998 1994

Individuals
Total
1995 1996 1997 1998 1994-98

Additional standard deduction for the blind and the elderly ....................................................
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.8
1.9
8.8
Taxcredit for the elderly and disabled .....................................................................................................
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.5
Deductibility of casualty and theft losses .................................................................................................
.............
......... 0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
2.5
Earned income tax credit (ElTC)4
...................................................................
Supplemental
youn child.credit
1.3
ponent
.co .of......
Supplemental
5............................................................................
8.3
..... .....
young
......
..... ......
child credit component
1.3 1.6
1.6 1.7
(.7 1.8
1.8 1.9
1.9
0.1
of EIIT
Social security and railroad retirement:.............................................................(1)
0.1
Exclusion of untaxed social security and railroad retirement benefits ..........................
.......... 28.0
29.4
30.7
31.9
33.2
153.2
Veterans' benefits and services:
Exclusion of veterans' disability compensation
...........................................................
Exclusion
of veterans' pensions..
..
1.6
.. .............................................................
1.6
1.7
1.7
8.2
.
. . . . . . . . . . . .60 1
01
01
01
0105
Exclusion
G bbill
rl benefits
.................................................................................................................
Exloffs oG
e e is s.......................................................................................................................
..........
........ ..........
.. ..........
........ ..........
..........
0.1
0.1
0.1
..........
0.1
..........
0.1
..........
0.5
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.4
Exclusion of interest on State and local government bonds for veterans' housing .............................
(1)
(1)
(I)
(1)
(1)
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.6
General purpose fiscal assistance:
Exclusion ......................................................................................................................................................
3.5
4.0
4.5
4.8
5.0
10.5
11.8
12.8
14.9
15.1
86.8
Deduction of nonbusiness State and local government income and personal property taxes ...................
......
...............
25.7
27.6
29.7
31.8
33.3
148.2
Taxcredit for corporations with possessions source income ...............................................................
3.9
4.1
4.3
4.5
4.7
..........
.......... .....
21.5
Interest:
Deferral of interest on savings bonds .......................................................................................................
..........
.......... ..........
.......... ..........
1.3
1.3
1.4
1.4
1 .5
6.9
Footnotes toTible 1:
IPositive
tax the
expenditure
of lessthan$90million.
2In
addition,
5.4-coets-per-galln
exemption
fromexcise t:x for alcohol fuelsresults in a reduction
in excisetax receipts, notof income
taxeffect, of $0.5billion peryearin fiscal year 1994.and $0.6 billionper year for fiscal1years
1995
through
1990.
1The
figures Inthe table show theeffect ofthe supplemental health insurance
component
of
the
EITC
on receipts.
1991
TheIncrease In outlays
is:$0.7billion in eachyearfor1994,
and1990.
1995and1996,
and$0.8billion In each yearfor
4
In the table showtheeffect of theEITC
on receipts.
5Thefigures
Theincrease
in outlays is: $10.9
billion in 1994.
$13.5
billion in 1999,
$14.1
billion in 1996,
$15.1
billion
in
1997,
and
$15.6
billion
1998.
Thefiguresinthetable showthe effect of the supplemental
youngchild credit component
of theEITConreceipts. TheIncrease InoutlaysIs:$0.3billionin 1904.$0.4billion 1995,and$0.4in
billion Ineachyearfrom1996
through
1996.
Note.-Details maynot addto totals dueto rounding.
Source: JointCommittee on Taxation.

Chapter VII. SUMMARY TABLES
This chapter contains a set of tables that provide additional detail on the Committee Recommendation. All estimates are from the
Congressional Budget Office or the Joint Committee on Taxation.
SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION-FUNCTION TOTALS
[in billions of dollars]
1995

250: Space andscience ......................
270: Energy .............

.......

.

.

300: Natural resources .................................
350. Agriculture ....

.

...

.

.

1998

1999

255.3

252.0

258.7

265.1

270.7

261.0

256.4

256.6

257.6

19.3

17.2

17.0

16.8

17.0

18.1

17.3

17.3

17.6

17.5

BA

17.3

17.2

17.3

17.4

17.6

0

17.2

17.2

17.3

17.3

17.5

BA

6.3

5.9

5.9

6.1

0
BA
0
BA

5.0
21.7
21.3

5.2
22.2
21.5

5.0
22.1
21.6

4.7
22.0
21.5

4.4
21.6
21.4

12.3

12.5

13.0

13.2

13.7

0

11.6

11.4

11.7

12.0

0
...... BA
0

150: International affairs ........

1997

263.8

BA

050: Defense ............................................

1996

5.7

12.5

370: Commerce and housing ........................

BA
0

9.7
-7.8

6.5
-11.7

6.2
-3.4

7.2
-2.4

7.7
-1.2

400: Transportation ......................................

BA

42.9

41.8

43.2

44.0

44.6

0
BA
0
BA
0

38.8
9.5
9.3
57.6
53.6

39.6
9.0
8.9
58.2
55.5

40.1
9.0
9.0
59.9
58.1

40.3
9.0
9.1
61.7
60.6

40.5
9.0
9.0
63.2
62.2

BA

123.8

136.6

150.9

166.6

0

122.5

135.5

149.8

165.4

182.5

..................... .... BA

162.4

180.5

198.5

217.7

242.3

0
BA
0
BA
0

160.5
219.9
220.4
339.2
337.3

178.2
234.5
229.1
355.5
355.2

196.1
249.1
242.6
374.6
373.1

215.1
261.0
253.0
393.3
391.7

239.1
272.6
264.2
413.1
411.4

BA

37.2

37.6

38.5

38.6

39.7

0

36.6

36.6

38.3

38.5

39.6

.......

BA

18.3

20.8

21.6

22.7

24.0

17.1
14.0
13.7

19.1
13.5
14.7

20.6
13.4
13.9

22.0
13.1
13.4

23.0
13.5
13.5

..

0
BA
0
BA
0
BA
0

450: Community and regional .......................
500: Education and training .........................
550: Health...................................................
570: Medicare ...........

600: Income security .....................................
650: Social Security .......................................
700: Veterans ........................................ ....
750: Justice ........................

.

....

800: General government ........
900: Net interest .......

...

920: Allowances ...........................................
950: Undistributed receipts .........................

TOTALS
Budget authority:
... ..............
On-budget .
Off-budget .............................................

184.1

213.6

229.7

240.7

251.1

262.4

213.6
-9.4
-4.9

229.7
-7.7
-3.0

240.7
-8.4
-5.6

251.1
-11.6
-11.2

262.4
-23.2
-14.8

BA

-42.9

-37.5

-37.9

-39.5

-40.5

0

-42.9

-37.5

-37.9

-39.5

-40.5

1,242.4
294.1

1,303.5
305.8

1,368.6
318.0

1,437.9
331.2

1,509.6
343.6
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SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION-FUNCTION TOTALS-Continued
[in billions of dollars)
1995

is%

1997

11998

1999

1,536.5

1,609.3

1,686.6

1,769.1

1,853.2

Outlays:
On-budget
1,216.3
1,283.2
1,352.5
..............................................
295.4
Off-budget
300.3
..............................................
312.2

1,412.0
324.8

1,485.1
336.7

Total
..................................................
1,511.7
1,583.5
1,664.7

1,736.8

1,821.8

Revenues:
977.7
1,031.2
1,079.7
On-budget
..............................................
Off-budget
360.5
..............................................
379.6
399.0

1,136.4

1,190.2

419.5

439.8

Total
...................................................
1,338.2
1,410.8
1,478.7

1,555.9

1,630.0

Deficits:
On-budget ....................................
238.6
252.0
272.8
Off-budget
.............................................
-65.1
-79.3
-86.8

275.6
-94.7

294.9
-103.1

180.9

191.8

Total ...................................................

Total ...................................................
173.5
172.7
Note:totals exclude
emergency
supplemental
appropriations enacted inP.t 103-211.

186.0

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION-DISCRETIONARY TOTALS, BY FUNCTION
[in billions of dollars]
1995

1990

1997

050: Defense ..................................................
BA
264.3
255.9
252.6
0
271.1
261.6
257.0
150: International affairs .............................
BA
20.9
20.7
20.7
0
21.0
20.6
20.7
250: Space and science ................................
BA
17.3
17.2
17.3
O
17.2
17.2
17.2
270: Energy ....................................................
BA
6.5
6.5
6.6
O
6.5
6.7
6.7
300: Natural Resources .................................
BA
21.4
22.1
21.9
O
21.2
21.4
21.5
350: Agriculture .............................................
BA
4.2
4.2
4.3
0
4.3
4.3
4.4
370: Commerce and housing ........................
BA
3.7
3.9
4.2
0
3.5
3.7
3.9
400: Transportation ........................................
BA
15.2
15.1
14.4
0
38.3
39.1
39.6
450: Community and regional .......................
BA
9.2
8.8
8.7

O
500: Education and training ..........................
550: Health ....................................................
570: Medicare ................................................
600: Income security .....................................
650: Social Security .......................................
700: Veterans ................................................
750: Justice ................
800: General government ..............................
920: Allowances .............................................

BA
0
BA
0
BA
0
BA
O
BA
0
BA
0
BA
0
BA
0
BA
0

9.1
44.2
40.4
22.6
22.0
3.0

3.0
34.3
37.2
0.0
2.6
17.9
17.7
17.9
16.7
12.8
12.5
-9.4
-4.9

1998
259.2
257.1
20.6
21.0
17.3
17.3
6.8
6.8
22.5
22.2
4.3
4.3
4.5
4.3
14.5
39.7
8.7

1999
265.7
258.1
20.7
20.8
17.6
17.4
7.1
7.0
22.5
22.4
4.5
4.5
5.5
5.3
14.4
39.8
8.7

8.9

9.0

9.0

8.9

45.8
44.1
23.2
22.8
3.0

47.4
46.2
24.0
23.7
3.0

48.7
47.9
24.6
24.3
3.0

50.1
49.3
25.8
25.2
3.1

3.0
40.7
37.9
0.0
3.1
18.4
19.0
20.4
18.7
12.3
13.4
-7.7
-3.0

3.0
42.8
39.1
0.0
3.2
19.0
19.1
21.3
20.2
12.2
12.7
-8.4
-5.6

3.0
45.2
40.0
0.0
3.3
19.0
19.0
22.1
21.4
11.9
12.2
-11.6
-11.2

3.1
45.6
40.2
0.0
3.4
19.0
19.0
23.3
22.4
12.3
12.2
-23.2
-14.8
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SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION-DISCRETIONARY TOTALS, BY FUNCTIONContinued
[in billions of dollars]
1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

TOTALS
Budget authority .................................

506.1

510.4

512.1

521.4

522.3

Outlays

539.5

542.6

541.7

541.9

544.2

....................

Note-Totalsexctudemergency suplemental appropriations enacted in PL 103-211.

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION-CREDIT LEVELS
[In billions of dollars]
1995
050: Defense:
Direct loans ........ ..............................................
Loan guarantees .....................................................
150: International affairsDirect loans

.................................................

Loan giurantees ......
250: Space and science:

...........................

1996

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

1997

0.0
0.0

1999

1998

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

3.2

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.4

18.0

18.5

18.5

18.5

16.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
D.....................i..........

0.0

0.0
.i

1.4
0.0

1.5
0.0

1.5
0.0

1.5
0.0

1.5
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

Direct loans .......................................................
Loan guarantees ..............................................

10.1
7.4

9.7
7.4

9.7
7.4

9.8
7.4

9.9
7.4

370: Commerce and housing
............................
Direct loans ..........
Loan guarantees ................................................
400: Transportation:
Direct loan= . . ......................

2.8

3.0

3.2

3.4

117.9

103.2

95.9

96.6

99.5F

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.2
3.6

2.2
3.6

2.2
03.6

13.2

15.1

16.8

13.2

12.3

11.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

Direct loans

.......

....

...... ..................

....
Loan guarantees .....
270: Energy:
Direct loans ........................................................
Loan guarantees ....................................................
300: Natural resources:
Direct loans ..................................................
.
.........
Loan guarantees
350: Agriculture-

450:

500:

550:

570.

600:

650:

0.0
0.5
......
.
-.......
Loan guarantees
Community and regional:
2.2
2.2
Direct loans . ............................ -.................
3.6
3.6
Loan guarantees ..................................................
Education and training:
5.5
11.5
.......
..
Direct loans ..
14.0
19.0
Loan guarantees ................................................
Health
0.0
0.0
....
........................
......
Direct loans .
0.3
0.4
Loanguarantees ...............................................
Medicare:
0.0
0.0
........
....
.
..
Direct loans
0.0
0.0
Loan guarantees ....................................................
Income security:
0.0
0.0
Direct loans ........................................................
0.0
0.0
Loan guarantees .....................................................
Social Security:
Direct loans..........

.............................................

Loan guarantees .....................................................
700: Veterans
Direct lens ........................................................
Loan guarantees .......................................................
750: Justice:
. . .
..
Direct loans .
Loan guarantees ......................................................
800: General governmentDirect lows .................................................................

3.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.4
32.9

1.3
27.4

1.4
25.8

1.4
25.6

1.5
25.3

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
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SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION-CREDIT LEVELS--Continued
[in billions of dollars]
1996

1995

Loan guarantees ............................................................
Total: Direct loans: ....................................................
Total: Loan guarantees .............................................

1997

1998

199

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

26.7
199.7

32.1
174.4

33.8
164.6

35.7
164.1

37.8
163.5

PRESIDENT'S 1995 BUDGET, BY FUNCTION
[CBOreestimated, excluding Health Care Reform in billions of dollars]
1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

050: National Defense ........................

BA
0
150: International affairs ...................
BA
0
250: Space, science & technology
BA
0
270: Energy .........................................
BA
0
300: Natural resources .......................
BA
0
350: Agriculture ...................................
BA
0
370: Commerce and housing ..............
BA
0
400: Transportation ...........................
BA
0
450: Community & regional develop- BA
ment.
0
500: Education, training, employment BA
and social services.
0
550: Health ...................
BA
0
570: Medicare .................
BA
0
600: Income security ............................
BA
0
650: Social Security ............................
BA
0
700: Veterans benefits ........................
BA
0
750: Administration of justice ..............
BA
0
800: General government ....................
BA
0
900: Net interest .................................
BA
0
920: Allowances ...............
BA
0
0.0
-1.0
950: Undistributed offsetting receipts
BA
-37.7
-43.0
0
-37.7
-43.0

-2.3
-37.5
-37.5

TOTALS
Budget authority ...................................
1,488.1
1,544.0
1,613.4
Outlays ...................................................
1,476.5
1,516.7
1,584.1
Revenues
...............................................
1,250.5
1,338.7
1,410.8
Deficit ....................................................
226.0
177.9
173.3

-2.9
-37.9
-37.9

-3.5
-39.5
-39.5

-3.7
-40.5
-40.5

1,691.6
1,667.6
1,478.7
188.9

1,775.5
1,746.2
1,555.6
190.6

1,870.0
1,834.2
1,629.7
204.5
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REVENUES
[CBO scoring, in billions of dollars]
1995

CBObaselinelcommittee recommendation ........
President's revenues (Non-HSA) ............................
HealthSecurity Act (HSA)revenues ...............................................

1997

1,338

1,411

1

(*)

13

14

1,479
(*)
17

635
133
526
380
106
40
57
15
22
20
4

668
138
551
399
112
40
58
15
24
22
4

Committee Recommendation bySource
596
Individual income ..........................................................................
130
Corporate income .........................................................................
499
.
... . ......... .....................................
Social insurance
360
(Off-budget) .................................................................
OASDI
100
HI(On-budget) ......................................................................
39
Other (On-budget) ...............................................................
56
Excises ......................................................................................
14
.........
and gilt
.....
Estate
21
Customs duties .............................................................................
18
.............
Misc. Federal .
4
Misc. other ................................................................................
Total revenues ..................................................................
On-budget revenues ...................................................
...
...
Off-budget .......

1996

1,338
978
360

1,411
1,031
380

1,479
1,080
399

1998

1.556
()

22
708
144
578
420
118
41
59
16
25
23
4

1,556
1,136
420

1999

1,630
(*)
29
748
148
604
440
124
40
60
17
26
24
4
1,630
1,190
440

Chapter VIH. VIEWS AND ESTIMATES OF

SENATE COMMITTEES
Section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget Act (as amended by
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990) calls on the committees of the
Senate and House to report to their respective Budget Committees
within six weeks of the submission of the President's budget their
views and estimates of budget requirements for matters within
their jurisdiction to assist the Budget Committees in preparing the
budget resolution.
Following are views received from Senate committees.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,

Washington, DC, February 22, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional Budget Act, as amended, requires committees of the House and Senate to submit their
views and estimates reports to the Budget Committees within six
weeks after the President submits his budget. To help us meet this
year's deadlines for completing the Budget Resolution, we ask that
you submit your report by March 8. This date should give the Committee time to review and incorporate your plans into the markup
on the budget resolution.
As in previous years, we ask that you provide a description of the
spending and revenue priorities of your Committee for this fiscal
year. Since all policy changes to mandatory programs and revenues
must be made on deficit neutral basis, your thoughts on how these
initiatives might be financed would be appropriate. Our members
would also find useful your reactions to the President's proposals,
as well as any other observations you may wish to include. A summary of your letter will be included in our budget resolution markup materials and the full text of your views will appear in the
Committee report on the budget resolution.
We have provided technical information to your staff in order to
assist them in preparing your submission. Please let us know if you
need any additional information or assistance.
We look forward to working with you and your Committee over
the next few weeks as we develop a budget plan for 1995.
Sincerely,
JIM SASSER,

Chairman.
V. DOMENICI,
Ranking Minority Member.

PETE

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,

Washington, DC, March 11, 1994.

Hon. JIM SASSER,
Chairman,Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter provides the views of the Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry regarding
the 1995 fiscal year budget cycle. These views are provided in accordance with the requirements of the Congressional Budget Act,
as amended.
U.S. agriculture has made major contributions to the campaign
to reduce the federal deficit. According to the Congressional Budget
Office, Committee action in 1993 reduced farm program spending
by $3 billion over five years. Farm program spending by the Commodity Credit Corporation is projected to decline sharply this year,
because the Midwest flood and Southeast drought of 1993 reduced
crop production, raised market prices, and reduced farm deficiency
payments. Current projections are for even lower farm program
spending in fiscal 1995, but the projections are highly tentative because they depend heavily on the assumption of "normal" weather
during the 1994 growing season.
The President's 1995 budget calls for continued restraint on federal spending and further reordering of national priorities. In 1994,
the Committee will focus on a number of proposals included in the
President's budget and will begin preparations for the 1995 farm
bill debate.
REINVENTING USDA

The Committee this week approved a bill to reorganize the Department of Agriculture. The proposed legislation would reduce the
number of USDA agencies, reduce personnel and administrative
costs, and refocus the Department's mission. The legislation is
needed to downsize USDA in a coordinated way, so that the caps
on discretionary spending approved last year do not force arbitrary
cuts in personnel or programs. The Committee will seek quick congressional approval of this reform package intended to make government work better and cost less. The Committee is proud to be
a leader in the effort to reinvent government.
REFORMING CROP INSURANCE AND DISASTER PROGRAMS

The President's budget includes a proposal to reform the federal
crop insurance program to broaden coverage and eliminate the
need for ad hoc disaster programs. Farmers would no longer need
to worry how Congress might choose to address droughts, floods,
and other natural disasters, because program rules would be
known in advance. Congress would have less reason to resort to
emergency supplemental bills that allow spending not subject to
normal budgetary rules.
Pay-as-you-go rules make it very difficult to reform the crop insurance program if there is no disaster program spending in the
baseline. The Administration's baseline includes $1 billion per year
in disaster program spending, an amount consistent with actual

spending on ad hoc disaster programs in recent years. Past practice
of the Congressional Budget Office, however, has been to exclude
future ad hoc disaster program spending from the CBO baseline.
Any reform of crop insurance will require the cooperation and assistance of the Committee on the Budget to ensure that this artificial impediment does not preclude reforms.
IMPLEMENTING THE GATT AGREEMENT

The Committee intends to work with the Administration as it
prepares the bill to implement the Uruguay Round agreement
reached in Geneva last December. Among other things, the agreement will require the United States to reduce the use of agricultural export subsidies, replace existing Section 22 import quotas
with a new tariff-rate quota scheme, and revise several laws related to sanitary and phytosanitary measures.
If implemented, the Uruguay Round agreement will not affect all
sectors of U.S. agriculture equally. The Committee will work to
make sure that no part of U.S. agriculture is unnecessarily harmed
by the agreement. Of particular concern to the Committee is how
the Administration will propose to offset the budgetary cost of tariffs that will be reduced because of the agreement.
PREPARING FOR THE 1995 FARM BILL

Many provisions of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and
Trade Act of 1990 expire in 1995, so the Committee expects to develop a new farm bill next year. Although the new farm bill is more
than a year away, two important budget issues have already surfaced:
The first issue concerns expiring conservation reserve program
(CRP) contracts. CBO does not assume that any contracts are renewed, even though the Secretary has authority to extend contracts. As a result, baseline spending on the CRP declines rapidly
once contracts begin to expire in the late 1990s. The Committee is
concerned about how this reduction in the conservation baseline
could limit options during the farm bill debate.
The conservation reserve is important to farm income in many
parts of the country. Also, the conservation reserve could play an
important role in the implementation of the Clean Water Act. For
these and other reasons, it is likely that the Secretary will choose
to extend contracts. Fundamental policy decisions may be driven by
what CBO assumes the Secretary intends to do, and there is no
compelling reason to assume the Secretary will not choose to extend contracts.
The second issue concerns the treatment of the extra-long staple
(ELS) cotton program in the budget baselines. The Administration
and CBO both assume the program is discontinued when the current authority expires after the 1995 crop. The Committee wants
to make clear that this artifact of budget rules should not constrain
the Committee's ability in 1995 to consider the ELS cotton program
on its merits.

ADDRESSING THE MORAL IMPERATIVE OF HUNGER

A number of child nutrition programs and provisions will expire
this year. The full Committee has begun a series of hearings on
legislation to reauthorize, revise, and improve child nutrition programs, the "Better Nutrition and Health for Children Act."
Several child nutrition programs which score-keeping rules assume will terminate this year enjoy significant congressional support and are continued in the bill. It will cost approximately $154
million over the next five years to maintain current services for
these expiring programs. The Committee included an expiration
date for September 1994 when it passed the last reauthorization in
1989, to coincide with the next reauthorization and not as an indication that these programs should be terminated in 1994. In addition, the President's budget does not provide for any of the program
changes included in the bill, or others that have been recommended
to the Committee.
The funding which the Committee on the Budget provided for
child nutrition during the 1989 child nutrition reauthorization significantly improved access to these programs, particularly by lowincome children. The Committee hopes to be able to enact child nutrition legislation this year that will build on the accomplishments
of the 1989 legislation and promote better nutrition for all children.
Good nutrition can help lower health care costs by reducing the incidence of major chronic diseases, and it is essential for children's
growth and development.
The Committee would also note that it has long favored full
funding of the Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) program as an
investment in America's children.
REFORMING REA

In 1993, Congress and the Administration agreed to significant
reforms of Rural Electrification Administration (REA) programs as
part of "The Rural Electrification Loan Restructuring Act of 1993."
As the Administration labored to produce the fiscal 1995 budget
within real, serious constraints, we fear that a mistake was made.
The proposed cuts in the REA electric budget are inconsistent with
what we understood to be a long-term agreement supported by the
Congress and the President, and should be restored.
INVESTING IN RURAL AMERICA

We are pleased with the Administration's support of increases for
rural development programs. These improvements in rural water
and waste disposal programs, rural business development loan programs, and other programs helping rural Americans are effective
investments.
Sincerely,
PATRICK LEAHY,

Chairman.
RICHARD LUGAR,

Ranking Minority Member.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,

Washington, DC, March 14, 1994.
Hon. JIM

SASSER,

Chairman,Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I urge you to provide my Committee with
$750 million over the next five years for improvements in child nutrition programs.
Fiscal year 1995 is the reauthorization and review year for child
nutrition programs such as WIC, the National School Lunch Program, the Summer Food Service Program, the School Breakfast
Program, the Child and Adult Care Food Program, and a program
that feeds homeless children under age 6 living in emergency shelters.
While my reauthorization bill ("The Better Health and Nutrition
for Children Act," S.1614) calls for $2.5 billion in direct spending
above the baseline in the next five years, I believe that the Congress could, in a strong bipartisan fashion, make major improvements in the health and well-being of children with the $750 million I am requesting.
The Committee would be able to target investments to children
from low-income families with a special emphasis on working families and children with special needs.
For example, CBO estimates that 25,000 children under the age
of six live in emergency homeless shelters. The Cardinal of the
Archdiocese of Philadelphia, His Eminence Anthony Cardinal
Bevilacqua, recently testified before my Committee regarding the
need to expand a program that feeds homeless children throughout
the nation. Full funding would cost $20 million per year under current homelessness projections.
Another example is the Summer Food Service Program. Currently, only 16 percent of the target population of low-income children is served by this program during the summer. One improvement recommended in reauthorization is to expand this program to
areas where 40 percent or more of the children are below 185 percent of the poverty line. According to CBO, this one provision alone
would easily add a half million children to the program. This program fights hunger head-on.
My reauthorization bill also contains several provisions which
strengthen and expand the school lunch and breakfast programs,
and expansion of the child care food program to cover more low income children.
For example, expanding eligibility for the child care and after
school food programs directly helps children whose parents are lowincome wage earners. This food program is an incentive for children to come in off the streets after school and into an educational
setting instead. Providing lunches at no cost to children from families which earn between 130 percent and 185 percent of the poverty
line is also well targeted on low-income, working families. These
provisions are critically important to both make work pay and raise
the next generation of children without hunger.
This is a crucial time for America's children. Hungry children
cannot learn. Providing the necessary funds to meet the nutritional

needs of our children is the first step in preparing healthy, active
and contributing citizens for the 21st century.
PATRICK LEAHY,
Sincerely,
Chairman.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, DC, March 8, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN SASSER AND SENATOR DOMENICI: On behalf of

the Committee on Appropriations, we submit herewith the views of
the Committee on the first concurrent resolution on the budget, in
compliance with section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, as amended.
Sincerely,
MARK 0.

HATFIELD,

Ranking Minority Member.
ROBERT C. BYRD,

Chairman.
Attachments.
VIEWS OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS ON THE
FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET
INTRODUCTION

As a result of enactment of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993, caps on discretionary spending that were originally enacted in the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 and were set to expire after fiscal year 1995, are continued through fiscal year 1998.
These caps are stringent. The Congressional Budget Office [CBO]
in its January report entitled "The Economic and Budget Outlook:
Fiscal Years 1995-1999" estimates that discretionary outlays of
$552 billion in fiscal year 1995 would be needed to preserve 1994
real resources. CBO estimates the discretionary outlays available
under the cap to be $541 billion, or $11 billion short of the amount
needed to preserve 1994 real resources. The fiscal year 1995 cap of
$541 billion is $2 billion lower than the $543 billion in discretionary outlays estimated by CBO for fiscal year 1994. The stringency of the caps is far more striking in subsequent years. Set
forth below is a graph that demonstrates the effect of the outlay
caps through fiscal year 1998:

Discretionary Outlays
(in billions of dollars)

1994
Enacted

1995

1996

1997

1998

Fiscal Year
Cap

-

Baseline

Similarly for budget authority, CBO estimates that it would take
$521 billion in 1995 to preserve 1994 real resources, but the fiscal
year 1995 cap is estimated to be $518 billion or $3 billion short of
that amount. Over the fiscal year 1995-98 period, budget authority
will fall short of the amount needed to preserve 1994 real resources
by a cumulative total of $124 billion.
This document sets forth the views of the Committee on Appropriations on the fiscal year 1995 budget, and is submitted to the
Senate Committee on the Budget in accordance with section 301(d)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended (the Budget
Act). The Committee notes that the deadline for submitting views
is now set in the Budget Act as 6 weeks after the budget submission of the President. In response to the request of the Committee
on the Budget, the Committee is submitting its views in advance
of this deadline. Last year, the Committee did not submit views because the President's budget was not submitted until March 5,
1993, 4 days after adoption by the Congress of the concurrent resolution on the budget.
Fiscal year 1995 spending estimates contained in this report are
at best preliminary, and reflect the concerns of the 13 subcommittees. The President's budget request was submitted to the Congress
on February 7, 1994, and detailed justification materials are still
arriving. In addition, the Committee, in response to the extraordinary emergency that arose as a result of the earthquake in
southern California, expedited consideration of emergency as well
as the usual supplemental requests proposed by the administration
for the course of the current year. Consequently, the subcommittees

have just begun the hearings designed to scrutinize the administration proposals within their respective jurisdictions.
The Committee notes that the President's budget request, in
many instances, is predicated on actions outside the control of the
appropriations process, including change in substantive law, administrative action, and budget amendments to be submitted later.
FL7 these reasons, the figures set forth below do not necessarily
match the caps. In previous years, the Budget Committees have
used CBO estimates in measuring appropriations action, but have
permitted adjustments to compensate for scorekeeping differences
between the Office of Management and Budget LOMB] and CBO.
The CBO estimates are used for measuring compliance with Budget Act points of order. OMB estimates are used in measuring compliance with the strictures of the sequester regime which is used
to enforce the statutory caps of Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. The Committee urges the
Budget Committees to return to the previous practice of permitting
theso scorekeeping adjustments so that critical national priorities
do not get shortchanged.
The following table shows the portion of the President's request
within the purview of the Committee. Comparable tables are included by subcommittee.
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OVERVIEW

The Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies provides funding for all agencies of the U.S. Department of Agriculture except the Forest Service. These programs include agricultural research and extension activities, a variety of
conservation programs, farm income and commodity price support
programs, a number of marketing and inspection activities, domestic food assistance, rural development and electrification, and 'the
various export and international activities of USDA.

In addition, the subcommittee provides funding for the Food and
Drug Administration [FDA] and the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, and establishes a limitation on the administrative expenses of the Farm Credit Administration. It also provides money
to the Department of the Treasury for payments to the Farm Credit System Financial Assistance Corporation.
PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

Overall, the President has requested $68,505,385,000 in new
budget authority and $43,551,291,000 in new outlays. After allowing for CBO scorekeeping adjustments, including the addition of
outlays from prior years, the budget authority and outlays are
$68,543,117,000 and $50,383,458,000, respectively. For discretionary programs, after allowing for scorekeeping adjustments by
CBO, the President has requested $13,972,252,000 in budget authority and $14,325,522,000 in outlays.
The President has proposed a number of legislative proposals to
achieve savings not under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations, including reorganization authority, user fees for marketing and inspection activities and FDA, as well as a $50 per policy crop insurance fee.
The 1995 budget is based on significant reorganization of USDA.
Headquarters agencies would be reduced from 43 to 29. Over 1,100
county offices would be closed or consolidated to create a system of
2,500 field office service centers providing one-stop shopping for
producers. By 1998, Federal employment will be reduced by over
7,500 staff-years and non-Federal staff by 1,160 staff-years.
During 1994 the Department will select three rural empowerment zones and 30 rural enterprise communities. A total of $124.9
million in loan and grant funds will be set aside for the designated
areas to use in redevelopment efforts.
MAJOR CUTS

In research and extension, while overall funding in the budget is
reduced slightly, cuts to special research and extension grants and
projects are significant. Such projects include special research
grants at universities, aquaculture centers, and rural development
centers. Funding for construction projects is proposed at $25.7 million-down from $89,617,000 in 1994.
The President has proposed significant cuts in certain conservation programs including a $216,965,000 cut for watershed and flood
prevention operations, and a $94,650,000 cut in the agricultural
conservation program.
The President has requested major cuts in the Farmers Home
Administration section 515 rural rental housing program. A cut of
$320,107,000 in loan authority for a corresponding savings of
$194,467,000 in subsidy authority is proposed.
For the Rural Electrification Administration, major cuts are proposed contrary to the REA restructuring initiative agreed to by the
Congress, the administration, and industry last year. Direct electric loans are cut from $125 million to just $25 million and the
$100 million provided this year for direct telephone loans is eliminated completely.

82
For international affairs, the President proposes to reduce the
Public Law 480 program level from $1,598,026,000 in 1994 to
$1,307,258,000 in 1995.
The request for reimbursements for net realized losses of the
Commodity Credit Corporation, a mandatory program, is reduced
from $18 billion to $15.5 billion.
MAJOR INCREASES

Significant Presidential increases come in mandatory programs.
These include increases of $174,225,000 for the Wetlands Reserve
Program, and $707,308,000 for food stamps.
The President has highlighted several high-priority discretionary
programs for increases. The special supplemental food program for
women, infants, and children [WIC] is increased by $353,588,000.
Section 502 guaranteed rural housing loans are increased by $550
million; a new rural housing voucher program in the amount of $25
million is requested; and rental assistance is increased by
$76,314,000. Guaranteed farm operating loans are increased by
$250 million. Rural development and water and sewer loans are increased by a total of $1,074,373,000, including increases of
$142,660,000 for direct water and sewer loans, $75 million for direct community facility loans $866,968,000 for industrial development guaranteed loans, and $25 million for the rural development
loan fund.
The budget includes $138.8 million to fund a new strategic space
plan for USDA in Washington, DC. The Department currently has
staff in the four-building headquarters complex in Washington DC,
and 17 leased office buildings. The plan is to construct a new
USDA-owned facility in Beltsville, to modernize the south building,
and to eliminate rental facilities. An increase of $90 million is requested to begin acquisition and management of the USDA automated data processing network called info-share.
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED
AGENCIES
[In millions of dollars]
authority
Budget
year
year Fiscal
Fiscal
1995
1994
enacted request

Mandatory .........................................................
Discretionary ...............
Total ................

C0 outlays
Fiscal
year1995

Now
P
Request
balances
verus
authority
balances
1994

Total

558
22,800

527
27,453

- 31
+4,653

17
6.491

502
19,659

519
26,151

23,358

27.980

+ 4,622

6,508

20.161

26,669

detail maynotadd to totals dueto roundift.
Inall tables,
NOTE:

OVERVIEW

The Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies Subcommittee [CJS] supports three Cabinet departments,
the U.S. court system, including the Supreme Court, and 24 independent agencies. Included are such independent agencies as the
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative (which has Cabinet rank),
the Small Business Administration, the U.S. Information Agency,
the Federal Communications Commission, the Equal Employment

Opportunity Commission, the Legal Services Corporation, and the
Securities and Exchange Commission. It is the only subcommittee
that supports appropriations under all three categories of discretionary spending that were stipulated in the 1990 Budget Enforcement Act: domestic, international affairs, and national defense.
The CJS bill is the principal source of funding for Federal law
enforcement programs and law enforcement assistance-including
antidrug programs, counterterrorism programs to combat violent
crime, and the Federal judiciary. Included are all Department of
Justice programs, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, and most State and local law enforcement assistance programs. In fact, over 82 percent of the Federal Government's law enforcement spending in fiscal year 1995 falls under the CJS Subcommittee's jurisdiction. The President's entire request for new
programs proposed in the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1993 falls under the subcommittee's jurisdiction.
FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET ESTIMATES

The President's budget proposal for discretionary appropriation
accounts under the Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary,
and
Related
Agencies
Subcommittee's
jurisdiction
is
$27,453,000,000 in budget authority and $25,629,000,000 in outlays. Tentative scoring by the Congressional Budget Office estimates total outlays resulting from this request at $26,151,000,000
or $522 million above the President's estimate. Assuming CBO
reestimates, the President's request for the CJS bill is
$4,653,000,000 in budget authority and over $2.2 billion in outlays
above fiscal year 1994.
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING

Even within the constrained discretionary spending limits that
exist in fiscal year 1995, the President decided to propose such increases because of the importance of the programs supported by
the CJS bill. In addition to being the principal source of support
for Federal law enforcement, the CJS bill supports such programs
as: financial and technical assistance to small businesses; economic
development assistance to local governments and defense economic
conversion assistance to communities impacted by installation closures, realignments, and contract reductions; management and conservation of oceans, marine fisheries, and coastal resources; research and cooperative agreements to enable U.S. industry to develop leading edge technologies and to become more competitive;
assistance to U.S. firms seeking to compete in foreign markets and
export overseas; protection of life and public safety through the
monitoring and prediction of severe weather; environmental monitoring and research; regulation of the securities markets; the operation and administration of most U.S. foreign affairs agencies-including all U.S. Embassies and Consulates; public diplomacy programs including academic exchanges; support for international organizations; support and regulation of the maritime industry; and
maintenance and operation of the Department of Transportation's
Ready Reserve Force and the National Defense Reserve Fleet.

In order to provide for fiscal year 1995 Presidential initiatives
that augment programs which the Senate and Congress strongly
support, the subcommittee will require at least the funding level
requested by the President as reestimated by the Congressional
Budget Office. Even with this requested increase in both budget
authority and outlays, the CJS bill would still not be able to accommodate both the administration's initiatives and the restoration of
programs and base funding which the President has proposed for
reduction or termination, and which Congress annually has supported.
INCREASES PROPOSED BY THE ADMINISTRATION

Crime control fund.-An increase of $2,423,000,000 is requested
for the crime control fund to support the following anticrime programs:
-- Community policing-$1,720,000,000.-- Grants to State and
local governments to put more than 50,000 uniformed police officers on the street in 1995.
-Brady bill--100 million.--Grants to States to improve their
criminal records identification systems thereby enabling a national criminal background check system to be implemented.
-Border security--300 million.-This initiative would provide
$180 million to increase border controls at the Southwest border; $55.2 million to expedite the deportation of criminal
aliens; and $64.1 million to implement comprehensive asylum
reform.
-- Other crime control programs--303 million.-This funding request could be used to support any of the authorized uses contained in the final crime bill.
FederalPrison System.-An increase of $457 million is requested
to support the activation of nine facilities for a total of 9,673 new
beds; and support a projected increase in the average daily population from 84,900 to 92,667. An additional $85 million is requested
f:r prison construction for new facilities in Louisiana, Texas, and
California, and high priority modernization and repair projects
throughout the country.
Federal Bureau of Investigation.-An increase of $100 million is
requested for the FBI when compared to the amount appropriated
in fiscal year 1994, but this level falls $28 million short of the
amount necessary to maintain current operations. Restoration of
this $28 million would preserve essential support positions (332)
and ensure that agents are able to perform critical investigative
duties rather than routine clerical work.
Immigration and Naturalization Service.-An increase of $98
million is requested for the INS to support two program enhancements as follows: $30 million and 103 FTE's to promote the naturalization of resident aliens; and $32.7 million and 186 FTE's for
greater enforcement of employer sanctions.
Support of U.S. prisoners.-An increase of $57 million is requested for the support of U.S. prisoners held in State and local
jails. Of the increase requested, $33 million will support 500,000
additional jail days to accommodate a projected population increase
of 10 percent over 1994 levels.

U.S. attorneys.-An increase of $16.5 million is requested for the
U.S. attorney program to permit the required supervision of the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters [IBT] election. The request, however, falls $14 million short of the amount necessary to
maintain the program's current operating level. Without the restoration of this $14 million, 62 AUSA positions will be eliminated
and the speedy prosecution of criminal and white collar fraud cases
could be impaired.
U.S. Marshals Service.-An increase of $25.4 million is requested
for the U.S. Marshals Service to meet the security requirements resulting from the filling of Federal judicial vacancies.
Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Program.-An increase
of $69.3 million is requested for juvenile justice grants to aid in the
prevention and reduction of juvenile crime and the treatment of
youthful offenders.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.-An increase of
$15.7 million is requested for the EEOC to support escalating caseload demands in the field offices. Last year, the Commission reported a 22-percent increase (88,000) in employment discrimination
cases. In addition, EEOC's inventory of pending charges during the
past 2 years rose 60 percent. These increases are primarily a result
of the implementation of the Americans With Disabilities Act and
the Civil Rights Act of 1991.
Legal Services Corporation.-An increase of $100 million is requested to assist LSC field programs in their attempt to address
the unmet legal needs of indigent clients.
Federaljudiciary.-An increase of $287 million in discretionary
spending is requested for the Federal judiciary. These increased
costs are primarily driven by the estimated addition of approximately 100 article III judges by the end of 1994. To date, the Senate has confirmed 33 new judgeships since convening the second
session in January.
More specifically, over $126 million of this requested increase is
associated with the space requirements for housing these additional judgeships and supporting personnel. Another $86 million
will cover increased pay and benefit costs and the annualization of
new positions brought on in fiscal year 1994 to meet the escalating
criminal caseload in the Federal courts. And finally, an additional
$70 million will support the addition of new probation and pretrial
services officers and supporting personnel to monitor and supervise
offenders and defendants that have been released to the community, as well as critically needed automation projects.
NIST/competitive R&D.-An increase of $415 million is proposed
for the National Institute of Standards and Technology [NIST].
This increase is for the Advanced Technology Program and manufacturing extension centers and outreach programs, and other research and development programs targeted to make the U.S. manufacturing industry more competitive and productive.
Oceans, fisheries, and environmental research.-Increases totaling $313 million are proposed for National Oceanic and Atmosheric Administration [NOAA] environmental programs, including
65 million in National Marine Fisheries Service programs. Also
included is an increase of $63 million to continue the modernization of the National Weather Service by deploying and operating

new tornado and severe storm detecting Nexrad doppler radars.
Failure to provide these increases would lead to the closure of
smaller weather service offices around the country. Also proposed
for increase is $21 million for climate and global change research
and $40 million to maintain weather satellite procurement and operations.
Telecommunications/information infrastructure.-An increase of
$76 million is requested for National Telecommunications and Information Administration telecommunications programs. Included
is an increase of $74 million for National Information Infrastructure Program grants to communities for innovative telecommunication projects for education, health care, and public safety.
Defense economic conversion /EDA.-An increase of $60 million is
requested for Economic Development Administration [EDA] planning and infrastructure grants to assist communities adversely impacted by the Departments of Defense and Energy base closures,
realignments, contract reductions, and cancellations. The EDA
budget also proposes $52 million for a new program to provide $269
million in loan guarantees.
Census.-An increase of $68 million is requested to begin planning and testing models to conduct the year 2000 decennial census.
The decennial census will require continued increases following fiscal year 1995.
Small business credit.-An increase of $148 million is proposed
for additional small business loan guarantees, investment companies, and disaster assistance. With this increase, the Small Business Administration would support over $10 billion in guaranteed
business loans and $206 million in disaster loans (assuming current law).
Shipbuilding.-An increase of $54 million is requested in the
Maritime Administration to provide $500 million in title XI shipbuilding loan guarantees. In fiscal year 1994, this program was
funded in the Department of Defense appropriations bill.
International organizations and treaty commitments.-An increase of $185 million is proposed for international organizations
and peacekeeping. The President's request for fiscal year 1995 assumed that a $670 million supplemental for United Nations' peacekeeping arrearages would be enacted during fiscal year 1994. This
funding has not been provided, to date, and by September 1994 the
United States will owe approximately $1 billion in arrearages for
past and current peacekeeping operations.
MAJOR DECREASES PROPOSED BY THE ADMINISTRATION

State and local drug grants.-The budget proposes to eliminate
the antidrug abuse formula grant program to States. Unless this
$374 million reduction is restored, States and localities will be
greatly impacted in their ability to combat violent crime and drugs
in their communities.
Regional information sharing systems.-The budget proposes the
elimination of funding for all RISS projects. Unless this $14.5 million is restored, the ability to share police intelligence on criminals,
missing persons, aliens, et cetera among Federal, State, and local
law enforcement agencies will be greatly impaired.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program.-A
total net reduction of $17.6 million is requested for the OCDE program. Without the restoration of this cut, 102 positions will be
eliminated and current operating levels will have to be reduced.
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA].-Reductions totaling $191 million are proposed for various NOAA programs. Included are such reductions as $54 million for fleet modernization, $76 million for construction projects, $18 million for the
National Undersea Research Program, and $14 million for fisheries
projects and grants.
Fees/statute reforms.-The budget proposes a number of user fee
proposals that are not usually considered to be under the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Committee, and proposes to use these
fees to offset the budget. For example, $82 million in unspecified
fisheries fees are proposed in appropriations bill language, and are
proposed for deposit in the Treasury. Statute changes are proposed
for the Small Business Administration's Disaster Loan Program
which would cut subsidy appropriation requirements in half. These
statute changes would require individuals to pay significantly higher interest rates for SBA disaster loans.
EDA programs.-The budget proposes reductions totaling $56
million. A reduction of $17 million is proposed for title IX grants
and $10 million would be saved by terminating the Trade Adjustment Assistance Grant Program.
Public Telecommunications Facilities Program [PTFP] grants.The administration proposes a reduction of $13 million in PTFP
grants. The budget proposes to terminate the current program
which assists public radio and television stations with building or
replacing facilities and equipment. The administration would instead use the remaining $11 million for a new program targeted to
assist visually and hearing impaired Americans.
Patent and Trademark Office.-The budget proposes no appropriations for the Patent and Trademark Office. The budget proposes instead to provide the agency with the use of fees currently
deposited in the Treasury; technically, what the President's budget
proposes is to reclassify proprietary receipts as offsetting collections. The Congressional Budget Office scores this proposal as a
loss of revenues and would score the CJS bill with $107 million in
budget authority and $59 million in outlays if the Committee included the bill language proposed by the President.
Securities and Exchange Commission.-The President's budget
also proposes no appropriations for the Securities and Exchange
Commission [SEC]. For a number of years the SEC has been funded by a combination of appropriations and offsetting collections derived by increasing section 6(b) security registration fees. Instead
the President's budget proposes to: (1) continue to raise section 6(b)
security registration; (2) raise a number of new fees; and (3) deposit all these fees in the Treasury instead of allowing the SEC to
use these fees as offsetting collections. If the CJS bill included the
administration's proposed bill language, the Congressional Budget
Office would score the CJS bill with $306 million in budget authority and $251 million in outlays. The SEC's fiscal year 1994 appropriation totaled only $58 million in budget authority and $47 million in outlays.

