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I believe our message has not been
getting across that elderly housing
works under the section 202 program.
You can’t expect elderly housing to be
covered by the HOME program where
there are many competing local needs
that must be met. Most of all, do not
put Grandmother or Aunt Effie out on
the street in her walker with a voucher
and expect that she is going to be able
to find decent, affordable, appropriate
housing.

We need an overwhelming vote. I wel-
come the fact that we have had a num-
ber of cosponsors. I hope we will have a
unanimous vote, or an overwhelming
vote, to express the sense of the Senate
that we are not going to change this
program. This is a program that is
meeting the needs of the elderly today.
We must continue that program, be-
cause the needs are only growing great-
er and we need to do all we can to try
to keep up with those needs.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I
particularly thank my colleague from
Maryland.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

————————

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1999,
2000, 2001, 2002, AND 2003

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.
AMENDMENT NO. 2213, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised by the Budget Committee staff
that we have to make a modification in
the terminology of the sense-of-the-
Senate language, and I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be modi-
fied, under the last subsection (b), to
say, “It is the sense of the Senate
that’’—at that point include the fol-
lowing—*‘‘the levels in this resolution
assume that”.

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

The amendment (No. 2213), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

Insert on page 53, after line 22, the fol-
lowing new section, to be renumbered, ac-
cordingly:

“SEC. 317. SENSE OF THE SENATE TO MAINTAIN

FULL FUNDING FOR THE SECTION
202 ELDERLY HOUSING PROGRAM.

‘“(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing—

‘(1) The Section 202 Elderly Housing pro-
gram is the most important housing program
for elderly, low-income Americans, providing
both affordable low-income housing and sup-
portive services designed to meet the special
needs of the elderly.
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“(2) Since 1959, the Section 202 Elderly
housing program has funded some 5,400 elder-
ly housing projects with over 330,000 housing
units, with the current average tenant in
Section 202 housing being a frail, older
woman in her seventies, living alone with an
income of less than $10,000 per year.

‘“(3) The combination of affordable housing
and supportive services under the Section 202
Elderly Housing program is critical to pro-
moting independent living, self-sufficiency,
and dignity for the elderly while delaying
more costly institutional care.

‘“(4) There are over 1.4 million elderly
Americans currently identified as having
‘“‘worst case housing needs’ and in need of af-
fordable housing.

‘“(5) There are 33 million Americans aged 65
and over, some 13 percent of all Americans.
The number of elderly Americans is antici-
pated to grow to over 69 million by the year
2030, which would be some 20 percent of all
Americans, and continue to increase to al-
most 80 million by 2050.

‘“(6) The President’s Budget Request for
fiscal year 1999 proposes reducing funding for
the Section 202 Elderly Housing program
from the fiscal year 1998 level of $645,000,000
to $109,000,000 is fiscal year 1999. This rep-
resents a reduction of over 83 percent in
funding, which will result in reducing the
construction of Section 202 housing units
from some 6,000 units in fiscal year 1998 to
only 1,500 units in fiscal year 1999.

‘“(7T) The full funding of the Section 202 El-
derly Housing program as an independent
federal housing program is an investment in
our elderly citizens as well as our Nation.

“(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sen-
ate that the levels in this resolution assume
that the Section 202 Elderly Housing pro-
gram, as provided under section 202 of the
Housing Act of 1959, as amended, shall be
funded in fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002,
and 2003 at not less than the fiscal year 1998
funding level of $645,000,000.”.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the
Chair, yield the floor, and suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2214
(Purpose: To express the Sense of the Senate
on the need for long-term entitlement re-
forms)

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY]
proposes an amendment numbered 2214.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

The

The

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. Sense of the Senate supporting

long-term entitlement reforms.
(a) The Senate finds that the resolution as-
sumes the following—
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(1) entitlement spending has risen dramati-
cally over the last thirty-five years.

(2) in 1963, mandatory spending (i.e. enti-
tlement spending and interest on the debt)
made up 30 percent of the budget, this figure
rose to 45 percent by 1973, to 56 percent by
1983 and to 61 percent by 1993.

(3) mandatory spending is expected to
make up 68 percent of the federal budget in
1998.

(4) absent changes, that spending is ex-
pected to take up over 70 percent of the fed-
eral budget shortly after the year 2000 and 74
percent of the budget by the year 2008.

(5) if no action is taken, mandatory spend-
ing will consume 100 percent of the budget by
the year 2030.

(3) this mandatory spending will continue
to crowd out spending for the traditional
‘“‘discretionary’ functions of government
like clean air and water, a strong national
defense, parks and recreation, education, our
transportation system, law enforcement, re-
search and development and other infra-
structure spending.

(4) taking significant steps sooner rather
than later to reform entitlement spending
will not only boost economic growth in this
country, it will also prevent the need for
drastic tax and spending decisions in the
next century.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense
of the Senate that that levels in this budget
resolution assume that—

(1) Congress and the President should work
to enact structural reforms in entitlement
spending in 1998 and beyond which suffi-
ciently restrain the growth of mandatory
spending in order to keep the budget in bal-
ance over the long term, extend the solvency
of the Social Security and Medicare Trust
Funds, avoid crowding out funding for basic
government functions and that every effort
should be made to hold mandatory spending
to no more than seventy percent of the budg-
et.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, for the
first time in a quarter century this
budget resolution is being debated in
an environment, where rather than
talking about getting rid of the deficit,
we are able to talk with great enthu-
siasm about what to do with the sur-
plus. We are talking about tax cuts and
various spending programs. There is no
question that the recovery of the econ-
omy of the United States of America—
deficit reduction efforts in the past in
combination with tremendous changes
on the part of entrepreneurs and busi-
nesses and individuals out there—has
produced the best economic scene I
have seen in my entire lifetime, with
increases in productivity, growth in
the number of jobs, and a reduction in
welfare rolls. You have to look long
and hard to find bad economic news out
there.

In 1990, this Congress debated a def-
icit reduction act that was largely a re-
sult of President Bush’s leadership. We
put in place at that time the mecha-
nism that we still use today. It has
caps on spending that we, for the most
part, have lived within. It is that dis-
cipline that is required by the law, it
seems to me, that requires every time
somebody wants to do a new program,
they have to find a way to pay for it.
You just cannot come down here and
throw new spending on a budget or new
tax cuts on a budget without having an
offset someplace. It is that discipline,
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coupled with the 1993 act and the 1997
act, that I think the American people
appreciate very much. It has produced
enormous benefits for the American
economy.

But we are now in a state where, un-
fortunately, rather than merely talk-
ing about the easy things, we now need
to start facing some very difficult
problems that are occurring inside the
budget itself. One of the things I find
comforting in life is when things don’t
change. The most impressive force of
all in that regard is gravity. It has an
increasing impact upon me, my body,
and my ability to move and so forth. It
stays constant. I am impressed with it.

One of the things that stayed con-
stant over the last 30 or 40 years, in-
deed a bit longer than that, is that the
percent of the entire GDP that we in
Washington, DC, use for a variety of
spending programs has stayed rel-
atively constant—in the 19 to 20 per-
cent range. This does not go all the
way back to the years of the 1940s
when, during the war, we went up
above that 20 percent mark; but in the
1940s, most of that spending was for
plant, for equipment, increases in the
productivity of this Nation. Indeed,
many have cited that as a principal
reason the United States of America
came out of the Great Depression, the
significant investments that occurred
during those war years. So you see that
20 percent figure stayed relatively con-
stant over that lengthy period of time.

This resolution that I have offered up
requires us, the Congress, with a sense-
of-the-Senate resolution, to look out in
the future more than the 10-year budg-
et window that we currently do. You
may say why, Mr. President. The rea-
son is that if you look out for 10 years,
from 1998 to 2008, that takes you just
before the baby boom generation be-
gins to retire. You look out to 2008 and
life looks relatively good. It doesn’t
look very difficult. It looks like we
ought to be able to manage relatively
easily, and the reason it looks like it is
going to be relatively easy is that the
number of the Americans over age 65
grows relatively steadily, from about
34 million to about 39 million in 2008.
But, from 2010 to 2030, the number of
people over age 65 grows by 30 million.
The number of retirees will increase by
25 million while the number of workers
only increases 4 million.

What happens during that period of
time is that the mandatory programs—
that is the red, or the entitlement
spending; and the yellow is the net in-
terest, the interest on the national
debt—they continue to grow until they
completely displace the entire Federal
budget, until it is 100 percent of the
budget at that point. Indeed, in the
year 2027, 100 percent of the budget will
be mandatory spending programs.

This is a trend. I heard some—per-
haps most notably former Secretary of
Labor Robert Reich, who is on from
time to time—criticizing this evalua-
tion, saying there are going to be in-
creases in productivity or immigration

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

or other things that are going to take
care of it. But it has not taken care of
it yet.

In 1963, John Kennedy went to Rice
University. He gave a speech in the
summer of 1963 in which he said that
we were going to put a man on the
Moon. Why? He said not because it is
easy but because it is hard.

In 1963, 70 percent of this budget was
discretionary and only 30 percent of
the budget was mandatory. In 1973, it
had grown to 45 percent mandatory; in
1983, 56 percent mandatory; in 1993, 61
percent mandatory. And in this budget,
68 percent of the budget is mandatory
and 32 percent of the budget is discre-
tionary.

Even over the next 10 years, the
amount that is available for discre-
tionary—and we allow it actually in
the second 5 years to grow at the rate
of inflation, which is not likely unless
we are going to bust the caps in the
second 5 years—at the end of that 10-
year period, the amount available for
discretionary spending will be approxi-
mately 26 percent.

I ask any of my colleagues what that
26 percent figure means. If you budget
it this year and say we are going to
give the Appropriations Committee 26
percent of available revenue to appro-
priate, that will force approximately
$115 billion in spending cuts.

What is happening is that we are see-
ing our capacity to build our Nation’s
defenses, I say to the distinguished oc-
cupant of the Chair, who has talked
about how our military is being spread
pretty thin—it is spread pretty thin
right now. We debate from time to
time new things we want our military
to do. Both our military and intel-
ligence efforts are stretched substan-
tially thin at the moment. But that is
not the only area in discretionary
spending where people come to the
floor and would like to spend more
money, whether it is on education, on
health care, or the environment, or
NASA, or Veterans Administration. On
all these things, they may come down
and say, ‘“We have to fight the battle
against crime, we need more people on
our border, we a stronger law enforce-
ment effort.” All of these Federal ef-
forts come out of discretionary spend-
ing.