DEFENSE
[In millions of dollars]
Budgetauthority
Fiscal
year Fiscal
year

outlays
Fiscal
year 1995CBO

enacted

request

199

Request Prior
versus
balances
1994

Mandatory ...........................................................
Discretionary ......................................................

182
239.987

198
244,587

+ 16
+4,600

Total ......................................................

240,170

244,785

+4,615

1994

Now
authority

Total

................
87,037

198
164,813

198
251,850

87,037

165,011

252,048

NOTE:
Inall tables. detail maynotadd to totals dueto rounding.

OVERVIEW

The President's budget request for funding under the jurisdiction
of the Defense Subcommittee is $244,785,144,000 in budget authority [BA] and $251,488,280,000 in outlays according to estimates of
the Office of Management and Budget. The CBO reestimate is the
same in budget authority and $559,868,000 more in outlays. The
outlay difference is related to the recently passed emergency suplemental for wh,:h the subcommittee should not be affected, and
72 million higher for estimates for the cost of DOD peacekeeping.
While the disparity could affect the subcommittee's ability to fund
the peacekeeping request fully, the overall closeness of the CBO
and OMB estimates, assuming the subcommittee's allocation includes CBO outlay scoring for the emergency supplemental, will
significantly aid the subcommittee in its ability to report a Defense
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1995. Too often in the past, large
disagreements between the outlay estimates of OMB and CBO
have required the Defense Subcommittee to initiate major policy
decisions to reconcile the differences. While the subcommittee's recommendations have served to resolve these differences, it questions
whether outlay scorekeeping should be the precipitating factor in
such decisions.
According to CBO scoring, the amount requested is
$4,615,199,000 more in BA than provided in 1994, but still
$4,127,461,000 below CBO's March baseline and approximately 1.8
percent below the level required to keep up with inflation. The fiscal year 1995 budget, if approved, would mean that for 10 consecutive years Congress has reduced Defense appropriations bills below
the level required to keep pace with inflation. In real terms, the
budget request is about $138 billion, or 35 percent, below the
amount provided for 1985.
In outlays, the request is $7,395,417,000 below the amount estimated by CBO to be expended in 1994. Therefore, defense industries and U.S. military and civilian workers will continue to suffer
deep cuts compared to levels funded in 1994.
The fiscal year 1995 budget request incorporates the results of
the "Bottom-Up Review". In that review, DOD examined its force
structure, overhead, and investment requirements to reflect the
post-cold war era needs. As a result, the fiscal year 1995 budget
proposes reductions. It must be remembered, however, that the reductions proposed in response to the "Bottom-Up Review" are in
addition to substantial cutbacks already achieved. These additional
cuts are planned for implementation between 1995 and 1999.

Taken together, these adjustments will reduce defense spending
from the program levels proposed by the previous administration
by approximately $100 billion during the 5-year period. Even with
these program reductions, the Defense Department estimates that
its future years defense plan would still cost $20 billion more than
the amount assumed in the plan. Either DOD's budget will have
to be increased to cover this shortfall, or even deeper cuts will be
required.
The President's request delineates a clear overarching priority
for DOD-to protect the readiness of the force. Only the readiness
accounts are scheduled to increase substantially above inflation. A
secondary goal for the budget includes protecting science and technology programs. The budget would provide funding at last year's
level. Thereby, DOD hopes to ensure that U.S. forces maintain
their qualitative superiority.
The budget includes deep reductions in forces and manpower as
the post-cold war drawdown continues. Active and Reserve military
personnel levels will drop by 131,600, and civilian employees will
fall by 49,700. A 1.6-percent pay raise is included for military and
civilian personnel, about 1.5 percent below the estimated increase
in the cost of living.
In conjunction with the decreases in defense personnel and other
cutbacks, DOD is being directed to pick up more nontraditional
spending requirements. The budget request includes approximately
$5.7 billion for environmental restoration and compliance, $300
million for U.N. peacekeeping costs, $400 million for Soviet nuclear
weapons destruction, and about $1.2 billion for transition assistance programs. None of these add to defense capability.
Nor does the budget provide sufficient funding for protection of
the defense industrial base. The budget would terminate production of the F-16 fighter, CH-53, SH-60B, SH-60F, and HH-60 helicopters, and the Landsat satellite; and terminate remanufacturing
of the EA-6B electronic warfare aircraft. The budget provides for
production of only one fighter program, no bombers, no tanks, no
submarines, no amphibious ships. Many key defense businesses
will shut down production and many of their workers will lose their
jobs in fiscal year 1995. Other entities will be relying on sales in
the global marketplace as their only chance of maintaining production lines and American jobs.
The Committee recognizes the stringent constraints on discretionary spending in fiscal year 1995 and, therefore, does not request additional funds above the President's request including
emergency supplementals as estimated by CBO. However, the Defense Subcommittee will be faced with severe challenges at this
level. Providing funds for congressional initiatives, such as modernizing aircraft-for example the AHIP, KC-135 reengining program-and funding unbudgeted ship construction, as well as procuring other equipment for National Guard and Reserve forces, will
be extremely difficult without an increase in the subcommittee's allocation. Furthermore, protection of the defense industrial base and
restoration of planned cutbacks in investment programs will not be
possible without jeopardizing the readiness of our defense forces.
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OVERVIEW

The subcommittee is responsible for all aspects of the budget providing for the operations of the Nation's Capital. The budget includes amounts for the public school system, the courts of the District of Columbia, the District Council, and the various executive
agencies of the District government.
The budget also includes various enterprise funds which support
such processes as water and sewers, Convention Center operations,
Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board, Office of Cable Television, and D.C. General Hospital. In addition, the District supports its capital borrowing needs through the issuance of debt securities in the private municipal bond market.
The District's budget is made up of two components. The first,
Federal funds appropriated to the District include a Federal payment in lieu of taxes, an annual contribution to certain retirement
funds, and, from time to time, various specialized amounts for particular purposes or services. The second, and largest, source of revenue to the District are local tax revenues.
FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET ESTIMATES

The President, in his budget message of February 7, 1994, requested Federal funds totaling $722 million in new budget authority and a like amount in new outlays. The amount of new authority
is $22 million above the sum enacted in the Fiscal Year 1993 District of Columbia Appropriations Act.
The 1995 estimate includes $669,930,000 for the Federal payment and $52,070,000 in retirement funds contributions.
INCREASES

The President's budget proposes an increase in the Federal payment of $39,327,000.
DECREASES/PROGRAM ELIMINATIONS

During the first session of the 102d Congress, Public Law 102102 was enacted which authorizes the Federal payment to the District of Columbia at 24 percent of the second previous fiscal year's
audited local revenues for fiscal years 1993-95. The President's
budget requests $669,930,000 for the Federal payment in fiscal
year 1995. In Mayor Kelly's budget submission to the District
Council on February 8, 1994, she has included a Federal payment
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of $673,632,000, an amount $3,702,000 more than included in the
President's budget.
Public Law 102-102 requires that the Comptroller General submit to the appropriate committees of Congress a review of the report of the breakdown of independently audited revenues of the
District. This review is used by the Congress to determine the
exact amount of the authorized level. That report has not yet been
received.
While the authorized level may not necessarily reflect the final
appropriation, the Federal payment is a payment in lieu of taxes
and has not been less than the authorized level in 14 fiscal years.
During those years the District government's budget was balanced
12 times. The 2 years in which the city ran a deficit were years
where the Federal payment was held constant. It should also be
noted that the Mayor's budget submission includes more than $92
million in new local tax revenue.
In fiscal year 1993 D.C. General suffered an operating loss of $95
million, largely as a result of caring for those who cannot pay.
George Washington University Medical Center provides $30 million
in uncompensated care annually to District citizens. This facility
faces the need to make substantial renovation to its aging physical
plant. The Committee expects to consider a request for $50 million
toward that modernization.
1994 SUPPLEMENTAL

The budget request does not contain a supplemental request for
the $28,367,000 in Federal appropriations authorized for officers
and members of the Metropolitan Police Department (Public Law
101-223; 103 Stat. 1901). During the fiscal years 1990 and 1991
the Congress provided separate appropriations for these funds. The
authorization expires on September 30, 1994.
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
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OVERVIEW

The Subcommittee on Energy and Water has jurisdiction for appropriation of funds for fiscal year 1995 for the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers' Civil Works Program; the Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Reclamation water resource development activities; the
Department of Energy (except for fossil energy, energy conservation, and certain regulatory activities), its energy supply research
and development activities including solar and renewables, nuclear
fission, fusion energy, and the basic and general sciences and technology programs, including the national scientific laboratories; the

atomic energy defense activities, including caretaker responsibilities to support the nuclear weapons complex, national laboratories
research and development activities, stewardship of the nuclear
weapon stockpile; dismantlement of nuclear weapons; the disposal
of defense nuclear wastes; and the environmental restoration,
cleanup, and modernization of the entire nuclear defense and
nondefense complex; the Civilian Nuclear Waste Disposal Program;
and related independent agencies and commissions including the
Appalachian Regional Commission [ARC], the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission [NRC], the Tennessee Valley Authority [TVA], and
several small river basin commissions.
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

The fiscal year 1995 budget for water resource activities of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation is
the minimum level of funding needed to address important infrastructure requirements of the country.
While continuing most of the fiscal year 1994 congressional priorities for the Corps of Engineers, the fiscal year 1995 budget request
includes no funding for survey and construction new starts, and
only a minimal number of new planning starts. For the Bureau of
Reclamation, the budget request for fiscal year 1995 does not adequately fund several projects supported by Congress over the past
few years.
Additional resources of approximately $100 million over the fiscal
year 1995 budget request will be needed to address these requirements.
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

The budget request for fiscal year 1995 for the Appalachian Regional Commission is again significantly below the level supported
by the Congress in 1994. The Congress has consistently supported
much higher levels for ARC. In order to make inroads in completing several important highway corridor systems in the Appalachian
region, an additional $80 million would be needed in 1995 to maintain essential work in several States.
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PROGRAMS

The budget request includes additional funding over the current
fiscal year, 1994, for solar and renewable energy activities. Funding for the nuclear fission program and related activities are reduced further and the budget is essentially level for the basic and
general sciences activities of DOE.
The Nation's great scientific capability which has been maintained in the past through the national laboratories and other
DOE-related institutions is seriously threatened because of inadequate budgetary resources. Without priority attention these invaluable resources of mathematical, scientific, and engineering expertise will decline. A high priority should be given to maintaining
these very important assets with additional funding for national
missions and needs utilizing their broad capabilities. A significant
portion of the budgets of the laboratories should be used to address
the Nation's fundamental basic and general sciences activities.

The DOE's environmental restoration and waste management activities will continue to require ever-increasing budgetary allocations as cleanup activities at the various sites proceed under current laws and other requirements placed on the program. Without
significant changes it is unlikely that Congress will be able to adequately fund the activities currently proposed. This is one of the
most complex and difficult challenges facing the Federal Government. Already billions of dollars have been appropriated and the
fiscal year 1995 budget proposes approximately $7 billion. Technology development is one of the concerns of the Committee and
the connection between adequate resources for basic science research which may lead to the development of new and innovative
technologies is more important than ever. Additional funding will
be required to make significant progress.
The budget estimate for the Department of Energy's nuclear
waste disposal activities is $532 million, of which $254.8 million is
the proposed discretionary appropriation from the fund, $148 million proposed legislative mandatory funding from the fund and, in
addition, $129 million is proposed for the defense nuclear waste
disposal appropriation for a total program for 1995 of $532 million.
The mission is to manage and dispose of the Nation's spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste from commercial and defense activities in a permanent geologic repository in accordance
with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987 designated
the Yucca Mountain, NV, site for detailed scientific investigation to
evaluate the site's suitability for a geologic repository. The NWPAA
also authorized the siting, construction, and operation of a monitored retrievable storage facility, subject to certain conditions. Elements of the program, including schedules, are currently under review by the Secretary of Energy to assure the Department of Energy is meeting its responsibilities under the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act, as amended.
The fiscal year 1995 budget request is based on a new funding
proposal for the program. Legislation will be proposed to create a
new funding approach for the program. Under this proposal, funding would continue to be requested from the nuclear waste fund
and the defense nuclear waste disposal appropriations. Additional
funding would be provided by making available an additional portion of each year's utility fee receipts. Each year, utility fees receipts in excess of the President's discretionary budget for this program would be placed into a special fund, and one-half of the annual balance would be available for this program. These additional
funds would largely be used to accelerate scientific and engineering
activities at the Yucca Mountain candidate repository site in Nevada.
The nuclear waste program is one of the most difficult issues before the Congress. The discretionary budget proposal is inadequate
and the legislative proposal, when submitted, is unlikely to be enacted this session. Clearly, without additional budgetary resources
and other changes, the program will continue to slip and falter,
and the solution to deal with this problem will be further postponed. Congress needs to decide this very critical issue as soon as
possible.
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OVERVIEW

The programs funded by the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs appropriations make up the bulk of U.S.
foreign assistance programs, including bilateral and multilateral,
economic, military, humanitarian, and export assistance.
FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET ESTIMATES

According to the comparative statement of budget authority, for
fiscal 1995, President Clinton requests $14,009,946,000 in new discretionary budget authority for foreign operations, compared to a
fiscal 1994 request of $14,551,842,066, and a fiscal 1994 enacted
level of $12,709,736,000. However, this apparent $1,300,210,000 increase above last year's appropriation does not take into account
the effect on the fiscal 1994 budget authority level of $919 million
in function 050 funds from the fiscal 1993 special Russia supplemental which were transferred from the Defense Department to
the Agency for International Development in fiscal 1994 to carry
out assistance programs in the New Independent States [NIS]. According to CBO scoring practice this transfer scores against the fiscal 1994 budget authority total for foreign operations. When the
impact on the fiscal 1994 budget authority level for foreign operations of the $919 million transfer, the fiscal 1994 rescission bill
(Public Law 103-211) of $248,779,000, and a technical adjustment
in the scoring of OPIC credit programs are taken into account, the
actual increase in fiscal 1995 discretionary budget authority in the
President's request for foreign operations is approximately $400
million. This estimate reflects the actual, programmatic increase in
the President's request compared to fiscal 1994.
CBO estimates the President's fiscal 1995 request at
$13,905,522,000 in discretionary outlays, as compared with
$14,086,457,000 in discretionary outlays for fiscal 1994 enacted.
PROGRAM CHANGES

The President's fiscal 1995 budget request for foreign operations
represents the Clinton administration's first real opportunity to
begin to reshape U.S. foreign assistance programs since the end of
the cold war. The results of that effort will be determined, in part,
by the process currently underway to rewrite the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. In the fiscal 1995 request the President has proposed several changes in the foreign operations account structure
which are consistent with his proposed revision of the Foreign Assistance Act. These proposed account structure changes make com-

parisons with previous foreign operations accounts difficult. In
some cases, the new account structure makes certain accounts appear to have received large increases which, in fact, is not correct.
The most important of these cases are discussed below.
Several aspects of the fiscal 1995 request are noteworthy:
The first is budgetary. Since fiscal 1991, discretionary budget authority for foreign operations has sustained a 9.2 percent nominal
cut, and when inflation is taken into account that cut is considerably greater. If this trend continues, the President will be unable
to fund his foreign assistance priorities at even the levels provided
to the previous administration. The proposed increase above the
fiscal 1994 appropriation responds to this secular downward trend
in foreign operations funding.
Second, rather than submit requests for funding according to
function (for example, for military assistance; economic support
fund; development assistance), the request is broken down according to six categories which reflect the President's major foreign assistance goals (for example, promoting U.S. prosperity through
trade, investment, and employment; building democracy; promoting
sustainable development).
One potentially serious problem resulting from this new account
structure is that it could result in significant differences between
CBO and OMB scoring rates. The Committee will need to follow
this matter closely, since the scoring rates for these new funding
categories could have serious implications for the Committee's ability to provide adequate funding for the President's foreign assistance priorities.
Another problem with this change in structure is the difficulty it
poses for easily determining the total amount of funding for certain
types of funds (for example, military assistance), since they are distributed throughout several categories in furtherance of different
goals, rather than located in a single account. As noted, it also
makes comparisons with prior year appropriated levels difficult.
Third, military assistance and the economic support fund are
now subsumed into a subcategory called "Regional peace and security," which includes $5.2 billion for Middle East peace, and the
military loan program for Turkey ($453 million) and Greece ($317
million).
Fourth, the President requests $2,601,000,000 for programs to
promote sustainable development, nominally a $446,898,000 increase above fiscal 1994. This category includes programs which
have historically received strong support from the Congress, such
as child survival, basic education, population, AIDS, and the environment. However, the increase is overstated because programs
formerly funded from the "International organizations and programs" [IO&P] account within the Department of State, such as
UNICEF, UNDP, UNEP, IAEA and others, must now be funded
from the new "Sustainable development assistance" account. In fiscal 1994, the IO&P account was funded at $360,628,000. The President's fiscal 1995 request envisions $357 million in contributions to
programs formerly funded from the now terminated IO&P account
from funds available for sustainable development assistance.
Therefore, when the need to maintain U.S. voluntary contributions
to U.N. specialized agencies and other international agencies is

taken into account, the actual increase requested for programs to
promote sustainable development assistance is $89,898,000.
Fifth, the request includes $2,101,977,094 to cover current U.S.
obligations to the multilateral development banks [MDB's], arrearages on past pledges to the MDB's, and for new contributions to the
World Bank's global environment facility [GEF] and the enhanced
structural adjustment facility of the IMF [ESAF]. This is a
$594,206,228 increase above last year's appropriation, and represents a major effort by the President to reassert U.S. leadership
of these major sources of assistance to the developing world. Of the
requested increase, $87 million is to begin a multiyear process of
liquidating over $800 million in arrears in U.S. commitments to the
MDB's, $100 million is for a new U.S. contribution to the ESAF,
and $100 million is for the GEF. The remainder of the increase is
to bring appropriated levels to the amounts necessary for the United States to make its agreed contributions to the MDB's, and to
permit U.S. participation in new capital replenishments in certain
institutions now under negotiation.
Sixth, the request contains $900 million for the New Independent
States of the former Soviet Union, reflecting the President's continued commitment to a strong NIS program.
Other changes include an apparent $200 million cut in funding
for the Export-Import Bank's subsidy costs for loan and loan guarantee programs, and a $37.8 million cut in funding for migration
and refugee assistance, both programs strongly supported by the
Congress. However, $300 million of the $1 billion appropriated for
the subsidy costs of Exim Bank in fiscal 1994 was dedicated to supporting programs in the NIS. Those funds remain available to
Exim to support loan and loan guarantee programs in the NIS. The
actual amount available for Exim Bank's non-NIS programs in fiscal 1994 was $700 million. For the Exim Bank's worldwide loan
and loan guarantee programs for fiscal 1995, the requested $800
million represents a real increase of $100 million.
INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
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OVERVIEW

The sum of the President's requests for agencies under the subcommittee's jurisdiction total some $13.7 billion in domestic discretionary budget authority, a decrease of approximately $100 million
below the estimated fiscal year 1994 level for Interior of $13.8 billion. Using OMB estimates, outlays for the Interior bill under the
President's proposal would be $13.8 billion in fiscal year 1995, an
increase of $300 million over the fiscal year 1994 level. The CBO

estimate of fiscal year 1995 Interior outlays is $14.1 billion. The
budget authority funding recommended by the President, using
OMB scoring, is approximately $900 million below the fiscal year
1995 January CBO baseline ($14.4 billion) for the Interior Subcommittee.
It is unlikely that funds will be available to fund new initiatives
or to meet the expectations created by new authorizations, whether
they be for public lands, energy issues, or Indian programs. Decisions regarding Federal employee pay and benefits are of considerable impact on the Interior bill as about 50 percent of the bill is
in fixed costs for employees. The subcommittee's inability to provide additional budgetary resources means that the agencies are
having to absorb pay and benefit costs by cutting into the funds
available for programs. In the Interior Department alone, for example, the agencies are absorbing nearly $74 million in locality pay
increases.
PROGRAM ELIMINATIONS

Several programs are proposed for elimination or significant decreases. These include the Office of Surface Mining's Rural Abandoned Mine Program ($13.3 million), the Geological Survey's Water
Resources Research Institutes ($6 million), the Bureau of Mines
Mineral Institutes ($8.2 million), and three different Bureau of Indian Affairs loan and grant programs ($11.1 million). Some of these
same programs were proposed for termination during the Reagan
and Bush years, but Congress restored the funding. In addition to
specific program terminations, various streamlinings and reorganizations are proposed. As streamlinings and reductions in administrative costs are directed by both the administration and Congress, the agencies are increasingly turning to possible restructurings and/or reorganizations that may involve field location closures. It will be increasingly difficult to achieve real administrative
savings without engaging in some consolidations or closures. Direction to retain existing field structures without restoration of proposed savings will result in further erosion of the program base.
INVESTMENT INITIATIVES

The budget includes a total of $441 million in investment spending for the agencies funded in the Interior bill. While separate appropriation accounts are not proposed this year, the purposes to
which these dollars are directed is largely consistent with existing
programs. For the most part, the budget refers to the major program increases in the bill as "investment." One interesting point to
note about the investment package is that what is now categorized
as investment has been expanded to include not only new resources
proposed for various programs, but the base levels as well. In the
Interior Department, for example, the fiscal year 1994 budget proposed $191 million in investments and the Congress appropriated
approximately $129 million. The fiscal year 1995 budget, however,
suggests that $2 billion was provided to Interior for investment
spending in fiscal year 1994.

REVENUES AND FEES

The administration has proposed significant increases in a number of fee areas affecting the public lands. The assumption is that
the authority to collect these fees will be enacted by the relevant
legislative committee. The administration expects to pursue the
grazing fee and rangeland reform issues administratively this
spring.
In prior years, the budget included a proposal to lease the naval
petroleum reserve. The assumption behind this proposal was that
it would generate a bonus payment to the Government. A similar
proposal is offered again this year. However, these payments are
not assumed as an offset against the Interior bill. In prior years,
CBO treated these proposals as an asset sale and refused to provide the scoring proposed by OMB. We do not yet know how CBO
will score this proposal this year.
NATURAL RESOURCES/LAND MANAGEMENT OPERATIONS

In general terms, the operational budgets of the land management agencies funded in the Interior bill are proposed to receive
significant funding increases. Most of these resources are dedicated
for enhanced attention to existing resource management issues
(such as stewardship, scientific research, ecosystem restoration,
NAFTA implementation). Increases are proposed for the Bureau of
Land Management (+ $30.3 million, 4.4 percent), Fish and Wildlife
Service (+$58.1 million, 12.3 percent), National Park Service
(+$65.5 million, 6.2 percent), National Biological Survey (+$9.6
million, 5.7 percent), Forest Service research (+$10.9 million, 5.6
percent), and National Forest System (+ $54.7 million, 4.2 percent).
LAND ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION

Total funding included in the President's request for the land acquisition accounts is $254.3 million, which is level with amounts
provided in fiscal year 1994. The Interior Department continues to
place emphasis on the use of exchanges to acquire new lands for
the federal system, rather than having to appropriate additional
dollars to protect sensitive habitat or resources. Increases are requested for this purpose in the BLM budget ($5 million) and the
Fish and Wildlife Service budget ($2 million).
Funding for construction accounts for the Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, Bureau
of Indian Affairs, Forest Service, and Indian Health Service is recommended at a level of $614.7 million. This is a reduction of about
$384 million, or 38 percent, from the fiscal year 1994 level of
$998.7 million. A significant portion of this reduction is the elimination of all funds in the Indian Health Service for water, sewer,
and other sanitation projects ($85 million in fiscal year 1994) and
elimination of all funds for facility construction, including ongoing
projects.
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

The fiscal year 1995 Indian Health Service budget provides no allowances for current services, medical inflation, or population
growth. The administration has assumed that all of these costs will

be absorbed within the base, but has provided no specifics as to the
effect of this practice on program delivery. Actual dollars for services are reduced by $74.8 million, and the "Facilities" account is reduced by $172.3 million. No funds are requested for basic water
and sewer and sanitation services. Construction funding is eliminated, despite the ongoing status of several replacement facilities.
No funding is proposed for the operational costs associated with the
opening of six new hospitals or clinics either late in 1994 or in
1995.
The budget assumes third-party collections from private insurance will somehow increase from an estimate of $19 million in fiscal year 1994 to $107 million in fiscal year 1995 (a 463-percent increase), but provides no justification or explanation as to how these
increased collections are to be achieved. There is absolutely no
basis whatsoever to believe that such an increase will be realized
in fiscal year 1995. In fact, the proposed administrative reductions
may affect the very positions associated with the billing and collections activity. The budget assumes that reductions in Federal staffing can be absorbed through tribal contracts-however, funding for
contract support is level with last year, so no funding is available
to cover the increased costs of any proposed contracts. If new contracts are to be entered into without additional funding, the only
option will be to reduce the funding for existing contracts. The
other alternative may be to prohibit any new contracts from being
initiated in fiscal year 1995.
PACIFIC NORTHWEST FOREST PLAN

The budget includes a total of approximately $168 million (Interior and Forest Service) to implement the recommendations associated with the President's plan for management of the forests in the
Pacific Northwest. These funds will be used for a combination of
purposes, such as revised management practices on the Federal
lands, ecosystem restoration projects, community financial and
technical assistance, and watershed assessments.
INDIAN LAND AND WATER SETTLEMENTS

The administration has proposed an increase of $70.8 million, for
a total of approximately $174 million in fiscal year 1995 to fund
known settlement costs for the coming fiscal year. The theory is
that settling these cases out of court is far less costly, in the long
run, to the U.S. Government. While the decision to enter into a settlement agreement may be discretionary on the part of the Government, the subcommittee's flexibility in determining whether or not
to appropriate funds in support of any given settlement is quite
limited. While the legislation enacting most of the settlements is
made subject to appropriation, the same legislation often includes
provisions that allow the tribes to take the Government back to
court in the event appropriations are not made by a specified date.
ENERGY CONSERVATION

In total, the energy conservation budget is proposed to increase
by $288 million, or 41.7 percent, above the fiscal year 1994 enacted
level. The major changes in the energy conservation budget for fis-

cal year 1995 include a proposed increase of $217.3 million for energy efficiency research and development and an increase of $70.7
million for State grant programs, including weatherization assistance grants (+ $43 million) and the State energy conservation program (+ $27.5 million). The increase for weatherization is part of
the investment initiative, and $18 million of the increase for State
energy conservation grants is associated with the climate change
action plan.
CLIMATE CHANGE ACTION PLAN

The budget request for DOE includes over two-thirds of the total
funding requested by the administration in fiscal year 1995 for activities in support of the President's climate change action plan.
Overall investment in the action plan between 1994 and 2000 is expected to total $1.9 billion. The fiscal year 1995 budget request includes approximately $119 million for energy conservation and approximately $21 million for fossil energy research and development
to implement provisions of the plan, which are designed to return
domestic greenhouse gas emissions to the 1990 level by the year
2000. The requested funding will initiate major new programs in
cooperation with industry and States aimed at deploying energy efficient technologies, many through market conditioning activities.
The Committee notes that of the 150 signatories to the Rio Treaty
Convention on Climate Change, only six have developed plans to
implement objectives or goals.
OTHER ENERGY PROGRAMS

The fiscal year 1995 fossil energy research and development
budget includes proposed increases of $57.4 million for natural gas
programs, $31.7 million for petroleum programs, and $8 million for
environmental restoration. These proposed increases are proposed
to be partially offset by decreases of $39.3 million in the coal R&D
programs, $10 million in program direction for the energy technology centers, and $2.8 million in cooperative research and development.
With respect to the Clean Coal Program, the Department is proposing to adjust out-year clean coal appropriations to provide $73.9
million in fiscal year 1996 and $413.9 million in fiscal year 1997.
This would complete appropriations of the full $2.7 billion for the
Clean Coal Program.
The fiscal year i995 budget for the strategic petroleum reserve
proposes a decrease of $107.8 million for the "Petroleum acquisition" account, and an increase of $37.2 million for the "Facilities
and management" account. The increase for facilities is for
nonphase specific activities to maintain and extend the useful life
of the reserve facilities. Using unobligated prior-year balances, efforts will continue to remove excess gas from approximately 200
million barrels of oil currently stored in the strategic petroleum reserve. No new funding is requested for additional oil acquisition in
fiscal year 1995. Approximately $9 million will be derived from unobligated balances for terminal and contract costs.

MUSEUMS, ARTS, AND HUMANITIES

For the most part, funding for the cultural programs within the
Interior bill is held at or below the fiscal year 1994 enacted level,
with the exception of the Smithsonian Institution. The Smithsonian
is recommended at a total level of $399.5 million, an increase of
$57.4 million above the fiscal year 1994 level. An operating increase of $17.1 million above fiscal year 1994 levels is proposed, associated largely with fixed operational costs, including locality pay,
anticipated fiscal year 1995 pay raise, benefit costs increases, utilities, and the like. The Smithsonian budget includes a proposed increase of $39.6 million for the "Construction" account. This increase
is associated with the first phase of construction of the American
Indian Museum on the Mall ($43 million).
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FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET ESTIMATES

The President's fiscal year 1995 request for programs funded
under the jurisdiction of the Labor, Health and Human Services,
Education, and Related Agencies Subcommittee includes $254.5 billion in budget authority and $259 billion in outlays. The request
in budget authority is $4.9 billion below the fiscal year 1994 level.
For discretionary programs, the President's request totals $71.8
billion in budget authority, a net increase of $4.7 billion over fiscal
year 1994. The fiscal year 1995 CBO outlay estimate of the President's request is $70.5 billion, compared to the 1994 enacted level
of $68.1 billion. The administration's request for these programs
proposes approximately $1.6 billion in major reductions and terminations.
For entitlement programs, the administration's budget totals
$182.6 billion, a decrease of $9.7 billion. Nearly $14 billion of funds
appropriated in fiscal year 1994 for Medicaid and Medicare were
not used, and the fiscal year 1995 budget reflects the updated estimates for these entitlement programs.
INVESTMENT INCREASES IN THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

The President's budget includes $35.941 billion, a $4.23 billion
increase, for programs identified as investments in the Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education Appropriations Subcommittee's jurisdiction. For these investments, the net increase in
outlays totals $2.618 billion, from $29.638 billion in fiscal year
1994 to $32.256 billion in fiscal year 1995. This subcommittee includes 40 percent of the President's Government-wide investment

program. Few noninvestment programs receive increases in the fiscal year 1995 Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education
budget.
The budget includes $1.5 billion in increases for the Department
of Education's investment programs, including $595 million in increases for Goals 2000, $667 million in increases for education for
the disadvantaged, $100 million in increases for school-to-work opportunities, and $188 million in increases for safe and drug-free
schools.
For the Department of Labor's investment programs, the budget
includes $764 million in increases, including $347 million in increases for worker readjustment, $200 million in increases for onestop shopping, $117 million in increases for Job Corps, and $100
million in increases for school-to-work.
The budget includes $1.8 billion in major increases for the Department of Health and Human Services, including $700 million in
increases for Head Start, $517 million in increases for the National
Institutes of Health, $93 million in increases for Ryan White AIDS
treatment, $327 million in increases for disability services, and
$285 million in increases for substance abuse treatment.
MAJOR PROGRAM TERMINATIONS AND CUTS

To help accommodate these increases in budget authority and
outlays for the President's investment programs, the budget includes terminations and major cuts totaling $1.6 billion. All of the
cuts proposed in the budget have been rejected by Congress in previous years.
The budget eliminates funding for 33 Department of Education
programs that totaled $639 million in fiscal year 1994. Programs
targeted for elimination include impact aid 3(b) payments (-$123
million), impact aid section 2 (- $16 million), consumer and homemaking education (- $35 million), Perkins capital contributions
(-$158 million), and State student incentive grants (-$72 million).
The budget for the Department of Health and Human Services
cuts the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program [LIHEAP]
$707 million, or nearly 50 percent, below the fiscal year 1994 level.
Restoring the massive cut in LIHEAP will require approximately
$650 million in outlays. In addition, the budget cuts health professions programs $15 million and community services programs $29
million.
The budget for the Department of Labor eliminates funding for
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program and cuts funding for the
JTPA Youth Training Program $60 million below the fiscal year
1994 level. In addition, several job training programs are eliminated through consolidation.
The Committee, therefore, faces the initial pressure of restoring
some, if not all, of the $1.6 billion in budget authority cutbacks.
MAJOR FUNDING PRESSURES

Restoring even a portion of the $707 million cut in LIHEAP will
require a tight squeeze on outlays. Further squeezing outlays is an
administration proposal to delay approximately $300 million in obligations in the Health and Human Services budget and $33 mil-

lion in the Department of Education. In addition, the budget proposes a pause in indirect cost payments to universities and other
research institutions at fiscal year 1994 levels, accounting for a
savings in outlays of between $60 to $80 million. Combined, these
proposals create a $1 billion outlay problem.
The budget freezes funding at fiscal year 1994 levels for 79
Health and Human Services programs totaling $4.4 billion, including community health centers ($604 million), health care for the
homeless ($63 million), AIDS prevention ($543 million), and breast
and cervical cancer screening ($78 million). These programs have
considerable congressional support and have been targeted for significant increases in previous years.
In order to justify a freeze in funding for virtually all public
health services programs, the budget for HHS anticipates enactment of the Health Security Act, which proposes $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1995 for a variety of public health initiatives. This is problematic because, as currently drafted, public health service programs authorized in the Health Security Act do not have a dedicated source of funding for the period from fiscal year 1995 to fiscal
year 2000.
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OVERVIEW

The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch
encompasses the organizational infrastructure of the Senate and
the House of Representatives and an assortment of supporting and
related agencies. Under the time-honored traditions of intercameral
comity, of course, both Houses refrain from passing judgment on
the funding and operation of the institutions specific to the other.
This means that the operational jurisdiction of the Senate Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch effectively excludes organizations and activities peculiar to the other body. The subcommittee's
review thus centers on specifically Senate entities as well as certain joint congressional endeavors, such as the Joint Economic
Committee and the Congressional Budget Office, and related organizations like the General Accounting Office and the Library of
Congress. The subcommittee is, of course, nonetheless accountable
for meeting the overall funding constraints imposed in congressional budget resolutions, including amounts provided for House
items.

FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET ESTIMATES

President'srequest: Totals.-The total request for the bill (including certain scorekeeping adjustments) is $2,606,071,500 in budget
authority [BA] and $2,552,620,000 in outlays (CBO estimates). This
represents an increase of approximately $249 million in budget authority and $194 million in budget outlays over the enacted level
for fiscal 1994. The increase over the baseline is approximately
$134 million in budget authority and $110 million in outlays.
Total funding for the legislative branch bill has been reduced in
both of the last 2 fiscal years. This restraint to levels below a nominal freeze has put the agencies of the legislative branch below the
fiscal 1992 baseline projections for fiscal 1994 by over $300 million
in budget authority and $155 million in outlays. The Senate itself
is $74 million in real resources below the level provided in fiscal
1992. These funding reductions inevitably affected all aspects of
the day-to-day operations of the Congress and related agencies in
the performance of their responsibilities. Nevertheless, the Committee expects the fiscal constraint reflected in these numbers to
continue this year, despite several substantial increases requested
in the budget.
MAJOR INCREASES

Major increases proposed in the budget include: $48 million for
the Senate; $91 million for the House of Representatives; $24.4 million for the Architect of the Capitol; $25 million for the Library of
Congress; $12 million for the Government Printing Office; and $28
million for the General Accounting Office.
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OVERVIEW

The military construction appropriations bill provides funding for
construction at military installations worldwide including construction and operations of military family housing. The bill also provides funding for Department of Defense base closure accounts.
The budget requests a total of $8,512,623,000 in new budget authority, $951,267,000 under the enacted fiscal year 1994 level. The
budget request reduces the military construction new investment
accounts 37 percent below the fiscal year 1994 Military Construction Appropriations Act, as amended.