Unless we as a Congress begin to un-
derstand these trends and the fact that
they are not going to go away, it is not
likely we are going to do anything
about it. I observe the reason we are
not doing anything about it, the reason
we are not debating it on this floor, is
we only have a 10-year view.

The law says to take a look at 10
years—what does it look like in 10
yvears? Life looks pretty good. It looks
like we can handle it. I challenge any-
body to construct a discretionary budg-
et with only 26 percent available rev-
enue. Unless we believe this Congress is
going to raise taxes beyond the 20 per-
cent mark—which I don’t think it ei-
ther will or should—what we are faced
with, even at 26 percent, is, it seems to
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me, the unlikelihood of being able to
construct a budget with that relatively
small amount.

Unless we look out to 30 years in-
stead of 10 years, we do not see this cri-
sis coming, we do not see the problem
coming.

So what do we do? We do nothing. We
do not even debate it or talk about it.
Most of us have seen the movie ‘‘Ti-
tanic.” In the movie, people were on
the bow, standing watch for icebergs,
and they did not have binoculars. It is
very much like us. We do not have bin-
oculars either. We can see 10 years, but
we cannot see 30. As a consequence, we
do not see the iceberg that is out there
in the form and shape of the baby-boom
generation which, from 2010 to 2030,
will convert 100 percent of the avail-
able money we will tax and collect
from the American people—100 percent
of that budget is going to go to manda-
tory programs.

There is a price, a big price, for
delay, and the price will be paid by the
baby-boom generation, who will find
themselves saying suddenly, ‘‘Oh, my
gosh, I have two choices: Either I take
substantial cuts in my current benefits
or my kids have a tax increase’ that
raises their taxes beyond what is, I
think, by any standard, a reasonable
level. We will see demands on this sys-
tem, in short, Mr. President, that are
going to put us in a position where we
are going to have to ask current bene-
ficiaries, if we do not make reasonable
adjustments today, to pay a rather
substantial price.

I know the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico has talked about this
an awful lot. In fact, he can blame him-
self for me caring about entitlements.
It was he and Senator Nunn who used
to traipse down here once a year and
offer amendments. The first time the
Senator from New Mexico offered an
amendment to control entitlement
spending, I voted against it. The second
year, the light bulb went on, and I said,
““Oh, my gosh, this guy from New Mex-
ico might have something right.” And,
indeed, he persuaded me the second
year, and I voted with him.

In 1994, Senator Jack Danforth and I
chaired a commission for an entire
year looking at the problems of enti-
tlements, and I have not been the same
since. I annoy people; I frustrate peo-
ple. They can ask me what do I think
about the weather, do I think Nebraska
is going to have a good football team,
and as soon as I talk about the weather
and our great football team, I find my-
self immediately talking about the
problem of mandatory spending and
what it is going to do to our capacity
to say that we are securing the bless-
ings of liberty for ourselves and pos-
terity.

We are squandering, it seems to me,
an opportunity to say we are endowing
our future, and instead we are putting
ourselves in a position of saying,
“Make certain I get my deal covered,
that I get what I am entitled to, and
the heck with the future; don’t worry
about our kids.”
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AMENDMENT NO. 2215
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding passage of the IRS Restructuring

and Reform Act of 1997)

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I send
an additional amendment to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Without objection, the pending
amendment will be set aside. The clerk
will report.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I will
talk for 1 minute. I see the distin-
guished chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee on the floor. This is an amend-
ment that this body ought to act on
IRS reform legislation prior to our
leaving for the recess.

I believe this legislation has been
considered long and hard. The tax-
payers have a deadline of April 15; 120
million of them will have to file their
taxes. We need to pass IRS legislation
without delay. We need to give tax-
payers new powers. I note with consid-
erable interest that every single fresh-
man in the House sent a letter yester-
day to Majority Leader LOTT and to
Democratic Leader DASCHLE asking
that the House bill, or something that
can be conferenced, be taken up before
we leave.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

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

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, April 1, 1998.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Senate Majority Leader, Russell Senate Office
Building, Washington, DC.
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
Senate Minority Leader, Hart Senate Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER LOTT AND MINOR-
ITY LEADER DASCHLE: As April 15 approaches,
this letter is to urge in the strongest pos-
sible terms the United States Senate to pass
sound legislation to reform the Internal Rev-
enue Service (IRS).

As first-term Representatives of the Amer-
ican people from both political parties, we
agree that the Congress must give the high-
est priority to reforming the IRS. Hearings
conducted in the House and Senate have
made us all too aware of the horror stories of
the average American taxpayer being har-
assed by rogue IRS agents. We believe it is
time that the IRS worked for American tax-
payers instead of assuming they are guilty of
cheating on their taxes.

As you know, on November 5, 1997, the
House overwhelmingly passed historic legis-
lation to reform the IRS. This bill incor-
porates recommendations by the bipartisan
National Commission to Restructure the IRS
chaired by Senator J. Robert Kerrey and
Representative Rob Portman. H.R. 2676, the
IRS Restructuring and Reform Act, would
shift the burden of proof from the taxpayer
to the IRS, create twenty-eight new tax-
payer provisions in a Taxpayer Bill of
Rights, and overhaul the management of the
agency through the creation of an eleven-
member independent Oversight Board.