MAJOR INCREASES/CUTS

Only four accounts are increased over last year's enacted level.
The request seeks a 23-percent increase for the base closure accounts. Funding for Air Force family housing is increased 14 percent. The request for Defense Agencies family housing is increased
11 percent. The U.S. share of the NATO Infrastructure Program is
increased 56 percent.
The administration has also requested significant decreases from
the fiscal year 1994 level. Overall, the major military construction
new investment accounts are reduced 37 percent. The National
Guard and Reserve component is slashed more than 77 percent.
Last year the Congress approved, above the fiscal year 1994
budget request, more than $600 million in new projects authorized
by the House and Senate Armed Services Committees. Such large
increases cannot be accommodated in fiscal year 1995 within the
administration's proposed budget request. Any new projects, authorized for fiscal year 1995, could only be accommodated if additional allocations from other 050 budget authority and outlays were
provided to the Subcommittee on Military Construction.
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OVERVIEW

The Subcommittee on Transportation provides funding for all the
organizations included in the Department of Transportation, except
for the Maritime Administration. In addition, the subcommittee
has jurisdiction over a number of related agencies including the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the National Transportation
Safety Board, the Panama Canal Commission, and the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority.
In fiscal year 1994, major funding was provided to the Federal
Aviation Administration, the U.S. Coast Guard, the Federal Transit Administration, the Federal Highway Administration, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the Federal Railroad
Administration, and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation
[Amtrak].
FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET ESTIMATES

The administration's total proposal (both mandatory and discretionary) for the Transportation Subcommittee is an increase over
the fiscal year 1994 program level (budget authority and obligation
ceilings) of approximately $775,528,000, or 2 percent. In just budget authority, however, the administration's request in the discre-

tionary area is $803,227,000 above the fiscal year 1994 level. The
budget proposed by the administration results in new discretionary
by OMB and
as estimated
outlays of $12,143,783,000
$12,075,403,000 as estimated by CBO.
Total domestic discretionary outlays for the subcommittee under
the administration's proposal are estimated at $36,380,237,000 by
OMB and $37,563,108,000 as estimated by CBO.
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING

The Committee has concerns about several aspects of the administration request and its spending assumptions for fiscal year 1995.
They are:
Funding cuts proposed are in major, fast-spending, program
areas which the Committee has traditionally fully restored or increased to levels at or above the baseline. These cuts are used to
pay for the administration's requested increases in the Coast
Guard and the Federal Aviation Administration. Restoring the cuts
in mass transit operating assistance and several highway program
areas to the fiscal year 1994 level will require an additional $200
million in outlays for transit; and, $435 million in outlays for highways.
The administration's request for aviation understates the needs
of and the demands placed upon this functional area. The request
for the Federal Aviation Administration's operations greatly understates the need to have more operating personnel, funding for facility consolidation, and employees' location changes. The request for
the Airport Improvements Grant Program assumes the fiscal year
1994 level, yet ground congestion worsens at our major airports,
with many medium- and small-sized airports experiencing congestion and a deteriorating infrastructure. In addition, the request for
aviation research assumes the baseline when it is clear that increased research is necessary to ensure safe and efficient aviationrelated operations in the air and on the ground.
With the recent passage of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, expectations have been raised for an obligation ceiling that matches the amount of new contract authority
made available for fiscal year 1995. The administration suggests,
however, that some existing contract authority be rescinded below
the authorized Federal-Aid Highway Program level for fiscal year
1995. In addition, the administration does not request any funding
for the single-purpose highway demonstration projects which received approximately $160 million in appropriated general funds in
fiscal year 1994.
INCREASES PROPOSED BY THE ADMINISTRATION

The increases requested in the administration's proposal are all
for programs that are likely to receive strong congressional support. The major increases include:
FAA facilities and equipment.-An increase of $148,996,000 in
budget authority above 1994 to continue planned procurement and
installations for modernizing the air traffic control system; longrange radar for traffic control centers; the advanced automation
system; automated weather observing systems; the voice switching

and control system; and upgrades to existing airport towers and
navigational equipment.
Coast Guard operations.-An increase of $60,505,000 over 1994,
to continue drug interdiction, law enforcement, and marine environmental protection activities.
Coast Guard acquisitions.-A total increase of $118,950,000 is requested for new vessels including new seagoing and coastal buoy
tenders, and new motor life boats.
Federal-aid highways.-While reducing some specific categorical
rograms, the overall highway obligation ceiling increases some
362,069,000.
Federal Transit Administration.-The request for transit capital
grants which are distributed by formula is increased $652 million,
or 40 percent, over the 1994 level.
Amtrak.-Funding for Amtrak's operations and capital accounts
would increase $28 million and $57 million respectively.
MAJOR DECREASES PROPOSED BY THE ADMINISTRATION

The major decreases proposed by the administration are not new
initiatives. The proposed cuts and eliminations have been suggested by the previous administration and were continually rejected by Congress. The major cuts include:
Highway demonstration projects.-No individual projects would
receive appropriated funding under the administration's request. In
fiscal year 1994, over $160 million was provided for these types of
activities, and the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act has authorized the appropriation of over $1,000,000,000 in new
spending.
Northeast Corridor Improvement Program.-This program and
its related activities would be reduced by $25 million in budget authority.
Mass transit.-The administration reduces transit operating assistance $200 million (25 percent) below the fiscal year 1994 level.
The proposed reductions would reduce operating subsidies for all
areas over 50,000 population.
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OVERVIEW

The Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Subcommittee is responsible for funding programs and activities of the
U.S. Department of the Treasury; the U.S. Postal Service; all of the
Executive Office of the President agencies (with the exception of
the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, the Office of Science

and Technology Policy, and the Council on Environmental Quality);
the General Services Administration; and certain other independent agencies, commissions, boards, and offices.
At the time of the preparation of this report, the subcommittee
has not yet had the opportunity to fully analyze the detailed appropriations justification materials submitted to it in support of the
President's fiscal year 1995 budget. In fact, the subcommittee has
only just begun its regular hearing process during which it will receive the benefit of explanation and testimony on these funding
proposals.
Nonetheless, the subcommittee has made some tentative views
and estimates with regard to the total amount of new budget authority and outlays required to sufficiently fund those programs
and activities under its jurisdiction for fiscal year 1995. These tentative views and estimates are based on fiscal year 1995 preliminary baseline estimates of the Congressional Budget Office [CBO].
FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET ESTIMATES

For fiscal year 1995, the President proposes a total of
$24,433,330,000 in new budget authority for programs and activities under the jurisdiction of the subcommittee. This total request
is $1,975,262,000 above the fiscal year 1994 enacted appropriations
level and $599,668,000 below the fiscal year 1994 Congressional
Budget Office baseline level. OMB estimates total fiscal year 1994
outlays resulting from the President's requested new budget authority and prior-year spending to be $23,582,252,000. CBO's
of the President's budget totals
of outlays
reestimate
$24,857,381,000.
Legislative proposals! user fees.-Included in the President's total
request of $24,433,330,000 are savings which could be realized only
if legislation is enacted into law authorizing user fees. The user
fees are proposed as general appropriations provisos in various discretionary accounts. Some of these fees are treated as offsetting collections totaling $149.7 million and others as offsetting receipts to
the general fund. With respect to the offsetting collection proposals,
the President proposes a series of user fees for the Internal Revenue Service to offset returns processing and tax enforcement activities totaling $146.6 million. The President also proposes user fees
for marketable security activities carried out by the Bureau of the
Public Debt to offset the "Administration of the public debt" account by $3.1 million and an increase in the ad valorem percentage
rates charged by the U.S. Customs Service on formally entered imported merchandise to pay for the costs of commercial activities
($94 million). While the increase in the Customs merchandise processing fee is being proposed to offset the costs of Customs commercial activities in fiscal year 1995, none of these funds are available
to the U.S. Customs Service. Instead, the fees are deposited in a
special Treasury fund at the end of the year and then transferred
to the general fund by the Financial Management Service. As a result, the appropriations account would receive no additional credit
from such fees.
For the offsetting receipts, the President's budget assumes enactment of other general provisions which will result in additional revenues to the general fund of the Treasury. Such offsetting receipt

proposals include changing the method of collecting the special occupational tax [SOT] by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms by requiring alcohol beverage wholesalers to check the special
occupational tax status of their retail customers ($13.6 million);
and new and increased fees for firearms import, explosive, alcohol,
and tobacco permits and licenses for alcohol labeling and testing
($40.1 million). In . case of the special occupational tax, the
President proposes tnat the additional $13.6 million in revenues be
credited to the ATF "Salaries and expenses" account by transfer
from the general fund. CBO's reestimate of the President's budget
does not credit the account for this transfer indicating that revenues cannot be treated as offsetting collections under the terms of
the Budget Enforcement Act. Finally, the subcommittee notes that
the user fees proposed are under the jurisdiction of the authorizing
committees of the Congress, in these cases, the Senate Finance and
the House Ways and Means Committees.
Internal Revenue Service [IRS] 1991 compliance initiative.-The
total budget authority requested by the President also includes
$188 million to maintain funding for fiscal year 1991 IRS resource
compliance initiatives which are expected to realize, over a 5-year
period, $9.4 billion in additional revenues assumed in the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. In accordance with section 251
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, if funding to
continue these initiatives is provided, the Appropriations Committee's fiscal year 1995 domestic discretionary spending limits are to
be adjusted by $188 million in budget authority and $184 million
in outlays including the prior-year outlays.
Increasesproposed in the President's budget.-The President proposes a net increase of $1,975,262,000 in budget authority above
the fiscal year 1994 level. This increase includes an additional
$708,674,000 for mandatory program requirements over which the
subcommittee has no effective control.
Major increases proposed for domestic discretionary programs include an increase of $1,478,690,000 for construction and acquisition
activities of the General Services Administration [GSA]. This increase is requested to permit GSA to take advantage of the most
cost-effective method of providing office space to Federal agencies
where existing leases for space are due to expire in fiscal year 1995
and beyond. A study conducted by GSA found that renewal of the
expiring leases would cost the Federal Government three times the
amount required to acquire Government-owned space.
Other increases included in the President's budget are
$52,626,000 for salaries and expenses of the U.S. Customs Service
to enhance trade enforcement and commercial operations activities;
$260,954,000 for the Internal Revenue Service to maintain current
levels and enhance tax systems modernization efforts; and an increase of $12 million for the Office of National Drug Control Policy
to provide assistance to State and local drug control agencies in
high-intensity drug trafficking areas [HIDTA's].
These and other smaller proposed increases in discretionary
funding are almost fully offset by proposed reductions in other discretionary programs under the subcommittee's jurisdiction.
IRS proposed increases.-The President's budget request proposes a net increase of $268,510,000 in funding for the Internal

Revenue Service [IRS] in fiscal year 1995. Proposed increases include $314,760,000 for information systems development, including
tax systems redesign; and approximately $157,853,000 is to fund
mandatory and inflationary increases to maintain base personnel
and program levels, to accommodate tax processing workload
growth, and to continue prior-year revenue compliance initiatives.
These increases are offset by approximately $211,659,000 in savings from productivity gains from improved and modernized systems and nonrecurring costs associated with equipment purchases
in fiscal year 1994. Finally, the President's budget notes that the
administration plans to work with the Congress on an approach
that will permit funding of $405 million in additional compliance
programs in fiscal year 1995 which are expected to generate an additional $9 billion to $10 billion in revenues over the next 5 years.
However, such funding is not presently included in the President's
budget request.
Reductions proposed in the President's budget.-Discretionary
programs proposed for significant reductions for fiscal year 1995 include a decrease of $41 million in the U.S. Customs Service's air
and marine interdiction programs; a decrease of $16.2 million in
the Customs "Salaries and expenses" account for air and marine
interdiction program staffing; and a decrease of $5 million for Customs air interdiction facilities. These reductions are based on the
assumption that President Clinton's national drug control strategy
will focus its interdiction resources on source country efforts thereby, reducing the need for significant interdiction activities in the
transit and arrival zone areas. The Committee notes that the reductions proposed for these programs were driven by deficit reduction objectives and not on recommendations from credible Government studies or evaluations calling for changes in the programs.
For this reason, it is unlikely that the Committee will abandon
base interdiction detection staffing and assets unless it can be demonstrated that such reductions will not result in increased narcotics
smuggling into the United States via general aviation aircraft. The
President also proposes a reduction of $17.5 million for the discretionary purposes of the Treasury forfeiture fund. In addition, the
President proposes to rescind $15 million in permanent indefinite
authority of the fund to finance other governmental operations.
Under current law, these funds are to be used to support asset forfeiture specific law enforcement activities, therefore, it is unlikely
that the Committee would permit these funds to be used for other
purposes.
Program terminations.-No programs under the subcommittee's
jurisdiction are proposed for termination in the administration's
fiscal year 1995 budget.
Enhancements to the President's budget request.-The President's
fiscal year 1995 budget request for many important programs and
activities under the subcommittee's jurisdiction is reduced below
the fiscal year 1994 appropriations level. Additional funding will be
required to maintain the base levels of funding needed for these
programs and activities to operate effectively and efficiently. In the
past, the subcommittee has provided enhanced levels of funding for
the U.S. Customs Service's commercial operations and drug interdiction activities; the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms'

armed career criminal and gang resistance education and training
programs; the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center's facilities master plan; as well as other important enforcement and antidrug efforts. It has also placed high priority on providing funding
above baseline levels to continue tax systems modernization, a
multiyear initiative to bring the Internal Revenue Service's outdated computer systems in line with state-of-the-art systems. This
is necessary to ensure that the Federal Government's tax collection
system functions properly and has adequate capacity to handle the
ever-growing workloads in the decade ahead. The Committee expects to maintain enhanced levels of funding for these important
activities in fiscal year 1995.
VA, HUD,

AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
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OVERVIEW

The President is requesting a budget of nearly $69,977,000,000
in discretionary budget authority and $76,527,195,000 in discretionary outlays for programs and activities of the agencies within
the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies. This amount is $2,015,863,129 in discretionary budget authority (+ 3 percent) above the amount enacted in fiscal year
1994.
The increase in discretionary outlays above fiscal year 1994 is
not available at this time because final figures are not available for
fiscal year 1994 due to the recently enacted disaster relief bill. Of
significance for the VA-HUD Subcommittee, however, is the
growth in prior-year outlays due to disaster relief payments and
higher spending rates for housing and community development programs. The fiscal year 1994 VA-HUD appropriations bill had prioryear outlays of $40,552,030,000. The Congressional Budget Office
has projected a preliminary estimate of $46,349,639,000. This
growth of nearly $6 billion in essentially uncontrollable outlays will
mean that the subcommittee is likely to have a proportionately
smaller share of first-year outlays available for new spending in fiscal year 1995.
The Committee anticipates that the recommendations of the
President for the VA-HUD Subcommittee in fiscal year 1995 will
be difficult to achieve. Increases are requested for spending on the
environment, national service, scientific research, and certain new
housing and community development initiatives. These budget enhancements, however, are offset by cuts in a number of important
existing housing programs and the space program.

In addition, the President's budget request proposes a series of
shifts of spending that was previously discretionary to either offbudget status or to that of a mandatory appropriation. The Committee will not support an encroachment on its jurisdiction over important programs in veterans medical care, housing, or the cleanup
of toxic waste sites through the use of budget gimmicks. As a result, items proposed for these off-budget shifts will have to be accommodated within the discretionary spending caps.
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

The President's budget includes $37,131,394,061 for the Department of Veterans Affairs, including $19,319,832,000 in mandatory
programs and $17,811,562,061 in discretionary programs.
For medical care, the budget proposes $16,122,452,000. This is
an increase of $500 million, or 3.2 percent, over fiscal year 1994.
For the past 3 fiscal years, the medical care budget has been increasing by approximately $1 billion annually. These annual increases have barely enabled VA to provide current services. It is
likely, therefore, that the fiscal year 1995 budget is short by at
least $500 million in budget authority, which would consume additional first-year outlays of $430 million.
The Committee is very troubled that the administration has proposed in the Health Security Act to create an off-budget investment
fund for fiscal years 1995 through 1997 for the VA. While the Committee is supportive of the President's proposal that the VA compete with private health care providers within a revised health care
delivery system as a full and distinct partner, and fully recognizes
that additional funds are needed to enable VA to be competitive,
the Committee does not believe the investment fund should be offbudget and, therefore, not subject to review by the Appropriations
Committee. In addition, the Committee believes it would set a bad
precedent to resort to an off-budget fund to subsidize what appears
to be an inadequate regular appropriation for medical care.
VA's research budget is slated for a 16-percent decrease to $211
million. The administration had proposed a similar decrease in the
fiscal year 1994 budget, which was met with great opposition. The
Committee expects considerable pressure to once again restore
funds for this program. At least $40 million in new budget authority and $28,880,000 in first-year outlays will be required.
For major construction projects, the administration has proposed
$115,465,000, a reduction of $253,535,000 below the current budget. It should be noted that the administration has proposed funding
for eight new outpatient facilities, totaling $225 million, through
the investment fund proposed as part of the Health Security Act.
Given the uncertainty of the investment fund, the Committee may
receive pressure to fund these eight projects in the regular appropriation.
For general operating expenses, the budget proposes
$847,153,000, an increase of $20,404,000 over the current budget.
There is a decrease of 622 (4.5 percent) full-time equivalent employees in the Veterans Benefits Administration. This reduction is
particularly problematic in that there is a mounting backlog of benefits claims, which will reach almost 1 million by the end of the fiscal year 1995 without additional staffing.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

The President is requesting a HUD budget of $26,064,189,000,
an increase of $925,290,000, or almost 4 percent, over fiscal year
1994. While the administration has requested funds for a series of
new programs, along with substantial increases in a number of existing ones, these expenditures would be financed through cuts in
elderly and public housing programs, as well as the HOME and
CDBG block grant programs. It is not likely that the Committee
will endorse these reductions because of its longstanding belief that
these existing programs are among the core initiatives at HUD
that help States and local communities respond to pressing needs
they face in housing and community development.
The President's budget proposes spending approximately $3.3 billion for 15 new discretionary programs in housing and community
development, all of which will require congressional authorization
before appropriations can be made. These include: three new setasides within the section 8 rental assistance program totaling over
$1.2 billion; five new programs in community planning and development totaling $1.1 billion; $1,250,000,000 for a new homeless
block grant program which consolidates previous categorical homeless grant programs, with a net increase of more than $425 million
(+52 percent) in the level of homeless assistance; and over $136
million for five new measures in fair housing enforcement and promotion.
The budget also proposes a series of legislative provisions designed to save money in fiscal year 1995. Among these items are:
a cap on section 8 administrative fees; limiting automatic rent increases in so-called high-cost section 8 units; reducing rent increases for section 8 housing units where tenants remain in place;
and providing a preference for working families for admission to
HUD-assisted housing. All told, these four proposals would, under
the administration's estimate, reduce outlays by $351 million in fiscal year 1995. It is not clear, however, that the Congressional
Budget Office would score these savings comparably. In fact, given
HUD's standard delays in implementing new legal requirements in
administering various programs, it appears doubtful that these
savings would materialize in fiscal year 1995.
The budget proposes to shift the cost of section 8 subsidies (approximately $733 million in fiscal year 1995) tied to the disposition
of FHA-insured multifamily properties whose owners have defaulted on their mortgage from discretionary spending to one that
is mandatory. The Committee will oppose this shift for five reasons.
-First, it encroaches on its jurisdiction to set spending priorities
for housing programs.
-Second, by making it a mandatory activity, it assigns property
disposition activities with a relatively higher priority for receiving funding than other, just as worthwhile measures, like
housing the elderly.
-Third, it is not clear that the program's proposed financing will
meet the pay-as-you-go scoring requirements of the Budget Enforcement Act.

-Fourth, section 8 subsidies, whose annual expenditure runs
more than $8.6 billion, are not considered discretionary in any
other portion of the budget.
-And fifth, by making the program mandatory, it runs the risk
of reducing congressional oversight for the program because it
will have less annual accountability since there is little change
the Committees on Appropriations can make in it each year.
The Federal insurance issued by HUD for multifamily housing,
which has incurred substantial losses in recent years, has been
a mandatory program. The lack of oversight which resulted in
the losses to the Treasury from this program should not be
compounded by requiring the section 8 subsidies that will be
used to help fix this problem to be placed outside the control
of the standard appropriations process.
As noted earlier, the proposed increases for these new initiatives
are offset with cuts in programs that are likely to be rejected by
the Committee. Elderly housing programs are slated for a reduction of more than $1 billion, a decline of more than 87 percent.
Four separate public housing programs would be cut: modernization, -$444 million (- 14 percent); development, -$448 million
(-75 percent); operating subsidies, -$125 million (-5 percent);
and severely distressed revitalization, -$278 million (-22 percent). All of these programs will likely have to be restored by the
Committee. Public housing operating subsidies, which are essential
for reducing violent crime and high vacancy rates in public housing, is among the most important of these programs which will
need additional funds. That is significant for the Committee because it has a relatively high first-year outlay rate.
The HOME Program, a new and innovative initiative begun just
2 years ago, is proposed for a reduction of $275 million, a cut of
22 percent below the 1994 appropriation. Finally, the Community
Development Block Grant [CDBG] Program is scheduled to be cut
under the budget request by $200 million to accommodate a new
economic development program. Given the broad popularity of both
the HOME and CDBG programs, the Committee will likely be
forced to address these proposed reductions.
The Committee remains very concerned over the Department's
administrative capabilities in effectively managing the diverse and
very substantial financial portfolio assigned to it. For this reason,
the Committee directed a comprehensive review of this issue by the
National Academy of Public Administration which should be completed this spring. This will provide an objective basis to review the
Department's fiscal year 1995 budget.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

EPA's budget request is nearly $7.2 billion, an increase of
$552,630,000, or 8 percent, above the current level. The Agency's
work force is also slated for an increase of 793 full-time equivalent
employees [FTEE] for a total of 19,418.
The operating programs, which include most employee salaries,
contracts, and grants, are up 13 percent to $3.1 billion. This increase reflects several of the President's investment initiatives including the environmental technology initiative (an increase of $44
million), and the climate change action plan (an increase of ap-

proximately $27 million). In addition, it reflects the administration's proposal to convert 900 contractor positions to in-house personnel.
Despite plans to reauthorize both the Clean Water Act and the
Safe Drinking Water Act this session of Congress, the budget provides no new resources to enable the Agency to implement new
mandates for either program. Additional funds may be needed for
these activities.
EPA's water infrastructure programs are proposed for an increase of $173 million, for a total of $2,650,000,000, including $1.6
billion for State revolving funds for wastewater treatment construction. There is a backlog of more than $100 billion in unmet sewage
treatment needs. Therefore, it is likely there will be pressure to increase funding for this activity to at least $2 billion.
The administration has not proposed any increase over current
levels for the Superfund program, despite plans for reauthorization
this year. There may be pressure to increase the budget to enable
the Agency to meet new mandates called for in the reauthorization.
The Committee notes its opposition to the administration's proposal as part of reauthorization to create a mandatory spending activity within the Superfund trust fund for portions of site cleanups
which cannot be assigned to private responsible parties, so-called
orphan shares. The Committee sees no justification that this activity should not be subject to the discretionary spending caps, and
believes it would set a bad precedent. In addition, not subjecting
this activity to the discretionary caps would assign a higher priority to this activity than other toxic waste site cleanup activities.
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The budget request of $704,264,000 for FEMA represents a real
increase of $47,975,000, or 7 percent, over the current level.
While the total budget request seems to be a decrease of
$82,025,000 below the current level, this reduction reflects the
transfer of the Emergency Food and Shelter Program, with an annual budget of $130 million, to the Department of Housing and
Urban Development in fiscal year 1995.
Most programs are held at or slightly above current levels, with
the exception of defense-related programs, which are decreased.
The budget includes $168,431,000 for salaries and expenses, a 5percent increase over the current budget, and $220,345,000 for
emergency management planning and assistance, a 3-percent increase over the current budget.
The budget request for the disaster relief fund is $320 million,
an increase of $28 million. The amount requested is far short of the
average amount appropriated for disaster relief assistance over the
past 5 years (over $2 billion). It is very likely that if the President's
request were appropriated, an emergency supplemental appropriation will be required in fiscal year 1995.
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

The President's budget proposes a NASA budget of $14.3 billion,
a reduction $227,399,000, or almost 2 percent, below the 1994 enacted level.

Within this request, the space station program would receive
about $2.1 billion, an amount equal to roughly what was appropriated for this project in 1994. With the space station's redesign
nearly complete, the Committee will be evaluating NASA's new financial and technical estimates, particularly as they relate to the
participation of the Republic of Russia as a central partner in this
venture.
Space shuttle funding would receive approximately $3.3 billion in
1995 under the President's budget, a cut of more than $225 million,
or 6 percent, below the 1994 level. NASA's fleet of four shuttle orbiters is expected to launch at the same rate of roughly eight
flights per year as is planned for 1994. The Committee is not certain that the specific tasks needed to meet the reduction targets for
the shuttle program have been sufficiently identified at this time.
This will require further scrutiny as the year progresses.
Funds to further cooperation between the United States and Russia in space is proposed at a level of $251.9 million, an increase of
12 percent above the 1994 enacted level. These dollars would be
taken from the space station, space shuttle, and space science
budgets within NASA to facilitate work on the Russian-American
space station, as well as experiments and hardware needed to accomplish the planned series of shuttle flights to the Russian Mir
space station.
Space science funding would grow by almost 7 percent in the
budget request, an increase of approximately $213 million above
the 1994 level, to a level of $3,474,000,000. This increase is deceptive, however, because it only would permit NASA to complete its
approved series of science missions, and initiate a recovery program for the failed Mars Observer program. As a result, unless
changes are made to the profile contained in the budget, America's
space science program would not have a new launch after 1997, an
issue of great concern to both the Committee and the Nation's scientific community. The entire increase for space science is dedicated largely to the Mission-to-Planet-Earth [MPE] Program. Even
with this boost, however, NASA would be forced to delay the
launch of certain Earth sensing spacecraft (and force attendant
costs overruns) connected with this program because their 1995
budget fails to sustain the path envisioned for the program in previous years. These facts will compound the problems which the
Committee already faces with the proposed NASA budget.
Finally, the NASA aeronautics program would be cut by
$203,700,000, or 23 percent, to a level of $898.5 million in 1995 by
the budget request. This reduction would indefinitely delay the construction of new aeronautics wind tunnels needed by the Federal
Government and U.S. aircraft manufacturers to maintain the Nation's international competitiveness in designing and building the
next generation of commercial aircraft. The implications of this
delay are not as yet clear to the Committee, but will also likely
have to be addressed, at least in part, in the upcoming fiscal year
1995 appropriations cycle.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

The National Science Foundation is proposed to receive $3.2 billion in fiscal year 1995, an increase of $182.3 million above the
1994 level, a growth of 6 percent.
Basic research activities are slated to grow $185 million to
$2,348,700,000, an increase of more than 8 percent above 1994.
Science and math education programs would receive an increase of
$16.4 million, a growth of almost 3 percent. The Foundation proposes a new account to handle major research equipment projects
with a requested budget of $70 million. The degree to which the
Committee accommodates these proposals will hinge on elements
largely outside the control of the NSF, depending on the availability of funds available to the VA-HUD Subcommittee as a whole.
In addition, the Foundation's budget proposes a cut of almost 50
percent in the account which funds the modernization of academic
research facilities and instrumentation. The Committee is likely to
reverse this action because of the acute backlog which now exists
in this area, with estimates ranging as high as $10 billion. NSF operates the only program in the Federal research budget that addresses this modernization of scientific infrastructure as a standalone activity. Thus, it is important that it be sustained in as robust a fashion as budget constraints will permit.
NATIONAL SERVICE

The President is proposing a national service program budget
(exclusive of ACTION programs) of $610.4 million in fiscal year
1995. This amount is $245.4 million, or 67 percent, above the i994
enacted level.
The Committee has been highly supportive of this important initiative, providing it with nearly the fully authorized amount in
1994. The largest portion of the proposed increase, approximately
$208 million, would go to increase the number of full-time participants in the AmeriCorps Program from 20,000 to 33,000. The number of actual participants will likely actually be higher than this
estimate in the budget request because many participants are engaged in part-time service, but the budget reflects a full-time
equivalent estimate.
Despite the Committee's past willingness to support this program, 1995 funding will hinge on the availability of funds available
in comparison to other important domestic discretionary programs.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, DC, March 8, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR JIM AND PETE: In accordance with your request, we are forwarding our recommendations for the National Defense function for
FY1995.
As you know, President Clinton has proposed a defense program
of $263.7 billion in budget authority and $270.7 billion in outlays
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for the National Defense function for FY1995. The outyears of the
budget propose continued real declines through 1999. Under the
five year plan contained in the fiscal year 1995 budget, defense
spending for fiscal years 1995-1999 would be over $100 billion per
year below the 1990 level used as the 1990 Budget Summit baseline.
We have several concerns about the defense spending level for
fiscal year 1995, in particular with respect to the inflation assumptions underlying the Administration's request, as well as with potential reductions to the defense request due to outside factor such
as excess spending in other discretionary programs or assumed
savings for procurement reform.
Considering the uncertainty about whether the Administration's
defense program is fully funded, plus the practical limits on the
pace of personnel reductions, the extensive defense program reductions already underway, and the need to assist military, civilian
and industry personnel leaving the defense sector, we do not believe that reductions below the aggregate funding level proposed by
the President should be made in defense in FY1995.
Last year Senator Nunn expressed concerns that the Administration's inflation assumptions were unrealistically optimistic, and
that a mechanical downward adjustment to the defense budget because of lower inflation might not be reversed if we subsequently
found inflation rates exceeded those assumptions.
As it turned out, this is exactly what happened. The Secretary
of Defense has testified that the Administration's defense budget is
underfunded by $20 billion during fiscal years 1996 through 1999
due to unrealistic inflation assumptions. He also testified that DoD
has absorbed a $1.6 billion inflation cost in fiscal year 1995. We believe the Congress and the Administration should adjust the defense budget upward in the outyears to properly fund the Administration's proposed force structure.
A second issue is the discretionary caps. Press reports indicate
that the Congressional Budget Office has determined that the Administration's fiscal year 1995 budget exceeds the 1995 discretionary cap for outlays by $3.1 billion. However, CBO has informed
our staff that this estimate was applicable only to the House, and
that the Senate will make its own determination as to what excess,
if any, exists.
According to information we have received from CBO, their estimate of 1995 defense outlays exceeds the Administration's estimate
by about $0.2 billion, excluding the effects of the emergency supplemental which will not count for Budget Resolution purposes in any
event. As you recall, last year there was a large scorekeeping dispute in the defense function which led to large reductions in faster
spending defense accounts, in particular research and development.
Therefore we do not believe that defense spending should be reduced due to any excess discretionary spending that may exist in
1995 since defense is clearly not responsible for whatever excess
may exist this year.
In our view, in order to protect the defense budget from further
reductions, as President Clinton has asked us to do, the Budget
Resolution should include "firewall" points of order in the Senate
for at least fiscal years 1995 and 1996.

An additional item of concern is the possibility that unallocated
reductions may be made based on the assumed enactment of pending actions such as "buyout" legislation for federal civilian employees or acquisition reform. With respect to the former, the Department of Defense already has buyout authority and any new legislation will have no significant effect on the large reductions in DoD
civilian employment that are already underway. With respect to
the latter, Secretary Perry has testified that he opposes making additional cuts based on presumed acquisition reform savings before
we have any plan in place to actually achieve such reforms. In our
view, no additional defense reductions are appropriate for either of
these reasons at this time.
We are hopeful that it will be possible to achieve the programmatic savings that will be proposed by the Administration in
the outyears of the President's FY 1995 plan. However, the Committee is just beginning the process of making a detailed examination of the assumptions that went into the Administration's Bottom
Up Review (BUR) force structure and the capabilities that force
would have. As yet, the current Administration has not submitted
a Future Years Defense Program to the Congress, so we still have
no detailed information on the outyear funding levels or the composition of the BUR force.
We look forward to working with you on the Budget Resolution
in the weeks ahead.
Sincerely,
SAM NUNN,
Chairman.
STROM THURMOND,

Ranking Minority Member.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, March 11, 1994.
Senator JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Senator Pete V. Domenici, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATORS SASSER AND DOMENICI: This letter transmits the

views and estimates of the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs regarding the funding of programs in our jurisdiction, as required by section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.
Members of the Committee are deeply concerned by the continuing size of the Federal deficit and intend to apply vigorous tests of
effectiveness and efficiency during the authorization process.
DEPOSIT INSURANCE

We are happy to report for the first time in many years that no
new funding to cover thrift or bank deposit insurance responsibilities will be necessary. Both banks and thrifts are earning record
profits, and the $18.3 billion appropriated last year for the Resolution Trust Corporation should prove to be more than sufficient for
its needs.

REGULATORY CONSOLIDATION

Banks and thrifts are currently regulated by an obsolete, overlapping structure involving 4 separate regulators. Nearly half of all
bank and thrift assets are held by institutions regulated by at least
3 of the 4 agencies. The system is duplicative, inefficient, and inhibits responsiveness to rapidly changing markets. The Administration has introduced legislation, similar to legislation we introduced earlier, which Secretary Bentsen believes would produce annual savings of between $150 million and $200 million a year after
initial transition costs. These costs could exceed the benefits in the
first year, so we request that the Budget Resolution make allowance for that. We are very hopeful of enacting legislation to consolidate these regulatory agencies this year.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Last September, the Committee reported a bill to provide financial and technical assistance to community development financial
institutions. We believe this legislation will help revitalize distressed communities by improving access to capital in those communities. The House has already passed a similar bill, and we hope
to obtain Senate approval shortly. The bill authorizes $382 million
over the next 4 years, and we urge the Budget Committee to allow
for such spending in the formation of the Budget Resolution.
INVESTMENT ADVISERS

Both the House and Senate have passed legislation to address inadequacies in the SEC's current investment adviser inspection program, and we hope to reconcile those bills soon. Over the past 12
years, the number of advisers registered with the SEC has more
than tripled while assets under their management have increased
1900 percent. SEC budgets have not grown as rapidly, and, during
the same period, SEC staff available to oversee and conduct examinations of advisers has increased from 36 to just 48 persons. The
legislation would provide for dramatically increased SEC spending
in this area by raising annual fees of approximately $17 million.
There would be no net budget impact.
EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT

This year, the Committee will reauthorize the Export Administration Act of 1979, as amended, which will expire on June 30,
1994. This Act provides a legal basis for the export control regime
that we have had in place since the beginning of the Cold War in
the late 1940's.
The Administration has presented it's proposed legislation to the
Committee. That proposal is an attempt to re-write the Export Administration Act to reflect post-Cold War realities, the threat of
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and the means to deliver them, and U.S. economic interests. The Administration requests an authorization of $43.372 million for the Bureau of Export
Administration of the Department of Commerce for FY 1995 to
carry out the purposes of this Act. The Committee intends to provide an authorization in an amount similar to the Administration's
request.

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

This year, the Committee agenda will include the reauthorization
of the nation's housing and community development programs. The
Committee's principal objective in the reauthorization process will
be to streamline the statutes governing the Department of Housing
and Urban Development's (HUD's) programs in order to allow HUD
to deliver its programs more effectively.
The Administration's 1995 budget proposed $26.1 billion in new
discretionary budget authority for HUD programs. This represents
an increase of $960 million over the 1994 appropriated levels. The
Committee urges your support for this overall increase in HUD resources. As you know, HUD faces some difficult management issues and part of the solution to these problems is additional resources. In particular, the Committee would like to highlight multifamily property disposition activities, Federal Housing Administration default prevention efforts, public housing operating subsidies,
public housing modernization, and salaries and expenses as critical
funding priorities within the Department.
The Committee would also like to highlight the HOME Investment Partnership program, Community Development Block
Grants, and the Section 202/811 elderly and handicapped housing
programs as important components of the Department's mission.
TRANSIT PROGRAMS

The 1995 Administration's budget for the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) increases total resources by $180 million dollars.
The Committee supports an increase of at least this much for the
FTK
Within this total, we urge the Budget Committee to fund transit
operating subsidies and capital for transit new starts at no less
than the 1994 appropriated levels of $802 million and $667.9 million respectively.
Sincerely,
DONALD

W. RIEGLE, JR.,

Chairman.
ALFONSE M. D'AMATO,
Ranking Member.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES,

Washington, DC, March 9, 1994.

Hon. JIM SASSER, Chaiman,
Hon. PETE DOMENICI, Ranking Republican Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATORS SASSER AND DOMENICI: In accordance with section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget Act, we are submitting the
views and estimates of the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources on portions of the budget for fiscal year 1995 within the jurisdiction of this Committee.
The enclosed report of the Committee's views and estimates was
approved by the Committee this morning by a vote of 19 to 0.

We appreciate your consideration of our views and look forward
to working with you and your Committee on the FY 1995 budget.
Sincerely,
MALCOLM WALLOP,

VIEWS AND ESTIMATES ON

Ranking Republican Member.
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
Chairman.
THE FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET,

MARCH 9, 1994
I. SUMMARY

The President is requesting reductions of nearly three percent in
the budgets of both the Department of Energy and the Department
of the Interior compared to their FY 1994 appropriations. With respect to the Forest Service, the proposed FY 1995 budget also represents a decrease of less than 1 percent as compared with the FY
1994 appropriated level. The Committee generally supports the
President's efforts to reduce federal spending and recognizes the
difficulty of choosing among competing priorities.
The overall budget reduction for the Department of Energy
masks a dramatic realignment of the Department's funding priorities away from coal and nuclear and towards conservation, renewables, and natural gas. Programs of interest to this Committee
such as the Superconducting Super Collider, advanced nuclear reactor research and development, and coal research and technology
are reduced or eliminated. Others, such as energy efficiency and renewable energy research and development, receive substantial increases. In addition, the Administration is making major funding
commitments to ambitious scientific projects that bear a high price
over long periods and should not be started unless the Congress
and the Administration are committed to seeing them through.
II. MAJOR NEW INITIATIVES

A. Energy
Nuclear Waste Fund
The Department of Energy has submitted legislation to provide
the Department of Energy access to a larger share of the future
payments into the Nuclear Waste Fund. Increased funding is needed for the Department to determine, by the turn of the century,
whether the Yucca Mountain, Nevada site now under consideration
for the nuclear waste repository is suitable.
The effect of the President's proposal would be to continue discretionary spending for the nuclear waste program at current levels
but, at the same time, add $1.3 billion of new mandatory spending
through FY 1999. The President proposes to offset the new mandatory spending by savings achieved by the U.S. Enrichment Corporation.
The Committee strongly supports the ongoing site investigations
at the Yucca Mountain site and believes that the Department
should receive adequate funds to complete these investigations on
a timely basis. The Committee is concerned that the President's

proposal may not be enacted during this session and that the proposed budget offsets may not work. Nonetheless, the Committee intends to give the President's proposal serious consideration and is
committed, in any event, to securing adequate funding for the
waste program both for FY 1995 and on a permanent basis.
Bonneville Debt Buy-out
The Bonneville Power Administration is examining several options to buy-out its repayment obligation on appropriated debt,
thereby reducing the federal budget deficit while minimizing any
near-term impact on BPA power and transmission rates. The President may propose implementing legislation in 1994. The Committee looks forward to promptly receiving and considering such a proposal but cannot estimate budget savings until completing its review.
B. Natural Resources
Lower Mississippi Delta Initiative
The Committee has reported, and the Senate has passed, legislation establishing a major new initiative for the Lower Mississippi
Delta Region (S. 991, S. Rpt. 103-87). This legislation would,
among other things:
Create a Delta Technology and Business Development Center to promote the manufacture of energy and environmental
technologies, establish service jobs, and improve exports of the
energy and other natural resources of the Delta Region;
Establish educational initiatives in the areas of natural resources, the environment, mathematics, the sciences, cultural
resource management, historic preservation, aguaculture, and
archeology;
Broaden the role of minority colleges and universities in federal programs through increased research opportunities and
the upgrading of research curricula and facilities;
Direct the Interior Department to examine the potential designation of historically significant roads, trails, byways and
waterways within the region and authorize federal grants to
States for upgrading or maintenance of public roads and trails
providing access to nationally significant sites and structures;
Expand the Department of Energy's Institutional Conservation Program and Low-Income Weatherization Assistance Program within the Delta; and
Direct the Secretary of Energy, in consultation with the Secretary of Agriculture, to support research and demonstration
programs for integrated biomass energy systems for increased
use of biomass throughout the Delta Region.
It is not clear whether this measure will be enacted in time to
have impact on expenditures in FY 1995.
Mining Law Reform
Both the Senate and the House of Representatives have passed
bills amending the Mining Law of 1872. Both bills would institute
royalties on the mining of hardrock minerals. The House bill (H.R.
322) would impose an eight percent royalty based on the gross
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value of the extracted minerals. The Senate bill (S. 775) would impose a two percent royalty on the net value, after subtracting the
miner's production and exploration costs. To date, the House has
not appointed conferees to resolve these and other differences. Any
Conference agreement may not be based on the 8 percent net royalty and $200 mining claim fee assumptions used in the Administration's proposed budget.
Commonwealth of Northern MarianaIslands
The Administration is proposing legislation to decrease funding
to the Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI). In
1992, the U.S. Government and the CNMI negotiated an agreement pursuant to existing law to provide federal funding of $120
million over 7 years to the CNMI, subject to matching requirements. Last year the Administration supported this agreement.
During the last session, the Committee reported and the Senate
passed legislation which would have approved the agreement, but
no resolution was reached with the House. Subsequently, Chairman Johnston introduced legislation that would condition the receipt of funding pursuant to the agreement on a number of conditions.
The Committee has not seen either the language or a justification for the alteration in funding for the CNMI and therefore can
not support any assumption based on enactment of the proposal.
With respect to the funding levels, the Committee, at this point,
continues to support its previous action.
National Park Service Concessions Reform
The Committee has reported legislation (S. 208) which would significantly reform the concessions policies of the National Park
Service. The bill would repeal the Concessions Policy Act of 1965
to establish a competitive selection process for the awarding of concessions contracts at National Parks. By eliminating many of the
existing barriers to competition for major contracts; such as the
granting of a preferential right of renewal or valuing possessory interest at "sound value," the Committee expects that the total revenue from franchise fees paid to the Federal Government will be significantly increased. These receipts will be deposited into a special
account to be used, subject to appropriation, for park purposes, or
deposited by the concessioner into a park improvement fund to finance park activities and projects. It is not clear whether this legislation will be enacted in time to affect receipts to the Treasury in
FY 1995.
Payments in Lieu of Taxes
The Committee has reported legislation (S. 455) which would increase the authorization for payments in lieu of taxes to local governments resulting from the presence of federal lands which are
not subject to local taxation. S. 455 would increase the total authorized funding from the current level of $105 million to approximately $220 million, to be phased in over a five-year period. It is
not clear whether this legislation will be enacted in time to affect
outlays in FY 1995.

Presidio
The Committee is likely to consider S. 1639, legislation to provide for the management of the Presidio in San Francisco by the
Department of the Interior. Public Law 92-589, the enabling legislation for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), provided that when the Presidio was determined to be excess to the
needs of the Department of Defense, jurisdiction over the site was
to be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior, to be administered as part of the GGNRA. Under the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988, the Army (with the exception of the Sixth Army
Headquarters) is required to leave the Presidio no later than September 1995. Under an interagency agreement between the Department of the Interior and the Army, the two agencies are sharing operational costs for the Presidio, with the Park Service to fund
all costs beginning in FY 1996.
During the first session of the 103rd Congress, legislation was
enacted (Public Law 103-175) to give the Secretary of the Interior
authority to lease the Letterman-LAIR medical research complex,
and for 5 years, to retain the lease proceeds (estimated at up to
$10-12 million annually) to offset expenses associated with the
management of the Presidio.
S. 1639 would create a public benefit corporation to manage and
lease the buildings on the Presidio not retained by the Army or the
Park Service. The corporation would be authorized to retain the
lease revenues to defray administration costs associated with the
Presidio. It is not clear whether this legislation will be enacted in
time to affect outlays or receipts in FY 1995.
III.

COMMENTS ON THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET PROPOSALS

A. Department of Energy
Shifted Priorities
The President's budget proposes fundamental changes in the way
the Department of Energy conducts its business. These changes are
reflected in a shift in the Department's energy related mission toward broader economic, energy efficiency, environmental and other
societal objectives. For example the Administration's FY 1995
budget request for energy efficiency shifts funding priorities from
traditional DOE spending priorities to areas that reflect the President's 1993 Climate Change Action Plan.
In the Committee's judgment, too much emphasis is placed on
initiatives set forth in the Climate Change Action Plan, whose primary objective is to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases to 1990
levels by the year 2000. Many of these initiatives are, as yet, not
fully understood, particularly with respect to their relationship to
activities authorized by the Energy Policy Act of 1992. Examples
include the alternative fuel vehicle and energy and environmental
technology export provisions of the Energy Policy Act.
Until the relationship between many of the Climate Action Plan
initiatives and ongoing DOE programs is clarified, including elaboration on out-year funding requirements, greater emphasis needs to
be placed on implementation of the provisions of the Energy Policy
Act of 1992. The Committee is concerned about delays in imple-

mentation of many of its provisions that reflect bipartisan Congressional support.
If the Administration intends to realign programs of the Department of Energy to achieve a national energy strategy other than
that reflected in the 1992 Energy Policy Act it is incumbent on the
Administration to transmit such a strategy to the Congress, as provided for by the Department of Energy Organization Act, along
with any necessary conforming legislation.
Commercial Application Management Plan
The Committee found it difficult to review the FY 1995 budget
request without the comprehensive plan and the corresponding
management plan covering DOE's energy research, development,
demonstration and commercial application activities, as provided
for by the Federal Non-nuclear Energy Research and Development
Act of 1974 and the Energy Policy Act of 1992. The plan was intended to provide the necessary information to assess the transition from research to commercial applications of energy technology,
and the associated federal budgetary impacts.
Nuclear Waste Management
The President is requesting $532.9 million for the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management. This request reflects a $152.2
million increase compared to FY 1994 that is needed to enable the
Office to proceed with site investigations at Yucca Mountain on a
timely basis. As discussed under "Major New Initiatives," the Committee strongly supports the proposed increase. The Committee
notes that over $8 billion has been collected from utilities operating
nuclear power plants and their ratepayers for this program and
over $4 billion remains unobligated and available for this purpose.
Advanced Nuclear Reactors
The Department of Energy proposes to continue funding research
and development on advanced light-water reactors that have prospects of commercial application in the near future and to terminate
funding for those that do not. While the Committee supports continued funding for advanced light-water reactor research and development, a majority of the Committee disagrees with the termination of the advanced liquid metal reactor, integral fast reactor/
actinide recycle, and modular high-temperature gas reactor programs. The Committee notes that termination of the integral fast
reactor/actinide recycle program will save only $1.4 million in FY
1995 and $19.3 million through completion in FY 1998. Completion
of the current program would provide crucial data on whether alternative fuel cycles are feasible and could simplify long-term nuclear waste disposal problems.
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
The President is requesting $6.28 billion in FY 1995 to clean up
the Department of Energy's nuclear weapons complex. While this
request reflects only a small increase compared to the FY 1994 appropriation, it accounts for nearly one-third of the Department's entire budget.
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The Committee supports the President's request. It notes with
concern, however, that compliance agreements signed by the Department commit it to conduct cleanup activities that will cost $7.2
billion during FY 1995. The Department is counting on the Environmental Protection Agency and state regulators to agree to modify the compliance agreements and for Congress to amend the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (Superfund) in order to save nearly $1 billion. The Committee
agrees that Superfund needs to be amended to reduce cleanup costs
and to create sensible, risk-based, national cleanup standards for
Superfund sites.
Clean Coal Technology
The Department of Energy proposes using $20 million of uncommitted funds from the Clean Coal Technology budget to fund an
international initiative to demonstrate new technology in China
and for a retrofit showcase demonstration in Eastern Europe.
These projects will be subject to competitive bidding and will provide a valuable opportunity for the U.S. to support introduction of
U.S. state-of-the-art power technology in two of the world's major
power markets.
Coal Research and Development
The President's request for coal research and development reduces research and development activities on advanced clean fuels
from coal by 51 percent and research and development activities on
advanced clean/efficient power systems by 16 percent. The Committee believes that these cuts significantly compromise the ability of
the DOE to conduct long-term research in these areas. DOE-supported research and development in this area is of vital importance
to the nation, as the coal industry has little capability to conduct
long-term, fundamental research.
The proposed cuts thus seriously imperil our national ability to
make future major advances in coal technology. For example, in the
area of coal liquefaction, DOE proposes to close the two facilitiesthe HRI proof-of-concept plant and the La Porte alternative fuels
facility-that provide the capability to evaluate the commercial potential of new liquefaction concepts. the Committee questions how
government-supported research can be concepts beyond laboratoryscale pilot plants.
The FY 1995 budget request also cuts DOE's programs to investigate air toxics from coal combustion. The Committee believes that
understanding and avoiding the generation of air toxics is an important long-term priority for future coal R&D, since this will be
an area of great regulatory interest in the next several years. The
effect of this reduction may be to prevent effective public policymaking in this area by failing to build a strong base of relevant scientific and technical data.
Another example of a programmatic reduction with substantial
long-term negative impacts is the reduction of effort (by 77 percent)
on advanced catalysts for coal liquefaction. This research effort is
both of high technical quality and is in an area (i.e., hydrogenation
catalysis) of significant spin-off potential to other hydrocarbon processing applications.

The Committee believes that the FY 1994 overall funding level
of $138.2 million for coal R&D is a more appropriate target level
for FY 1995, with internal reallocation of funds from the magnetohydrodynamics program, which is being completed in FY 1994, to
high priority fundamental research areas such as air toxics and catalysis.
Natural Gas and Oil
The Committee strongly supports the President's proposed increases in research, development and demonstration for natural
gas utilization technologies. In its Domestic Natural Gas and Oil
Initiative, the Department of Energy has made several commitments to technology transfer to the oil and gas industry. The Advanced Computational Technology Initiative provides an industry
driven mechanism to link the capabilities of the national labs and
the geophysical and production companies to develop advanced exploration and production technologies. The Committee supports the
full $20 million of program funds in the Fossil Energy budget, $20
million in Defense Programs; and $10 million in Energy Research.
Technology transfer to the independent producer community is key
to maintaining a domestic industry. The Committee strongly endorses the $4.5 million in the Fossil Energy budget for development
of a nationwide, regionally based gas and oil technology transfer
network.
Strategic Petroleum Reserve
The Department's FY 1995 budget proposes a transfer of $107.8
million out of the SPR Petroleum Account. Of this amount, $90.8
million would be used to cover operation and maintenance, and
$17.0 million would be transferred to Fossil Energy Research and
Development. The Committee opposes such transfers. The funds remaining in the account were from the drawdown conducted in conjunction with DeserL Storm. The fill rate of the reserve in the recent past has been well below that required by law. In FY 1994,
the level of fill was so low it was not even economic from an operational standpoint, so in FY 1995 the proposal is for no fill. The
budgeted funds for maintenance and upgrading are key to maintaining the drawdown capability of the SPR, but should not come
from the Petroleum Account. The Committee is concerned that no
mention is made of finalization of SPR expansion plans as required
by law.
The Committee continues to support filling of the SPR in accordance with law. The Committee thus does not support the Administration's proposed use of existing petroleum acquisition funds for
purposes other than fill of the SPR. The Committee also expects
the Department to complete the plan for expansion of the Reserve
to the one billion barrels authorized by law. This will enable the
Congress to fully understand the funding and other issues that
would accompany actual expansion of the Reserve.
Energy Efficiency
The President proposes a major increase in FY 1995 for energy
efficiency programs (+$288.5 million) for a total budget request of
$961 million. The Administration's request for energy efficiency

shifts funding priorities from traditional DOE spending priorities
to areas that reflect the President's 1993 Climate Change Action
Plan and many of the requirements of the Energy Policy Act of
1992. The Committee supports energy efficiency activities consistent with the policies set forth in the Energy Policy Act of 1992.
The Department's building technologies program will realize the
largest share of the increase with a 120 percent gain over last
year's funding levels. This significant increase stems, in part, from
required actions under the Energy Policy Act affecting building
codes, appliance standards, and integrated resource planning. In
this regard, the Committee would expect that these activities will
draw on the expertise that exists within voluntary standard setting
bodies, stakeholders and state and local governments and their regulatory authorities.
The Committee also supports federal energy management activities within the Executive Branch, overall. In this regard, there
needs to be greater coordination and prioritization of interagency
efforts to achieve cost-effective energy savings within the Federal
Government. In order to maximize federal efficiency efforts, greater
emphasis is needed on the use of non-federal funds to finance energy efficiency measures in federal building by such means as performance contracting. This priority was spelled out in the Energy
Policy Act. The Committee thus is disappointed that the regulations to implement this policy are considerably overdue.
Greater understanding also is needed regarding the budgetary
impact of the initiatives under the Climate Change Plan. For example, the President's Climate Plan calls for a federal investment
of $1.95 billion over the next six years to form partnerships with
private industry to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases resulting from energy use. DOE will be the lead
agency in this Administration-wide program and is slated to receive $1.3 billion of the total funds requested.
In addition, as part of the total energy efficiency budget, the
President has requested increases for state and local programs
such as the Low-income Weatherization Assistance Program (+21
percent), the Institutional Conservation Program (+1 percent) and
the State Energy Conservation Program (+150 percent).
Renewable Energy
The President also proposes an increase in FY 1995 for solar and
renewable energy research and development programs (+$57.0 million) for a total budget request of $345.0 million. Major components
of the FY 1995 renewable request include $94 million for
photovoltaics, $52 million for wind energy, $62 million for biofuels,
and $37 million for geothermal energy. In addition to other activities, these increases are to be used to support installation of 50
MW of photovoltaics, 100 MW of wind energy, 1,400 MW of geothermal, and 2,000 MW of biomass-electric, as well as full deployment of the renewable energy joint ventures program initiated
under P.L. 101-218 and amended under the Energy Policy Act.
From this perspective, the Committee is concerned that the proposed decrease of $5.3 million in technology transfer activities is inconsistent with the aforementioned deployment of renewable energy technologies.

The Committee continues to support the hydropower program as
an integral component of a balanced energy supply.
Energy Technology Exports
The Energy Policy Act of 1992 established new and expanded
programs to promote the export of already commercialized energy
efficiency, renewable energy, environmental and clean coal technologies. In the judgment of the Committee, the Department
should proceed expeditiously with implementation of these programs on an interagency basis as provided for by the Energy Policy
Act through such mechanisms as CORECT, COEECT, and the
Clean Coal Technology Subcommittee of the interagency Trade Promotion Coordinating Committee. The Congress intended that each
of these programs govern the related trade promotion activities of
the Department of Energy.
Electric and Magnetic Fields
The Energy Policy Act of 1992 authorized a comprehensive study
of possible health effects of electric and magnetic fields generated
by the electric power industry. The Department was already conducting research on this issue prior to the law's enactment, at a
cost of about $6 million per year. The existing program should be
phased out as soon as practicable as the new program is implemented. The new program created by the Energy Policy Act was intended to subsume the old one and to be completed at a total cost
of $65 million between FY 1993 and 1997, half of which is to be
contributed by non-federal sources. While the Committee supports
funding for the new program, it opposes continuation of the old
program. The Committee supports a funding level for the EMF program of $10 million, with no more than $3.5 million of that amount
to be used to phase out the old initiative. Funds used for the new
initiative are to be matched by non-federal sources.
Alternative Fuels
The Administration's FY 1995 request for energy transportation
programs increases by almost 28 percent over FY 1994 to $228 million. This increase includes $12 million for the purchase of 15,000
alternative fuel vehicles for the federal fleet as mandated under the
Energy Policy Act and amended under last year's Presidential Executive Order, $13 million for alternative fuel vehicle deployment,
and $24 million for the President's "Clean Car" initiative.
Contained in the 1992 Energy Policy Act are major initiatives on
alternative fuels including provisions supporting federal leadership
in this critical area. The Committee is concerned that these provisions are not being implemented as required by law. In particular,
the Administration has yet to clarify the relationship between
these statutory programs and the Executive Order, the "Clean Car"
initiative, and the Clean Cities program. Until their relationship is
clarified, including elaboration on out-year funding requirements,
the Committee would object to any attempt to fully implement
these programs. In particular, the Committee would object to any
attempt to direct alternative fuel vehicle initiatives toward a federal chosen fuel, as distinguished from a market determined fuel
of choice.

High Energy and Nuclear Physics
The Committee believes that a vigorous program in the physical
sciences is necessary to support the vitality of the nation's fundamental research. Thus, many members of the Committee were
dismayed when the Superconducting Super Collider was terminated last year. The Committee, however, is concerned that the Department's FY 1995 budget request for physics research proposes
new physics facilities at the expense of ongoing programs.
The Department's FY 1995 High Energy Physics budget request
of $621.9 million would mean almost no growth for the program.
Yet, the Department is requesting a significant increase in funds
for the construction of new facilities, such as the B-Factory at the
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center. At the same time, the operating budget for existing high-energy physics facilities would significantly decline.
The Committee is concerned that the construction of new projects
such as the B-Factory will come at the expense of the operations
of existing physics facilities such as the Fermi National Accelerator
Laboratory. While these new facilities may well offer new scientific
contributions, the Department has not demonstrated that the decrease in operations at existing facilities warrants construction of
new facilities.
The Committee holds the same concerns with the Department's
proposed nuclear physics budget. The Department's budget request
would reduce support of nuclear physics research by fourteen percent from $349 million in FY 1994 to $300 million in FY 1995. Of
this request, $49.8 million would allow the Department to finish
construction and commission the Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility (CEBAF) in the first quarter of FY 1995. The Department, however, requests no funds to operate the facility after
it has been commissioned. The Committee is uncomfortable with
commissioning a major new facility and then essentially letting it
remain idle for the remainder of the year.
Supporting Research and Technical Analysis
The President's request for Supporting Research and Technical
Analysis cuts investigator-initiated research activities in materials
science and chemical science at the same time that it proposes a
major ($2.88 billion) new facility start-the Advanced Neutron
Source. The Committee recognizes the difficulty in initiating such
a major new facility mortgage in a constrained budget, particularly
since the underlying scientific base program is being eroded.
Fusion Energy
The Department's FY 1995 budget request for the fusion energy
program is $372.6 million, a 7 percent increase over the FY 1994
appropriation of $347.6 million. Most of the Department's fusion
activities focus on magnetic fusion energy using the tokamak reactor as the primary research tool. The largest of these activitiesthe Tokamak Fusion Test Reactor (TFTR) at Princeton-is scheduled to complete its work in 1994. The Department anticipates replacing TFTR with the Tokamak Physics Experiment (TPX).
TPX, which is under design,. will cost over $500 million. The Department requests $45 million in FY 1995 to begin construction of

TPX. The results from experiments carried out on TPX will be used
in the operation of the International Thermonuclear Experimental
Reactor (ITER) and ultimately in the design and construction of a
fusion demonstration reactor. ITER, however, will carry out the
bulk of the research needed to design and operate a fusion demonstration reactor. Thus, without ITER or an ITER-like machine,
a fusion demonstration reactor is unlikely. As TPX's primary purpose is linked to ITER and a demonstration reactor, without ITER,
TPX's contribution to the Department's fusion program would be
questionable.
Yet, the Department has been unable to demonstrate that ITER
or an ITER-like machine is likely to be built. The Department anticipates that ITER will be built by the United States, Japan, Russia and the European Community. While an agreement among the
countries to design ITER exists, there is no agreement to construct
ITER and no country has committed to construct ITER, including
the United States. The Committee believes that beginning construction of TPX is premature until the Administration publicly
commits itself to support the construction of ITER.
While the United States supports the ITER design effort, the Administration has neither tried to seek a commitment from the other
countries to construct ITER nor signaled a willingness to build
ITER solely as a U.S. effort. While the Committee has supported
design activities related to TPX, the Committee is concerned that
moving forward with construction of TPX, in the absence of such
a commitment, runs a serious risk that any U.S. investment in
TPX will be lost.
High-PerformanceComputing
The President's FY 1995 government-wide budget request for the
High-Performance Computing and Communications Program
(HPCC) is $1.2 billion, a 23% increase over the FY 1994 appropriation. This program was created pursuant to the "High-Performance
Computing Act of 1991." The Committee believes that the HPCC
Program is an important federal investment in high-performance
computing and communications technologies, which are critical to
the competitiveness and national security of the United States.
The President proposes to increase the Department of Commerce's high-performance computing budget by 183 percent; the
Environmental Protection Agency's by 92 percent; the National Institute of Health's by 42 percent; the National Science Foundation's
by 23 percent and the Department of Defense by 16 percent. The
Department of Energy's budget, however, would increase by only 2
percent.
The Committee believes that the Department's role in the HPCC
Program should be larger. Historically, the Department has been
the lead federal agency in the development and use of high-performance computing technologies. The Department operates more
unclassified supercomputers than any other entity in the world and
has working relationships between its national laboratories and
most of the high-performance computing vendors. Considering the
Department's extensive expertise and resources in high-performance computing, the Department should have at least an equal, if
not larger, role in the HPCC Program than the other agencies. For

this reason, the Congress provided a strong role for the Department in the HPCC Program mandated by the "High-Performance
Computing Act of 1991." The Committee is concerned that the
HPCC Program is inconsistent with that mandate.
The Committee was similarly disappointed with the President's
FY 1994 request for the HPCC Program when a role for the Department was not specified in the Information Infrastructure Technology and Applications (IITA) initiative proposed by the President
to be created as part of the HPCC Program. The Department has
unique and extensive capabilities that could provide major contributions to the establishment of a National Information Infrastructure. Some of the Nation's premier high-performance computing systems, applications, and networking capabilities have been
developed, perfected, and routinely utilized by the Department's
scientists and engineers in pursuit of the Department's missions.
Thus, the Committee supported subsequent efforts to secure funding for the Department to ensure its role in the IITA initiative.
The Committee is concerned with the repeated failure of the Department and the Administration to fully utilize the extraordinary
resources and capabilities within the Department of Energy in the
HPCC Program. The Committee strongly urges the Department to
more aggressively pursue a role in the HPCC Program and for the
Administration to support such efforts.
Technology Partnerships
The Department's FY 1995 budget requests $275 million for technology transfer activities, an increase of $13 million, or five percent
over the 1994 appropriation. Technology transfer makes federally
developed science and technology available to industry, academia,
and state and local governments. These groups use the technology
to develop innovative products, processes, and services. Technology
transfer is a mission of all Department of Energy laboratories.
The Committee strongly supports the Department's efforts in
transferring technology between its laboratories and the private
sector. This country faces many political and economic changes that
are creating new sets of priorities for the national agenda. The restructuring of the former Soviet Union has profound implications
for defense priorities. Concern about the technological competitiveness of the United States is at an all-time high. Environmental issues, such as global climate change, will play an important role in
shaping the research and development agenda for the next several
decades.
The Department's laboratories are well-suited to take on these
challenges. The Department's laboratories have incomparable resources. Both the government and the private sector should work
to channel those resources into partnership activities. Tremendous
opportunity exists for collaborations between the Department's laboratories and the private sector to develop new technologies. Thus,
the Committee strongly supports the Department's efforts in pursuing partnership between its laboratories and the private sector.
The Committee has reported, and the Senate passed, S. 473, the
Department of Energy National Competitiveness Technology Partnership Act, which would provide more flexible authority to the Department and its laboratories in establishing partnerships with the

private sector. S. 473 would also establish the areas of research appropriate for the Department and its laboratories to carry out partnerships such as in energy, high-performance computing, the environment, human health, advance manufacturing, advanced materials and transportation.
The Committee recognizes that the Department is aggressively
moving forward with the development of technology partnerships to
the extent current law allows. A significant portion of technology
transfer occurs through Cooperative Research and Development
Agreements (CRADAs) between laboratories and non-federal entities. The Department expects to support 1,000 new and existing
CRADAs in FY 1995, a twenty-five percent increase over the FY
1994 level. In addition, the Department anticipates spending $1.6
billion on partnerships with the private sector utilizing a variety of
instruments in addition to CRADAs in FY 1995.
The Committee encourages the Department to use these other instruments such as cooperative agreements, user facility agreements, contracts or joint-ventures in developing technology partnerships. S. 473 would bolster the Department's efforts in this regard by providing even greater flexibility in the types of instruments available for technology partnerships.
Environment, Safety and Health
The President's request shows the budget for Environment, Safety and Health increasing from $109.7 million in FY 1994 to $126.7
million in FY 1995. These numbers mask an overall decrease in the
rogram, as the FY 1994 appropriation added to the above number
35 million from the use of prior year balances. Thus, the overall
program is actually declining by 12 percent, from a FY 1994 base
of $144.7 million. One specific example of the impact of this cut on
the Department's program is a 19 percent budget cut for Epidemiology and Health Surveillance activities (and a redirection, within
that lower level of support, away from work managed by HHS and
towards work managed by DOE). This cut comes at a time when
concern about past practices of DOE and its contractors related to
worker safety continues to remain high and when new concerns of
potential worker risks from clean-up activities have emerged.
There are, no doubt, efficiencies that can be realized in the conduct of DOE's environment, safety and health program-it suffers
both from a lack of internal coordination and from an unhealthy reliance on external contractor personnel for the conduct of assessments. It is not clear to the Committee, though, whether the budget request is really aimed at resolving these issues.
Biological and Environmental Research
The President's request increases support for Biological and Environmental Research by 4.5 percent, to a FY 1995 level of $434.8
million. This expenditure category includes a number of programs
of high intellectual and societal interest, including global climate
change, human genome research, and the biological and molecular
science underpinnings for improved approaches to environmental
restoration and waste management activities. The Committee
strongly supports this request.

Marshall Islands Program
The United States conducted a portion of its nuclear testing program in the Marshall Islands. The United States has recognized,
under Public Law 99-239, its continuing responsibility to monitor
and treat those affected by this program, as well as its responsibility to monitor and characterize radiological conditions on atolls in
support of continuing resettlement efforts.
The Committee is concerned that reductions made by the Department in the level of activity in the Marshall Islands could have the
effect of compromising the quality and integrity of the scientific
and medical program. The FY 1995 request is for $5.630 million.
The Committee supports the funding level of $6.5 million as recommended by the Senate in the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act for FY 1994.
B. Departmentof the Interior
National Park Entrance Fees
The President's budget proposes to collect an additional $32 million in higher entrance fees to National Parks. The budget states
that the Administration will transmit to Congress legislation to authorize the increased fees. The proposed legislation would eliminate
the existing statutory fee ceilings, instead granting the Park Service with broad authority to set reasonable entrance fees at all park
units. The legislation would also create a National Park Renewal
Fund, into which would be deposited 50 percent of the additional
fee revenues collected, net of fee support collection costs, beginning
in 1996.
To achieve the additional $32 million, the budget assumes instituting a per person entry charge, instead of the current per vehicle
charge; designating more parks as prime destination parks, with
an increased entry fee; and eliminating current statutory restrictions which limit and condition the collection of entry fees at parks.
The Administration originally proposed to increase entrance fees
at units of the National Park System, and certain National Forest
and BLM recreational areas as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (Public Law 103-66). While certain entrance fees at
BLM and Forest areas were included in the legislation, park entrance fees were not. Instead, Congress authorized additional user
fees, commercial tour use fees, aircraft overflight fees at certain
parks, and sale of the Golden Eagle Passport by non-federal organizations. In addition, the Act authorized the Park Service to retain
fee revenues directly associated with the cost of collection, not to
exceed 15 percent of total fee revenues. Under this provision, the
Park Service estimates that it will retain over $14 million in FY
1994.
The Committee will carefully review the Administration's legislative proposal when it is submitted to the Congress. It is not clear
whether this legislation will be enacted in time to affect receipts
to the Treasury in FY 1995.
National Center for PreservationTechnology and Training
Public Law 102-575 established the National Center for Preservation Technology and Training within the Department of the Inte-

rior, to be located at Northwestern State University in
Natchitoches, Louisiana. In FY 1994, $3.35 million was appropriated for construction and rehabilitation of buildings on the
Northwestern campus, where the center will be based. Although an
additional $2.65 million will be necessary to complete the renovations, no construction funds are included in the Administration's
FY 1995 request for this purpose. The Committee recommends that
the remaining $2.65 million be funded to allow for the timely completion of the construction and rehabilitation projects. In addition,
the Committee notes that despite a $1 million appropriation for
operational expenses in FY 1994, no staff has been appointed for
the Center, other than an Acting Director based in Washington.
The President's budget proposes FY 1995 operational funding for
the Center of $996,000, just below the FY 1994 appropriated level.
The Committee urges that a permanent Executive Director and
core staff, based in Natchitoches, be appointed as soon as possible.
National Park Employee Housing
The President's budget includes $18 million to replace deteriorated employee housing at Grand Canyon National Park and three
parks in Alaska. The Committee strongly supports the statement
in the budget justification that the upgrading of employee housing
remains among the Park Service's highest priorities. The Committee has held a hearing on related legislation introduced by Senator
Wallop (S. 472).
National Park Service Reorganization
The National Park Service is considering a plan to reorganize
and strengthen the agency, deal with anticipated department-wide
personnel reductions, and become more responsive to the public. To
do this, the Park Service is evaluating actions which would: delegate more authority and responsibility to field managers; allocate
people and money toward park and project management, through
reduction of central and regional offices; and facilitate decisive,
timely action to protect natural and cultural resources.
In general, the Committee feels that these goals are sound and
worthwhile. However, it is the Committee's view that the success
of any reorganization should be measured by the additional numbers of interpretive, law enforcement, resource, administrative, and
maintenance personnel working directly with the public, or on facilities and resources in parks and does not support displacing such
employees by personnel transferred from central and regional offices.
The Committee will carefully monitor the Park Service's progress
in this regard. It is not clear what effect, if any, this proposal will
have on the FY 1995 budget.
National Biological Survey
With respect to the National Biological Survey, the Committee
notes that authorizing legislation has passed the House of Representatives and is pending in the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. The Committee expects that this authorizing legislation may be enacted during the 103rd Congress. The
Committee also notes that both the House-passed authorizing legis-

lation and the FY 1994 Appropriations Act for the Department of
the Interior and Related Agencies contains language relating to the
rights of private property owners vis-a-vis the new bureau. The
Committee anticipates that any authorizing or appropriations language for the NBS enacted this year will contain similar language.
Rangeland Reform
The Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture are currently developing revised grazing regulations, which
are expected to be completed by early March. In the interim, the
President's budget assumes as a placeholder that the grazing fee
in 1995 will increase from the current level of $1.98 to $2.76 per
AUM. The Committee intends to hold hearings both in Washington
and in various other sites once the proposal is completed. It is likely that once final regulations are promulgated, or if other grazing
management legislation is enacted, the 1995 grazing fee could be
different than that assumed.
The President's budget also assumes increasing grazing fees to
be phased in over 3 years to another placeholder estimate of $4.28
per AUM. The Committee notes that at the February 24 hearing
on the Department's budget, the Secretary of the Interior indicated
the proposed fee would increase to a maximum of only $3.96 per
AUM. With respect to the proposed increase in FTEs in the Bureau
of Land Management for rangeland reform, the Committee notes
that this number may change, depending on the outcome of the
rangeland reform effort.
BLM-Oregon and CaliforniaAccount
The Committee opposes the proposal by the Bureau of Land
Management to consolidate the budget line item for the Oregon
and California Land Grant Fund into the "Management of Public
Lands and Resources" account.
Minerals Management Service-OCS Environmental Studies
The Committee is concerned with the significant reduction in
funding and FTEs proposed for the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)
leasing program. The FY 1995 budget proposes a decrease of $2.296
million; the largest reduction being taken in resource evaluation.
The reductions are to be focused in the Alaska Region and Headquarters to reflect current and future activity levels. The Committee is concerned that these reductions will affect the ability of MMS
to run an effective OCS program, and that the program will not
have the capability to respond to increased interest on OCS areas,
including Alaska.
The OCS environmental studies program funds studies important to assessing the impact on the environment on oil and gas
leasing on the OCS. This program is crucial to sustain the OCS
program, which contributes 25 percent of the nation's natural gas
production and approximately 13 percent of U.S. oil production.
The FY 1995 request proposes an increase of $3.3 million from FY
1994. The Committee strongly supports the increase for this program.

U.S. Geological Survey
The U.S. Geological Survey budget includes an increase of
$500,000 under the Environmental Quality and Preservation
subelement for the Lake Pontchartrain study. This study is designed to increase the understanding of the geological character
and processes operating in the lake so that environmental problems
such as erosion and wetland loss can be better addressed. The
Committee supports this increase.
The Committee is concerned with the $2 million decrease in Mineral Resource Surveys in Alaska. The Committee notes that information from mineral resource surveys is useful for federal land
managers and Congress in making land use decisions.
The Committee supports continued funding for Water Resources
Research Institutes, which has been proposed for elimination in the
President's budget.
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement
The Committee notes that the FY 1995 budget request includes
an increase in funding for inspections and enforcement. The Committee expects OSMRE to concentrate its efforts on known problem
areas and deemphasize inspection and enforcement efforts in areas
without a history of compliance problems. The Committee believes
that this can be accomplished at the current level of services.
The Committee expects the FTE distribution in OSMRE to reflect the structure established by the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977, which grants states primacy over the coal
program.
Bureau of Mines
The proposed Bureau of Mines budget contains a decrease of
$19.9 million from the FY 1994 enacted appropriation. The Committee notes that the budget reflects a shift in emphasis in the Bureau of Mines from health, safety and mining technology to environmental research. The Committee's view is that neither the
health and safety of miners, nor mining technology be compromised
by reductions in these programs.
The Committee questions the Administration's proposal to consolidate and close offices of the Bureau of Mines. The budget proposal would significantly reduce the number of full-time employees
in the Denver field offices and eliminate FTEs in Alaska, Alabama,
and Missouri. While the budget indicates a commitment to a thorough programmatic review and the development of a new mission,
the cuts proposed within the first year may prevent achievement
of these goals. Furthermore, the reductions after the Bureau's research and service mission, which the Committee intends to scrutinize closely. The Committee expects the Bureau of Mines to maintain sufficient staff to gather technical information important to
maintaining the competitiveness of the United States mining industry.
Mining Law
The Department of the Interior budget assumes, as a placeholder
pending reform of the Mining Law of 1872, that an 8 percent royalty would be imposed on hardrock mining, and that permanent

claim maintenance fees will be adopted. The Committee notes that
these issues will be addressed when the Conference on reform of
the Mining Law is held and that any agreement reached in Conference may not include the 8 percent net royalty and $200 mining
claim fee assumptions used in the Administration's budget.
With respect to the proposed increase in FTEs for mining law administration, the Committee notes that this number may change,
depending on the outcome of Mining Law reform.
RAMP
The Administration's budget proposal would eliminate the Rural
Abandoned Mine Reclamation Program (RAMP). RAMP provides
funds to the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of Agriculture for reclamation of rural lands pursuant to the Surface Mining Coal and Reclamation Act (SMCRA). The FY 1994 appropriation was $13.2 million. This program provides important technical
and financial assistance to landowners who voluntarily enter into
agreements for reclamation of farm land and other areas that have
been abandoned and left unreclaimed after coal mining. The Committee supports current services.
Water Reclamation and Reuse Projects
The Department of the Interior's request includes $10.2 million
for two water reclamation and reuse projects in California. The
Committee supports this investment initiative. The Committee suggests that the Department take a more active interest in and pursue funding for the other water reclamation and reuse demonstration projects authorized as part of Title 16 of Public Law 102-575.
Bureau of Reclamation
The Committee encourages the Bureau of Reclamation to continue working with the states and other federal agencies in the development and implementation of endangered species recovery activities such as the recovery implementation program for endangered fishes in the Upper Colorado River Basin. The Committee
further encourages the Department to continue working with the
states and other federal agencies to design appropriate long-term
funding strategies for endangered species recovery activities and
related ecosystem restoration activities.
The Committee understands that as the Department completes
authorized projects and its funding decreases the need to retain
employees who specialize in engineering and construction also decreases. There are, however, remaining projects which are authorized but have yet to be constructed and there will be a need for
skilled engineers. It is therefore important that as the Administration implements the Bureaus's new mission, that it continue to be
mindful of obligations it has, and new authorizations that may be
enacted including, but not limited to, water storage, water supply,
water conservation, salinity control, and recreation.
The Committee supports funding for recreation management and
acknowledges the need for greater emphasis by the Bureau in this
area. Many states have long-term contracts with the Bureau under
which they manage the recreational facilities associated with federal water projects. These partnerships need to be maintained and

encouraged as more people than ever before are taking advantage
of these public facilities.
Bureau of Reclamation Restructuring
The Committee reiterates its support for the funding of the Small
Reclamation Projects Act, Rehabilitation and Betterment, and
Drainage and Minor Construction loan programs and of currently
authorized projects, such as the Lake Andes-Wagner Project authorized as part of Public Law 102-575.
The Committee opposes inclusion of the Department's proposal
authorizing the opening of the Reclamation Fund for "endangered
species activities," such as the Colorado River Endangered Species
Conservation/Recovery projects and the Columbia and Snake River
Salmon Recovery Project in the Department's appropriation request. The Committee notes that the proper forum for such authorizations is the authorizing committee, which was not consulted by
the Administration with respect to this proposal. The Committee
does not necessarily object to the purpose or the amounts of funding as long as it is within the existing authority of other agencies.
The Committee notes that the Central Arizona Project has
reached its statutory cost ceiling and will require reauthorization
for funding to continue. Title II of the Colorado River Salinity Control Program will likewise require reauthorization. The Committee
does not support funding for any BOR project or program that
would exceed its authorized cost ceilings.
The Departmental budget justifications indicate that the Bureau
is contemplating the promulgation of "regulations for the management of Colorado river water" and "developing and implementing
criteria governing beneficial use and reallocation of water delivered
pursuant to contracts with the Secretary". The Committee has not
been consulted about what the Bureau is planning and opposes any
funding to alter operations under the Law of the River unless the
Committee has been fully informed and has approved of the proposal.
Central Valley Project Restoration Fund
Title 34 of Public Law 102-575, the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA), created a Central Valley Project Restoration Fund within the U.S. Treasury to serve as a repository for
payments from project beneficiaries and donations which would
provide funding for habitat restoration, improvement and acquisition, and other fish and wildlife restoration activities in the Central
Valley Project area of California. The Committee supports the Administration's FY 1995 funding request of $45.4 million.
The Committee believes that water acquisition and related habitat restoration priorities should drive the budgets associated with
the habitat share of the Fund. Plans, staff, equipment, and other
miscellaneous implementation costs should be financed through
regular agency budgets.
Although the CVPIA requires that a cost-sharing agreement be
executed between the BOR and the State of California for the
state's contribution to the fish, wildlife, and habitat restoration activities authorized by the Act, the Committee notes that no such
agreement currently exists. The Committee strongly suggests that

the Administration secure such an agreement before further significant expenditures of federal funds are made.
Elwha River Ecosystem Restoration
Public Law 102-495 directed the Secretary of the Interior to report to Congress on how to fully restore the Elwha River, Washington. The Secretary's draft report, dated September 1993, identifies
the removal of the Elwha and Glines Canyon dams as the only alternative that would achieve the goal of full restoration. $3.5 million is requested in the FY 1995 National Park Service budget for
the first steps in the dam removal and restoration process. An additional $400,000 is requested in the BOR's budget for those associated studies.
The law requires that funding for implementation of the provisions of the Elwha River Ecosystem and Fisheries Restoration Act
be appropriated to the Secretary of the Interior through the Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks and to the Secretary of
Commerce through the National Marine Fisheries Service. The
Committee neither supports the Administration's proposal to waive
the limitations in the law nor inclusion of the $400,000 in the
BOR's FY 1995 budget. The appropriate forum for such changes is
the authorizing committee.
Office of the Solicitor
The Committee notes that the FY 1995 request includes a net increase of 28 FTEs in the Solicitor's office, at the same time many
other programs in the Department are faced with increased responsibilities but reduced staffs. While the Committee is cognizant of
the increased level of litigation and regulation undertaken by the
Department, the Committee questions the need for the requested
increase and expects the Solicitor's Office to work efficiently and to
minimize the number of FTEs required to accomplish the legal responsibilities of the office.
C. Forest Service
Forest Planfor the Pacific Northwest
The President's budget identifies the forests of the Pacific Northwest as one of four priority ecosystems. As such, the Forest Service
budget request includes $97 million and the Department of the Interior request includes $71.4 million to implement the Pacific
Northwest Forest Plan (known as Option 9).
The northern spotted owl is found predominately in old-growth
forests in National Forests in Washington, Oregon, and Northern
California. In June 1990, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed
the northern spotted owl as "threatened" under the Endangered
Species Act. Pursuant to a lawsuit initiated by environmentalists,
the Forest Service is currently enjoined from awarding timber sales
in northern spotted owl habitat pending completion of an owl protection plan. The plan must be approved by U.S. District Judge
William Dwyer.
On February 25, 1994 the Forest Service issued a final supplemental environmental impact statement for the old growth forests
of the Pacific Northwest. The Record of Decision is expected by the

end of March, the deadline set by Judge Dwyer. Option 9 would impose new restrictions on logging in the area coupled with an economic development package for dislocated workers and communities.
The Committee is concerned that the Pacific Northwest Forest
Plan be funded at a level to allow its successful implementation.
In testimony before the Committee, Forest Service Chief Jack Ward
Thomas indicated that the Forest Service's preliminary funding estimate for implementation of the plan was significantly higher than
the amount proposed in the budget. Given the significance and
complexity of the issue, the Committee recommends that the Forest
Service funding to implement the plan be appropriately increased.
Forest Service Budget Reorganization
The Committee notes that the Forest Service is proposing to consolidate line items in its next annual budget submission and is
seeking authority to reprogram up to 15 percent of the consolidated
line items without Congressional approval. While the Committee
supports, in general, the Administration's request for greater flexibility in the expenditure of funds, it is concerned that the combination of the requested line item consolidation and additional
reprogramming authority may undermine the ability to maintain
effective Congressional oversight.
In this regard, the Committee is aware of the interest of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management in pursuing ecosystem management, and recognizes the agencies' desire to consolidate budget items to reflect this interest. However, the Committee
expects that such consolidation will not result in less budget accountability. The Committee also encourages the Forest Service
and BLM to continue to seek more innovative approaches with respect to forest-level projects, as a small part of ecosystem management. Cooperative partnerships or extended contracts, for example,
may have merit with respect to improved cost efficiency, as well as
ecological merit in concert with commodity use.
Silviculture Programs
The Committee notes that the proposed Forest Service budget
calls for reductions in various silviculture programs. The Committee's view is that any reduction in these programs should not adversely affect the health and productivity of our national forests.
D. U.S. Enrichment Corporation
The Committee is deeply troubled by the Administration's attempts to use the U.S. Enrichment Corporation to finance foreign
policy initiatives, offset new direct spending for the nuclear waste
program, and reimburse the Department of Energy for rescinded
funds. The Corporation was designed to enable it to operate the
Federal Government's enrichment enterprise in a more efficient
and profitable fashion than the Department of Energy had been
able to operate it in the past. The Corporation's profits ultimately
will redound to the Treasury, either in the form of annual dividends or upon sale of the Corporation to the private sector.
The Committee is extremely concerned that efforts to interfere
with the Corporation's efficient operation of the enrichment plants

and to pass external costs onto the Corporation will undermine the
financial strength and independence of the Corporation.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS,

Washington, DC, March 8, 1994.
Hon. JAMES R. SASSER, Chairman.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN SASSER AND SENATOR DOMENICI: We are sub-

mitting this letter for purposes of helping to develop the fiscal year
1995 budget resolution. As you have requested, our comments are
directed to new legislative initiatives and proposals contained in
the President's fiscal year 1995 budget.
NEW LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES

There are four principal legislative items before the Environment
and Public Works Committee this year, including reauthorization
of the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, and the
Superfund program, and authorization of the Army Corp of Engineers civil works activities. In addition, the Committee has reported legislation to promote the development of innovative environmental technology, and to abate the problems of elevated exposure to indoor radon, lead, and other indoor air pollutants. Finally,
the Committee is considering legislation to reauthorize the Endangered Species Act. Beyond these specific legislative efforts, the
Committee will continue to oversee full implementation of the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.
SPECIFIC PROGRAM ISSUES

1. FederalHighways
Congress recognized the importance of transportation infrastructure on this nation's economy when it enacted the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). The 1991 surface transportation law authorizes $18.332 billion in obligation authority for fiscal year 1995 for the major federal-aid highway categories subject to the obligation limitation. ISTEA authorizes an
additional $2 billion for fiscal year 1995 for programs not subject
to the obligation ceiling including $803 million for the minimum allocation program, $1.1 billion for demonstration projects, and $100
million for the emergency relief program for a total ISTEA authorization of $20.335 billion.
The President's fiscal year 1995 budget request proposes an obligation limitation of $19.969 billion which includes $18.332 billion
to fully fund the major federal-aid programs, and includes $1.637
billion for the minimum allocation program and demonstration
projects now exempt from the limitation. Unlike ISTEA, therefore,
the President's budget proposes to place minimum allocation and
special project apportionments underneath the obligation limitation
ceiling. The President's fiscal year 1995 budget request also in-

cludes $100 million for emergency relief which is not subject to the
obligation limitation for a total request of $20.069 billion.
The President's budget request of $20.069 billion for fiscal year
1995 compares to the ISTEA authorization of $20.335 billion for fiscal year 1995, and to total actual obligations of $18.015 billion for
fiscal year 1993 and $20.357 billion for fiscal year 1994.
We support the federal investment levels proposed in the President's fiscal year 1995 budget request.
2. Environmental ProtectionAgency
The total EPA budget request is $7.178 billion, an increase of
$500 million from last year's budget of $6.659 billion. We support
this increase, and note that the fiscal year 1994 budget marked a
four-year low for the Agency. EPA's budget will have to continue
to increase for the Agency to fulfill its statutory and regulatory obligations.
EPA's budget is comprised of three main components-the Operating Programs, the Superfund and Leaking Underground Storage
Tank (LUST) trust funds, and funds for loans to state and local
governments for water infrastructure (clean water and safe drinking water programs). Our views on each of these components are
stated below.
The Operating Program
The budget request for the Operating Program proposes a $362
million increase, from $2.689 billion in fiscal year 1994 to $3.051
billion in fiscal year 1995. This represents a 13 percent increase
from last year's funding level. The overall increase includes initiatives such as: a $58 million increase for the Climate Change Action
Plan; a $44 million increase for environmental technology; and a
$56 million increase for implementing the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.
We support these increases. They boost key programs, such as
the "green lights" program implementing the Climate Change Action Plan. These programs were designed to achieve specific, necessary emissions reductions in the most cost efficient manner possible. If funding for these programs is cut, we will have to achieve
emissions reductions by other means, which may not be as cost effective. That is to say, reducing these funds may force EPA or Congress to obtain emissions reductions through a more prescriptive,
and more costly, regulatory approach.
In addition, it is important to note that the funds requested for
the Operating Program are essential to EPA's efforts to support
state and local compliance with existing laws and regulations.
Water Infrastructure
The Administration is requesting a total of $2.65 billion for water
infrastructure financing programs, which marks an increase of
$173 million over fiscal year 1994. This total includes two key elements: (1) Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF)-The $1.6 billion request for fiscal year 1995 represents a substantial shortfall
from the minimum level of $2.5 billion authorized for the state loan
program in legislation to reauthorize the Federal Water Pollution
Prevention and Control Act reported recently by this Committee.

(2) Drinking Water SRF-The $700 million request for fiscal year
1995 is a $101 million increase over fiscal year 1994, but less than
the $1 billion level the President projected in the Vision for Change
document released last year. The Committee will shortly mark up
legislation to reauthorize the Safe Drinking Water Act and we expect to authorize loan funds for drinking water projects along the
lines requested by the President.
We support the modest increase afforded the water infrastructure programs, but are concerned that the funding requested is
substantially below the levels needed to support vital sewage treatment and drinking water treatment projects. The President's request of $2.65 billion includes $350 million in federal grants for
projects that are not authorized. Until such time as these projects
may be authorized, we would support adding these funds to the
$1.6 billion Clean Water SRF request. This would increase the
Clean Water SRF to $1.95 billion while retaining the President's
overall request at $2.65 billion.
Superfund and LUST trust funds
Funding for these two trust fund accounts is virtually unchanged, increasing only slightly from $1.573 billion in fiscal year
1994 to $1.576 billion in fiscal year 1995. We support this request,
to the extent it allows EPA to focus resources on the vital operating
programs. Proposed reforms to Superfund, if passed, may alter
funding needs for this program.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
The President's budget request for appropriations to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service is $710.6 million, an increase of $29.9
million from the appropriations enacted by Congress for the current fiscal year 1994. The total fiscal year 1995 budget request for
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, including permanent accounts,
is $1.2 billion, an increase of $50.6 million from the fiscal year
1994 enacted level. The President's budget includes increases for
major ecosystem initiatives in the Pacific Northwest and South
Florida, support for implementation of the North America Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and endangered species conservation.
The President's budget requests a $31.9 million decrease in the
amount appropriated for fiscal year 1994 for construction.
We support the President's overall appropriations request for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. However, we are concerned that the
increases requested for refuge operations and maintenance are insufficient. The President's budget requests an additional $2 million
for refuge maintenance, for a total request of $53.9 million. However, there is currently a $345 million refuge maintenance backlog.
Moreover, over the past decade, approximately 70 new units have
been added to the refuge system without a concomitant increase in
refuge operations and maintenance budgets. Accordingly, greater
increases for refuge operations and maintenance may be warranted.
Tennessee Valley Authority
We support the $140.5 million request for the Tennessee Valley
Authority's natural resource, agriculture and economic develop-

ment programs. This amount is the same as was appropriated in
fiscal year 1994.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
We support the President's request of $3.53 billion for the civil
works program of the Army Corps of Engineers in fiscal year 1995.
We are pleased with the President's request for increased funding
of environmental initiatives through the Corps' budget. In particular, we support the Corps' contribution to the Interagency Task
Force on Floodplain Management, chaired by the White House Office of Environmental Policy, OMB, and USDA.
A number of committee members are concerned with proposed
funding to reorganize the Corps' division/district structure. As stated in previous years, it is imperative that the Corps work with the
authorizing Committees to define the scope and breadth of any reorganizing proposal.
Thank you for your consideration of our views. Please feel free
to contact us if you have any questions regarding these matters.
Sincerely,
MAX BAUCUS,
Chairman.
JOHN H. CHAFEE,
Ranking Minority Member.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC, March 9, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Committee on the Budget, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN AND SENATOR DOMENICI: Section 301(d) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 requires each committee,
"within 6 weeks after the President submits a budget," to transmit
to the Committee on the Budget its "views and estimates" with respect to all budgetary matters which relate to its jurisdiction. The
President's Budget for Fiscal Year 1995 was transmitted to Congress on February 7, 1994.
Attached are the views and estimates of the Committee on Finance with respect to matters in the President's Budget within this
Committee's jurisdiction, as well as other budgetary matters relating to fiscal year 1995-1999.
In addition, we will forward at a later date our annual Committee print entitled "Data and Materials for the Fiscal Year 1995 Finance Committee Report Under the Congressional Budget Act."
If you have any questions about the attached document, please
feel free to call us at your convenience or have a member of your
staff contact Chuck Konigsberg of the Majority Staff at 4-4515 or
Roy Ramthun of the Minority Staff at 4-5315.
Sincerely,
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,

Chairman.
BOB PACKWOOD,
Ranking Minority Member.