With your leadership, we have the oppor-
tunity to provide the comprehensive reform
of the IRS the American people deserve. We
urge the Senate to adhere to the will of the
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American taxpayer, honor the work of the
bipartisan commission, and join the House in
passing IRS reform without further delay.
Sincerely,
BOB ETHERIDGE,
JOHN SHIMKUS,
Members of Congress.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, the tax-
payers of the United States have a
deadline of April 15. All of us know it.
We hear about it when we go home. As
I said, 120 million people have to have
their taxes filed by April 15. There are
140,000 collection notices that go out
every single day of the week. Every
single working day that the IRS is in
operation, 140,000 collection notices go
out.

There are approximately the same
number of Americans who call the IRS
every day. The way it currently oper-
ates is, about 40 percent of them can-
not get through, and of those who do
get through, about 25 percent of them
get the wrong answer.

There are many other reasons for to
get the laws governing the IRS
changed, and get them changed soon.
My hope is that the chairman of the
Finance Committee and the ranking
member will meet as quickly as pos-
sible with Mr. ARCHER, Mr. RANGEL,
and Mr. Rubin. Let’s get this bill
conferenced as quickly as possible so
that the American taxpayers, who have
waited an awful long time for this
piece of legislation, will get the power
they deserve—indeed, the power they
need—in order for them to have con-
fidence that this is still Government
of, by, and for the people.

Mr. President, I thank you for this
wonderful opportunity to speak, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY]
proposes an amendment No. 2215.

The amendment follows:

At the end of Title III, insert the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING PAS-

SAGE OF THE IRS RESTRUCTURING
AND REFORM ACT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) The House of Representatives over-
whelmingly passed IRS Reform Legislation,
(H.R. 2676), on November 5, 1997.

(2) The IRS Restructuring and Reform Act
has the potential to benefit 120 million
Americans by simplifying the tax process
and making the IRS more responsive to tax-
payer concerns;

(3) The President has announced that he
would sign H.R. 2676;

(4) The Senate plans to recess without con-
sidering legislation to reform the IRS.

(5) The American people are busy preparing
their taxes to meet the April 15th deadline.
They do not get to recess before filing their
returns; and

(5) Senators should keep their commit-
ment to take up and pass IRS reform legisla-
tion before they recess.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this budget resolution assume that the
Senate shall not recess until it has consid-
ered and voted on H.R. 2676, the IRS Restruc-
turing and Reform Act of 1997.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I in-
form the Senator that we are willing to
accept his previous sense-of-the-Senate
amendment, and we have Senator
BURNS’ amendment. I would like to ac-
cept them now and then go on to the
Senator’s second amendment. Is that
satisfactory?

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I will
allow them merely to be accepted. I
was going to ask for a rollcall vote on
mine. At some point, my fear is, with-
out a rollcall vote, I say to the distin-
guished Senator and chairman of the
committee, it doesn’t necessarily focus
people’s attention as much as it
should. I am not sure it will by making
them vote either, for that matter.

I know the chairman of this com-
mittee is very enthusiastic about this
issue and has spent a lot of time on it
as well. I just think this whole budget
deliberation occurs in a never-never
land where we are talking about sur-
pluses and talking about how good ev-
erything is and we literally are ignor-
ing this enormous problem.

As I said, the people who are going to
suffer the most are that baby-boom
generation, and they will find them-
selves in a heck of a dilemma if we do
not act sooner than later. I appreciate
the Senator’s willingness to accept my
amendment and Senator  BURNS’
amendment. I agree to allow that to go
forward.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2214

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 2214.

Without objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2214) was agreed
to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2178

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, there
is pending an amendment No. 2178 by
Senator BURNS. There is no objection
on this side and, I understand, no ob-
jection on the Democrat side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on agreeing to the
amendment.

Without objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2178) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote on the two amendments, en
bloc.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if Senator LAUTENBERG would join
me in just a discussion of where we are.
And, obviously, I will yield the floor. I
understand the distinguished chairman
of the Finance Committee wants to
speak. I yield myself time off the budg-
et resolution.

Mr. President, fellow Senators, I un-
derstand we have one vote scheduled on
or in relationship to the Kyl amend-
ment at 12 o’clock. The distinguished
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Senator is here. He would like to speak
for 1 minute, and there will be 1 minute
in opposition. I make that request and
ask unanimous consent.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like to just
tell Senators that we now have about
29 amendments that are pending, for
all intents and purposes. I consider
that everybody wants a vote on them,
although I hope not. And we still have
about 18 hours, so there is plenty of
time for more amendments. And,
frankly, I just hope everybody under-
stands that today is Wednesday, to-
morrow is Thursday, the next day is
Friday.

I think that everybody should share
with me some concern about whether
we can finish this resolution unless
there is some cooperation with ref-
erence to amendments. I do not ask
anything of anyone specifically at this
point, but I hope and I urge that, if
there are more amendments, you start
getting them in to us. There is no time
by which you are bound, but I urge
that, if you have additional amend-
ments or second-degree amendments,
you let us see them. I am sure my
friend from New Jersey will join me in
that. At some point we have to try to
make a little sense of the process on
this to see if we can get this work done
in a timely manner.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The chairman of
the Budget Committee neglected to
mention the fact that voting time is
not included in the calculation of the
remaining hours.

Mr. DOMENICI. Right.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is extra
time. So if we have 29 or 30 votes, and
even if we were able by some stretch of
the imagination to reduce that to 15
minutes, you are talking about more
than 7 hours added to the—how much
time do we have remaining, may I ask?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighteen
hours remaining.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Eighteen. So we
would be looking at prospectively 25
hours or more. So I say to all of our
colleagues on both sides, get them in
here and let us try to get action done
on them. If a rollcall vote can be dis-
pensed with, it will make a huge dif-
ference in what time we conclude our
business for this week, reminding ev-
eryone, all those whose memory is bad
and can’t recall, the fact that the re-
cess begins for 2 weeks, in case any-
body has forgotten, and should we want
to hang in through Friday or whatever
or however long, I understand we are
going to get this done.

Mr. DOMENICI. We could stay in
here very late tonight, into the morn-
ing and that would put us on a path to
where we could start voting and we
could see some daylight.

AMENDMENT NO. 2169

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am

going to yield the floor, but I want to
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make a parliamentary inquiry. Would
the regular order bring the Kyl amend-
ment now to the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Kyl amendment is
in order. The Senator from Arizona is
recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President.

Let me take about 30 seconds and
then see if anyone on the other side
wishes to speak to this. This is a very
simple sense-of-the-Senate resolution,
and I will read you what the sense is. I
cannot imagine people would oppose
this principle.

It is the sense of Congress that seniors
have the right to see the physician or health
care provider of their choice, and not be lim-
ited in such right by the imposition of unrea-
sonable conditions on providers who are will-
ing to treat seniors on a private basis. . .

Mr. President, there are a lot of de-
tails in legislation that might ulti-
mately be passed that we can argue
about, but I think there is no doubt
that in expressing the principle, we can
all be in agreement that just because
one turns 65 and is eligible for Medi-
care does not mean they lose the right
to see the physician of their own
choice.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time and will see if there is
anyone who wishes to speak in opposi-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I understand we have
1 minute in response.

Let me just say, this is not in any
way, shape or form an amendment de-
signed to provide patients with more
choice. This will leave seniors totally
uncertain about what their Medicare
will cover and let doctors determine
the degree of Medicare coverage each
beneficiary will have. That is what this
is about: Jeopardizing patients’ rights,
putting them in a very uncertain set of
circumstances, taking away the cer-
tainty and the confidence they have
when they are in a doctor’s office or in
a hospital or in an operating room that
Medicare will pay their bills. Let us
not jeopardize those patients’ rights or
their confidence when they are sick
that the Medicare Program is working
for them.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
want to express my support for Senator
KyL’s amendment establishing a sense
of the Congress regarding Medicare
beneficiaries freedom to privately con-
tract with physicians. I understand
there has been a lot of misinformation
about private contracting and the Bal-
anced Budget Act provision. But the
fundamental issue behind this debate
has always been clear. What this really
boils down to is what is the appropriate
role of the government. And I just
don’t believe that the federal govern-
ment should tell seniors how they can
or cannot spend their own hard earned
money. While the Balanced Budget Act
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allows private contracting on a limited
basis, most beneficiaries will not have
this freedom because physicians who
privately contract will have to opt out
of the Medicare program for 2 years.
Most physicians won’t be able to do
that, and most beneficiaries would not
want their doctor to do this. Therefore,
I support the Kyl amendment to give
seniors the freedom of choice to pri-
vately contract.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
this past New Year rang in a harsh re-
ality for senior citizens of America: As
of January 1, 1998, senior citizens, for
all practical purposes, have been
stripped of a health care right afforded
to any other insured American—the
right to pay out-of-pocket for the doc-
tor of their choice.

I am outraged over this provision—a
provision that was added into the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 in the twelfth
hour of negotiations between the White
House and Congress.

The provision prohibits doctors who
privately contract from treating Medi-
care patients for a period of two years.
Therefore, it is now unlawful for a doc-
tor to take a private payment from a
Medicare-eligible patient if during the
previous two years he has billed Medi-
care for any service rendered to a pa-
tient over the age of 65.

What is the reality of the provision?
The reality is that it will be almost im-
possible for a senior citizen to contract
privately for medical services because
few or no physicians are going to be
able to make ends meet if they can’t
accept Medicare patients for two years.
The reality is that, unlike every other
insured American, senior citizens have
now lost a significant right—a right of
choice in who provides their health
care.

Currently seniors are being prohib-
ited from going outside of the Medicare
system for procedures that are not cov-
ered by Medicare. For example, if a
senior fell and broke his hip, Medicare
only reimburses for the lowest-cost hip
prosthesis. Since seniors cannot pay
extra to upgrade, they must settle for
lower quality. (Private contracting
would enable them to opt for quality.)

Why is the federal government mak-
ing that decision for seniors? If a 75-
year-old women in Fairbanks, Alaska,
fell and broke her hip, do you think
that the government is competent
enough to decide what hip prosthesis is
best for her to gain the best mobility
for the rough weather conditions of
Fairbanks?

Last week I turned 65 years old. The
week before—when I was still 64 years
old—I could choose any doctor I want-
ed and pay for that doctor in any man-
ner I wanted. But now I'm 65, and the
federal government is suddenly telling
me I can’t make my own medical deci-
sions—that I no longer may enter into
a private contract with my doctor.