VIEWS AND ESTIMATES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WITH RESPECT TO THE BUDGET OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-

MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1995-1999, MARCH 9, 1994

In accordance with section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the Committee on Finance hereby transmits our
"views and estimates" on those aspects of the Budget of the United
States for fiscal years 1995-1999 which fall within this Committee's legislative jurisdiction.
I. FINANCE COMMITTEE JURISDICTION

The Finance Committee has broad jurisdiction over the nation's
tax policies, health and income security programs, trade policies,
and debt management. Following is a summary of initiatives proposed in the President's Budget for Fiscal 1995, and elsewhere,
which may be considered by the Committee during the second session of the 103d Congress.
The Finance Committee recommends that these initiatives be
considered apart from Budget Resolution spending and revenue
levels, on a deficit-neutral basis. A Reconciliation Bill to implement
the Budget Resolution will therefore be unnecessary.
Deficit-neutral reserve fund language, which is necessary to accommodate these and other initiatives, is set forth in section II of
this document.
A. Health and Income Security Jurisdiction
1. Health Care Reform.--Several health care reform bills, representing different approaches to health insurance coverage and
cost containment, are pending before the Senate. The Committee is

currently reviewing these alternatives and plans legislative action
this session on a deficit-neutral basis. (See the deficit neutral reserve fund language in section II of this document.)
2. Welfare Reform.-The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, testifying before the Committee on Finance on February 23, 1994 indicated the Administration would shortly transmit its welfare reform legislation to Congress. According to the Ad-

ministration's FY 1995 budget, this legislation will be a comprehensive, deficit-neutral welfare reform plan.
The Committee's consideration will focus broadly on reforming
the Nation's welfare system to promote self-sufficiency through improvements in job training and employment programs and to assure increased parental support for children through improvements
in the child support enforcement program. Legislation will be developed on a deficit-neutral basis. (See the deficit neutral reserve
fund language in section II of this document.)
3. Reemployment and Workforce Security Initiative.-The Administration is expected to transmit shortly a Reemployment program
to fold existing dislocated worker programs into one comprehensive
training, job search and income support program-including Trade
Adjustment Assistance which falls under this Committee's jurisdiction. In addition, the proposed legislation would implement changes
in the Unemployment Compensation program, which falls under
the jurisdiction of the Finance Committee. This legislation will be

developed on a deficit-neutral basis. (See the deficit neutral reserve
fund language in section II of this document.)
4. Social Security.-It is the Committee's view that the Budget
Resolution should include CBO baseline levels for Social Security
budget authority and outlays; but the levels for Social Security revenues should assume the enactment of legislation providing for
simplified collection of employment taxes on domestic services.
The Committee may also consider legislation to reallocate receipts from the Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund to the
Disability Insurance Trust Fund in order to address the impending
deficit in that Trust Fund. However, since the Budget Resolution
displays combined totals for these two Trust Funds, Resolution.
In addition, the Committee reiterates its concern about the sufficiency of resources available to the Social Security Administration
to maintain adequate services to the public, particularly with regard to the disability program. The Budget should accommodate
sufficient resources to address this situation.
B. InternationalTrade Jurisdiction
1. GATT-Uruguay Round Implementing Legislation.-The Uruguay Round represents the largest, most comprehensive set of
trade agreements since the inception of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1947. The Round will reduce tariffs,
cover trade in agriculture for the first time, provide new coverage
of trade in services and intellectual property, and reduce other nontariff barriers to trade. The reduction of revenues associated with
tariff reductions will be financed on a deficit-neutral basis. (See the
deficit neutral reserve fund language in section II of this document.)
2. GSP Extension.-The Generalized System of Preferences (GSP)
program provides duty-free entry to certain imports from beneficiary developing countries. The program will expire September 30,
1994. The Administration has indicated that it intends to seek a
long-term extension of the program. Any extension of the program
will entail reduced revenues associated with tariff reductions and
will be financed on a deficit-neutral basis. (See the deficit neutral
reserve fund language in section II of this document.)
C. FederalRevenue Jurisdiction
1. Reforms Relating to the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation.-The Administration transmitted legislation in 1993 to amend
ERISA and the Internal Revenue Code to provide security for
workers, to improve pension plan funding, to limit growth in insurance exposure, and to protect the single-employer plan termination
insurance program. The legislation has been referred to the Committee on Finance and will be considered on a deficit neutral basis.
(See the deficit neutral reserve fund language in section II of this
document.)
2. Tax Simplification.-the Committee is continuing its efforts to
simplify the administration of the tax system. While some of the
specific proposals under review may have revenue effects, we anticipate the overall budget effect of any such legislation to be revenue neutral.
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3. Expiring Tax Provisions.-The Committee will continue its review of expiring tax provisions. Extension of expiring provisions involves revenue losses and will be considered on a deficit-neutral
basis. (See the deficit neutral reserve fund language in section II
of this document.)
4. Financing Superfund Reforms.-The Administration transmitted to Congress February 2, 1994 legislation to amend the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA) to make reforms in the Superfund program.
Under a unanimous consent agreement, when the measure is reported by the Environment and Public Works Committee, it will be
referred to the Finance Committee for consideration of financing
provisions. The proposed financing provisions will raise revenues to
offset the costs of the Superfund program. The Administration estimates that overall, the proposed legislation would decrease the deficit for fiscal years 1995-99.
D. Public Debt Limit
The present statutory limit on the public debt is $4.9 trillion, a
level currently estimated by the Department of the Treasury to be
sufficient to accommodate Federal borrowing through late Spring
or early Summer of 1995. The Committee will act on legislation to
increase the statutory limit at an appropriate time during Fiscal
Year 1995.
The Committee would note that growth of the debt has been
slowed by progress on the short-term deficit outlook. One year ago,
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projected a fiscal year 1995
total deficit of $284 billion, amounting to 4.1 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). In January of this year, CBO projected a fiscal year 1995 deficit of $171 billion, amounting to 2.4 percent of
GDP.
Nevertheless, significant work remains to be done to bring under
control annual deficits which are projected by CBO to turn upward
again, reaching $365 billion-3.3 percent of GDP-by fiscal year
2004.
II. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUNDS PROPOSED TO BE INCLUDED IN
THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

Concurrent Resolutions on the Budget establish spending ceilings
for each committee and for the total budget; they also impose revenue floors for the budget years. These spending ceilings and revenue floors are enforced through parliamentary points of order.
Notwithstanding this framework of ceilings and floors, section
301(b)(7) of the Budget Act permits a special mechanism whereby
spending and revenue constraints may be breached, provided the
overall bill is deficit neutral. This mechanism is called a "deficitneutral reserve fund."
The Committee on Finance proposes that deficit-neutral reserve
fund language be included in the Budget Resolution for fiscal years
1995-99 to accommodate the initiatives described above. Only the
title and first portion of each reserve clause are set forth below.
As in the past, the Committee wishes to emphasize that revenue
measures are the responsibility of the Finance Committee. Therefore, the Budget Resolution should not implicitly allow other com-

mittees to offset their spending provisions with revenue provisions
in the guise of "user fees" which are outside their jurisdiction. For
example, the Committee would note that the President's proposal
to increase Securities and Exchange Commission fees is being
scored by CBO as a revenue increase.
A. Health and Income Security Jurisdiction
1. Continuing Improvements in Ongoing Health Care Programs and Comprehensive Health Care Reform
(1) In general.-Budget authority and outlays may be allocated
to a committee or committees and the revenue aggregates may be
reduced for legislation to reform the health care system or to make
reforms in ongoing health care programs or to accomplish other reforms within such a committee's jurisdiction if such a committee or
the committee of conference on such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the extent that the costs of such legislation are not included in this concurrent resolution on the budget, the enactment
of such legislation will not increase (by virtue of either contemporaneous or previously passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution...
2. Initiatives To Improve the Well-Being of Families Through
Welfare and Other Reforms and to Provide for Services
To Support and Protect Children
(1) In general.-Budget authority and outlays may be allocated
to a committee or committees and the revenue aggregates may be
reduced for legislation to reform the nation's welfare system including promoting self-sufficiency through improvements in job training
and employment programs, assuring increased parental support for
children through improvements in the child support enforcement
program, and otherwise enhancing the welfare of families and children through tax credits and improvements in child care and other
welfare-related programs within such a committee's jurisdiction if
such a committee or the committee of conference on such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the extent that the costs of such
legislation are not included in this concurrent resolution on the
budget, the enactment of such legislation will not increase (by virtue of either contemporaneous or previously passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution . . .
3. Initiatives to Provide Comprehensive Training and Job
Search Assistance and to Reform Unemployment Compensation
(1) In general.-Budget authority and outlays may be allocated
to a committee or committees and the revenue aggregates may be
reduced for legislation to provide comprehensive training and job
search assistance, including reemployment or job training programs and dislocated worker programs, and to reform unemployment compensation, or other related programs within such a committee's jurisdiction if such a committee or the committee of conference on such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the extent
that the costs of such legislation are not included in this concurrent
resolution on the budget, the enactment of such legislation will not

increase (by virtue of either contemporaneous or previously passed
deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution * * *
B. InternationalTrade Jurisdiction.
1. Trade-RelatedLegislation
(1) In general.-Budget authority and outlays may be allocated
to a committee or committees and the revenue aggregates may be
reduced for legislation to implement the Uruguay Round of the
GAIT, to extend the Generalized System of Preferences and any
other trade-related legislation within such a committee's jurisdiction if such a committee or the committee of conference on such
legislation reports such legislation, if, to the extent that the costs
of such legislation are not included in this concurrent resolution on
the budget, the enactment of such legislation will not increase (by
virtue or either contemporaneous or previously passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution . . .
C. FederalRevenue Jurisdiction
1. Reforms Relating to the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (PBGC), Extension of Expiring Tax Provisions
and other Revenue-Related Legislation
(1) In general.-Budget authority and outlays may be allocated
to a committee or committees and the revenue aggregates may be
reduced for legislation to improve the funding of government-insured pension plans, limit growth in PBGC's exposure, and protect
plan participants, and for any other employee benefit-related legislation, and for legislation to extend expiring tax provisions or other
revenue-related legislation within such a committee's jurisdiction if
such a committee or the committee of conference on such legislation reports such legislation, if, to the extent that the costs of such
legislation are not included in this concurrent resolution on the
budget, the enactment of such legislation will not increase (by virtue or either contemporaneous or previously passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this resolution . . .
III. AMENDING SECTION 12(C) ON DEFICIT NEUTRALITY

Section 12(c) of the FY 94 Budget Resolution established a point
of order in the Senate which has the effect of requiring that the
projected costs of all direct spending and revenue-losing legislation
be fully offset for each fiscal year during the five-year budget window, and also for fiscal years beyond, through 2003. Waiver of this
point of order requires 60 votes.
The Committee on Finance-with jurisdiction over all Federal
revenues and more than four-fifths of direct spending-has a significant interest in the operation of Section 12(c).
The application of this rule to each fiscal year is stricter than the
PAY-GO rules enacted by the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990.
This is too constraining. Requiring year-by-year deficit neutrality
unnecessarily hinders legislative options. Achieving deficit neutrality over a specified budget window, should adequately serve fiscal
objectives.
We urge the Committee on the Budget to consider ways to address this issue and urge the staff of the Budget Committee to con-

sult closely with Finance Committee staff during these deliberations.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, March 8, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER,
Chairman,Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR JIM: Pursuant to Section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget Act, I am submitting my views with respect to federal spending
in the jurisdiction of the Governmental Affairs Committee.
As Chairman of the Committee, I am pleased that the Administration's Fiscal Year (FY) 1995 budget does not propose additional
cuts in Federal employees' retirement benefits and health insurance benefits. Federal employees and retirees, as a group, have already borne a significant amount of the deficit reduction burden for
more than a decade. Therefore, I am pleased that this year's budget is more lenient in its call for sacrifice.
Two areas of the President's FY 1995 budget are of concern to
me. One, the proposed budget underfunds Federal pay raises in
1995 and two, it proposes changes in agency charges under the
Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS).
FEDERAL PAY

The budget proposes allocating only $1.1 billion for civilian employee pay raises in 1995 when $2.7 billion would be needed to
fully fund the Federal Employees Pay Comparability Act of 1990
(FEPCA). The Administration plans to consult with employee organizations and other interested parties on how to spend the $1.1 billion, i.e. a national pay raise or locality pay raises or some combination of the two. As an author of FEPCA, I had deep hopes that
this law would restore order and regularity to the Federal pay
process and I regret that the Administration proposes to underfund
FEPCA for the second consecutive year.
CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT

The budget proposes to increase the charge to Federal agencies
for retirement benefits for employees covered by the Civil Service
Retirement System (CSRS). According to the budget plan, the proposed increase in agency contributions would require increasing the
discretionary spending caps. The Committee does not have sufficient information at this time to evaluate the merits of this proposed change. More information is needed regarding the amount of
money involved, the necessity of the increase, and whether this
proposal would be extended to the Postal Service.
GOOD GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES

Finally, I want to bring to your attention a major problem facing
my Committee each year as we struggle to meet the savings goal
assigned to us. Most of the spending in programs that come within
the purview of the Governmental Affairs Committee is discretionary. Hence, actions which the Committee might take to reduce

spending in these areas would not be scored as savings by this
Committee but would accrue to the Appropriations Committee
which, in turn, could use the savings to fund other programs. This
situation limits the ability of the Committee to produce savings
that score for deficit reduction purposes.
Please know, however, that the Committee intends to vigorously
pursue numerous cost-saving good government initiatives. As
Chairman, I plan to work to implement cost-saving proposals originating from the Administration's National Performance Review, including government downsizing and procurement reform. I also intend to continue the Committee's work in pursuing issues on the
"high risk" lists compiled by the Director of the Office of Management and Budget and the Comptroller General of the General Accounting Office. These high risk lists highlight areas where dollars
could be collected or wasteful spending avoided.
Best regards,
Sincerely,
JOHN GLENN,

Chairman.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, March 8, 1994.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR PETE: Pursuant to Section 301(d) of the Congressional
Budget Act, I am submitting my views with respect to federal
spending in the jurisdiction of the Governmental Affairs Committee.
As Chairman of the Committee, I am pleased that the Administration's Fiscal Year (FY) 1995 budget does not propose additional
costs in Federal employees' retirement benefits and health insurance benefits. Federal employees and retirees, as a group, have already borne a significant amount of the deficit reduction burden for
more than a decade. Therefore, I am pleased that this year's budget is more lenient in its call for sacrifice.
Two areas of the President's FY 1995 budget are of concern to
me. One, the proposed budget underfunds Federal pay raises in
1995 and two, it proposes changes in agency charges under the
Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS).
FEDERAL PAY

The budget proposes allocating only $1.1 billion for civilian employee pay raises in 1995 when $2.7 billion would be needed to
fully fund the Federal Employees Pay Comparability Act of 1990
(FEPCA). The Administration plans to consult with employee organizations and other interested parties on how to spend the $1.1 billion, i.e. a national pay raise or locality pay raises or some combination of the two. As an author of FEPCA, I had deep hopes that
this law would restore order and regularity to the Federal pay
process and I regret that the Administration proposes to underfund
FEPCA for the second consecutive year.

CIL

SERVICE RETIREMENT

The budget proposes to increase the charge to Federal agencies
for retirement benefits for employees covered by the Civil Service
Retirement System (CSRS). According to the budget plan, the proposed increase in agency contributions would require increasing the
discretionary spending caps. The Committee does not have sufficient information at this time to evaluate the merits of this proposed change. More information is needed regarding the amount of
money involved, the necessity of the increase, and whether this
proposal would be extended to the Postal Service.
GOOD GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES

Finally, I want to bring to your attention a major problem facing
my Committee each year as we struggle to meet the savings goal
assigned to us. Most of the spending in programs that come within
the purview of the Governmental Affairs Committee is discretionary. Hence, actions which the Committee might take to reduce
spending in these areas would not be scored as savings by this
Committee but would accrue to the Appropriations Committee
which, in turn, could use the savings to fund other programs. This
situation limits the ability of the Committee to produce savings
that score for deficit reduction purposes.
Please know, however, that the Committee intends to vigorously
pursue numerous cost-saving good government initiatives. As
Chairman, I plan to work to implement cost-saving proposals originating from the Administration's National Performance Review, including government downsizing and procurement reform. I also intend to continue the Committee's work in pursuing issues on the
"high risk" lists compiled by the Director of the Office of Management and Budget and the Comptroller General of the General Accounting Office. These high risk lists highlight areas where dollars
could be collected or wasteful spending avoided.
Best regards.
Sincerely,
JOHN GLENN,

Chairman.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, DC, March 11, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR JIM AND PETE: In response to your letter of February 22,
1994, and pursuant to the provisions of the Congressional Budget
Act, as amended, a majority of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary has prepared the following views and estimates for programs
under the committee's jurisdiction for fiscal 1995.
A majority of the committee recommends $742.5 million above
the President's fiscal 1995 budget request, for initiatives to fight
violent crime and drug trafficking. The majority believes that these
initiatives are absolutely critical in the nation's effort to stem the

deadly rise of violent crime and drug abuse, particularly to assist
state and local law enforcement agencies.
I urge the Budget Committee to incorporate the necessary spending for these new initiatives in the Fiscal 1995 Budget Resolution.
If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact
me.
Sincerely,
JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr., Chairman.
Enclosure.
I. NARRATIVE

A majority of the Committee on the Judiciary recommends $19.4
billion in spending for Administration of Justice programs (Function 750) under the jurisdiction of the committee in fiscal 1995.
This figure is $742.5 million above the President's fiscal 1995 budget request and $3.3 billion above the Congressional Budget Office
February baseline estimate for fiscal 1995.
The President's budget endorses the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund passed by the Senate in the Violent Crime Control and
Law Enforcement Act of 1993. The Trust Fund would provide $2.4
billion for Administration of Justice programs in fiscal year 1995,
and a total of $22.3 billion in fiscal years 1994 through 1998. The
majority supports the Trust Fund and recognizes the President's
support for the Trust Fund.
The President'& budget embarks on the major, new commitment
to state and local law enforcement called for by the Senate-passed
crime bill. The President's budget increases federal aid to state and
local law enforcement by 300%, from $700 million in fiscal 1994 to
$2.8 billion in fiscal 1995. The majority finds this effort a long overdue departure from the policies of the previous Administrations, it
is clearly in line with the priorities expressed by the full Senate in
the Senate-passed crime bill, and the budget request in this area
should be supported.
The President's budget calls for funding levels that will permit
the several federal law enforcement agencies to continue to fill
their important functions, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Federal Prison System, United States Marshals Service,
Immigration and Naturalization Service and the immigration-related efforts of the Civil Division and United States Attorneys. In all
these areas, the majority strongly endorses the President's fiscal
1995 budget.
The majority also recognizes and supports the Justice Department's efforts to bring greater efficiency to federal law enforcement
operations. Attorney General Reno and FBI Director Freeh completed a comprehensive review of the assets of the Bureau in fiscal
1994, and have recommended efficiencies that will result in 600
FBI agents being transferred from administrative and supervisory
posts to provide vital law enforcement personnel urgently needed
on America's streets. The 600 agents include 300 transferred from
FBI Headquarters staff to 56 Field Divisions around the nation and
an additional 300 transferred from administrative and supervisory
posts in FBI Field Divisions to street-level investigations. This review underscores the ability of federal law enforcement to "do more
with less." In the face of current budgetary restrictions, all federal

law enforcement agencies should undertake efforts similar to those
being implemented by the FBI.
The majority believes, though, that the President's budget request should be augmented with increases in a few areas. The majority believes that the formula portion of the anti-drug abuse
grants should be restored to the fiscal 1994 level. The majority also
believes that the budget request for the Drug Enforcement Administration must be increased to correct budget shortfalls that have
hampered DEA efforts since fiscal 1992.
II. RECOMMENDED CHANGES

1. State and Local Law Enforcement
The majority strongly supports the President's proposed increase
of $2.1 billion for state and local law enforcement. This increase
represents a fundamental commitment to fighting violent crime
where it is fought best--on America's streets and in our neighborhoods, with the state and local law enforcement officials who are
primarily responsible for combatting street crime. This increase
will provide $1.7 billion for community policing initiatives in fiscal
1995, $100 million fcr criminal record upgrades necessary to implement the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act, and $300 million for other initiatives included in the Senate-passed crime bill,
such as drug court programs, rural enforcement efforts, youth violence prevention programs, and military-style boot camp prisons.
But, the majority recommends approximately $322.5 million
above the President's fiscal 1995 request for federal aid to state
and local law enforcement agencies through the Office of Justice
Programs in the Department of Justice. Of these new funds, $358
million are needed specifically to restore the formula portion of the
Drug Enforcement and System Improvement Grant program. The
majority recommends that this increase be partially offset by cutting the discretionary portion of these grants by $50 million, maintaining the discretionary program at the fiscal 1994 level and fully
funding the program at its authorized level.
The majority recommends that the current level of funding for
the Regional Information Sharing System (RISS) be maintained,
that the appropriation should not come out of the drug enforcement
block grant program and that participating agencies should not be
required to match federal funds. This will require an increase of
$14.5 million to restore the RISS program to the fiscal 1994 level.
In addition, the majority recommends $420 million to supplement the $300 million requested through the Trust Fund, to fund
several initiatives included in the Senate-passed crime bill, such as
drug court programs, rural enforcement efforts, youth violence prevention programs, and military-style boot camp prisons.
2. FederalLaw Enforcement Agencies
The majority recommends approximately $20 million above the
President's fiscal 1995 budget request for federal law enforcement
agencies. The proposed increase is targeted for the Drug Enforcement Administration. The majority recognizes that the fiscal 1995
budget request substantially maintains the DEA's authorized special agent positions. The majority further recognizes that manage-

ment decisions made in fiscal 1991 and fiscal 1992, under the previous administration, leave the DEA with more special agents onboard than are authorized. As a result, and despite the fact that
the fiscal 1995 budget nearly maintains the authorized strength,
the DEA will sustain losses of 75 special agents in on-board
strength. To correct this situation, the majority recommends an additional $20 million to increase DEA authorized strength to the fiscal 1994 level of on-board agents.
III. TABLE OF COMMITTEE VIEWS AND ESTIMATES PROGRAMS UNDER
JURISDICTION OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
of dollars]
[In billions
Revised
1995
CBObaseline

$16.1

Function 750: Administration of justice ..................................................

1995
President's
1995 Committee
request
recommendation

$18.6

$19.4

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, DC, March 10, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Hon. PETE DOMENICI, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR JIM AND PETE:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting

our "views and estimates" of the programs under the jurisdiction
of the Committee on the Judiciary. Frankly, we are very concerned
about the significant cuts in personnel to federal law enforcement
agencies, cuts to proven law enforcement assistance programs, and
cuts in funding for federal prison construction.
PRISON CONSTRUCTION

The proposed FY 1995 budget cuts the Bureau of Prisons construction and operation budget by over $78 million, a cut of nearly
30 percent. Rather than curtail prison expansion, as the budge.
proposes, we believe we must continue aggressively to increase
prison space.
LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL

The proposed budget also cuts 1,523 Department of Justice law
enforcement agency positions. According to the Department's own
budget summary, the Federal Bureau of Investigation loses 847 positions, the Drug Enforcement Agency loses 355, the Department's
Criminal Division loses 28, the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement
Task Forces lose 150, and federal prosecutors lose 143 positions.
One might assert that these numbers do not necessarily translate into fewer agents, that agencies will reprogram funds to maintain agency strength. This is misleading. There are already 431
fewer FBI agents and 301 fewer DEA agents today than there were
in 1992. Not a single new agent has been hired by either the FBI
or the DEA since 1992; none, according to the President's budget,
will be hired until at least 1996. Furthermore, when an agent has
to spend time filling out forms or typing documents once processed
by support staff, he or she is not as effective. However one chooses

to cut law enforcement, no one can claim that 1,523 law enforcement positions are insignificant in number.
At a time when violent crime and drug control are said to be national priorities, these cuts will reduce the effectiveness of federal
law enforcement, and the President's budget acknowledges this.
The Administration's own budget figures reveal that federal prosecutors will be filing 527 fewer criminal cases in FY 1995. The Oranized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program, cut by over
12 million, will investigate, indict, and convict fewer criminals. Indeed, former Clinton Administration Deputy Attorney General
Philip Heymann recently wrote, "With fewer federal investigators
and fewer federal prosecutors in the years ahead there will not be
more federal law enforcement but less." [Washington Post, February 27, 1994].
At a recent hearing on the balanced budget, Attorney General
Reno stated that preserving adequate funding for the FBI, DEA,
and U.S. Attorneys' office are what "our nation so desperately
needs to fight crime aggressively." The Attorney General also spoke
extensively on the importance of adequate staffing for the Justice
Department, saying:
I try, when I travel to different districts, to visit with the
United States Attorneys' offices. I ask one question when
I go to these offices to begin a discussion. If you were Attorney General of the United States, what would you do to
improve the operation of this office? And consistently they
said we need more staff in the civil and criminal division.
LAW ENFORCEMENT GRANTS

Existing Byrne Memorial State and Local Enforcement block
grants and funding for the Regional Information Sharing System,
which police have been counting on, are also cut in the proposed
1995 budget in order to fund the crime bill's proposed community
policing program. The crime bill funding is expected to come from
savings earned through personnel reductions, not from existing law
enforcement grants. These programs have proven to be both effective and extremely popular. They should be retained..
CONCLUSION

There is clearly a need for fiscal restraint and budget cuts. Recognizing the need to address the budget deficit, Attorney Genral
Reno has expressed a willingness on behalf of federal law enforcement agencies and prosecutors to do their part to regain control
over our nation's financial well-being. But in a budget of $1.5 trillion, priorities can and must be met. We must ensure that the sacrifices we ask law enforcement to make do not impair the government's ability to meet its obligations to our nation's law abiding
citizens. Cutting federal criminal law enforcement positions, prison
construction, and existing law enforcement grant programs is an
unwise choice, especially in light of our nation's crime problem.
Sincerely,
STROM THURMOND.

ALAN

K. SIMPSON.

HANK BROWN.

ARLEN SPECTER.

ORRIN G. HATCH.
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY.
WILLIAM S. COHEN.
LARRY PRESSLER.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,

Washington, DC, March 11, 1994.
Hon. JAMES SASSER,
Chairman,Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN SASSER: We are pleased to endorse the additional investments proposed by President Clinton in programs that
fall within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources. These high priority investments include funding increases for education programs, particularly GOALS 2000 activities, elementary and secondary education, education technology,
Pell Grants and early childhood development initiatives such as
Head Start and the Child Care and Development Block Grant; for
health programs, including women's health, health research, drug
treatment, family planning, and Ryan White AIDS; for job training,
including the new school-to-work and re-employment initiatives;
and for national service.
We recognize that last year's budget agreement tightly constrains growth in discretionary programs and that new investments
in some programs mean cutbacks in other programs. However, we
oppose the President's recommendation to cut the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program by 50%. We believe it is too
harsh for low income citizens to bear. In addition, we take issue
with the proposal in the President's budget to raise $228 million
in additional user fees in order to fund existing activities of the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA). User fees which supplement
existing general revenue funding for the FDA, such as those authorized in the last Congress under the Prescription Drug User Fee
Act, can have a beneficial impact, but fees which supplant existing
funding do not provide additional benefit to consumers of industry.
We request that you include reserve funds in the Budget Resolution for a number of initiatives that the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources expects to approve this year. The first of these
is the Health Security Act proposed by President Clinton. Reserve
funds are also needed to provide flexibility in designing initiatives
such as job training, child care, and welfare reform.
We look forward to working with the Budget Committee to develop the Budget Resolution for FY 1995. We hope that the Resolution will be an effective step toward achieving health reform and
other important investments in human resources.
Sincerely,
EDWARD M. KENNEDY,
Chairman.
JEFF BINGAMAN.
CHRISTOPHER J. DODD.

BARBARA A. MIKULSKI.

PAUL SIMON.
HARRIS WOFFORD.
PAUL WELLSTONE.

TOM HARKIN.
CLAIBORNE PELL.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS,

Washington, DC, March 10, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Hon. PETE DOMENICI, Ranking Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR JIM AND PETE: This letter constitutes the "views and estimates" for the programs under the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Small Business in compliance with the Budget Act of 1974.
There are many aspects of the Administration's budget request
that can be supported and a few about which we have doubts or
concerns. We will address the areas which the Budget Committee
should consider very carefully before accepting any assumptions.
Small business demand for credit has skyrocketed in the last several years and we are pleased that the President's Fiscal Year 1995
Budget recognizes this fact and proposes significant funding increases for SBA's three largest financing programs: the 7(a) guaranteed business loan program, the 504 Development Company loan
program and the Small Business Investment Company (SBIC) program.
7(A) LOAN GUARANTEES

Last year, as a result of a supplemental appropriation of $175
million and legislated cost-cutting changes contained in a Small
Business Committee bill (P.L. 103-81), SBA was able to guarantee
a record amount ($6.4 billion) of small business loans under the
7(a) program. Since the legislation was enacted in August 1993, the
subsidy rate reductions were in effect for the month of September,
generating a carryover program level of $1.8 billion.
We support the President's FY 95 Budget proposal which contains a program level of about $9 billion for the 7(a) program. The
$9 billion includes requests of $7.275 billion for the regular program, plus $268 million for 7(a) loans to be made in Empowerment
Zones, plus a 1994-95 carryover of $1.45 billion.
504 DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LOAN GUARANTEES

Similarly, the small business demand for Development Company
loan guarantees has increased dramatically in the last few years.
This Committee increased the Development Company loan program's authorization levels twice in two years to accommodate the
rapid growth the program has experienced. This year's authorization for $1.2 billion and $1 billion in loan guaranty authority has
been appropriated. However, based on demand thus far this year,
SBA officials estimate that $1.4 billion will be needed. Therefore,
we are pleased to see the Administration's request for an FY 95

program level of $2 billion for the regular program and $72 million
for 504 guarantees made in Empowerment Zones.
Significantly, this program level will require budget authority of
only $4.640 million and outlays of $6.119 million because of the 504
program's extraordinarily low subsidy rate of 0.59%.
SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPANIES

The Small Business Investment Company (SBIC) program was
revamped legislatively in 1992 to enable it to better provide equity
capital to small businesses (P.L. 102-366). SBA is about to issue
final regulations implementing a new participating security created
by this legislation. In a hearing before this Committee last month,
SBA projected that the program would use all of its FY 94 appropriation for the regular debentures and approximately three-quarters of its FY 94 appropriation for the new participating security
by the end of the fiscal year. (The remaining appropriation for the
participating security was subsequently rescinded as part of the
1994 Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act.) The Administrator also projected marked increases in demand next year
for the new participating security. These increases are reflected in
the President's budget request, and we believe they are fully warranted.
DIRECT LOANS

The large increases in guaranteed loan programs are paid for, in
part, by the elimination of SBA direct loan programs, specifically,
Handicapped Assistance Loans, Veterans Loans, Economic Opportunity and Section 8(a) Loans and Minority Enterprise Small Business Investment Company (MESBIC) preferred stock. With all of
these programs, as well as Microloans, the Administration proposes
to convert them from direct to guaranteed loans. We have several
reservations about the cost effectiveness and overall benefit of the
Microloan proposal. However, we do not object to the remainder of
this proposal.
Under Credit Reform, direct loans are generally more expensive
than guaranteed loans. As projected for FY 95, the subsidy cost of
SBA's direct loans varied from 14.5% for Section 8(a) Loans to
34.5% for Handicapped Assistance Loans, as compared to a 2.73%
cost of 7(a) guaranteed loans. Because of their relatively high costs,
the programs proposed to be eliminated provide a combined total
of $50 million in direct small business loans. The same appropriation would provide a program level of $620.7 million of 7(a) guaranteed business loans, which would be available to the same categories of borrowers that would have been served by direct loans.
DISASTER LOANS

The Administration originally proposed to increase the interest
rate on home and business disaster loans to the Treasury's cost of
money plus one percent. This idea has not been favorably received
by Congress. Moreover, in the same budget hearing mentioned
above, SBA Administrator Bowles testified that he would not pursue the increase. We support this revised position. Apparently, the
1994 California Earthquake Supplemental Appropriation is cur-

rently estimated to be adequate to cover all of the FY 94 demand
and some of the FY 95 demand for disaster loans.
GRANT PROGRAM REDUCTIONS

As was the case in the FY 94 Budget, the FY 95 Budget calls for
the elimination of $13.1 million in SBA grants which have been
earmarked by the Appropriations Committee in recent years. Most
of these have gone to colleges and universities ostensibly for economic development purposes. None of the grants is specifically authorized, so there is little our Committee could do to eliminate
them.
Additionally, the Administration proposes to eliminate the SBA
Natural Resources Development Program (known as the Tree
Planting Program), whereby SBA gives $18 million in grants to
state and local governments to hire small businesses to plant trees
in public areas. To our knowledge, there is no objection to the Administration's proposal in the Senate, but we caution the Budget
Committee about the likelihood of its success. The program is authorized and has been advocated strongly by the chairman of our
House Appropriations subcommittee.
SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS

In contrast to budgets of recent years which sought the elimination of the Small Business Development Center (SBDC) program, the FY 95 Budget proposes only a slight reduction in the
program's funding. This program is a popular state-federal matching program through which small businesses receive management
assistance, counseling and training on many business problems. It
operates in almost every state, mainly through colleges and universities and is, we believe, both successful and cost effective.
One aspect of the President's SBDC budget proposal which troubles us is the proposal that SBDCs would begin to charge fees of
$15 per hour for counseling services. These fees are estimated to
generate $17 million for the Treasury. While it may be a truism
that businesses will value these services more if they are required
to pay, it is not clear that this fee proposal could be implemented
in a cost-effective way and in a manner that would not undercut
the basic relationship between the SBDC counselors and the small
businesses. Our Committee will be examining the proposal and alternatives to it in hearings this spring, but the Budget Committee
should not assume that $17 million will be generated by new fees.
SMALL BUSINESS INSTITUTES

The Administration's FY 95 budget proposes to eliminate the
Small Business Institute (SBI) program, which is a small business
management counseling program operated through business
schools at colleges and universities nationwide. We believe the program is cost effective and provides management assistance in areas
not otherwise served by SBA or the SBDC program. Traditionally,
this program has had a very small budget, in the range of $3 million. For that amount, Small Business Institutes, in their 500 sites
nationwide, have provided 6000 small businesses one-on-one coun-

seling. We believe the program should continue to receive federal
support.
NEW INITIATIVES: ONE STOP CAPITAL SHOPS

The President's Budget proposes to establish One Stop Capital
Shops in each of ten soon-to-be-created Empowerment Zones which
are intended to facilitate job creation in economically distressed
areas. The proposal would also establish Capital Shops in the 77
Enterprise Communities at a later date.
These Capital Shops will offer, under one roof, SBA's key lending
and management assistance programs: 7(a) guaranteed loans, SBIC
loans, Specialized SBIC loans (for businesses owned by socially or
economically disadvantaged individuals), 504 Development Company loans, Microloans and technical assistance, and Business Information Centers. The Budget anticipates $375 million as the combined total program levels that would be encompassed by this proposal. We applaud the Administration's efforts to provide economic
stimulus to depressed rural and urban areas, and we intend to
monitor this new program closely.
503 DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LOAN PREPAYMENT

The Administration has included in its budget $30 million to enable borrowers of 503 Development Company loans to refinance
their debts without paying a prepayment penalty. This program,
established in the early 1980's, contained an onerous and unreasonable prepayment penalty which has left many borrowers saddled with loans made at interest rates of 12 to 15 percent. By 1988,
Congress sought to remedy this problem and passed legislation introduced by Senator Metzenbaum to correct the burdensome prepayment penalty. That legislation was pocket-vetoed by President
Reagan.
These businesses have been unfairly stifled in their day-to-day
operations and often precluded from expansion and the hiring of
new employees. Senator Hatfield has now sponsored a bill to correct the situation, but this is the first time that any Administration
has proposed funding a solution to the problem. We applaud this
first step, but caution that $30 million is unlikely to be enough to
resolve the issue. Senator Hatfield's bill, S. 737, contains several
options which have been scored by the Congressional Budget Office
as costing as much as $160 million. We will examine the options
proposed in S. 737 as well as those introduced by House Small
Business Committee Chairman John LaFalce in an effort to fashion
a solution to this inequity which can be implemented for $75 million or less. We strongly urge the Budget Committee to set aside
at least this amount in order to allow us to fashion an equitable
and much-needed solution for Sec. 503 borrowers.
The President and the Congress are committed to strengthening
the nation's small businesses, which have been the source of most
new jobs over the past decade. Although the demand for SBA's programs has grown dramatically due to the recession and credit
crunch, these programs have proven to be among the most cost-effective that the Federal government offers. The President's 1995
budget request reflects his support of SBA's assistance to small

business and we believe the Congressional Budget Resolution
should also. We look forward to working with you to that end.
Sincerely,
DALE BUMPERS, Chairman.
LARRY PRESSLER,

Ranking

Republican.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, March 14, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR JIM AND PETE, Pursuant to section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and the approval of a majority of the
members of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, our Committee
hereby reports to the Committee on the Budget our views and estimates with respect to the FY 1995 budget for veterans programs
within the jurisdiction of our Committee. This report is submitted
in fulfillment of this Committee's obligation to provide our recommendations for programs in Function 700 (Veterans' Benefits
and Services) and for certain veterans' programs included in Function 500 (Education, Training, Employment, and Social Services).
INTRODUCTION

We have reviewed carefully the Administration's FY 1995 budget
for veterans programs and the testimony of witnesses at the Committee's March 10, 1994, hearing on the budget, including representatives of the Departments of Veterans Affairs and Labor and
veterans service organizations. The Committee also received additional written testimony from other organizations that did not testify at the hearing. We also gave careful consideration to the February 1994 "Independent Budget for Department of Veterans Affairs Fiscal year 1995" prepared by four veterans organizationsAMVETS, the Disabled American Veterans, the Paralyzed Veterans of America, and the Veterans of Foreign Wars-and endorsed
by 56 other organizations.
In preparing our recommendations, we have kept in mind the fiscal limitations within which we must live in order to keep federal
spending under control and reduce the enormous federal deficit.
Congress took necessary and important deficit-reduction measures
in the last session that constrain us this year and make FY 1995
a particularly difficult budget year for everyone.
Despite our recognition of the harsh fiscal reality and its consequences for VA, aspects of VA's budget concern the Committee
tremendously. These concerns are reflected in our recommendations, provided below.
In addition to our recommendations, the Committee would like
to note with disapproval the Administration's proposal to cut a
large portion of the major construction program from the budget.
This is accomplished by placing eight critical new ambulatory care
facilities, at a cost of $225 million, into a new health care invest-

ment fund to be created under the Health Security Act. The purpose of the $1 billion fund was to prepare VA to be competitive in
anticipation of national health care reform. The Committee is resolved to restoring the investment fund to its negotiated level, in
order that the full $1 billion will be available in the first year for
the intended purpose of the fund.
With respect to the construction budget, the Committee also
notes that outyear assumptions do not reflect for projects previously approved by VA and the Committee, such as the Spark
Matsunaga VA Medical Center in Hawaii.
Further, we would like to strongly express our concern about the
level of funding and the cuts in personnel in medical care programs. Congress inevitably will need to address these issues if we
are to assure the viability of VA medical care as we move forward
with health care reform. If VA is to be competitive, it cannot be
forced to endure such severe reductions.
We offer our recommendations to assist you and your Committee
in developing a budget that meets our nation's obligations to veterans and their families and we hope that you will consider our views
carefully in formulating the budget resolution.
The Committee makes the following recommendations.
MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

VA's research program improves direct patient care in the short
run, is integral to the recruitment and retention of high-quality
physicians and other health professionals, and has made great contributions to medical care advances now available to veterans and
the general population alike.
VA also has unique research responsibilities with respect to the
physical and psychological traumas of combat and the many other
health risks of military service. As a large, centrally managed,
health care provider, VA also is in a unique position to research
and evaluate various methods of delivering health care and organizing and managing health care services.
The President's budget proposes a cut of $41 million in medical
and prosthetics research, from the FY 1994 level of $252 million to
$211 million. The budget would also cut 830 full-time equivalents
(FTE) from medical research.
These cuts seriously undermine VA's ability to carry out its mission. According to VA, this proposed funding level would mean VA
would have to eliminate 500 to 550 research projects and would be
unable to fund any new projects. VA would also be severely undermined in its ability to attract high-quality young physicians. We
believe this would be detrimental to VA and to the entire nation.
Recommendation: The Committee recommends that the $41 million be added to the medical research account, to restore that account to the funding level for FY 1994.
BENEFITS--GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

Currently, the total number of claims pending at VA regional offices is nearly 600,000 and the number of pending appeals at the
Board of Veterans' Appeals (BVA) is approximately 40,000. The
backlog of cases is continually growing. The creation of the United
States Court of Veterans Appeals in 1988, by the enactment of the

Veterans' Judicial Review Act, has played a role in this increasing
backlog. The decisions of the Court have brought about extremely
positive changes in VA claims adjudication, but at the same time
have required VA to change the manner in which it operates, providing better claims development and decisionmaking. Therefore,
the timeliness of the claims process has suffered.
VA's budget submission indicates that the time it currently takes
to process an original compensation claim at a VA regional office
and render a decision is 226 days. This time has increased from
189 days in FY 1993 and 164 days in FY 1992.
Simily stated, justice delayed is justice denied. It is grossly unfair and unjust that our nation's veterans are forced to endure
these obscene delays in receiving their fair benefits owed by the
government they have served.
VA has undertaken a number of administrative initiatives in an
effort to decrease this huge backlog.
However, the VA budget proposes to cut a total of 622 FTE from
the Veterans Benefits Administration, most of which can be attributed to benefits administration. Although VA maintains that this
cut is the result of a reduction in workload under the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, the Committee believes that it
is highly unlikely any improvement in the claims process will take
place with a reduction in staffing.
Recommendation: The Committee recommends that sufficient
funds be added to this account to increase the staffing level for the
Veterans Benefits Administration by 622 FTE (an amount of approximately $30 million), specifically for veterans services and
claims processing, in an effort to ensure that the current situation
facing the VA adjudication system does not further deteriorate due
to severe understaffing. This increase is necessary if there is any
hope of providing veterans with the timely, accurate service they
deserve.
CONCLUSION

The Committee is very concerned about the level of funding in
function 700 generally. We fully acknowledge that we must face the
reality of these fiscally difficult times. However, we also need to ensure that veterans and their families are not required to bear more
than their share of the fiscal responsibility, as the result of the government being ill-equipped to meet its obligations to them.
These views reflect the best judgment of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs as of this date. If we or the Committee staff can provide further assistance in your consideration of this report, please
feel free to call upon us.
Sincerely,
JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV,
Chairman.
DENNIS DECONCINI.
GEORGE J. MITCHELL.

DANIEL K. AKAKA.
BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL.
BOB GRAHAM.
THOMAS A. DASCHLE.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, March 15, 1994.
Hon. JIM SASSER,
Hon. PETE DOMENICI,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR JIM AND PETE: Pursuant to section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, we are providing our views and estimates with respect to the FY 1995 budget for veterans programs
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. That
is, for function 700 (veterans' benefits and services) and for veterans' programs included in function 500 (education, training, employment, and social services).
The proposed budget for VA's general operating expenses (GOE)
funds the VA staff who process benefit claims filed by veterans and
their survivors. In the face of a claims backlog projected to soon exceed 900,000 cases, and delays measured in years before a final decision is reached if a veteran appeals the initial determination, the
Administration has proposed a GOE budget which will require a
reduction of 622 staff. This staff cut is not responsive to VA's current inability to handle its benefits cases.
We are particularly concerned by the $41 million reduction in VA
medical research funding proposed by the Administration and urge
the Budget Committee to find a way, as did your counterparts in
the House, to restore necessary funding for this vitalfunction.
We continue to be disturbed by the gap separating VA's stated
goals and the reality of VA's proposed construction budget. VA's
statements recognize the importance of ambulatory care and the
necessity to improve VA's ability to provide care on an outpatient
basis. At the same time, however, the Administration's proposed
construction budget provides no funding for outpatient clinics
while, at the same time requesting over $86 million for inpatient
projects which will ultimately cost $429 million to complete. We intend to address this issue when our committee considers a construction authorization bill.
Veterans' benefits are a critical Federal responsibility and we
urge the Committee on the Budget to make every effort, consistent
with the constraints of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 and
last year's budget agreement, to adequately fund function 700 and
500 programs for veterans.
If we, or the committee's minority staff, can provide further assistance in your construction of our views, please feel free to call
upon us.
Cordially,
FRANK H. MURKOWSKI,
Ranking Minority Member.
STROM THURMOND.

ALAN K. SIMPSON.
JAMES M. JEFFORDS.
ARLEN SPECTER.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, March 8, 1994.