Mr. President, I ask you, isn’t this a
form of age discrimination against sen-
iors? How can the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration restrict such a fun-
damental liberty—the freedom to
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choose the care and quality of health
providers?

The need for a senior citizen to be
able to privately contract is magnified
in Alaska. Alaska has no HMOs, physi-
cian shortages exist in two-thirds of
the state and health care costs that are
on average 70 percent higher than the
rest of the country.

All these factors combine to create a
system where doctors can’t afford to
treat Medicare patients—which means
that patient choice for Alaskan seniors
is extremely limited. I’ve received let-
ters from Alaskans who have been
turned down by three or four physi-
cians—because the doctors cannot af-
ford new Medicare patients.

I am pleased with Senator Kyl’s
sense of Congress—I believe it is an im-
portant stand for Congress to make.
The body must do all it can to ensure
that Medicare-eligible beneficiaries
who choose to pay out of pocket will
have an unrestricted right to health
care.

Mr. President, even in the socialized
medical system of Great Britain,
choice is offered to the elderly. In
Great Britain, a senior citizen has the
choice to pay privately for his or her
medical services. Don’t the elderly of
America deserve that same choice?

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today I
rise to express my opposition to Sen-
ator KyL’s sense of the Senate Amend-
ment to the Budget Resolution. While
this amendment raises important con-
cerns about the scope of seniors’
choices in determining their personal
health care needs, this proposal may
actually restrict the health care op-
tions available to our nation’s senior
citizens and undermine the quality of
care afforded all Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

Initially, Senator KYL’s amendment
simply seems to endorse the important
role of choice for seniors when making
critical decisions about their personal
health. I strongly support efforts to in-
crease the health care options avail-
able to Medicare beneficiaries and im-
prove the quality of health care that
seniors receive. However, this amend-
ment would move us in the wrong di-
rection. With approximately 96 percent
of physicians treating Medicare pa-
tients presently, choice of physicians
does not appear to be a problem for
Medicare beneficiaries. In reality,
Medicare allows seniors to choose the
doctor of their choice along with pro-
viding protections that shield Medicare
beneficiaries from unnecessarily high
out-of-pocket costs. Ironically, in
many ways, Senator KYL’s amendment
is a problem in search of a solution.

Senator KYL’s legislation specifically
supports private contracting between
physicians and patients for services
traditionally covered by Medicare. By
allowing doctor’s to privately contract
for these services, this amendment
could effectively remove consumer pro-
tections designed to protect seniors’
from excessive out-of-pocket costs.
These protections are critically impor-
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tant to the elderly who rely on the af-
fordable and high-quality care that
Medicare provides. Private-contracting
for Medicare-covered services would
cause seniors to pay 100 percent of any
given health care service or benefit.
Few seniors can afford or have any de-
sire to pay, such exorbitantly high-
rates. It is also important to note that
seniors’ are perfectly free to contract
privately with their doctor on health
care benefits not covered by Medicare
such as routine physical exams, eye
care, and prescription drugs. However,
by permitting doctors to charge their
Medicare patients whatever they wish
for Medicare-covered health care serv-
ices, we would be subjecting seniors’ to
unnecessarily high-out of pocket costs
and would compromise the quality of
care afforded to all Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

I am also deeply concerned that this
initiative would create a two-tiered
health care system for the elderly,
threatening the quality of care af-
forded all Medicare beneficiaries. Pri-
vate contracting could create an incen-
tive for wealthier and healthier bene-
ficiaries to opt out of the Medicare pro-
gram. This could lead to a health care
system that provides high-quality cov-
erage to those seniors’ who could afford
the high out-of-pocket costs associated
with private-contracting, while leaving
the majority of Medicare beneficiaries
with substandard care. Almost 70 per-
cent of Medicare beneficiaries have an
annual income under $25,000. It is sim-
ply unconscionable for these seniors of
modest means to be subject to paying
100 percent of their health care bill to
services that are normally covered
under the Medicare program. Addition-
ally, the implementation of a private-
contracting system would provide an
incentive for doctor’s to give priority
to those Medicare beneficiaries who
can afford to pay for it at the expense
of providing quality and affordable
care to the majority of Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

Additionally, the Kyl amendment
would offer the potential for increased
fraud and abuse within the Medicare
program. The Medicare system is al-
ready fraught with staggering levels of
fraud and abuse. According to the In-
spector General of the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services, $23.2
billion annually is wasted on fraud and
abuse in the Medicare program. Given
the financial challenges that face the
Medicare program in the near future,
this level of abuse in unacceptable. Al-
lowing physicians to set their own pay-
ment rates for certain patients, while
simultaneously permitting them to
submit claims to Medicare for the
treatment of traditional Medicare
beneficiaries for the very same proce-
dures, would create the opportunity for
double billing, a serious form of fraud
and abuse. While we should be moving
to prevent fraud and abuse in the Medi-
care system, private contracting would
offer the potential for increased fraud
in the Medicare system.
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Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes. I want to
point out that the pending amendment
is not germane, and I raise a point of
order that the amendment violates sec-

tion 305(b)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

point of order is not sustained.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Might I inquire, how much
time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has some 20 seconds.

Mr. KYL. Thank you.

I want to respond to the distin-
guished minority leader.

It is true that legislation that would
actually change the law would cer-
tainly have to consider all kinds of
issues dealing with fraud and abuse and
similar questions that the distin-
guished minority leader has raised. We
can have that debate at the time such
legislation might come before us.

What is before us today is simply a
sense of the Senate, an expression of a
principle that it is the sense of Con-
gress that seniors have the right to see
the physician or health care provider of
their choice. I hope we can at least
agree on that basic principle.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 2169, the Kyl amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
before we call the roll, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Wash-
ington be able to send up two amend-
ments.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2216 AND 2217, EN BLOC

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send
two amendments to the desk and ask
unanimous consent that they be laid
aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY] proposes amendments numbered 2216
and 2217.

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendments be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2216
(Purpose: To increase Function 500 discre-
tionary budget authority and outlays to
accommodate both President Clinton’s in-
vestments in education and the $2.5 billion
increase assumed by the resolution for

IDEA)

On page 16, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,088,000,000.

On page 16, line 10, increase the amount by
$81,000,000.

On page 16, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,776,000,000.

On page 16, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,487,000,000.

On page 16, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,437,000,000.
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On page 16, line 18, increase the amount by
$1,686,000,000.

On page 16, line 21, increase the amount by
$593,000,000.

On page 16, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,301,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, strike ‘‘—$300,000,000"
and insert ‘‘—$2,388,000,000.”

On page 25, line 9, strike
and insert ‘‘—$1,981,000,000.”

On page 25, line 12, strike ‘‘—$1,200,000,000
and insert *‘—$2,976,000,000.”

On page 25, line 13, strike ‘‘—$4,600,000,000”
and insert *‘—$6,087,000,000.”

On page 25, line 16, strike ‘‘—$2,700,000,000”
and insert ‘*—$4,137,000,000.”

On page 25, line 17, strike ‘‘—$3,000,000,000
and insert ‘‘—$4,686,000,000.”

On page 25, line 20, strike ‘*—$3,800,000,000
and insert ‘‘—$4,393,000,000.”

On page 25, line 21, strike ‘‘—$7,000,000,000
and insert ‘‘—$8,301,000,000.”

‘*—$1,900,000,000"

AMENDMENT NO. 2217

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the expansion of Medicare bene-
fits)

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

MEDICARE BENEFITS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) In the 1997 Balanced Budget Agreement,
changes were made to Medicare that ex-
tended the solvency of the Trust Fund for 10
years.

(2) The Medicare Commission, also estab-
lished in the Balanced Budget Agreement,
has just started the task of examining the
Medicare program in an effort to make sound
policy recommendations to Congress and the
Administration about what needs to be done
to ensure that Medicare is financially pre-
pared to handle the added burden when the
baby boomers begin retiring.

(3) The problems facing Medicare are not
about more revenues. The program needs to
do more to improve the health care status of
retirees and give them more choices and bet-
ter information to make wise consumer deci-
sions when purchasing health care services.

(4) Improving the health care status of sen-
ior citizens would ensure additional savings
for Medicare. Helping seniors stay healthier
should be a priority of any legislation aimed
at protecting Medicare.

(5) In order to keep seniors healthier, Medi-
care has to become more prevention based.
Currently, Medicare offers very few preven-
tion benefits. As a result, seniors are often
sicker when they seek care or are hospital-
ized.

(6) If the objective is to use tobacco reve-
nues to save Medicare, a portion of these new
revenues must be allocated to expanding pre-
vention benefits.

(7) Preventing illnesses or long hospital
stays or repeated hospital stays will save
Medicare dollars.

(8) Medicare cannot be saved without
structural changes and reforms. Simply
using a new Federal tax to prop up Medicare
will not extend solvency much beyond a few
months and will do little to improve the
health status of senior citizens and the dis-
abled.

(9) Congress should use these new revenues
to expand prevention benefits to ensure that
seniors are healthier and stronger. This is
how we can truly save Medicare.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this resolution assume the alloca-
tion of a portion of the Federal share of to-
bacco revenues to expand prevention benefits
for Medicare beneficiaries with an emphasis
on improving the health status of Medicare
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beneficiaries and providing long term sav-
ings to the program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the two amendments are laid
aside.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2169

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2169, the Kyl amendment. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) and the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 53 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Abraham Gorton Mack
Allard Gramm McCain
Ashcroft Grams McConnell
Bennett Grassley Murkowski
Bond Gregg Nickles
Brownback Hagel Roberts
Burns Hatch Roth
Campbell Helms Santorum
Coats Hollings Sessions
Cochran Hutchinson Shelby
Coverdell Hutchison Smith (NH)
Craig Inhofe Smith (OR)
DeWine Jeffords Stevens
Domenici Kempthorne Thomas
Enzi Kyl Thompson
Faircloth Lott Thurmond
Frist Lugar Warner

NAYS—47
Akaka Dorgan Lieberman
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Biden Feingold Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Feinstein Moynihan
Boxer Ford Murray
Breaux Glenn Reed
Bryan Grah?.m Reid
Bumpers Harkin Robb
Byrd Inouye Rockefeller
Chafee Johnson
Cleland Kerrey Sarbanes
Collins Kohl Snowe
Conrad Landrieu Spec}:er 3
D’Amato Lautenberg Torricelli
Daschle Leahy Wellstone
Dodd Levin Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Kennedy Kerry

The amendment (No. 2169) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this is not
aimed at any Senator or group of Sen-
ators, but it is so that we will all be on
notice. In order to be able to complete
this budget resolution, we are going to
have to stick to the 15 minute-votes. I
realize that there are markups going
on and Senators have a lot of commit-
ments, but for the remainder of
today—Senator DASCHLE and I have
talked about this—we think it is im-
portant we begin to stick to 15-minute
votes or 10-minute votes if we have in
a group stacked votes, so we will start
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sticking pretty close to the time that
is allocated.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield for a question?