Hon. JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN AND SENATOR DOMENICI: In years past the
Senate Committee on Indian Affairs has submitted an extensive
and comprehensive report on the President's Budget Request for
Indian programs under the jurisdiction of the Committee. This
year, the Committee on Indian Affairs will focus directly on those
programs which are subject to major reductions or elimination
within the Department of Health and Human Service's Indian
Health Service and within the Department of Interior's Bureau of
Indian Affairs programs.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The overriding concern of the Committee on Indian Affairs regarding the Administration's proposed budget for Fiscal Year 1995
for Indian programs is the severe reduction in funding and staffing
in the Indian Health Service (IHS). The Committee recommends a
total appropriation of $2,093,534,000 in fiscal year 1995,-this includes $1,751,725,000 for Indian Health Services and $341,809,000
for Indian Health Facilities. The total reflects a 7.2 percent increase in the provision of health services over the fiscal year 1994
appropriation. The increases recommended by the Committee are
authorized under recent enactment of two major Acts: (1) the Indian Health Care Improvement Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-437) and subsequent amendments to that Act (P.L. 100-713, P.L. 101-630 and
P.L. 102-573); and (2) the Indian Self-Determination Act (P.L. 93638) and its amendments (P.L. 100-472).
In addition to the inclusion of funds authorized under these Acts,
the Committee's recommended increases to the base IHS budget include: (1) restoration of amounts necessary to address the
annualized staffing needs for new facilities which opened in fiscal
year 1994; (2) the provision of sufficient funding to assure full staffing in two new facilities due to open in fiscal year 1995; (3)
amounts to fully and directly fund built-in increases given the fact
that the president's budget proposes to fund these increases in a
manner that is prohibited by law; (4) the recapture of funding decreases for all programs resulting from inflation (5.2 percent for
medical costs and 4.2 percent for non-medical costs) to maintain
the same level of care provided in fiscal year 1994 in the upcoming
fiscal year; and (5) funding to address a 2.35 percent growth in the
IHS patient population.
Although of lesser consequence and scope than the severe reductions in the Indian Health Service budget, the Committee is concerned that the Fiscal Year 1995 budget of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs seriously neglects the urgent construction and repair needs
of school facilities operated or funded by the Bureau of Indian Affairs; virtually overlooks the alarming growth in law enforcement
problems and related needs for additional emergency shelter and

detention facilities for Indian youth and adults; and disregards the
well documented need for the extension and rehabilitation of irrigation projects, and for the repair of unsafe dams on Indian reservations. Despite a backlog of construction needs in the areas of education, public safety and justice, and resources management construction totalling in excess of $1 billion, the Bureau of Indian Affairs has proposed no funding for new construction and advance
planning and design for education and resources management facilities and has proposed a sharp reduction in funding for public
safety and justice facilities. Accordingly, the Committee recommends a total appropriation of $2,344,372,000 in fiscal year
1995 for the Bureau of Indian Affairs, including an addition of
$100,000,000 for new construction, advanced planning and design
and facility improvement and repair for education, resources management and public safety and justice subactivities within the construction activity.
JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RECOMMENDATION

In FY 1994, the Congress appropriated $1,943,070,000 for the
IHS. This included $1,646,088,000 for Indian Health Services and
$296,982,000 for Indian Health Facilities. The President's budget
for fiscal year 1995 proposes a total of $1,695,994,000 for the IHS.
This represents a decrease of $247,076,000 or 12.7 percent below
the level of funding provided in FY 1994 for both health care services and facilities construction. The $74,783,000 reduction for
health care services provided by the Indian Health Service
amounts to a decrease of 4.5 percent. The $172,293,000 reduction
in health facilities amounts to 58 percent decrease from the level
of construction provided in FY 1994. The proposed fiscal year 1995
budget also proposes to fund programs with projected private insurance and Medicare/Medicaid collections, a proposal with Congress has consistently rejected.
The Administration projects that it will collect over $106.8 million from private insurance collections. It has taken the IHS nearly
three years to increase its collections from $6 million in FY 1989
up to $18 million in FY 1993. The rationale for a 463 percent increase in the collection of third party reimbursements is based on
a 1988 survey which found at least 28 percent of the IHS patient
population had private insurance coverage for some period during
the year. However, section 207 of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act provided that these collections are to be used to address
large backlogs in unmet needs and are not to be used to offset or
limit any appropriations made to the Indian Health Service under
the authority of the Snyder Act of 1921 or any other provision of
law. Thus these funds cannot be used to offset appropriations as
the President's Fiscal Year Budget proposes.
Only one program, the Alcohol and Substance Abuse program is
being recommended for an increase of $14.4 million above the FY
1994 appropriation. $10.4 million of this increase represents the
IHS portion of the President's proposed "Investments" initiative for
the Public Health Service. The IHS investment of $10.4 million is
targeted toward treatment services and the provision of better access to health care services for alcoholism and substance abuse patients. The $10.4 million provided to the Indian Health Service

amounts to less than 1 percent of the funding ($26.1 billion) being
made available to all Department of Health and Human Services
programs to carry out the President's Investment Initatives". Since
the IHS Budget represents approximately 2 percent of the DHHS
budget, an inequity in investment spending seems apparent.
Probably the most severe impact on the Indian Health Service
budget is the proposed reduction in full-time equivalent (FTE) positions that is being proposed under the auspices of the "Reinventing
Government Initiative." In prior years, the Administration had proposed the imposition of an FTE ceiling for the Indian Health Service, but each time, the Congress acted to reject any FTE ceiling in
recognition of the serious shortage of health care professionals in
the IHS system. This fact is important to an understanding of the
disparity between the Department's projections of the impact of the
proposed FTE reductions as compared to the more likely impact
given the Congress' previous actions.
In fiscal year 1993, the level of IHS staffing was 15,441, and because of the Congressional rejection of any FTE ceiling, the staffing
level should have increased to 16,156 in fiscal year 1994. However,
the President's budget submission assumes the 1993 staffing level
of 15,441 FTE's for fiscal year 1994, and employing that hypothetical staffing level, asserts that its proposed FTE reduction to
14,787 for fiscal year 1995 is a reduction of only 654 FTE's. In contrast, the proposed target of 14,787 FTE's is actually a reduction
of 1,369 FTE's from the enacted FY 94 appropriation level. The
President's Budget Request for fiscal year 1995 targets an additional reduction of 460 FTE's, for an overall actual reduction of
1,829 FTE's.
In addition, the proposed FTE target does not take into account
the annualized projection of staffing needs for existing new facilities or for any facilities that are scheduled to open in fiscal year
1995. While it is proposed that contracting will be used to overcome
these reductions in staffing, there are no increases proposed in the
contract health services or contract supports costs categories that
would enable these staffing requirements to be addressed through
contracting.
Department-wide, the fiscal year 1994 FTE target proposes a reduction of 1,329 FTE's, and a reduction of 549 in fiscal year 1994.
Comparing the proposed FTE reductions for the Indian Health
Service, it becomes clear that the IHS is assuming 49 percent of
the Department's FTE reductions in fiscal year 1994 and 83 percent of the Department's FTE reductions in fiscal year 1995. Yet
the Indian Health Service budget represents less than 2 percent of
the overall Department of Health and Human Services Budget as
noted earlier. It is thus clear that an inequitable reduction is being
imposed upon the Indian Health Service to increase the budget authority for other programs within the Department of Health and
Human Services.
It is understood that this inequitable reduction is based in large
part on departmental policy to premise reductions on attrition and
vacancies. Because the Indian Health Service and tribal health programs are located in areas that are not attractive locations for
health care professionals, the proposed reductions will only
compound the very serious recruitment and retention problems the

Indian Health Service currently faces. The Committee has been advised that Assistant Secretary Phil Lee, M.D., has directed that
these reductions not affect the provision of direct health care services, however, the Committee continues to receive reports that direct care positions are not being filled. (A Congressional Research
Service analysis of the inequitable reductions proposed by the Department of Health and Human Services is attached for your review.)
Finally, the Budget Request does not address the financial implications of these staffing reductions in Fiscal year 1994, nor is the
full effect of medical inflationary increases reflected in the budget.
Funding for various elements of the IHS budget is premised upon
rates of 5.2 percent for medical inflation and 2.8 percent for nonmedical inflation. This rate of inflation falls below the Consumer
Price Index projection of a 5.9 percent rate of medical inflationary
increases.
Moreover, in fiscal year 1995, the IHS has estimated that approximately $23.8 million would be needed to prevent the erosion
of services due to an increase of 2.35 percent in the IHS patient
population. To accommodate this increased need, the local service
units will be forced to absorb this growth and attempt to provide
care within the existing funding levels.
HEALTH SERVICE BUDGET

A copy of the IHS budget is attached which identifies the Committee recommendations of each of the IHS accounts. This table
outlines the variety of program increases or decreases based on the
fiscal year 1994 budget as compared to the fiscal year 1995 budget
request. A percentage difference is included to demonstrate program increases and decreases. In addition, as in past years the
Committee has included for your reference a copy of an updated report prepared by the Congressional Research Service on Indian-related Federal spending trends.
Toward the end of the 102nd Congress, the President signed the
Indian Health Care Improvement Act Amendments of 1992 (P.L.
102-573) into law. These amendments represented major improvements in the delivery of health care for American Indians and
Alaska Natives. However, the President's Budget for Fiscal Year
1995 proposes no funding for new authorizations to implement
youth programs, school-based health programs, fetal alcohol syndrome prevention/treatment programs, ambulatory grant programs,
epidemiology programs and long-term care demonstration projects.
Further, the 1990 amendments to the Indian Health Care Improvement Act authorized funding for badly needed mental health programs and child abuse and neglect programs which have yet to be
funded. Without the funding for these programs it is doubtful that
chronic degenerative diseases which are the principal causes of the
highest rates of morbidity and mortality will be adequately addressed.
Hospitals and Health Clinics. It is recommended that Hospitals
and Clinics be funded at a level of $793,315,000 in FY 1995 which
includes increased funding for built-in increases, staffing of new facilities and population growth amounting to $68,299,000. This increase will provide for the annualization of staffing needs at the

following locations: Belcourt, ND (Hospital); Crow, MT (Hospital);
Tohatchi, NM (Health Center) and the Stillwell, OK (Health Center). The increase will also provide for the staffing needed in FY
1995 at the Shiprock, NM, and Kotzebue, AK, hospitals. The Committee also recommends funding half of the authorized levels needed to implement (1) the Epidemiology Grants Program which is
$6,000,000 and, (2) the School-based Health Program which is
$7,500,000 in fiscal year 1995.
Dental Health. An increase of $6,068,000 has been proposed by
the IHS for dental care, for a total request of $59,219,000 in FY
1995. The increase is based on population growth and staffing of
new facilities. The Indian Health Service acknowledges that Indians are only half as likely to receive dental care as the rest of the
U.S. population. The incidence of dental decay among Indian people
is twice the national average.
Mental Health. In 1990, the Office of Technology Assessment conducted a study on the mental health needs of Indian children and
adolescents. The study found that Indian adolescents have more serious mental health problems, in a number of categories, than any
other group in the U.S. population. Despite the severity of mental
health problems, only 17 mental health workers trained to work
with children or adolescents are available to address the needs of
more than 400,000 Indian youth. The Committee is advised that if
this situation is to be corrected, at least 200 more mental health
workers are needed to achieve parity with the Non-Indian population.
In response to this study, the Congress sought passage of P.L.
101-630, the Indian Health Care Amendments of 1990, which created a statutory basis for the IHS Mental Health Program and authorized appropriations for Community Planning, Technical Assistance, Community Education, Staff Recruitment and Retention,
Mental Health Technician training Program, Research, Facilities
Assessment and for Demonstration Grants. The Committee recommends that these programs be funded at less than half of their
authorized level in the amount of $5,000,000 in fiscal year 1995.
In addition, the Committee recommends an additional $5,000,000
to establish an Indian Child Abuse Treatment Grant Program as
authorized under the Child Protection and Family Violence Prevention Act. None of these programs have been recommended for funding in Fiscal Year 1995. An additional increase of $2,323,000 is recommended to address annualized staffing, built-in increases associated with the costs of inflation, and population growth. As with
other programs, the Committee opposes the pursuit of private insurance collection by the IHS to cover the built-in increases proposed for Mental Health programs.
Alcohol and Substance Abuse. The Committee recommends an
appropriation of $118,078,000 for the Alcohol and Substance Abuse
Program in FY 1995 which represents an increase of $16,004,000
over the funding recommended in the President's Budget Request
for FY 1995. This increase includes $5,504,000 to cover built-increases associated with inflation and for population growth.
An appropriation of $5,000,000 is recommended to implement
Section 703 of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act which provides for the establishment of a Women's Treatment Program for

mothers of Fetal Alcohol Syndrome (FAS) and Fetal Alcohol Effect
(FAE) children. The authorized level of funding for Section 703 is
$10,000,000 in FY 1995, however the Administration has failed to
request funding to carry out this program. An appropriation of
$5,500,000 is recommended by the Committee as well to implement
a FAS and FAE Prevention and Treatment Tribal Grants program
in Fiscal Year 1995. The Committee is recommending that onefourth of the authorized level of funding ($22 million) be appropriated to initiate this community-based program.
Contract Health Services. In FY 1995, the Indian Health Service
did not request any increased funding above fiscal year 1994 for
Contract Health Services. The Committee is deeply concerned that
the lack of funding will limit access to needed services and will undermine the ability of the IHS to keep pace with health care inflation. The Committee recommends an increase of $23,265,000 to enable the program to maintain the current level of services in fiscal
year 1995.
An additional $5,000,000 is recommended to fully implement Section 211 of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act in FY 1995.
Section 211 provides for the establishment of a demonstration program to evaluate the use of a contract care intermediary to improve the accessibility of health services to California Indians. The
entire amount of CHS funding available to the California amounts
to less than $5.5 million in FY 1994 as compared to the Bemidji
Area and Billings Area, which have similar user populations to
California, and respectively receive $17 million and $29 million for
contract care.
Preventive Health. The Committee recommends the following increases for Preventive Health programs in FY 1995 over the President's Request: $2,120,000 for Public Health Nursing; $684,000 for
Health Education; $2,901,000 for Community Health Representatives; and $17,000 for Hepatitis B Immunization Programs. These
recommended funding levels are not to be contingent upon private
insurance collections but comprised of direct funding by the Indian
Health Service to cover built-in inflationary increases, Pay Act increases and population growth.
Urban Health. The Committee recommends an appropriation of
$24,318,000 in FY 1995 for Urban Indian Health programs. This
funding level will allow for the Urban Health Program to provide
services over and above the level provided in FY 1994 taking into
account inflationary cost increases and population growth considerations.
Indian Health Professions. To address severe manpower shortages within the Indian Health Service, amendments to the Indian
Health Care Improvement authorized a variety of new programs to
retain and recruit clinical providers into the Service. Although
these programs were authorized, the Administration's FY 1995 request does not include funding for the majority of these recruitment and retention programs. The Committee recommends an increase of $3,877,000 for Nurse recruitment programs and
$1,500,000 for tribally-controlled community college Health Training Programs in FY 1995. Each of these programs is recommended
for funding by the Committee under the Indian Health Manpower
account and is not to be predicated on the assumption that reim-

bursements will offset these costs. An additional $1,407,000 is recommended to provide for built-in cost increases.
Tribal Management. The fiscal year 1995 Tribal Management
rogram is proposed to be funded at $5,431,000, an increase of
146,000 over the previous year needed to cover build-in cost increases.
Direct Operations. The Committee recommends an increase of
$1,686,000 for Direct Operations to cover build-in increases in fiscal year 1995.
Self-Governance. The Committee recommends an increase of
$259,000 within the Self-Governance Program to cover inflationary
cost increases in FY 1995, for a total appropriation of $5,239,000.
Contract Support Costs. The Committee recommends an increase
of $7,500,000 to address the FY 1994 shortfall of Contract Support
costs which are likely to be carried over into FY 1995. The Committee has received information not presented in the Administration
request indicating that for each year since 1988, the requirements
of new or expanded tribal Indian Self-Determination contracts have
exceeded available funding in this program and have had the effect
of causing tribal governments to delay the assumption of the responsibility for administering IHS programs. An additional increase of $11,718,000 is recommended in FY 1995 to provide for
build-in increases needed to cover inflation and population groth.
HEALTH FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION BUDGET

The Administration's FY 1995 budget request for Health Facilities Construction only includes funding for two of its accounts,
Maintenance/Improvement Activities, and Facilities and Environmental Health Support. The total construction account request is
$124,689,000 which represents a decrease of $172,293,000 when
compared to FY 1994. It is understood that the existing priority list
and five year plan indicates that an additional $126,552,000 can be
obligated in fiscal year 1995 for facilities construction of 13 various
projects and special authorizations. These projects are far enough
along that construction funds could realistically be obligated or
allow for planning and design activities. No funding for new categories established in the Indian Health Care Amendments of 1992
was requested by the Administration.
The Committee recommends an appropriation of $126,552,000 in
the Facilities Construction program in FY 1995 to carry out the
construction activities which have already completed planning and
design work as specified in the Indian Health Service's plan for facilities construction.
The FY 1995 IHS Facilities budget zeros out the funding for Federal and tribal construction of sanitation facilities (wells, septic
tanks, water purification, etc.) for Indian homes. While the entire
backlog of unmet need, which is estimated at $1.7 billion, can be
documented by the IHS, the Administration did not request funding for this program. It is anticipated that over 5,100 families will
go without water or sanitation facilities and nearly 3,800 families
will fail to realize needed improvements to their existing yet inadequate water systems. Many of these homes are in communities
which lack a safe water supply system and sewage disposal facili-

ties, falling far short of the compliance standards dictated by the
Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act.
To maintain the existing level of Sanitation Facilities Construction as was provided in FY 1994, the Committee recommends the
same level of construction activity in FY 1995. Therefore, the Committee recommends that $40,433,000 be restored for the construction of new and renovated sanitation facilities and $44,618,000 be
restored for existing homes under the Sanitation Facilities program
accounts in FY 1995.
The President's FY 1995 budget does include $37.9 million for
maintenance and improvement projects and $86.2 million for facilities and environmental health support. A small increment of $477
thousand is included for contract support. To ensure that inflationary built-in increases and population growth is addressed the Committee recommends an additional $4,484,000 be added to the Facilities and Environmental Health Support programs in FY 1995.
HEALTH CARE REFORM

The President's plan for health care reform, the American Health
Care Security Act proposes to expand existing services to help raise
the health status of American Indian and Alaska Natives to that
of the rest of the United States population. The Fiscal Year 1994
Budget Request clearly indicated that the IHS was only meeting a
mean average of 49 percent of the level of need of the identified
health care needs in reservations and 22 percent of the need in
urban Indian communities. In addition, the Committee is advised
that only 15 of the 505 Indian Facilities have the potential capacity
to provide a comprehensive package of health care benefits if the
Health Care Security Act were to be signed into law today.
It is the Committee's strongly-held view that the United States'
obligation to address the health care needs of American Indians
and Alaska Natives is a responsibility that was undertaken by the
federal government when it entered into treaties with the Indian
nations, pursuant to which the Indian nations ceded hundreds of
millions of acres to the United States in exchange for the government's commitment to provide health care services. This trust responsibility, as it has come to be recognized by the federal courts
and the Congress, does not depend for its existence on the passage
of the American Health Security Act.
It is well known that the Indian Health Service operates a system of rationed health care. This rationed system of care will be
even further hampered under the President's Budget Request as
revised in Fiscal Year 1994 and as requested in Fiscal Year 1995.
Without some type of improvement in the Fiscal Year 1994 and
Fiscal Year 1995 budget climate, expansion and capacity-building
envisioned in the American Health Care Security Act cannot readily be accomplished.
We very much appreciate the opportunity for the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs to provide its review and recommendations
on the President's Budget for Indian programs for fiscal year 1995
to the Committee on the Budget and look forward to working with
you in the coming year.
Sincerely,
DANIEL

K. INOUYE,

176
Chairman.
JOHN MCCAIN,

Vice Chairman.
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE FISCAL YEARS COMPARISON OF 1994 AND 1995 BUDGET
RECOMMENDATIONS
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal yearrogio accoa octht

Difference
from-

9

1995
Percentage
P 04
A p afo c t Presidentst

SERVICES
Hospitals and Health Clinics ._.
Dental Services
..
.
Mental Health ......................
Alcohol & Substance Abuse .....
Contract Health Services.

$799,574
53,151
35272
87,617
349,848

$711,516
52,815
35,163
102,074
349,848

($88,058)
(336)
(109)
14,457
0

-11.00
-0.60
-0.30
16.50
0.00

Total Clinical Servces ..

1,325,462

1,251,416

(74,046)

- 5.60

Senate

Conittee

Difference
Iron-

o Indian
Afairs rec-

Presidents
re st

$793,315
59,219
47,595
118,078
378,113

$81,799
6,404
12,432
16,004
28,265

($6,259)
6,068
12,323
30,461
28,265

1,396,320

144,904

70,858

Public Health Nursing .............
Health
Education
Community Health Representative
Immunization AK

22,187
7,919

22,097
7,870

(90)
(49)

-0.40
-0.60

24,217
8,554

2,120
684

2,030
635

43,010
1,348

42,990
1.298

(20)
(50)

0.00
-3.70

45,891
1.365

2,901
67

21881
17

Total preventive health
Urban Nealth
Indian Health Professions
Tribal Managemnt
Direct Operation ..
Seff-Gevernance
Contract Suppet Cost
.

74,464
22.834
27.406
5285
4,980
136,16

74,255
22,823
27,399
5,283
48.963
4.980
136,186

(209)
(11)
(7)
(2)
(508)
0
0

-0.30
0.00
.5
too
-1.00
0.00
0.00

80,027
24,318
34,337
5,431
50,649
5.239
155,404

5,772
1,495
6.938
148
1.886
259
19.218

5.563
1,484
6.931
146
1,178
259
19218

1,646,688

1,572,305

(74.783)

-4.50

37,940
40,433

0
(41,433)
(44,618)
(80,184)

0.00
-18.00
-100.00
- 100.00

Total Services

.

49.471

1.751,725

180,420105,637

FACILITIES
Maintenance and Improvement
Sanitation Facilities ........
New/Rennvated ..........
Construction Facilities .....
Facilities Space...............

89,14
5,977

37,940
0
0
0
0

FacH.
& Enir. I. Supp.
Facilities Support .............
Env. Health Support (EN)..
Office of EM&Engineer ...

38,163
39,117
16,073

37,486
38,22
9,964

477

477

(677)
(295)
(109)
0

296,982

124.689

(172,293)

-58.00

341,809

217,120

44,827

1.943,070

1.695.994

(247,076)

-12.70

2,093.534

397,540

15,464

Existing

Contract Suppo

.............

Cost ..........

Total Facilities ..........
Grand Total

.........

44,618

(5,977)

39,003
1,063
48,433
48,433
44,618 44.618
126,522
126,522
-100.00
0
-1.80
-0.0
-1.10
0.00

41,973
38,822
9.964
477

4,484
0
6
0

1,613
0
0
46018
(5,977)
3,807
(295)
(lfl)
0

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,

Washington, DC, March 8, 1994.
To: Senate Indian Affairs Committee, Attention: Yvette Joseph-Fox.
From: Roger Walke, Analyst in American Indian Policy, Civil
Rights Section, Government Division.
Subject: Indian Health Service: Changes in Personnel and Budget,
FY1993-FY1995.
This memorandum responds to your request for information on
the amount of change in Indian Health Service (IHS) funding and
workforce relative to parallel changes in funding and workforce for
the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and for the
Public Health Services (PHS), as we discussed. You requested summary tables and graphs depicting these comparisons.
WORKFORCE REDUCTIONS

Table 1 presents data on estimated reductions in full-time-equivalent workforce (FTE) for the IHS, PHS, and HHS with and without the Social Security Administration, for FY1994-1995. For each
agency, the table shows the FTE workforce for FY 1993-1995, the
amount of the estimate FTE reduction from FY1993 to FY1994 and
of the proposed FTE reduction from FY1994 to FY1995, and the
percentage that the reductions constitute of the previous fiscal
year's FTE workforce. Graph 1 compares these reduction percentages.
TABLE 1. INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, AND HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES DEPARTMENT: ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT WORKFORCE (FTE)
FROM PREVIOUS YEAR, FY1994-1995
FY1993

Indian Health Service workforce (TE) .................... ............................
Reduction from previous year (FTE).............................................
Percent reduction from previous year ........................................
Public Health Service workforce (FTE)................................................
Reduction from previous year (FTE)..............................................
Percent reduction from previous year ........................................
Health & Human Services Dept. (non-Social Security) workforce (FTE)
Reduction from previous year (FTE).
.
.
.
Percent reduction from previous year ........................................
Health & Human Services Dept. workforce (FTE).................................
Reduction from previous year (FIE) .............................................
Percent reduction from previous year ........................................

15,441
.......................
53,459
........................
........................
64,187
..
........................
129,034
........................
. .
....

FY1994E

FY1995P

14,787
654
4.24
52,363
1,096
2.05
62,775
1,412
2.20
127,705
1,329
1.03

14,327
460
3.11
51,568
795
1.52
61.924
851
1.36
127,156
549
0.43

Notes:E=Estimated. P=Proposed
or projected.
Source:U.S.Department
of Healthand HurnanServices.TheFiscal Year 1995BudgetWashington,
1994,p. 11, 15, 23, 57

BUDGET CHANGES

Table 2 presents data on estimated changes in funding for the
IHS, PHS, HHS total with and without the Social Security Administration, HHS discretionary (i.e., non-entitlement) budget (in program level amounts), and HHS "Priority Initiatives," for FY19931995P. For each item, the table shows budget authority for
FY1993-1995P and, for FY1994E-1995P, the percentage change
from the previous fiscal year's budget authority. Graph 2 compares
these percentage changes.

HHS's proposed "Priority Initiatives" for FY1995P include investments in the areas of children (Head Start, childhood immunizations, child care, and family preservation planning), the National
Institutes of Health, AIDS, substance abuse, and Social Security
Administration service improvements.1
According to information from your Committee, the only IHS program item for FY 1995 that falls within these "Priority Initiatives"
is a $10.4 million increase in substance abuse treatment and prevention 2 Graph 3 shows this IHS share of HHS "Priority Initiatives" and compares it the IHS budget as a percentage of HHS's
total budget (with and without Social Security) and of HHS's discretionary budget.
TABLE 2. INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE BUDGET AND SELECTED DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES BUDGETS, WITH PERCENT CHANGES, FY1993-1995P
[Dollars In millions)
F1993
Indian Health Service .......................................
HHSTotal ................................................... .
HNSTotal excluding Social Security ................
HHSDiscretionary Budget .................................
HlS Priority Initiatives ...................................
Public Health Service ......................................

$2,022
651,181
276,418
34,552
21,456
19,863

FY1994E
$2,120
702,726
297,099
87,678
28,821
21,607

Percent

Change,
FY93-H
4.8
7.9
7.5
9.0
11.0
8.8.8

FY1995P
$1,977
736,370
307,864
38,826
26,130
21,892

Pacet

Claos,
F1.7
4.8
3.5
8.0
9.7
1.3

Notes:
E=Estimated. P=Proposed
or projected.
Souce: U.S.Department
of Health
andHuman
Services.
TheFlscal
Year1995BudgetWashkigton,
1994, p. 11, 15,23,57.US.D-e
paotmat of Health
andHuman
Services, personal
conummicaen,
March1,1994.

Please call me at 707-8641 if you have any questions regarding
this request.

IU.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The Fiscal Year 1995 Budget. Washington,
1994,
p. 4-7.
2
According to one HHS source, the "Priority Initiatives" areas included no IHS programs.
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CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,

Washington, DC, March 2, 1994.
To: Senate Committee on Indian Affairs. Attention: Bob Arnold,
Kathleen Hooker, Yvette Joseph-Fox, Dan Lewis.
From: Roger Walke, Analyst in American Indian Policy, Government Division.
Subject: Indian-Related Federal Spending Trends, FY1975-1995.1
This memorandum responds to your request that we update the
analysis of Indian-related budget areas produced in previous years
to cover the fiscal years 1975-1995. That study updated analyses
presented in the Appendix of the Committee's publication Budget
Views and Estimates for fiscal year 1989 (S. Prt. 100-116), 1991 (S.
Prt. 101-89), 1992 (S. Prt. 102-32), and 1993 (S. Prt. 102-91).
The memorandum summarizes trends in most Indian-related
areas of the Federal budget over the period FY1975-1995. The
budget items selected usually account for 74 percent or more of
total Federal spending each year on American Indians and Alaska
Natives.
The trends are summarized in tables 1-4, and selected trends
are illustrated in graphs 1-22. Both tables and graphs are based
on the data in appendix tables 1-2. For each budget area, tables
1-4 show (1) the average level of spending in each year over the
time period, (2) the annual change (i.e., the annual trend) in such
spending, (3) the ratio of the annual trend to the average level
(called the "change ratio"), and (4) an indicator of the consistency
of the trend.
Table 1 covers the period FY1975-1995, using current dollars.
Table 2 covers the same period using constant, or inflation-adjusted, 1992 dollars. Tables 3 and 4 present the same current- and
constant-dollar data for the period FY 1982-1995.
This memorandum emphasizes constant-dollar figures. Since
such figures are adjusted for the effects of inflation, they are better
indicators of real changes in spending
This memorandum is not intended to be a complete analysis of
all the Indian-related budget items selected. Rather it is meant to
compare trends in major budget items affecting the nation's Indian
population (particularly those programs targeting Indians in federally recognized tribes), on the one hand, with trends in parallel
budget items affecting the entire U.S. population. After a discussion of methodology and sources, the memo focuses on budget items
in four topical areas-education, health, housing, and economic development and employment training-before examining overall
trends.
METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES

The Indian-related budget items chosen for this analysis are the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), and some of its components, in the
Department of the Interior; the Indian Health Service (IHS) and
the Administration for Native Americans (ANA) in the Department
'Andorra Bruno, Analyst in American National Government, assisted in gathering data for
FY1975-1995. Garrine Laney, Analyst in American National Government, and Megan Perry, Intern, assisted in gathering the data for FY1975-1991.

of Health and Human services; the Office of Indian Education in
the Department of Education; the Indian Housing Program in the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD); and the
Indian and Native American Employment and Training Program
(INAP)2 in the Department of Labor. According to figures from the
Office of Management and Budget, these agencies annually accounted for about 76 percent of Indian-related spending government-wide in the period FY1988-1994.
For the BIA component programs chosen for the analysis-education, economic development, natural resources, and tribal (formerly "Indian") services-the memo contains a break in the continuity of the time-series data. The BIA restructured its budget
presentation for FY1994, based on recommendations from the Joint
Tribal/BIA/DOI Advisory Task Force on Bureau of Indian Affairs
Reorganization. The general categories of education, economic development, natural resources, and Indian services, under which
specific programs were grouped in previous budget presentations,
are not used as general categories in the restructured budget presentation. While the BIA has applied this restructured presentation
to its FY1993 budget, it has not done so for earlier years. Hence
the time-series data for BIA component programs are internally
consistent for FY1975-1992 and for FY1993-1995 but may not be
consistent between the two time periods. In this memo we regrouped FY1993-1995 data for relevant BIA programs into the
general categories of education, economic development, natural resources, and Indian services. 3 We stress that these regrouped (or
revised) data for BIA components for FY1993-1995 represent estimates and are not consistent with earlier years. Hence computations and statistics for these BIA components FY1975-1995 and for
FY1982-1995 are also estimates.
Spending by agencies is measured in terms of either appropriations or outlays, depending on data availability and past usage in
the Committee's study of FY1989. Indian housing data were available in terms of use of budget authority.
To adjust for inflation, current-dollars figures were changed into
constant dollars. The base year for the constant dollars was 1992,
and the inflation index use to compute constant dollars from current-dollar figures was the Implicit Price Deflator for the Gross Domestic product (GDP). We chose Implicit Price Deflator (IPD) instead of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) because the former accounts for inflation in the entire economy rather than just in
consumer purchases, and hence is more appropriate for the full
range of Indian budget areas.
The average, or mean, level of spending during the period
FY1975-1995 was computed by dividing total spending over the
time period by the number of years.
2The Indian and Native American Employment and Training Program was authorized by Section 401 of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982 (P.L. 97-300) and began its expenditures in FY1984. JTPA's predecessor, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(CETA), included a similar Indian employment and training program. This memo uses CETA
Indian program spending for the period FY1975-1983 and INAP spending for FY1984 to the
present.
3The re-grouped figures for FY1993-1994 for these BIA components generally produced budget figures that were markedly higher than figures for FY1992. This suggests that analytical statistics for these BIA components based on the FY1975-1995 time series may be skewed, either

up or down.
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Annual change (annual trend) and trend consistency over the
time period were both determined by a time-series linear regression analysis. Such an analysis attempts to find the best straight
line illustrating the relationship between a variable (here, a budget
item) and time. The annual change is the "slope" of such a straight
line (also known technically as the "coefficient of X" or the "regression coefficient"); the slope shows how much the spending on a
budget item changes for every year that passes. Trend consistency
is the "coefficient of determination," or r 2 , generated by a regression analysis. Here, r 2 can be interpreted as follows: if the r 2 is
high (i.e., closer to 1), then the trend, whether up or down, is very
consistent; if the r 2 is low (closer to 0), then the trend is very irregular.
Change ratio denotes the annual change divided by the average
level of spending. This is to control for the fact that the size of a
budget item's annual change varies with the total amount of dollars spent by an agency. For instance, an annual change of $10
million for an agency whose average spending is $100 billion a year
constitutes a much lower increase, proportionally, than the same
$10 million increase for an agency whose average spending is $50
million a year. The change ratio allows one agency's annual change
to be compared to that of another agency while taking relative
budget size into account.
Sources for budget data are the respective agencies and the annual Budget of the United States Government submitted by the
President. Budget data collected included historical appropriations
and outlays and FY1995 budget estimates, by agency and by budget function category. Agencies previously contacted include the
BIA, IHS, ANA, HUD, Education Department, Interior Department, and Labor Department. HUD was not able to provide Indian
Housing Program data for FY1975 and FY1977 because the data
had been archived.
U.S. population data came from the Statistical Abstract of the
United States and the Census Bureau's Current Population Reports
(Series P-25, Nos. 1104 and 1105). We used the figure for total U.S.
population, including Armed Forces abroad. Indian population data
came from the Indian Health Service's Trends in Indian Health
1993 and IHS projections, and are based on that agency's service
population. IHS population estimates are updated annually.
Historical figures for the implicit Price Deflator for GDP were obtained from the Economic Report of the President (February 1994);
projections for 1994 and 1995 came from Data Resources, Inc.
(DRI), and its Review of the U.S. Economy (January 1994).
EDUCATION

Education data from table 1 show that Indian education spending appears to have been growing from FY1975 to FY1995. The annual change for BIA education, for instance, shows an increase of
$12.5 million per year, for a positive change ratio of 3.96.5 These
4 Budget

functions represent classifications of budget expenditures by major objectives and op-

erations, regardless of the agency responsible. Budget functions are further divided into budget

subfunctions.
5 Excludes BIA construction for education. As noted above, the time series for BIA education

is not internally consistent because of BIA budget restructuring for FY1993-1995. In addition,

figures, however, are in current dollars. Inflation has not been
taken into account. The constant-dollar figures in table 2 do take
inflation into account. These data show that BIA education has actually fallen by $5.5 million a year, for a negative change ratio of
- 1.29, during the period FY1975-1995. This pattern-an increase
in current dollars and an actual decline in constant dollars-is repeated in most Indian-related budget areas.
Table 2 shows that the U.S. Department of Education budget has
averaged $23 billion in constant 1992 dollars during FY1975-1995
and has grown at a rate of $391.5 million a year (1.70 change
ratio), but with some annual variation (r 2 of .566). In contrast, Office of Indian Education (OIE) programs in the Department of Education, which averaged $96.9 million a year in constant dollars, fell
$3.0 million a year over the same time period (- 3.08 change ratio).
The r 2 figure for OIE in the Education Department (.724) shows
that it has fallen fairly consistently over the time period.
Table 4 compares budget trends in constant dollars during the
eriod FY1982-1995. The Department of Education has averaged
23.8 billion with an increase of $673.2 million a year (2.83 change
ratio). BIA education has increased $9.5 million a year (2.47
change ratio), a lower rate than that of the Education Department
as a whole, while the Office of Indian Education in the Education
Department has fallen $1.8 million a year (- 2.10 change ratio).
Graphs 1-3 illustrate the trends in education in constant dollars
for FY1975-1995. Graph 1 shows the generally upward, but fluctuating, trend for the Department of Education budget. Graph 2
shows a long downward trend with a recent recovery for BIA education, while graph 3 illustrates the long-term downward trend for
OIE in the Department of Education.
HEALTH

Federal health outlays (i.e., the health budget function), as
shown in table 2, averaged $55.5 billion in constant 1992 dollars
during FY1975-1995, increasing at a rate of $3.5 billion a year, for
a change ratio of 6.39. Expenditures of the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS), excluding Social Security, but which
still include more than health spending, averaged $181 billion in
the same time period, increasing at $9.9 billion a year (5.45 change
ratio). Indian Health Service appropriations, in constant dollars,
also increased during FY1975-1995, but at a lower rate: its annual
increase was $43.7 million, a change ratio of 3.55, on an average
level of $1.2 billion.
Spending on the health budget function during FY1982-1995,
shown in table 4, was at an average level of $64.6 billion in constant dollars during the period, with an annual increase of nearly
$6 billion (9.26 change ratio). HHS outlays averaged $212.3 billion,
increasing $12.5 billion (5.87 change ratio) annually. IHS spending
showed slightly lesser gains during the same period, receiving annual increases of $66.9 million per year, for a change ratio of 5.00,
on an average level of $1.3 billion.
FY1991 appropriations for BIA education programs included forward funding of $208,900,000
for the 1991-1992 school year (July-June). For this analysis, these funds have been included
under FY1991.

Graphs 4-6 depict the trends in the HHS, health function, and
IHS budgets for the years FY1975-1995, in constant dollars. They
show that the increase over time was more consistent 2for HHS(r2
of .915) than for the Federal health budget function (r of .762) or
the IHS (r 2 of .740).
HOUSING

Housing expenditures for the entire U.S. and for Indians have
experienced significantly different trends. Table 2 shows that the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) budget
averaged $22.5 billion in constant dollars from FY1978 to FY19956
and increased at an annual rate of $318 million, for a positive
change ratio of 1.42. The Federal housing assistance subfunction
increased even faster, rising $770.4 million a year on an average
level of $16.4 billion, for a positive change ration of 4.70. The Indian Housing Program, on the other hand, as measured by annual
budget authority for new construction, decreased in constant dollars at an annual rate of $72 million, for a negative change ratio
of - 13.43, on average spending of $536 million. Graphs 7 and 8
illustrate the trends for HUD and the housing assistance
subfunction. Graph 9 depicts the trend for the Indian Housing Program. Graph 10 combines the three sets of data.
Housing trends during FY1982-1995 are mixed compared with
those for the longer period (see table 4). Indian Housing Program
expenditures in constant dollars decreased less rapidly than in
FY1978-1995, falling at an annual rate of $28.6 million (-8.95
change ratio) on an average level of $319.8 million. Overall HUD
spending in constant dollars, on the other hand, was almost flat,
increasing only $101 million a year (0.43 change ratio) on an average level of $23.4 billion. Housing assistance subfunction expenditures grew faster than HUD spending-a change ratio of 2.56
based on increases of $472.3 million a year with an average level
of $18.4 billion-but still lagged behind the rate for FY1978-1995.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

Economic development spending, in constant dollars, has declined during the period FY1975-1995 in both the overall U.S.
budget and the Indian-related budget. Here we compare the U.S.
community and regional development budget function with the BIA
economic development program 7 and with the Administration for
Native Americans (ANA), which provides funding for social and
economic development projects to Indian tribal governments and
non-governmental Indian organizations. Measured in constant dollars, all three economic development programs have lost ground,
but the Indian-related ones have fallen slightly faster. Table 2
shows that the U.S. community and regional development function
has declined at an annual rate of $542.1 million, for a change ratio
of -4.83, while averaging $11.2 billion a year in spending during
this period. ANA expenditures, with an average level of $46.8 million, have decreased by $2.4 million a year, for a negative change
6The time period for housing data is shortened from FY1975-1995 to FY1978-1995 because
of missing data for Indian housing in FY1975 and FY1977.
7As noted above, the time series for BIA economic development is not internally consistent
because of BIA budget restructuring for FY1993-1995.

ratio of -5.17. The BIA economic development program has fallen
most rapidly, declining by $5.2 million a year-a negative change
ratio of -6.06-on an average level of $86.3 million. Graphs 1113, and the respective r 2's for the community and regional development function (.475), BIA economic development (.682), and ANA
(.701), all show that the decline has been more consistent over
FY1975-1995 for the Indian-related programs.
Economic development spending during the FY1982-1995 period,
measured in constant dollars has continued to decline, as shown in
table 4, but not as fast as in the longer period. The Federal community and regional development function during this period fell faster than ANA, dwindling by $219.2 million a year (negative change
ratio of -2.58) on average spending of $8.5 billion. ANA fell only
by a negative change ratio of - 0.97 ($0.3 million a year) on an average level of $35.8 million. BIA economic development went down
the fastest, being reduced by a change ratio of - 3.55 ($2.2 million
a year) on average spending of $62.1 million. Again the downward
trends were somewhat more consistent for the Indian-related items
than for the Federal community and regional development function.
Employment and training expenditures, in constant dollars, also
declined during FY1975-1995 for both general U.S. programs and
Indian-related programs. The Federal training and employment
subfunction fell at an annual rate of $588.2 million, producing a
negative change ratio of -6.04 on average spending of $9.7 billion.
The U.S. Department of Labor fell at a slower rate, its larger annual decrease (-$912.4 million) generating a smaller change ratio
(- 2.34) on higher average spending ($39.1 billion). The Indian and
Native American Employment and Training Program (INAP) in the
Labor Department had the largest negative change ratio, - 9.55,
based on an annual decrease of $13.5 million and average spending
of $104.9 million.8 Graphs 14-16 depict these declines in employment and training expenditures.
The FY1982-1995 period saw a lessening of the rates of decline
in employment and training expenditures, but more so for the
Labor Department and the training and employment subfunction
than for INAP. The Labor Department's negative change ratio
shrank to -0.68 because its annual decrease was only $238.1 million on average spending of $34.8 billion. The training and employment subfunction did slightly better, showing a change ratio of only
-0.50, based on an annual reduction of $32.4 million and average
spending of $6.5 billion. INAP however fell at a far higher rate
than the other two programs during FY1982-1995, losing $3.6 annually in spending for a negative change ratio of - 4.90, based on
average spending of $73.7 million.
OVERALL BUDGET AREAS

This section compares trends over the time period for the total
BIA budget, overall Indian-program spending, 9 and the Federal
d As noted above, the time series used here includes CETA Indian programs for FY1975-1983
and the INAP proper for FY1984-1995.
9"Overall Indian-program spending" means here the six major Indian programs covered in
this memo.

non-defense budget 10 as a whole, using both current and constant
dollars. For the BIA, table 1 and graph 17 indicate an increase in
spending in current dollars during FY1975-1995, with spending
going up by $45.2 million a year (change ratio of 3.92) with an average level of $1.2 billion. Table 2 and graph 18, however, show
that in constant dollars there was actually a decline in the BIA
budget of $16.4 million a year (- 1.06 change ratio), on an average
level of $1.5 billion. A steady increase (r 2 of .807 in current dollar
becomes, when corrected for inflation, an uneven decline (r 2 of .211)
in constant dollars.
Overall Federal non-defense spending, however, departs from the
pattern for Indian-related spending. Federal spending as a whole
in current dollars went up during the period FY1975-1995, at a
rate of $39.3 billion (6.74 change ratio) with an average level of
$583.8 billion (see table 1). In constant dollars, Federal spending
still went up, at a rate of $18 billion (2.44 change ratio) on an average level of $738.3 billion (see table 2). Graphs 19 and 20 illustrate
these upward trends in current and constant dollars.
The overall Indian-related budget returns to the same pattern as
the BIA. Current-dollar spending during the FY1975-1995 period,
as shown in table 1, went up at a rate of $104.5 million a year,
a change ratio of 3.91, on a average level of $2.7 billion. Constantdollar spending, however, is shown in table 2 to have gone down
at a rate of $32 million a year (-0.89 negative change ratio) with
an average level of $3.6 billion. Graphs 21 and 22 demonstrate the
two trends.
Population data can be used to get a simple comparison of percapita Federal spending between the overall U.S. population and
the Indian population. Table 1 includes population data similar to
the budget data. The data (which include projections) show that the
overall U.S. population increased at a rate of 2,335,910 people a
year (0.98 change ratio) during the period 1975-1995, with an average level of 238,910,333 people. The Indian population (as measured by the IHS service population) is much smaller, with an average level of 977,905, but it has grown much faster, increasing at
an annual rate of 38,583 persons, for a change ratio of 3.95.
To get a measure of per-capita Federal spending for each of the
two groups, we took each year in the FY1975-1995 period and divided the overall Federal non-defense budget by the total U.S. population, and the overall Indian budget by the Indian population.
We used current dollars for this measure. Graph 23 illustrates the
resulting current-dollar trends. It shows that during the first ten
years of the period the Federal government spent more per capita
on Indians than on the population as a whole. After 1985, however,
Indians received less expenditure per capita, under major Indianrelated programs, that the population as a whole. Throughout the
1975-1995 period, per-capita spending on Indians through major
Indian-related programs began to fall in 1979, with no significant
upward change until 1990. Graphs 23A and 23B display the two
populations' growth trends over the 1975-1995 period.
10 The Federal non-defense budget used here excludes both national defense expenditures and
net interest payments on the national debt.

SUMMARY

The data show that Indian-related spending, corrected for inflation, has been going down in almost all areas. Among the Indianrelated items examined for the FY1975-1995 period, only the IHS
and two programs within the BIA, natural resources and tribal
services (which here includes the BIA Housing Improvement Program), have avoided this trend.1
This downward trend is not obvious if one looks only at currentdollar data. One has to look instead at constant-dollar figures. The
tables and graphs show that, in constant dollars, overall Indian
spending has gone down, while overall Federal non-defense spending has gone up.
When one looks not only at overall Indian spending but also at
its major components-BIA, IHS, Office of Indian Education in the
Education Department, Indian Housing Program in HUD, ANA,
and INAP-one sees from table 2 and graph 24 that, in constant
dollars, all major spending items except IHS have declined during
the period FY1975-1995. Moreover, a comparison in constant dollars of overall Indian spending and its major parts, on the one
hand, with comparable budget items in the full Federal budget, on
the other, indicates that most Indian-program spending areas have
lagged behind their equivalent Federal spending areas. (See graph
25.) This is true even of IHS.
If the BIA budget and overall Indian spending in constant dollars
were to decline at the same rates of annual change during the period FY1996-2000 as they did during FY1975-1995 (-$16.4 million and - $32 million, respectively, in constant dollars), as shown
in graph 26, then by FY2000 overall Indian-program spending in
1992 dollars would have fallen from $3.97 billion in FY1994 to
$3.47 billion. BIA spending in 1992 dollars, would have fallen from
$1.69 billion in FY1994 to $1.56 billion in FY2000. (See appendix
table 2 for data.)
If you have any questions, or if I can be of further assistance,
please call me at (202)707-8641.
Attachments.
TABLE 1.TRENDS INSELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET IN CURRENT DOLLARS,
FY 1975-19951
[Dollar figures in millions]
Average
level
(A)

Annual
change Change
ratio
(b/a)

(B)

Education:
U.S.Dept.of Education ..........

...

Education function ...............................................

Indian Health Service .........
Housing
U.S.Dept.
of Housing and Urban Development 3 .

ency (r2)

$17,992.5

$1,097.2

6.10

0.938

33,318.3

1,522.3

4.57

.833

1.67
3.96

.474
.588

9.35

.927

Indian Education Office (U.S.
Dept.of Education)
69.9
1.2
BIAeducation 2 .............
314.6
12.5
Health:
U.S.Deptof Health and Human
Services (excluding Social Security) .................................
149,831.6
14,013.2
Health function ..................................................

Trend
consist-

46,523.0

4,891.1

10.51

.831

988.9

76.7

7.76

.905

18,611.2

968.8

5.21

.709

11As noted above, the time series for BIA natural resources and tribal services is not internally consistent because of BIA budget restructuring for FY1993-1995.
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TABLE 1. TRENDS IN SELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET IN CURRENT DOLLARS,
FY 1975-1995 '-Continued
[Dollar fires in millions]
cbngp
(8)
level (A) LAnela
Average
14,063.7
1,126.8
Housing assistance subfunctlon 3 ........................
3
369.7
-33.2
Indian Housing Program (HUD) ..........................
Economic Development and Training and Employment7,845.7
-9.3
Community and regional development function
0.1
32.4
Administration for Native Americans (NNS).
. .. . .. . .
-0.7
............
58.8
BIA
economic development2 .........
754.3
U.S.Dept of Labor . .......................................
28,540.3
Training and employment subtunction ................
6,630.8
-73.6
Indian and Native Am.Training & EmpiL (DOL)4
-4.7
89.7
Natural Resources
U.S.Dept of the Interior ......................................
4,903.5
215.0
Natural resources function ....................
14,548.6
635.0
. . .. .. .. .. . .. .
BIA
natural resources .....................
......
109.6
6.1
Overall:
BIATotal ................................................................
45.2
1,153.7
. .. . .. .. .. . .. .
BIA
tribal services ....................
............
18.3
287.7
Overall Indian budget ..........................................
2,675.9
104.5
Federal non-defense budget ...............................
583,818.4
39,345.9
Population:
U.S.population ......................................................
2,335,910
238,910,333
Indian population (INStests) .................................
977,905
38,538

Chapg
(b/al
ratio

Trend
consistency (r 1)

8.01
-8.99

.757
.622

-0.12

.001
.010
.092
.352
.050
.286

.18
-1.21
2.64
-1.11
-5.22
4.38
4.36
5.54

.927
.896
.808

3.92
6.36
3.91
6.74

.807
907
.709
.973

.98
3.95

.998
.983

Notes:
'SeeAppendix
tableI for datausedto calculate thesefigures.
inconsistent timeseries
fromFY1993
on,because
of BIAbudget restructuring. "BIAeducation" excludes
BIAeducation construction.
'Coversony FY1978-1995.
4FY1975-1983: CETA
Indian
program
FH1984-1995:
Indian
& Native
American
Training
andEmployoeot
Prgram.
$Excludes
national defense
outlays
andnetleterest payments
on national debt.

TABLE 2. TRENDS INSELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET IN CONSTANT 1992
DOLLARS, FY1975-19951
[Constant dollars based on Implicit Price Deflator for GDP]
[Dollar figures in millions]
Average
level
(A)

Annual
change
(B)

Change
ratio
(11A)

Education:
U.S.Dept. of Education ..............................................
$23,020.1
$391.5
1.70
Education function ......................................................
44,035.3
-90.6
-0.21
Indian Education Office (U.S.Dept. of Education)
96.9
-3.0
-3.08
BIAeducation 2 ...........................................................
423.8
-5.5
-1.29
Health:
U.S.Dept.of Health and Human Services (excluding Social Security) ................................................
180,977.5
9,867.5
5.45
Health function ............................................................
55,508.4
3,549.4
6.39
Indian Health Service .................................................
1,229.5
43.7
3.55
Housing
U.S.Dept of Housing and Urban Development 3.
22,457.3
318.0
1.42
Housing assistance subfunction 3 ..............................
16,393.0
770.4
4.76
Indian Housing Program (HUD)3...............................
536.0
-72.0
-13.43
Economic Development and Training and EmploymentCommunity and regional development function.
11,230.7
-542.1
-4.83
Administration for Native Americans (HHS)..............
46.8
-2.4
-5.17
BIAeconomic development 2 .....................................
86.3
-5.2
-6.06
U.S.Dept. of Labor .....................................................
39,057.9
-912.4
-2.34
Training and employment subfunction ......................
9,733.3
-588.2
-6.04
Indian and Native Am.Training and Empt. (DOL)4
140.9
-13.5
-9.55
Natural Resources:
U.S.Dept. of the Interior ...........................................
6,470.7
-10.6
-0.16
Natural resources function ........................................
19,268.2
-68.8
- .36
................
BIAnatural resources ......................
........ 140.0
2.4
1.74

Trendconsistency(r)
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TABLE 2. TRENDS INSELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET IN CONSTANT 1992
DOLLARS, FYI 975-1995 1-Continued
[Constant dollars based on Implicit Price Deflator for GDP]
[Dollar figures In millions]
Average
level
(A)

Annual
change Change ratio
(B)
(EVA)

Trendconsistency (r )

Overall:
BIATotal ............................................................
.
1,546.9
- 16.4
- 1.06
2
BIAtribal services ..................................................
367.4
6.9
1.88

Overall Indian Budget .............. 3,576.9
Federal non-defense budgets .................
738,280.4

-32.0
18,025.7

-. 89
2.44

.211
.503

0.086
.909

Notes'
table 2 for
datausedtocalculate these figures.
5SeeAppendi,
lncoiesstent tim seriesfrom FY1%13
on,
because
ofBIAbudget
restructuring. "BIA
education" excludesIAeducation construction.
Covers
onlyFYI971-1995.
4FY1975-1983: CETA
indian program.
FY194-1995: Indian& Native
American
Training
&Eiployment Program.
sExcindes
national
deen outlays andnet interest payments
onnational debt.

TABLE 3. TRENDS IN SELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET IN CURRENT DOLLARS,
FY1982-19951
[Dollar figures in millions]
Average
level
(A)

Annual
change
(B)

Change
ratio
(1/A)

Trendconsistency (r2)

Education:
U.S.Dept. of Education ......................................
$21,361.9
$1,336.7
Education function .............................................
37,225.9
2,240.5
Indian Education Office (U.S.Dept. of Education)
73.1
1.2
2
BIA
education ......... . .......... ..
345.6
.................
21.2
Health:
U.S.Dept of Health and Human Services, (excluding Social Security) ...................................
193,975.2
17,938.9
Healthfunction ....................................................
7,492.3
60,140.4
Indian Health Service ........................................
1,218.1
101.2
Housing:
2
U.S.Dept of Housing and Urban Development .
20,751.1
822.7
Housing assistance subfunction 3 ........................
16,551.3
992.3
Indian Housing Program (NUD)3 ..........................
-13.4
268.8
Economic Development and Training and EmploymentCommunity and regional development function
7,416.7
97.2
Administration for Native Americans (HHS).
31.5
0.8
BIAeconomic development .................................
53.9
.2
U.S.Dept of Labor ................................................
30,674.2
977.3
Training and employment subtuncton ..................
5,772.5
184.1
Indian & Native Am.Training & EmplL (DOL .
63.4
-. 8
Natural Resources.
U.S.Dept of the Interior .......................................
5,579.3
239.3
Natural resources function ...................................
16,386.8
820.2
2 .. . . . . . . . . . . .. .
BIAnatural resources
.......
134.1
3.6
Overall:
BIATotal ................................................................
1,276.6
66.1
.. .. . .. .. . .. .. . ..
BIA
tribal services ........................
......
344.6
22.8
Overall Indian budget ............................................
2,931.5
155.1
Federal non-defense budget 5 ...............................
712,886.4
45,164.1
Population:
U.S.population .......................................................
.98
.997
246,967,000
2,409,424
Indian population (IHSests.) .................................
3.68
.970
40,716
1,107,641
Notes:
'See Appendix
table I for data usedto calculate thesefigures.
2lnconsistent time series from FY1993on, becauseof BIAbudgetrestructuring. "BIAeducation"excludes BLAeducation construction.
3Covers onlyFY1978-1995.
4FY975-i1983: CETA
Indianprogram.FY1984-1995: Indian&NativeAmericanTraining& Employment
Program.
SExchndesnationaldefenseoutlays andnet interest payments
on national debt.
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TABLE 4. TRENDS INSELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET INCONSTANT 1992
DOLLARS, FY1982-19951
[Constant dollars based on Implicit Price Deflator for GOP]
[Dollar figures in millions]
Average
level
(A)
Education:
U.S.Dept. of Education ..............................................
Education function ......................................................
Indian Education Office (U.S.Dept.of Education)
. . .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. ..
BIAeducation ................................
Health:
U.S.Dept. of Health and Human Services (excluding Social Security) ................................................
Health function ............................................................
Indian Health Service .................................................
Housing
3
U.S.Dept of Housing and Urban Development
Housing assistance subfunction 3 ..............................
Indian Housing Program (HUD)3...............................
Economic Development and Training and Employment
Community and regional development function
Administration for Native Americans (HHS)..............
2
.. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . ..
BIAeconomic development .................
U.S.Dept. of Labor .....................................................
Training and employment subfunction ......................
4
Indian and Native Am.Training and Empt. (DOL)
Natural ResourcesU.S.Dept. of the Interior ...........................................
Natural resources function ........................................
2
. .. . .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .
BIAnatural resources .......................
Overall:
BIATotal ......................................................................
.. .. . .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .
BIAtribal services ............................
Overall Indian budget .................................................
Federal non-defense budgets ...................................

Annual
change Change
ratio Trendconsist.
2
(a)
(8/A)
ency(r )

$23,763.3
41,482.9
83.5
385.0

$673.2
1,047.8
-1.8
9.5

2.83
2.53
-2.10
2.47

0.819
.796
.513
.240

212,259.4
64,605.6
1,338.8

12,467.2
5,985.5
66.9

5.87
9.26
5.00

.888
.886
.830

23,391.0
18,443.2
319.8

101.0
472.3
-28.6

0.43
2.56
-8.95

.009
.148
.585

8,501.0
35.8
62.1
34,769.6
6,542.8
73.7

-219.2
-0.3
-2.2
- 238.1
-32.4
-3.6

-2.58
-. 97
-3.55
- .68
-. 50
-4.90

.245
.422
.300
.013
.055
.782

6,278.2
18,367.4
152.1

50.2
270.7
-. 8

.80
1.47
-. 55

.372
.556
.025

1,429.8
382.9
3,281.4
792,825.5

22.6
11.6
55.2
22,923.8

1.58
3.04
1.68
2.89

.323
.615
.350
.887

"ales:

I SeeAppendix
table 2 fordateusedto calculate thesefigures.
timeseries fromFY1993
on, because
of BIAbudget
restructuring "BIAeducation" excludes BIAeducation
construction.
2 Inconsistent

Covers
onlyFY1978-1995.
4FY1975-1983: CETA
Indianprogram.
FY1984-1995:
Indian
andNative
American
Training
andEmployment
Program.
,Excludes national
defense
outlays andnetinterest payments
on national debt.

Graph 1
U.S. Education Dept. Budget, FY1975-95
in Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 2
BIA Education Budget, FY1975-95
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Graph 3
Indian Educ. Office in Educ. Dept., FY1975-95
In Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 4
U.S. HHS Dept. Budget, FY1975-95
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Graph 5
U.S. Health Function Spending, FY1975-95
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Graph 6
Indian Health Service Budget, FY1975-95
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Graph 7
U.S. HUD Dept. Budget, FY1978-95
in Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 8
Housing Assistance Subfunction, FY78-95
in Constant 1992 Dollars

$35,000-

$30,000-

$25,000-0),0
2000

~

1978

1980

Graph 9
Indian Housing Program in HUD, FY1978-95
in Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 10
Indian Housing vs. HUD & Housing Asst., FY78-95
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Graph 11
U.S. Economic Devt. Function, FY75-95
In Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 12
BIA Economic Development Budget, FY75-95
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ANA Budget, FY1975-95
In Constant 1992 Dollars

Graph 14
U.S. Labor Dept. Budget, FY1975-95
In Constant 1992 Dollars
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Employment & Training Subfunction, FY75-95
in Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 17
BIA Total Budget, FY1975-95
In Current Dollars
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Graph 18
BIA Total Budget, FY1975-95
In Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 19
Overall Federal Govt. Budget*, FY75-95
In Current Dollars
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Graph 20
Overall Federal Govtj Budget*, FY75-95
In Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 21
Overall Indian Budget, FY1975-95
In Current Dollars
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Graph 22
Overall Indian Budget, FY1975-95
In Constant 1992 Dollars
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Graph 23
Per Capita Expenditure: US Pop. vs. Indian Pop.
FY1975 - FY1995, in Current Dollars
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Graph 23A
Indian Population, 1975-95
IHS Estimated Service Population
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United States Population, 1975-95
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Graph 24
Apparent Vs. Real Change Ratios
In Indian Budget Areas, FY1975-1995
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in Federal and Indian Budget Areas, FY1975-1995
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Graph 26: BIA and Overall Indian Spending,
Actual and Projected, FY1975-2000
$5,500-

in Constant 1992 Dollars

$5,000-

$4,500$4,000-

-

$3,500Overall Indat Spending
oa

$3,000-P
$2,500-

-

$2,000 -.

$1,000-

|....
. ..

..

-

$500.

.. .

1975

1980

1985

1990

FY1975-1995 --- Actual and FY1995 proposed.
FY1996-2000
Projections based on FY1975-95 annual change.

195P

2000

221
APPENDIX TABLE 1.-BUDGET DATA FOR SELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET, IN
CURRENT DOLLARS, FY1975-1994
[Dollar amounts in thousands, except per-capita figures]

Buw of In- ladan Heath
Service
dian Affairs
(ApNps.)
(o

Fiscalyear

1975
1976
1977
1978

.

1979 ...........
1980
.
1981
1982 .

....

1983 .
1984
1985 .....1986
1987
1988 ..
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994E
1995P __

$293,103
338,926
509,055
513,267

$42,034
57,055
57,212
59,732

NA
$511,200
NA
696,900

$32,000
41,000
33,000
33,000

$62,304
80,198
236,525
77,160

1,031,195
904,227
1,098,447
970,360

569,153
620,871
869,762
676,157

71,735
75,900
81,680
77,852

874,300
847,900
471,500
404,300

33,100
33,800
33,800
28,000

208,684
183.835
146,817
77.436

1,149,902

752,916

69,185

340,600

28,000

77,355

957,593

832,407
862.203
867.177
940,750
1,008,818
1,081,993
1,250,133
1,577,549
1,705,954
1,858,030
1,943.070
1.695,904

68,780
67,404
64,187
64,036
64,234
71,553
73,620
75,364
76,570
80,583

29,000
29,000
27,742
28,989
29,679
29.975
31,709
33,375
33,920
34,502
38,627
38,627

62,243
62,243
59,567
61.484
59,713
58,996
58,193
59,624
03,000
61,871

86,000

368,100
290,200
299,500
245,000
247,800
102,699
136,099
216,083
239,797
257,610
263,000
263,000

BIATribal BIAEconomic

BIANatural Re-

UU.S.

sources Pro-

E

995,693
1,036,253
1,071,406
1,122,966
1,355,720
1,598,541
1,536,954
1,548,709
1,778,653

.

1,769,906

.

Fiscal year

Idia

O

*

Program
IA |ill Suovices
Pro*

1975 1976
1977
1978 1979
1980
1981 1982 1983
1984
1985 - 1986 - 1987 1988 1989 1990 ....

1991
1992

-..

1993

1994E 1995P -

Indian/Nat.
Am.Emdoyand
ment
Training
in
Law Dep.

$738,236
808,095
787.,359
897,740

1.019,411
.

Inda
Housing lmh for
Indian
F.1
daonflice inEduc. Pin.I HUD Natn AmerlUse
for
cans
V(BA
Ow
NewConst.)
(Awops.)
(Appop.)(Appnps)

P

(Apo

ian

1.2

(Appros)

83,500

DeVL
ProUsN 1. 3

(Approps.)

gram

(pj
props)

64,218
61,871
ep of

HH$
(wept

Osm.

t

Sec.)

(Ouys)

$1,167,677
1,836,474
1,623,151
2,277,79
2,788.167
2.756,533
2,702,006
2.,324.105
2,417,958
2,318,123
2,330,461
2,313,866
2.376.512
2,481.650
2,468,182
2,905,474
3,520,536
3,656.195

$228,495
243,590
236,700
258,203
262,242
270,033
270,183
275,606
298,143
255,754
269,644
257,218
277,783
238.434
268,503

$98,703
137,616
159,118
189,086
205,198
201,128
227,249
235,315
277.865
254,355
241,807
254,152
275.367
340,025
315,973

$44,223
52,441
73,966
76.422
93,162
77,971
73,365
52,884
59,821
59,009
71,002
60.810
38,025
39,543
45,299

$31,337
36,012
45,536
76,967
75,338
74,237
85,711
04,743
119,241
99,657
124,101
135,179
144,428
146,010
181,696

$7,557,000
8,049,000
8,887,000
10,037,000
12,423,000
14,770,000
17,053,000
14,808,000
14,558,000
15,511,000
16,682.000
17,673,000
16,800,000
18,246,000
21,608,000

$39,997,000
4134,000
53,464,000
59,329,000
65,038,000
76.374,000
89,774,000
98,020,000
125,941,000
121,002000
132,104,008
143,253,000
140,893,000
159,071,000
172301,000

287,384

322829

36,496

125,719

23,109.000

193,678,000

544,545
416.859

364,060
432,045

42,408
48,072

139,604
139,932

25.339,000
26,047,000

217,969,000
257,332,000

3,841.905

454.694

454,705

68,448

137,682

30,290,000

287,779.000

4,171.068
3,915,398

493,834
510,182

527,999
527,460

67.614
64,750

148,338
150,405

28,738.000
29,657,000

316,615,000
341,615,000

-

NmmW|
AsFiscal
yr

1975
1976
1977
1978

1979

0.
U.S.kino
UL 0pt ofHun(Oulas)
HD
ub
inooays (Ot-

$7,512000
7,026,00
5,800,000

FuncFunc- Heafth
Education
5*flys)Dtln
(Dethiys) lio (Ouays)
deons
b")(Outlay)

Nslasce
Sab**nctlon

$2,223,000
2,435,000

$17,610,000
25,526,000

$16.022,000
18,910,000

$12,930,000
15,734,000

$2,058,000
2,499,000

7,650,000

3,216,000
3,878,000

22.269,000
22,712,000

21,104.000
26,710,000

17,302,000
18,524,000

2,968,000
3,677,000

9,22,000

4,174,000

22,459,000

30,223,000

20,494,000

4,367,000

222
U.S.
Dept.of teriof
Fiscalyear

HUD
(Outlays)

1980 ........................................
1981 ........................................
1982 .................
1983 ........................................
1984 ........................................
1985 .................
1986 ........................................
1987 ........................................
1988 .................
1989 ........................................
1990 ........................................
1991 ........................................
1992 ................
1993 ................
1994E ......................................
1995P ......................................

12,735.000
14.880,000
15,232.000
15.814,000
16.663.000
28,720,000
14,139,000
15,484,000
18,938,000
19,680,000
20,167,000
22,751,000
24,470,000
25,181,000
25,535,000
27,742,000

4,477,000
4,461,000
3.948.000
4,552,000
4,947,000
4,825,000
4,789.000
5,050,000
5,147,000
5,213,000
5,796,000
6,097.000
6,549,000
6,796,000
7,240.000
7,161,000

U.S.
Dept.of

Func- Health FuncEducation

sistane

lays)
y
lays)

tn lays)(Outlays) (Outlays)

Subfuncton

29,510,000
29.821,000
30,387,000
37,604.000
24,292.000
23.699,000
23,941,000
23,253,000
21,743,000
22,549,000
25,215,000
33,954,000
47,078,000
44,651,000
37,111,000
33,962,000

Community Traiing and Natural
Reand Regional Employment

31,843,000
33,709,000
27,029,000
26,606,000
27,579,000
29,342.000
30,585,000
29,724,000
31,938,000
36,674,000
38,755,000
43,354,000
42,248,000
50,012,000
50,793,000
53,524,000
TotalFederal
Non-Defnse
4

(Out(Out- Subfooctise flea(Outlays) Budget
Function
lays)
(Outlays)
lays)
1975 ........................................
1976 .................
1977 ..................
1978 .................
.................
1979
1980 ........................................
1981 ........................................
1982 .......................................
1983 ........................................
1984 ..................
1985 ........................................
1986 .................
1987 ........................................
1988 .................
1989 ........................................
1990 ........................................
1991 ........................................
1992 ........................................
1993 ........................................
1994E ......................................
1995P ......................................

$4,322,000
5,442,000
7,021,000
11,841,000
10,480,000
11,252,000
10,568,000
8,347,000
7,560.000
7,673,000
7,680,000
7,233,000
5,051,000
5,294,000
5,362,000
8.498,000
6,811,000
6,838,000
9,051,000
9,282,000
9,154,000

$4.063,000
6,288,000
6,877,000
10,784,000
10,833,000
10,345.000
9,241,000
5,464.000
5.295,000
4,644,000
4,972,000
5,257,000
5,084,000
5,215,000
5,292,000
5,619,000
5.934,000
6,479.000
6.700,000
7,136,000
7,724,000

$7,346,000
8,184,000
10,032,000
10,983,000
12,135.000
13,858,000
13,568.000
12,998,000
12,672,000
12,593,000
13,357,000
13,639,000
13,363,000
14,606,000
16,182,000
17,080.000
18,559,000
20,025,000
20,239,000
22,285,000
21,817,000

Fiscal year

$222,579,000
255,446,000
282,076,000
318,793.000
344,507.000
404.414,000
451,962.000
475,402,000
508,649,000
513,310,000
564,139,000
580,914,000
583,260,000
621,941,000
670,347.000
769,153.000
855,960.000
883,085,000
918.308,000
1,000,557,000
1,035,385,000

23,169,000
26,866,000
27,445,000
28,641,000
30,417.000
33,542,000
35,936,000
39,967,000
44,487,000
48,390,000
57,716,000
71.183,000
89,497,000
99,415,000
112,252,000
123,077,000

U.S.
Total
Population
215,973,000
218,035,000
220,239,000
222,585,000
225,055,000
227,726,000
229,966,000
232,188,000
234,307,000
236,348,000
238,466,000
240,651,000
242,804,000
245,021,000
247,342,000
249.900,000
252,671,000
255,462,000
258,233,000
260,711,000
263,434.000

Per
U.S.Per Indian
Overall
Expendi- Capita ExCapita
peediture
two

5,632,000
7,752,000
8,738,000
9.998,000
11,270,000
25,263,000
12,383,000
12,656,000
13,906,000
14,715,000
15,891,000
17,200,000
18,914,000
21,548,000
23,840,000
25,396,000

Indian(Ipu
db)
587,468
611,296
635,313
726,551
790,486
828,609
849,315
871,167
902,701
936,942
961,881
986,551
1,011,837
1,038,121
1,073,886
1,206,724
1,243,717
1,272,905
1,302,723
1,333,294
1,364,526

IplicitPrio
GoP
(1987=100)

49.2
$1,988
$1,031
1,172
52.3
3,004
55.9
1,281
2,555
I.......................................................................................
..............
60.3
1.432
3.135
...........................................................................................................
65.5
1,531
3.527
..........................................................................................................
71.7
1,776
3,327
...........................................................................................................
78.9
1,965
3,181
..........................................................................................................
83.8
2.047
2.668
..........................................................................................................
2,171
87.2
2,679
...........................................................................................................
91.0
2,172
2,474
...........................................................................................
2,366
94.4
2,423
............................................................................................
2,414
96.9.
2,345
...........................................................................................................
2.402
2.349
100.0
.........................................................................................................
2,538
2,391
103.9
I...........
...
...........................................................................................

1975 ................................................................................................................

223

Fiscal year

Price
Implicit
U.S.Per IndianPe
Overall
for
Deflator
EsExpendi- Capita
Capita
penditsee u1 D7=109
ture

1989 . ...............
.
.
.......................................
2,710
2,298
108.5
1990.................................................................................
3,077
2,408
113.3
1991.................................................................................
3,388
2,831
117.7
1992.................................................................................
3,457
2,872
121.1
1993.................................................................................
3,556
2,949
124.2
1994E................................................................................
3,838
3,128
127.3
1995P ................................................................................
3,930
2,869
130.5
Notest
I Incoosistol tm seriesbecause
of FY1993-1994
BIAbudget
restructuring. "BIA
Education
Program" excludes RIAeducation con2lncludes TribalServices
(with
Housing
Improvement Program)
andNavajo-Hopi
Settlement programs.
3Includes
Road
Maintenance
Program.
'Exckides
national defense
outlays andnetinterest
payments on national debt.
NA.NotAvailable.
E.Estimate.
P:Proposed
amomts
andProjections.

APPENDIX TABLE 2.-BUDGET DATA FOR SELECTED ELEMENTS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET IN
CONSTANT 1992 DOLLARS, FY1975-1995
[Dollar amounts in thousands, except per-capita figures]
Fiscalyear

Bureau ofInIndian
Heailh IndianEdu- IndianHousing Admin.
for Nadian
Affairs (APOps.)
Service
cation
Office
in Pgm.
InHUD
Americans
(Approps.)
Educ.
Dept.
(BA.
Use
for live(APprOPi)
(Approps.)
NewCons.)

1975..
...................................................
$1,817,081
$721,438
$103,462
N/A
1976 .........................................................
1,871,134
794,779
132,110
$1,183,677
1977...............
...............................
1,705,710 1,102,801
123,942
N/A
1978
. ..........
. ..
1,802,924
1,030,790
119,959
1,399,579
1979..
.....
...................................
1,906,530
1,052,281
132,628
1,616,454
1980...............................
. ..
1,679,231
1,048,640
128,194
1,432,088
1981 ........
...................................
1,685,956
1,334,958
125,367
723,684
1982 ...........................................
1,402,274
977,119
112,505
714,317

1983 ..........
.....................................
1,596,940
1,045,621

96,081

1984 .-...................................................
1,274,335 1,107,742
91,530
1985 .....................................................
1,307,740
1,106,068
86,468
1986
. .......................................
1,244,359
1,083,748
80,217
1987 ..................................................
1,254,902
1,139,248
77,548
1988 . .................................................
1,248,771 1,175,822
74,868
1989 ..................................
..
...
1,253.375
1,207,644
79,862
1990.........................................................
1,449,053
1,336,197
78,688
1991 ............................
. . ..
1,603,563
1,623,120
77,541
1992
..
...................................
1,536,954
1,705,954
76,570
1993.............
.....................................
1,510,054
1,812,239
78,572
1984E......................................................
1,691,959
1,848,362
79,430
1995P .....................................................
1,642,574
1,573,980
79,813

Fiscalyear

Indian/Nat. Am.
Employment
Overall
Indian BIA
Education
andTraining
is
Budgt
Program
Labor
Dept.
(Approps.)
(Approps.)

$78,764
94,935
71,490
66,274
61,197
57,088
51,878
40,463

473,012

38,885

489,856
372,280
374,298
296,695
288,822
114,625
145,469
222,325
239,797
251,180
250,181
244,79

38,592
37,202
34,670
35,106
34,592
33,456
33,892
34,339
33,920

33,641
36,744
35,848

BIATribal BIAEcononic
Services
Pro- ReEL ProS
rorn Progirm1
gram'.3
( r .
propss)

g

1975
...........................................................
$153,354
$2,874,099
$557,491
$242,946
$108,850
1976
...........................................................
185,697
4,252,333
564,030
318,648
121,426
1977
........... . . . ..
512,400
3,516,343
512,779
344,708
160,238
1978..........................................................
154,960
4,574,485
518,547
379,740

153,478

1979
...........................................................
385,826
5,154,916
484,847
379,381
153,754
1980 ...........................................................
310,494
4,655,734
456,081
339,702
131,692
1981 ...........................................................
225,343
4,147,185
414,692
348.794
112,605
1982 ..........................................................
111,903
3,358,581
383,829
340,055

76,423

1983 ..........................................................
107,428
3,357,967
414,050
385,888

83,077

1984 ..........................................................
82,831
3,084,887
340,350
338,488

78,527

1985 ...........................................................
79,848 2,989,606
345,910
310,199
91,084

224
Fiscalyear

Indlinulat. Am.
Employment Overall
indian BIAEducation
Program
I
andTraining
In
udit
Labor
Dep
(Approps.)

2,891,736
1..............
............74,443
1986 ..
2.877,956
74,457
........
1987 .................
2,892,472
69,598
1988 ..................................................
2,754,810
65,847
1989 ......................................................
3,105,498
62,199
1990 ...............................................
3,622,234
61,346
1991 .....................................................
3,656,195
63,000
....
..
1992 ....................................
3,746,012
60,327
1993 ......................................................
3,967,765
61,088
.....
1994E ........................... . .
3,633,714
57,420
1995P .....................................-.

Fiscalyear

321,557
336,395
277,905
299,684
307,169
560,275
416,859
443,345
469,784
473,478

BIATribal
BIAEconomic
Services
ProOotvPro2
gram1.
ram
j1.3
(Approps.) (Approps.)
317,624
333,469
396,314
352,667
344,840
374,577
432,045
443,356
502,264
489,513

BIANatural Re- Us. DeptOf
U.S.Deptof
U.S.Deptof
0,S. Deptal
(Outlays) Interior(out(Outlays) HUO
(Out- HHS
Pro- Education
sources
gram'
laslys
(Approps.)

$98,447,900 $18,489,902
$18,600,665
$77,132
1975 .........................................................
16,268,616
108,443,545
18,637,359
83,385
1976 .........................................................
12,582,268
115,822,726
19,252,517
98,648
1977 ........................................................
15,363,433
119,149,949
20,157,226
154,572
1978 .........................................................
17,046,443
120,245,829
22,968,325
139,289
..................
....................
1979 .........
21,509,184
24,946,262
128,984,301
125,385
1980 .......................................................
22,838,631
26,173,869
137,790,005
131,554
1981........................................................
141,649,427
22,011,876
122,463
21,399,150
.....
1982 .
.....
21,961,874
174,902,008
20,217,589
165,597
1983 ..................................................
22,174,608
161,132,200
132,620
20,841,562
1984 ................................................
36,843,136
159,202
21,400,320
169.468,161
.......
1985 ..
.................
17,670,102
22,086,690
179,029,291
168,939
1986 ..................... ................
18.751.124
20,344,800
180,309,423
174.902
1987
.....
22,073,068
21,266,512
185.404,217
170.181
1988
........
21,965,419
24,117,316
192,310,148
202,796
.
1989 .....................
21,555,372
24,699,911
207,011.525
134,374
1990 .
26,070,968
224,265,471
23,408,208
143,729
1991
24.470,000
26.047.000
257,332,000
139.932
1992
29.533,969
280,596,110
24,552,489
134,226
1993
310,182.801
24,290393
141,168
27.337,275
194E
317,038,313
25,746.167
1139,584
27.523.397
1I9P
F0.ijs(s.
Fiscal pr
1975
1976
1977
.......
1978 .........
1979
.
.
....
1980
1981
1182 ......
1983 .
.52,222,986
1984
.
..
.........
........
1985
1986 ...............................
....
1987 ....
...........
1988 ......
1989 .
..... ...
1990
.............
1991
.......
......
....................
. ............
1992 .........
...
...........
1993
1994E ...............................................
1995P ....................................................

75,997
46,048
46,089
50,560
39,089
43,633
48,072
66,732
64,318
60,092

Deptof
(Out )
Labor

III of
Educaton
Indth Ful.
Function (Oap
(o011d
bw

$43,344,939
59.105,136
48,242.860

$39,436,264
43,785,870
45,710,041

45.612.325

93.641.476

41,523.434

55877.944

49.841,855

53.782,250

45,770,88
43,912,479

51,738,402
39,059,808
36.949.388
36,701,285
37,641,061
38,223,359
35.995,764
37,225,138
40.932,916
41.423,041
44,605,367
45,248,008
48.763.713
48,317,288
49,673,342

32,327,048
30.402,001
29,920,073
23,159.383
25,342,419
25.167,594
26,950.896

34.934,829
47,078,000
43,536,523
35.302,165
31,518,684

$31,825,671
36.431.881
37.482,508
37.201,59
37,890,434
39,132.021
41,235.394
39,660.973
39,775,517
40,478,068
43,028.985
44,910,729
48,400.037
51.851,547
54,009,484
61.680,387
73.239,263
89,497,00
16,933.627
106,780,701
114.222,515

$5,471,652
5,638,212
6,967,041
7,788,156
7,717,121
7,561,572
6,846,985
5,705,284
6,321,642
6,583,315
6,189,698
5,985,014
6,115,550
5,999,054

5,818.381
6,195,019
6,273,124
6.549.000
6,62374
6,887,114
6,645,811

ni- c OF.
-eAsHteko uim
Foutio (OutSuf
(0bps)
lopS)
$5,065,524
5.785.403
6.429.782

7,384,483
8,073.508
9,512,346
11898.190
12,627,348
13,884.837
14,997,769
32,408,361
15,475,555
15.326,416
16,268,052
16,423.839
16,984,996
17,696,856
18,914,00
21,010,167

$1,63883
12600.883
15,210.073
23.788,184
19,376,0
19,004,424
16,221,348
12.052,311
10,499.037
10,210,992
9,852,203
1,039,384
6,116,761
6,170,38
5,984.684

9,03,834
7,007,749
6,38,000
8,825,089

22,678.010

8,82,584

23,568,945

8,495,437

Fiscal year

Training
and
Natral ReEmployment
Subfunction sources Fnys) fion(

Outys)

Total
Federal
Overall
U.S.
Indian
Per
4
Non-Defense
O CapitaExS
ianPe
ExpendiCapita
Per
(tBndp~t
lays)

ture

penitme

1975 ............... . .
$10,000,596
$18,081,313 $547,851,970
$2,537
1976 ...........................................................
14.559,786
18,949,950
591,482,038
2,713
1977.............. . ..
14,898,116
21,733,009
611,080,565
2,775
1978 ....................................................
21,657,420
22,057,070
640,229,391
2,876
1979 .
... .
. . ..
20,028,646
22,435,855
636,943,476
2,830
1980 ........................ 17,472,517
23,405,911
683,047,914
2,999
1981 ..........................................................
14,183,588
20,824,902
693,695,795
3,017
1982 ........................................................
7.896,067
18,783,506
687,006,947
2,959
1983 ......................................................
. 7,353,492
17,598,385
706,392,132
3.015
1994 .........................................................
6,180,092
16,758,377
683,097,154
2,890
1985 .........................................................
6,378,275
17,134,880
723,699,501
3,035
1986 ........................................................
6,569894
17,045,231
725,992,625
3,017
1987 .......................
. . . ..
6,156,724
16,182,593
706,327,860
2,909
1988 .............. . .. . ,078,311
17,023.933
724,899,472
2.959
1989 .
... . . . . ..
5,906,555
18,061,200
748,193,748
3,025
1990 .........................................................
6,005,833
18,255,852
822,104,398
3,290
1991........................................................
6,105,415
19,095,114
880,686,117
3,486
1992 ......................................................
6,479,000
20,025,000
883,085,000
3,457
1993 ....................................................
6,532,770 19,733,840
895,387,269
3,467
1994E .....................................................
6,788,183
21,198,802
951,788,639
3,651
1995P .
. .... ..........
.
...
7,168,315
20,247,427
960,896,664
3,648

$4,892
6,956
5,535
6,296

6,521
5,619
4,883
3,855
3,720
3,293
3,108
2,931
2,844
2,786
2,565
2,573
2,912
2,872
2,876
2,976
2,663
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U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, March 9, 1994.
Honorable JIM SASSER, Chairman,
Honorable PETE DOMENICI, Ranking Republican Member,
Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATORS

SASSER AND

DOMENICI:

Pursuant

to

section

301(d) of the Congressional Budget Act, the Chairman and Ranking
Republican of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee recently submitted that Committee's views and estimates on the portions of the President's budget for fiscal year 1995 that fall within
its jurisdiction.
While I agree with much of what is contained in that report,
there are a few areas in which I differ with my Committee colleagues. When reviewing the views and estimates of the Committee
Chairman and Ranking Republican, please also consider my additional views, which are enclosed.
Thank you for your consideration of my additional views. I look
forward to working with you and the Budget Committee as work
on the budget proceeds.
Sincerely,
PAUL DAVID WELLSTONE.

Enclosure.

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATOR WELLSTONE FOR ATTACHMENT TO THE COMMITTEE'S VIEWS AND ESTIMATES REPORT
The Committee's Views and Estimates Report in numerous areas
expresses the Committee's displeasure with the President's budget
proposal for the Department of Energy in that the proposal represents a shift in budget priorities within the DOE. In a nutshell,
the budget proposal includes greater emphasis on energy efficiency
and renewable energy technologies and less on DOE's traditional
budget priorities.
I must disagree with many of my committee colleagues on this
point. For too many years, we have all but ignored energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies in the federal research
and development budget. Now, finally, we have an administration
that is interested in fostering sustainable energy technolgies-trying to shift our reliance away from resources that will someday run
out, that seriously pollute the air and water, or that leave wastes
that will remain hazardous for thousand of years.
Contrary to the Committee's view that "too much emphasis is
placed on initiatives set forth in the Climate Change Action Plan"
and that "greater emphasis needs to be placed on implementation
of the provisions of the Energy Policy Act of 1992," much of the Climate Action Plan is reflective of the Energy Policy Act.
The budget proposal includes-and the Committee "strongly supports-a substantial increase in funding for the nuclear waste management program. This support comes despite recommendations
from both the Government Accounting Office and the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board that no change in the handling of
the Nuclear Waste Fund should occur until an independent review
of the program is conducted.
While I would not propose to slow down the progress of this program, it seems wise to heed this advice before we alter the budgetary stance of the Nuclear Waste Fund and increase the amount
of funds already spent on addressing such an extremely complex
problem. Let us not slow things down, but certainly we should not
be ignoring our experts when they say that there ought to be an
independent review because "simply increasing the program's funding will not ensure" that the money will be properly managed. (Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, Letter Report to Congress
and the Secretary of Energy, February 1994).
I am very enthusiastic about the priority shift in the President's
budget proposal, and I will continue to work to support the "softpath" focus that it represents. It is time that we embrace a sustainable energy future for this country.
PAUL DAVID WELLSTONE.
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Chapter IX. ROLL CALL VOTES IN COMMITTEE
Roll call votes taken during Committee consideration of the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget of Fiscal Year 1994 were as follows:
COMMITTEE MARKUP, MARCH 17, 1994

Domenici Amendment To Reinstate Defense Fire Walls.
The amendment failed: 10 Yeas to 11 Nays.
YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Exon
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Lautenberg Amendment To Terminate the Space Station to fund
law enforcement.
The amendment failed: 5 Yeas to 16 Nays.
YEAS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg

Mr. Simon
Mr. Lott

NAYS

Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Cregg

Gramm amendment to make mandatory and discretionary cuts
to fund tax cuts and deficit reduction.
The amendment failed: 8 Yeas to 13 Nays.
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Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Conrad amendment to Eliminate the Space Station.
The amendment failed: 9 Yeas to 11 Nays.

Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg

YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Gorton
Domenici Restore Funding to Function 750 Amendment.
The amendment failed: 9 Yeas to 12 Nays.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Hollings
Exon
Lautenberg
Simon
Conrad
Grassley
Nickles
Brown
Gregg

YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Domenici
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Dodd/Simon Increase Education by 5 Billion Amendment.
The amendment failed: 10 Yeas to 10 Nays.
YEAS

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Hollings
Lautenberg
Simon
Conrad
Dodd

NAYS

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Sasser
Johnston
Riegle
Exon
Sarbanes

Mrs. Boxer
Mr. Domenici
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Brown
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Gregg
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott announced that he would have voted YEA.
Nickles Change Baseline Amendment.
The amendment was adopted: 16 Yeas to 5 Nays.
YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Hollings
Mr. Sasser
Mr. Exon
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Simon
Mr. Sarbanes
Mr. Conrad
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Dodd
Mrs. Boxer
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg
Domenici Republican Alternative.
The alternative failed: 9 Yeas to 12 Nays.
YEAS

Mr. Domenici
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Grassley
Nickles
Gramm
Bond
Lott
Brown
Gorton
Gregg

NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray

Conrad Terminate Milstar Amendment.
The amendment failed: 10 Yeas to 10 Nays.
YEAS

Mr. Hollings
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray

NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Exon
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mr. Domenici

Mr. Nickles
Mr.
Mr. Brown
Mr.
Mr. Gorton
Mr.
Mr. Gregg
Mr.
Gramm Cut Legal Services to Fund
The amendment failed: 9 Yeas to 11
YEAS

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Domenici
Grassley
Nickles
Gramm
Bond
Lott
Brown
Gorton
Gregg

Grassley
Gramm
Bond
Lott
Byrne Program Amendment.
Nays.

NAYS

Mr. Sasser

Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Simon Reduce Function 050 by 1% Amendment.
The amendment failed: 6 Yeas to 14 Nays.
YEAS

Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mrs. Boxer
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gregg

NAYS

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Sasser
Hollings
Johnston
Exon

Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Gorton

Lott Cuts in Mass Transit Amendment.
The amendment failed: 7 Yeas to 13 Nays.
YEAS

Mr. Conrad
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gregg

NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici

Mr. Bond
Mr. Gorton
Exon/Grassley Reduce Discretionary Spending and impose new
caps Amendment.
The amendment was adopted: 13 Yeas to 8 Nays.
YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Exon
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Simon
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Sarbanes
Mr. Grassley
Mrs. Boxer
Mr. Nickles
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg
Brown Economic Assumptions Amendment.
The amendment was adopted: 18 Yeas to 3 Nays.
YEAS

NAYS

Mr.
Mr. Hollings
Mr.
Mr. Johnston
Mr.
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg
Conrad/Lautenberg Burden Sharing
The amendment failed: 7 Yeas to 14
YEAS

Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mrs. Boxer
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gregg

Sasser
Sarbanes
Grassley

Amendment.
Nays.
NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
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Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Gorton
Gregg/Brown Unfunded Mandates Amendment.
The amendment was adopted: 21 Yeas to 0 Nays.
YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg
Gregg Health Care Sense of the Senate Amendment.
The amendment was adopted: 14 Nays to 7 Nays.
YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Hollings
Mr. Sasser
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Simon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Sarbanes
Mr. Domenici
Mrs. Boxer
Mr. Grassley
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Bond
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg
Brown Reserve Fund Amendment.
The amendment failed: 9 Yeas to 12 Nays.
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YEAS

NAYS

Mr. Domenici

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Bond
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lott
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Brown
Mr. Simon
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Gregg
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Nickles Moratorium on Federal Land Acquisition Amendment.
The amendment failed: 6 Yeas to 15 Nays.
YEAS

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Grassley
Nickles
Gramm
Bond
Lott
Brown

NAYS

Mr. Sasser

Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Domenici
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg
Lott Reduce LIHEAP Amendment.
The amendment failed: 5 Yeas to 16 Nays.
YEAS

Mr. Domenici
Mr. Nickles
Mr. Gramm
Mr. Lott
Mr. Brown

NAYS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Grassley
Mr. Bond
Mr. Gorton
Mr. Gregg
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Motion to report the Fiscal Year 1995 Budget Resolution as
modified.
The Sasser motion was agreed to: 13 Yeas to 8 Nays.
YEAS

Mr. Sasser
Mr. Hollings
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Riegle
Mr. Exon
Mr. Lautenberg
Mr. Simon
Mr. Conrad
Mr. Dodd
Mr. Sarbanes
Mrs. Boxer
Mrs. Murray
Mr. Grassley

NAYS

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Domenici
Nickles
Gramm
Bond
Lott
Brown
Gorton
Gregg

Chapter X. VIEWS OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Paragraph (2) of rule V of the rules of the Committee on the
Budget provides:
(2) A member of the committee who gives notice of an
intention to file supplemental, minority, or additional
views at the time of final committee approval of a measure
or matter, shall be entitled to not less than 3 calendar
days in which to file such views, in writing, with the chief
clerk of the committee. Such views shall then be included
in the committee report and printed in the same volume,
as a part thereof, and their inclusions shall be noted on
the cover of the report. In the absence of timely notice, the
committee report may be filed and printed immediately
without such views.
139 CONG. REC. S1069 (daily ed. Feb. 2, 1993).
The following are the additional and minority views submitted by
Members of the Committee on the Budget under rule V:
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF MR. SIMON
Over 100 years ago, our Nation entered into solemn treaties with
the Indian nations of our country. There were over 800 treaties entered into, by virtue of which the Indian tribes agreed to cede over
50 million acres of Indian lands to the United States, in exchange
for certain commitments that the Indian nations understood would
remain in perpetuity.
Amongst these promises, contained in almost every treaty, was
the United States' commitment to provide health care to Indian
people. In our role as members of the Senate Committee on Indian
Affairs, we have come to understand that the Indian nations of this
country purchased the first pre-paid health plan in the United
States.
It is with this understanding that we want to closely examine the
President's Budget Request for the Indian Health Service (IHS)
within the context of treaty commitments and the obligations that
the United States understood in exchange for the land we now
enjoy.
Beginning in 1980, the Reagan Administration initiated a budgetary effort to eliminate the Indian Health Service programs. By
1990, over forty percent of the infrastructure of the IHS was whittled away by program reductions and inflationary cost increases
while comparable programs within the Department of Health and
Human Services were sustained or received increased funding. This
tenuous situation was revealed in a study conducted by the Congressional Research Service at the request of the Committee on Indian Affairs. In an effort to restore greater equity, the Budget Committees and Appropriations Committees of the House and the Senate recommended increases on behalf of the Indian Health Service
programs beginning in fiscal year 1990. Despite the increase, the
Indian Health Service as described in the Fiscal Year 1994 President's Budget Document is only meeting 49 percent of the health
needs of American Indian and Alaska Native people.
The President's Budget for Fiscal Year 1995 proposes a total of
$1,695,994,000 for the Indian Health Service in budget authority,
a decrease of $247,076,000 or 12.7 percent below the level of funding provided in FY 1994 for both health services and facilities construction.
An issue that we have been hearing consistently from Indian
Country about is the proposed reduction in Full Time Equivalent
(F.T.E.) positions within the Indian Health Service. Indian People
are very concerned about this proposal, because the Indian Health
Service has been trying to address a crisis in this area-the critical
shortage of doctors and nurses and other health care professionals.
Indian people are also concerned because they hear about the great
promises of health care reform, and they wonder how the Indian
Health Service can ever meet the promise of health care reform if
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its staff capabilities are whittled to the bone and then reduced even
further.
In FY 1995, the President's budget applies the 1993 staffing level
in the Indian Health Service as the staffing level base for 1994,
notwithstanding the fact that the Congress approved a considerably higher level of staffing last year, and then calculates the
F.T.E. Reduction targets based on 1993 levels of staffing, so that
they don't appear to be quite a drastic as they are.
To put this into a clearer perspective, we might do well to examine what is being proposed for the overall Department of Health
and Human Services. In fiscal year 1994, the department would
take a reduction of 1,329 positions, and in fiscal year 1995, an additional reduction of 549 positions.
In contrast, the Indian Health Service takes an actual reduction
of 1,369 positions in fiscal year 1994 from the amounts the Congress actually approved, and an additional reduction of 460 positions in fiscal year 1995.
This means, in fiscal year 1995, the Indian Health Service will
assume 49 percent of the Department's F.T.E. Reductions, and in
fiscal year 1995, the Indian Health Service will assume 83 percent
of the Department's F.T.E. Reductions. While at the same time, the
Indian Health Service represents a mere two percent of the Department's total budget, and the inequity is obvious.
Compounding this grim picture is the fact that these reductions
don't event take into account the staffing needs of those facilities
that opened in the last year, or those that are scheduled to open
in the coming year. To remedy the loss in staffing needs, the Administration proposes to make up for losses in services with contracting. Unfortunately, the budget does not propose any increase
in funds available for contracting.
The proposed fiscal year 1995 budget also proposes to fund programs with projected private insurance and Medicare/Medicaid collections, a proposal which Congress has formerly rejected.
The Administration projects that it will collect over $106.8 million from private insurance collections. It has taken the IHS nearly
three years to increase its collections from $6 million in FY 1989
up to $18 million in FY 1993. The rationale for a 463 percent increase in the collection of third party reimbursements is based
upon projections from a 1988 study.
It is absurd to build a budget which operates from the assumption that large sums can be collected from private health insurers
in the continuing absence of any evidence to support such an assumption.
Finally, three of the Facility Construction accounts are zeroed
out in FY 1995. Many tribes have waited for nearly twenty years
making their way up the facility priority list in order to replace or
build new facilities which are more than 60 years old or absent in
their communities. It is understood that the existing priority list
and five year plan indicates that $126,552,000 can be obligated in
fiscal year 1995 for Facilities Construction for 13 projects. Many of
these projects are already in the second or third phase of construction and need the additional funding for completion.
For water and sanitation, the picture is even worse. With the
elimination of the $85 million appropriated in fiscal year 1994, at

least 5,100 families that were to have moved into new-constructed
homes will find that there are no water or sewage systems to serve
their homes. And 3,800 families who were counting on repairs to
water and sewer systems because they don't meet the standards of
Federal environmental laws will continue to suffer the effect of unsafe drinking water.
These cuts are being made to a system whose resources currently
are so limited that they are able to address only 49 percent of the
need in reservation communities and only 22 percent of the need
in urban Indian communities. In sum, these sad statistics constitute today's reality of the promises and commitments that were
made so long ago in those solemn treaties. Treaties which we are
obligated to uphold.
RECOMMENDATION

As members of both the Budget Committee and Committee on
Indian Affairs we would recommend a total appropriation of
$2,093,534,000 in FY 1995, this includes $1,751,725,000 for Indian
Health Services and $341,809,000 for Indian Health Facilities. The
total reflects a 7.2 percent increase in the provision of health services over the fiscal year 1994 appropriation. The increases recommended by the Committee are authorized under recent enactment of two major Acts: (1) the Indian Health Care Improvement
Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-437) and subsequent amendments to that Act
(P.L. 100-713, P.L. 100-630, and P.L. 102-573); and (2) the Indian
Self-Determination Act (P.L. 93-638) and its amendments (P.L.
100-472).
In addition to the inclusion of funds authorized under these Acts,
we would recommend increases to the base IHS budget which include: (1) restoration of amounts necessary to address the
annualized staffing need for new facilities which opened in fiscal
year 1994; (2) the provision of sufficient funding to assure full staffing in two new facilities due to open in fiscal year 1995; (3)
amounts to fully and directly fund built-in increases given the fact
that the President's budget proposes to fund these increases in a
manner that is prohibited by law: (4) the recapture of funding decreases for all program resulting from inflation (5.2 percent for
medical costs and 4.2 percent for non-medical costs) to maintain
the same level of care provided in fiscal year 1994 in the upcoming
fiscal year; and (5) funding to address a 2.35 percent growth in the
IHS patient population.
PRIORITY FUNDING CONCERNS

New funding is urgently needed in the following program areas:
$5 million to implement community-based mental health initiatives; $5 million to address virtually nonexistent child abuse prevention and treatment efforts; $6 million for epidemiology grant
programs; $7.5 million for school-based health programs; $5 million
for the establishment of women's treatment programs; $5.5 million
for fetal alcohol syndrome and fetal alcohol effect prevention and
treatment programs, $5.3 million for recruitment and retention
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programs for health professionals; and $7.5 million to meet Indian
Self-Determination contract support shortfalls.
PAUL SIMON

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATOR GRASSLEY
I am disturbed about continuing discrepancies between the Department of Defense (DOD) Future Years Defense Program (FYDP)
and the President's budget.
Testimony by senior DOD officials, including Secretary of Defense Perry, indicates that funding allocated in the FYDP exceeds
the amounts allowed in the President's budget by at least $20 billion. While they testified that the additional $20 billion in the
FYDP is needed to cover higher inflation estimates, Mr. Perry reports that the President made a decision in December 1993 not to
raise the overall DOD budget figure to accommodate those higher
inflation estimates. In his prepared statement to the Committee on
March 9th, Mr. Perry stated: "the President opted not to budget for
the multi-year inflation bill." Given the President's decision, I question the propriety of including those costs in the FYDP.
Once the General Accounting Office completes its analysis of the
FY 1995 FYDP in May, I should be better informed as to the cause
and magnitude of the FYDP/Budget mismatch.
In the meantime, I am concerned the $20 billion discrepancy between the FYDP and the President's budget could constitute a violation of Section 221 of Title 10 of the U.S. Code. Under Section
221, DOD must submit a FYDP to Congress each year that is fully
consistent with the President's budget. The purpose of this law is
to force the Secretary of Defense to make the hard decisions necthe budget.
all the programs into
essary to squeeze
Overprogramming in the outyears has a direct, adverse impact on
the budget itself.
The FY 1995 FYDP does not appear to be consistent with the
President's budget. DOD appears to have inserted a $20.2 billion
negative funding wedge in the FYDP in an attempt to conceal the
discrepancy and to make the two sets of books balance.
The use of negative funding wedges is inconsistent with the spirit and intent of Section 221. This law was amended in 1989 specifically to prohibit the use of negative funding wedges. The 1989
amendment allowed for the use of management contingency accounts, like potential funding requirements, but only if such accounts were included in both the FYDP and the budget. The FY
1995 FYDP does not appear to conform with this rule.
For these reasons, I respectfully request that the department
bring the FY 1995 FYDP into line with the budget and the law.
CHUCK GRASSLEY.
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MINORITY VIEWS OF MR. DOMENICI AND MR. LOTT
Currently our economy is growing, we're creating jobs for our
people, and our businesses, by in large, we are prospering. This is
good news. The federal deficit is declining from $255 billion last
year to an estimated $225 billion this year. With continued growth
the deficit will decline again in the coming fiscal year to about $180
billion.
President Clinton is fortunate to have come into office inheriting
an economy in the recovery stage of the current business cycle expansion-the ninth expansion of the postwar era. It is this upswing
in the business cycle that more than anything else, has contributed
to the recent decline in the deficit. However, the work of the Budget Committees over the past four years has also contributedthrough establishing caps on discretionary spending first in 1990
and then extending them again last year.
But the job is far from done. Now is not the time for us to be
taking a break or putting the budget process on automatic pilot.
THE PROBLEM

First, the low interest rates which began coming down four years
ago and have stoked recent economic growth are creeping back up.
Ten-year treasury-note interest rates-representative of long-term
rates--are now at 6.4%, down from 8.9% in September of 1990.
This 6.4% is approximately equal to the 6.6% level reached last
January when President Clinton assumed office.
The Administration has been quick to take credit for interest
rate declines that occurred last year, but rates are now back to
about the level when President Clinton took office. This increase
has, according to economists, already had a dampening effect upon
consumer activity.
Simply stated, economic growth is not a certainty. The average
peace-time expansion has lasted but 14 quarters, only 11 if one removes the exceptional 1980s expansion, the longest peace-time expansion on record. The current expansion is in its 12th quarter.
The Administration and the Congress must now rely on more than
just the momentum of the business cycle to keep the economy
strong and vibrant. We must continue to structure policies that increase net national savings for investment and growth.
Second and related to the economics discussed above, is the deficit trend after 1996. It's not good. Because, as we all know, after
fiscal 1996 the deficit begins turning upward again and embarks
on a relentless upward spiral, driving past the $300 billion mark
shortly after the turn of the century. (See Chart 1.)
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The resolution reported by the committee does not do anything
to change this long-term trend. Even including the impact of the
Exon/Grassley discretionary cut amendment adopted in committee,
the deficit will still rise throughout the next five years growing
back to $200 billion by 1999. These estimates assume 10 years of
uninterrupted economic growth averaging over 2.5% annual real
growth.
During last year's budget debate, we were repeatedly told by the
White House and members of this committee that health care reform would bring down the deficit in the outyears. But CBO dashed
that myth. The secret is out-there is no deficit reduction in the
Clinton health care reform plan.
THE SOLUTION

We can't fool people anymore. We can't simply say we did the
work last year-we're taking this year off. We can't duck our responsibilities simply because it's an election year. It is clear that
the President's budget and the House-passed budget resolution
along with the one reported by this committee are really designed
to "hold the course." They are do-nothing budgets.
But Republicans are not satisfied with the direction this course
will take in the longer run. We have much more to do if we are
to keep our economy moving forward.
Republicans are willing to work to make that happen. Contrary
to the opinion of some Republicans we want this President to succeed. We particularly want this nation to succeed. We want to
bring our deficit down--cut it in half by the end of the President's
term as he promised-to help create jobs, and to provide some security to our people. Republicans want to help the President meet
his campaign goal of providing a middle-income tax cut to hard
working American families with children.
After many weeks of work and development, Republicans offered
in committee a comprehensive Republican Alternative to the Clinton budget as embodied in the chairman's mark. It was a principled budget.
It was a budget designed to provide real security to the American
people. Moreover, the GOP alternative budget helped President
Clinton achieve his two campaign promises-to cut the deficit in
half and provide a middle-class tax cut.
And the Republican alternative would have provided "real security" to the American people. It would have enhanced their national
security, their personal security, and their future security.
Our alternative began by providing for current and future security by achieving real deficit reduction. The Republican Alternative
Budget would have reduced the deficit $318 billion over the next
five years. This is $322 billion more in deficit reduction than the
President proposes and $303 billion more in deficit reduction than
the House-passed resolution contains and $280 billion more than
the Senate-reported resolution.
It reduced the deficit to $99 billion in 1999. It cut the deficit in
half that year compared to the Clinton policies. The $99 billion deficit in 1999 would be $106 billion less than the deficit projected
under the Clinton budget.

The alternative budget then sought to enhance the personal security to middle-class families by providing promised tax relief to
American families and small business:
Provided tax relief to middle-class families by providing
a $500 tax credit for each child in the household. The provision grants needed tax relief to the families of 52 million
American children. The tax credit would have provided a
typical family of four $80 every month for family expenses
and savings.
Restored deductibility for interest on student loans to assist our young people seeking to advance their education.
Indexed capital gains for inflation and allowed for capital loss on principal residence.
Created new incentives for family savings and investments through new IRA proposals that would have allowed
penalty free withdrawals for first time homebuyers, educational and medical expenses. It also would have created
an IRA for homemakers.
Furthermore, we sought to help small business and spur job creation by extending the R&E tax credit for one-year, providing for
a one-year exclusion of employer provided educational assistance,
and adjusting depreciation schedules for inflation.
The Republican Alternative budget sought to ensure the personal
security of Americans by fully funding the Senate Crime Bill Trust
Fund-providing $22 billion for anti-crime measures over the next
five years. The Clinton budget does not. The House-passed budget
does not.
Our alternative ensured our national security by increasing funding for President Clinton's defense request by the $20 billion shortfall acknowledged by the Pentagon. By rejecting the Republican
amendment to restore the "firewall" between defense and
nondefense spending, the committee-reported resolution as modified by the Exon/Grassley amendment to cut discretionary spending
$43.2 billion in budget authority, can only be considered a further
risk to national security funding in the future.
The alternative budget addressed the largest and fastest growing
component of federal spending-the non-social security mandatory
spending programs. The alternative was willing to reduce the projected rate of growth in the medicare program from 10.6% annually
to 7.8% annually over the next five years. The alternative was willing to reduce the rate of growth in the medicaid program from 12%
annually to 8.1% annually over the next five years.
While the alternative budget was austere, federal spending
would still continue to grow. Total spending would increase from
$1.48 trillion in FY 1995 to more than $1.7 trillion in FY 1999.
The GOP alternative budget did not paper over the problems confronting us. Rather, it responded to the fears and concerns of the
American people. It gave workers a break, it gave families a break,
and, most importantly, it would have given our children a break
from having to pay our bills.
Unfortunately the alternative bright-line vision for America's future was rejected on a straight party-line vote in the committee.
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A BUDGET PROCESS CONCERN

The Congressional Budget and Impoundment Act of 1974 celebrates its 20th anniversary this July. It is particularly ironic in
this anniversary year that critical public policy issues with major
fiscal policy consequences nuw before the Congress are being ignored by the Budget Committees. The most important public policy
issue confronting the Congress this year-health care reform-an
issue that affects one-seventh of our economy is delegated to a "reserve fund" in the committee-reported resolution.
In addition to health care reform, the reported resolution contains 10 other reserve funds for future legislation ranging from
trade related legislation to the "nanny" tax. The expanding use of
reserve funds, many of which are for broadly defined purposes,
erodes this committee's budgeting role and the importance of a
budget resolution for setting fiscal policy.
The 1974 Budget Act requires Congress to write binding outlay,
revenue, and deficit totals in the budget resolution. Section 2(2) of
the Budget Act states in part "that it is essential to provide for the
congressional determination each year of the appropriate levels of
Federal revenues and expenditures".
A reserve fund provides for a procedure to adjust the aggregate
spending and revenue levels in the budget resolution. With the
eleven reserve funds in the budget resolution, we have no idea
what the levels of outlays and revenues will be.
The first such reserve fund was established in the FY 1984 budget resolution. However, this reserve fund was for specific initiatives
and was limited to specific amounts. Through FY 1991, reserve
funds were used sparingly, usually limited to defined amounts, and
specific in purpose. Beginning with the FY 1992 budget resolution,
reserve funds have grown in number and have been broadened in
scope.
Budt Resolution:
W
FY
FY
FY

1984
1987
1988
1989

Number of
Reserve Funds

...............................................................
..
1
...............................................................
2
...............................................................
4
...............................................................
3

FY
1990 ........................................................
21
FY 1991
...............................................................
FY 1992 ........................................................
5

FY 1993 ...............................................................
5
FY 1994 ...............................................................
7
FY 1995 ...............................................................
.
11

When the Budget Committee simply sets discretionary funding
right at the statutory caps and provides open-ended reserve funds
to cover every conceivable mandatory spending initiative that the
Congress will face over the next year, then this committee has
given up its budgeting role and there really is no reason to consider
a budget resolution annually. We have become simply a deficit enforcement committee that takes no meaningful actions on fiscal policy.
One of the chief purposes of the 1974 Budget Act was to bring
"backdoor" (or mandatory) spending under control. During the debate on the Budget Act, then Senator Bentsen gave an eloquent description of the purposes of the congressional budget process:
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Piecemeal reductions in Federal programs, which is
more or less what the Congress presently does, fail to provide a permanent solution to the problem of regaining and
retaining congressional control over Federal spending.
Congress has to have a means for making an independent
judgement on the amount of Government money to be
spent each year and we need the machinery for insuring
coordination among the various committees incurring obligations and making outlays.
Reserve funds erode our control of spending and revenue levels
and put us back on the path of making piecemeal decisions. It is
ironic that 20 years after the Budget Act became law, the budget
resolution, which was intended to control mandatory spending, is
being used to facilitate open-ended expansions of such spending.
Finally, we gained adoption of an amendment to the health care
reserve fund in this resolution to make it applicable to amendments. For the other ten reserve funds, a deficit-neutral bill reported by a committee will be exempt from Budget Act points of
order pertaining to spending and revenue levels. However, a deficit-neutral amendment that changes the mix of revenues and outlays in the reported bill would be subject to a 60 vote Budget Act
point of order.
If a budget resolution is going to contain this many reserve funds
that are so broadly defined, it is unfair to put individual Senators
at such a disadvantage relative to the committees in writing legislation.

FY 1995 SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE
SENATE-REPORTED BUDGET RESOLUTION
[Based on CBO
estimates, in billions of dollars]
1995

CBOMarch 1994 baseline deficit ..........................................

174

1996

1998

1897

176

192

Total

1999

187

213

............

Deficit reduction:
Discretionary:

- 18
............
-2
- 4
- 6
-6
Defense 2 ..............................................................
(3)
1
3
3
-8
-I
Nondefense .............................................................
- 2
-5
- 6
- 5
-8
-26
Exon-Grassley ..........................................................
Subtotal ................................................................

Mandatory:
Social Security .........................................................
Medicare/Medicaid ...................................................
Intergovernmental offset from pay/FE proposals
Subtotal ................................................................
Revenues/receipts ............................................................
.
.
..
Total policy changes ..........
Debt service ......................................................................

Total deficit reduction ...............................................................

- 1

- 6

- 7

- 8

- 22

-44

............ ............ ............ ............ ......... ............
............ ............ ............ ............ ......... ............
8
(3)
1
2
2
3
(3)
............

1
............

2
............

2
............

3

8

......... ............

-1
(3)

-5
(3)

-5
(3)

-6
- 1

-19
- 2

-36
-3

(3)

- 5

- 5

- 7

- 21

-38

173 186
181 192 ..........
...............................................................
174
Resulting deficits
IAssumes
compliance
withdiscretionary
spending
caps. Excludes
emergency
quake
supp.
2Assumes
Clinton's
defense
request
aspartof baseline
spending
reductions
to meetdiscretionary
caps.
3indicates lessthan$.05billion.
doeto rounding.
Note:
Details
maynotaddto totals
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SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE
[Based on CBOestimates, in billions of dollars]
1995

1997

1996

1998

174
176
192
187
C80 March 1994 baseline deficit' .........................................
Deficit reduction:
Discretionary:
3
4
6
Defense 2 .....................
-33
-39
-41
Nondefense ............
-12
Subtotal ...................

-30

-12

-35

-35

Total

1999
213

6

-180

-50

-162

-12
-31
-42
-55
-73
Subtotal .....................................................
...
5
-19
- 1
-20

24
-37
-2
-39

17
60
- 5
-65

18

-56

Mandatory:
........... .
................
.............
...
.........
...
Social
security
..............................................
- 6
- 10
- 15
-20
-29
Medicare ................................................................
- 3
-7
- 11
- 18
-25
Medicaid .................................................................
-16
-17
-19
-3
-14
Other mandatory ....................................................

18
-72
-9
-81

24
-99
-14
-113

107
154
139
127
Resulting deficits ...................................................................
emergency
quake supp.
1Assumes
compliance
withdiscretionary
spending
capsExcludes
'Assumes
Cliton's defense
request aspart of baseline
spending
reduction to mot discretionary caps.

99

Renenueslreceipts ............
Total policy changes ........................ .............................
Debt service ..................................................................
Total deficit reduction ......
. ..............................

............

.
-80
-64
-69
-213
88
-287
-31
-318
............

Note:Details
maynotaddto totals due to rounding.

COMPARISON OF DISCRETIONARY SPENDING TOTALS
[Based on CBOestimates, in billions of dollars]
1995

1996

19917

1998

1999

513.9
544.4

514.6
543.2

516.9
544.9

529.4
550.0

541.7
555.3

481.6
528.7

481.6
517.9

479.3
514.2

495.3
514.8

493.7
516.1

Clinton budget
Budget authority.
Outays ................
Republican alternative:
Budget authority ...........
. . . . . ..
Outlays ...........................................................................................

emergency
quake
funding.
as re-estimated
by0O, exclude
request
maynot addto totals due to rouding. Presidents
Noter.
Details

SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE
[Function totals in billions of dollars]
19915

Function
050: National defense ............................................

BA

OT
150: International affairs .......................................

BA

250: Space, science and technology ....................

OT
BA
OT

270: Energy
......................BA

OT
300: Natural resources ...........................................
350: Agriculture .....................................................

370: Commerce and housing credit ......................
400: Transportation ...........................................

BA

OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA

OT
450: Community and regional development .........

BA

OT

1996

263.7
258.6
270.7
263.7
15.4
13.5
16.9
14.9
16.8
16.9
17.0
16.8
4.9
4.8
4.2
4.2
19.5
19.9
20.4
20.1
12.7
11.5
11.9
10.2
7.6
4.3
-9.3
-13.5
31.3
32.0
33.4
33.4
7.7
7.8
7.3
9.2

1997

256.4
260.3
13.5
14.5
16.7
16.8
4.4
3.6
19.8
19.8
11.8
10.4
3.5
-5.7
33.3
33.2
7.9
8.1

1998
264.3
262.1
13.3
14.2
16.7
16.7
4.2
2.9
17.9
17.8
11.9
10.7
4.1
-5.3
34.9
33.0
8.0
8.2

1995
271.8
263.8
13.6
14.2
16.7
16.7
1.8
0.7
18.0
18.0
12.2
11.0
3.5
-5.2
35.5
32.8
8.1
8.1
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SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE-Continued
[Function totals in billions of dollars]
1995

Function
500: Education, training, employment and social
services.
550: Health ...............................................................
570: Medicare ..........................................................
600: Income security ..............................................
650: Social security .................................................
700: Veterans benefits ...........................................
750: Administration of justice ................
800: General government ........................................
900: Net interest

............................................

920: Allowances .......................................................
950: Undistributed offsetting receipts ...................
Unified total ..............................................................

1999

1996

1997

1998
50.5

50.9

BA

50.5

49.4

49.7

OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT

51.2
119.4
118.9
162.4
154.2
216.6
217.4
339.2
337.7
36.4
36.2
17.7
16.3
12.8
13.3
213.0
213.0
-3.7
-2.4
-43.0
-43.0

48.2
124.8
123.9
180.4
167.8
224.4
222.9
355.5
355.1
36.2
34.8
19.8
17.9
12.5
12.6
227.7
227.7
-5.8
-4.4
-37.8
-37.8

48.6
132.8
131.8
198.4
181.3
235.5
233.3
374.6
372.9
36.3
36.2
20.8
19.6
12.0
11.8
236.1
236.1
-5.8
-5.3
-38.3
-38.3

49.7
141.8
140.8
217.6
194.6
251.6
242.4
393.4
391.5
36.3
36.2
21.8
21.0
11.3
10.8
242.8
242.8
-6.0
-5.9
-40.0
-40.0

50.1
151.3
150.2
242.1
210.3
252.0
252.1
413.1
411.0
37.0
37.1
23.2
22.1
10.6
9.8
249.4
249.4
-6.4
-6.2
-41.1
-41.1

BA
OT

1,501.0
1,487.1
1,332.9
154.2

1,556.3
1,525.8
1,387.2
138.6

1,619.2
1,589.0
1,461.9
127.1

1,696.3
1,644.3
1,537.4
106.9

1,763.2
1,705.0
1,605.4
99.6

1996

1997

1998

1999

259.2
264.3
17.3
18.5
16.7
16.8
5.3
5.7
19.8
20.1
4.2
4.2
2.1
2.3
7.6

257.0
260.9
17.6
18.4
16.7
16.7
5.0
5.3
19.7
19.8
4.2
4.2
1.9
2.0
6.8

264.8
262.6
17.6
18.0
16.6
16.7
4.9
4.9
20.1
20.2
4.2
4.2
1.7
1.8
7.7

Revenues ..................................................................
Deficit .......................................................................

Note:Details maynotaddto totals dueto rounding.
Excludes
emergency
supplemental.

SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE
[Discretionary totals, in billions of dollars]
Function
050: National defense ..............................................
150: International affairs ........................................
250: Space, science and technology .....................
270: Energy ..............................................................
300: Natural resources ............................................
350: Agriculture .......................................................
370: Commerce andhousing credit .......................
400: Transportation ..................................................
450: Community and regional development ..........
500: Education, training, employment and social
services.
550: Health ...............................................................
570: Medicare ..........................................................
600: Income security ...............................................

1995
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA

264.2
271.1
17.1
19.9
16.9
17.0
5.5
6.1
19.2
20.4
4.2
4.2
2.3
2.6
6.9

272.4
264.4
17.8
18.0
16.7
16.7
4.7
4.8
20.0
20.1
4.2
4.2
1.6
1.7
7.5

OT

33.0

33.1

32.8

32.6

32.3

BA
OT
BA

7.4
9.0
38.7

7.5
7.2
38.7

7.6
8.1
39.0

7.7
8.1
39.2

7.8
8.0
39.5

OT
BA
OT
BA
0T
BA
OT

39.2
21.5
21.6
2.9
2.9
32.2
35.4

38.7
21.5
21.4
2.9
2.9
36.3
37.7

38.7
21.5
21.4
2.9
2.9
36.8
37.9

39.0
21.5
21.4
2.9
2.9
43.7
37.9

39.3
21.6
21.4
2.9
2.9
34.0
37.6
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SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE-Continued
[Discretionary totals, in billions of dollars]
Function

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

650:
Social
Security
.................................................
BA
OT
2.9
2.9
3.0
3.0
3.1
700:Veterans benefits .
... . . .
BA
17.2
17.2
17.1
17.0
17.3
OT
17.4
17.4
17.3
17.1
17.5
750: Administration of justice .................................
BA
17.4
19.5
20.5
21.2
22.5
OT
15.9
17.6
19.3
20.4
21.4
800: General government ......................................
BA
11.9
11.6
11.0
10.3
9.6
OT
12.3
11.6
10.8
9.8
8.8
900: Net interest ......................................................
BA
....
.. ............
......... . .
..
..............
OT...........................
.
.
920:Allowances .......................................................
BA
-3.7
- 5.8
- 5.8
-6.0
-6.4
OT
-2.4
-4.4
-5.3
-5.9
-6.2
950: Undistributed offsetting receipts .................. BA
..............
..............
..............
..............
..............
OT

Unified total ................................................

BA
OT

..............
..............
..............
..............
..............

481.6
528.7

481.6
517.9

479.3
514.2

495.3
514.8

493.7
516.1

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

-0.5
-0.4
-1.7
-3.0
0.0
0.0
-0.6
-1.9
0.3
0.0
8.5
7.6
5.4
-11.9
24.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
11.8

-0.5
-0.6
-3.8
-3.6
0.0
0.0
-0.5
-1.5
0.1
0.0
7.3
6.0
2.2
-15.7
24.4
0.4
0.3
0.0
10.6

Note:Details maynotaddto totals dueto rounding.
Excludes
emergency supplemental.

SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE
[Mandatory totals in billions of dollars]
Function
050: National defense ....................

BA
OT
150:International affairs .......................................
BA
OT
250: Space, science and technology ....................
BA
OT
270:
Energy
.............. . .......
BA
OT
300: Natural resources .........................................
BA
OT
350: Agriculture ............
. ....... BA
CT
370: Commerce and housing credit ......................
BA
OT
400: Transportation ........
.
........
BA
OT
450: Community and regional development ..........
BA
OT
500: Education, training, employment and social BA
services.
OT

-0.5
-0.5
-4.1
-3.9
0.0
0.0
-0.6
-1.7
0.1
0.0
7.6
6.2
1.7
-7.7
26.5
0.4
0.3
0.0
10.8

12.0
9.4
9.9
98.0
103.3
111.2
OT
97.3
102.5
110.4
570: Medicare .......................................................
BA
159.5
177.5
195.5
OT
151.2
164.9
178.4
600: Income security ..............................................
BA
184.4
188.1
198.7
182.0
1852
OT
195.4
650: Social security ...............................................
BA
339.2
355.5
374.6
334.8
OT
352.1
369.9
700: Veterans benefits ...........................................
BA
19.2
19.1
19.2
18.8
17.4
18.9
OT
750: Administration of justice ................................
BA
0.3
0.3
0.3
OT
0.4
0.3
0.3
800: General government ..................................
BA
0.9
1.0
1.0
OT
1.0
1.0
1.0
900: Net interest .........
... . ........ BA
213.0
227.7
236.1
OT
213.0
227.7
236.1
920: Allowances .......................................................
BA
550: Health .

..............

BA

-0.5
-0.5
-4.3
-3.9
0.0
0.0
-0.7
-2.1
2.2
-2.3
7.7
6.5
2.3
-7.1
27.2
0.4
0.3
0.0
11.3

-0.5
-0.5
-4.1
-3.9
0.0
0.0
-2.9
-4.1
-2.0
-2.1
8.0
6.9
1.8
-6.9
27.9
0.5
0.3
0.1
11.4

10.6
120.3
119.4
214.7
191.7
207.9
204.6
393.4
388.5
19.3
19.1
0.6
0.6
1.0
1.0
242.8
242.8

10.8
129.7
128.8
239.2
207.4
218.0
214.5
413.1
407.9
19.7
19.6
0.6
0.6
1.0
1.0
249.4
249.4
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SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE-Continued
[Mandatory totals in billions of dollars]
Function
950: Undistributed offsetting receipts ...................
Unified total ...................

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

OT
BA

-43.0

-37.8

-38.3

-40.0

-41.1

OT

-43.0

-37.8

-38.3

-40.0

-41.1

BA
OT

1,019.5
958.4

1,074.7
1,007.8

1,139.9
1,074.8

1,201.0
1,129.4

1,269.5
1,188.9

Note:Details
maynotaddto totals dueto rounding.

SBC REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE COMPARED TO CBO REVISED BASELINE
[Function totals in billions of dollars]
Function

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

-18.9
-13.0
-4.5
-3.1
-1.9
-1.6
-1.3
-0.8
-3.4
-2.5
-1.5
-1.5
-1.9
-1.6
-8.4
-7.5
- 1.1
-0.5
-5.3

-29.6
-22.3
-5.1
-4.0
-2.5
-2.1
-1.7
-1.3
-4.4
-3.6
-1.7
-1.7
-2.3
-2.1
-9.7
-9.1
-1.2
-0.8
-6.1

-30.5
-27.9
-5.8
-4.9
-3.1
-2.8
-2.1
-1.8
-6.3
-6.0
-1.9
-1.9
-2.5
-2.4
-9.4
-10.4
-1.4
- 1.1
-7.0

-32.1
-34.1
-8.3
-5.5
-3.6
-3.3
-4.0
-3.6
-6.6
-6.2
-2.1
-2.1
-2.8
-2.7
-10.1
-11.9
-1.6
-1.3
-8.0

CT
-1.8
BA
- 4.6
CT
-4.0
BA
-0.2
OT
-6.4
BA
-3.3
OT
-3.9
A............................
OT
-0.1
BA
-1.4
OT
-1.0
BA
1.7
CT
0.0
BA
-1.0
CT
-0.9
-0.6
OA.
BA
- 0.6

-4.5
- 12.2
-11.9
-0.3
-10.7
-10.3
-8.4

-5.7
- 18.4
-18.1
-0.5
-15.2
-13.4
-12.0

-6.6
- 25.0
-24.8
-0.6
-21.0
-13.1
-13.8

-7.5
-32.7
-32.4
-0.8
- 294
-14.5
-16.8

-0.1
-2.2
-1.9
3.2
1.2
-1.8
-2.1
-2.2
- 2.2

-0.2
-3.1
-2.8
3.6
2.5
-2.9
-3.1
-5.1
- 5.1

-0.2
-4.0
-3.8
3.7
3.1
-4.1
-4.5
-9.1
- 9.1

-0.3
-5.2
-4.8
4.4
3.5
-5.3
-6,6
-i.t
- 14.5

OT
BA
OT

-0.6
- 4.2

-2.2
14.4

-Si

-9.1

-14.5

950: Undistributed offsetting receipts ................... BA
OT

6.2

9.5

24.1

0.4
0.4

0.8
0.8

1.2
1.2

050: National defense ..............................................
150: International affairs ..........

...

250: Space, science and technology .....................
270: Energy ................

....

300: Natural resources ................... I.......................
350: Agricuiture ..............

....

370: Commerce and housing credit .......................
400: Transportation ..................................................
450: Community and regional development ....
500: Education, training, employment and social
services.
550: Health ...............................................................
570: Medicare ...............

....

600: Income security ...............................................
650: Social security .....................
700: Veterans benefits ............................................
750: Administration of justice .................................
800: General government ........................................
900: Net interest .....................
920: Allowances .......................................................

Unified total ................................................
Revenues
Deficit

...................................

BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
OT
BA
CT
BA
OT
BA
OT
:BA
OT
BA

BA
OT

-5.3
-1.5
-3.9
-1.2
-1.2
-0.8
-1.5
-0.7
-3.3
-1.5
0.1
0.1
-1.8
-1.3
-8.6
-5.9
-1.0
-0.2
-4.0

-43.9
-25.1
.- 5.3
-19.7

-58.9
-62.4
-23.6
-38.8

ANto: Details maynot addto totals dueto rootWing.
Excludes
emergency supplemental.

21.2

-81.7
-81.3
-16.8
-64.5

39.4

39.3
1.6
1.6
-81.3
-99.0
-18.5
-80.5

29.7

39.1
2.0
2.0
-114.2
-137.8
-24.5
-113.3
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REiUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS
DESCRIPTION

Strengthen the 10 year pay-as-you-go point of order. While the
10 year pay-as-you-go point of order that was established by last
year's budget resolution is permanent, it does not currently apply
to budget resolutions and could be repealed by a subsequent budget
resolution. This proposal would make future budget resolutions
subject to this point of order.
Express sense of the Senate that the financial transactions associated with health care reform legislation that includes an employer mandate should be included in the budget.
Express sense of the Senate that Congress should enact a comprehensive reform of the Federal tax code to encourage savings and
investment.
Express sense of the Senate that Congress and Federal agencies
should assess and limit mandates on state and local governments
and the private sector.
Include a welfare reserve fund to allow spending reductions to finance deficit-neutral welfare reform legislation.
Include a health care reserve fund to allow spending and revenue
changes to finance deficit-neutral health care reform legislation.
Include a reserve fund to allow spending reductions to pay for
revenue losses associated with trade-related legislation such as
GATT.
Provide for the Senate Budget Committee's approval for any reserve fund adjustment that exceeds $1 billion in FY 1995 or $10
billion for the period FY 1995-1999.
Require that the budgetary effects of emergency legislation be
counted for purposes of the Budget Act, making any emergency legislation that increases the deficit subject to a 60 vote point of order.
Emergency legislation would continue not to be counted for OMB's
calculations and could not trigger a sequester.
Extend separate caps on defense and nondefense discretionary
funding through FY 1997 and the cap on total discretionary spending through FY 1999. Provide a 60 vote point of order against a
budget resolution or appropriations legislation that would exceed
these caps.
Allow savings from asset sales to be counted.
Continue the Social Security firewall.
PETE V. DOMENICI.

TRENT Low.

MINORITY VIEWS OF SENATORS GREGG AND NICKLES
This Budget Resolution looks backwards, not forwards. In adopting it, the Committee looked back to what happened last year and
patted itself on the back. All of the Committee's descriptions of this
budget speak in terms of last year's action. Accordingly, with this
Budget Resolution, the Budget Committee approved a do-nothing
budget that expresses satisfaction with the status quo.
Although the Republicans and four brave Democrats did force a
5-year $26 billion cut in discretionary spending, that is not where
our budget problems lie. We all know that the deficit basically hovers for two to three years before beginning to climb again after
1998 and then exploding into the next century. That deficit explosion results from entitlement spending, not discretionary spending.
Yet, we are told we cannot cut entitlements, because that would
undermine Health Care Reform. That refrain was repeated continuously by Administration officials during Budget Committee
hearings, and by majority party members during Budget Committee markup while rebuffing Republican amendments. Indeed, speculative harm to Health Care Reform has become an all-purpose
shield, used to deflect every proposal with which the Administration disagrees. This year, therefore, the Budget Committee decided
to look back. It decided not to attempt anything that might harm
Health Care Reform.
The Congressional Budget Office's analysis of the Administration's health care reform proposal demonstrated the extremely
weak basis for the Budget Committee's decision. CBO told us that
the deficit would increase, not decrease, under the Administration's
plan. Thus, if the 103rd Congress' action on health care reform
does not, in fact, reverse the deficit's projected upward path, then
we hope the Budget Committee will begin the 104th Congress by
addressing entitlements, and regain its leadership position on Congressional budget matters.
JUDD GREGG.

DON NICKLES.
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