Mr. LOTT. I am glad to yield.

Mr. FORD. We are in a major markup
in the Commerce Committee, and if
there is any way you could stack a
vote or two to let us come over and
spend a few minutes and make several
votes and then go back to the com-
mittee, I think it might be helpful,
rather than having us run back and
forth. There is hope we might be able
to finish that markup, if not late to-
night, tomorrow. I am not asking to
change your schedule or your votes,
just group them together sometime, if
you could.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
say to the Senator from Kentucky,
they are certainly involved in very im-
portant work, and we will take that
into consideration. As a matter of fact,
we are going to enter a unanimous con-
sent request that would allow us to
stack some votes. Senator DASCHLE
had suggested that, and it seems like a
good way to proceed where we will
have up to as many as, I think, four
votes that are stacked.

Mr. FORD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. LOTT. Would the Democratic
leader like to make a comment before
I make the UC?

In order to ascertain the remaining
workload then ahead of us to bring the
budget resolution to conclusion, I now
ask unanimous consent that all first-
degree amendments must be offered by
6 p.m. this evening. I further ask that
at 5:40 p.m. this evening the minority
manager be recognized to offer any
amendments necessary for the minor-
ity side of the aisle, and at 5:50 p.m.
Senator DOMENICI be recognized for up
to 10 minutes to offer amendments nec-
essary at that point for the majority
side.

I further ask that following the
scheduled 2 p.m. vote today, all first-
degree amendments be limited to 30
minutes, all second-degree amend-
ments be limited to 20 minutes, with
any votes ordered on any remaining
amendments to be stacked in a se-
quence to be decided by the two man-
agers. I further ask that the first vote
in the stacked voting sequence be lim-
ited to 15 minutes and all remaining
votes in the sequence be reduced to 10
minutes in length.

We hope they will stack as many as
three and four in those groupings. But
it will be up to them, after, of course,
consulting with the leaders, to make
sure we are taking into consideration
other things that may be going on.

I finally ask that all time consumed
during rollcall votes be counted
against the overall statutory time
limit and the new time restraints on
first- and second-degree amendments
expire at the conclusion or yielding
back of the overall time limit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object—and
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I will not object—I just want to make
certain that the time agreement with
regard to the schools amendment has
been unchanged.

Mr. DASCHLE. That is correct.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. LOTT. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hears no objection, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, 1
didn’t want to object, and I was going
to make that clarification following
the conclusion of the request, but I
would only add one clarification, which
I know the majority leader will want
to do, and that is to allow 1 minute
prior to each vote in a stacked se-
quence, to be sure that we can explain
the circumstances, as is normally our
procedure in stacked votes. I know
that colleagues on both sides of the
aisle have requested that in the past.

With that understanding and also
with the understanding, of course, that
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN would then be
recognized following this UC to offer
her amendment, I think this is a good
plan and I commend all of those in-
volved, especially our Chair and rank-
ing member. Obviously, we won’t get
done with this unless we can find a way
in which to manage more efficiently
the time remaining. This does it, and I
appreciate the cooperation of Members
on both sides.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I do amend
the unanimous consent request to in-
clude the 1 minute before each vote and
ask for a ruling now.

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

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor,
President.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I just ask—everybody might want to
know this—if in fact we don’t complete
all the amendments under the prescrip-
tion we have just agreed to, then if
there are remaining amendments, this
agreement does not pertain to this at
all, that will be looked at by the Sen-
ate; we will get it done one way or an-
other?

Mr. LOTT. That is correct. I think
this is a very major step forward. We
will still need to assess where we are
tonight and in the morning. Any
amendments still pending at the end,
we will still have to deal with those in
as orderly a fashion as we possibly can.
But I think this will help us move a
number of amendments so that we
won’t have as many amendments at
the end of the session.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished majority lead-
er and the minority leader for helping
with this. Obviously, this is a much
more orderly process, and I think it
has a chance of working to the en-
hancement of the Senate’s ability to do
this work right.

I understand that the distinguished
Senator from Illinois is going to call up
an amendment, after which she is
going to yield promptly so that Sen-

Mr.
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ator ROTH might speak for a few min-
utes, and then it will return to her for
control of her time and we will have
time on our side.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes. I say to
the Senator from New Mexico, I have
been asked by the Senator from Dela-
ware and the Senator from North Da-
kota as well as Senator RoTH—all three
have business they would like to at-
tend to before this amendment is taken
up, and so I would suggest to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico that might be
appropriate—let all three Senators go
before this amendment is taken up.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is fine with me.
I thought the minority leader had
asked me to call her amendment up
and then go ahead and yield this time.
But if you want to do it another way—
Senator ROTH, are you satisfied?

Mr. ROTH. I want to speak next.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would it be possible
that we could agree then that if you
are going to withhold until the fol-
lowing events occur, that Senator
ROTH be permitted to speak for 15 min-
utes? But he would be preceded by two
Senators who want to just offer amend-
ments.

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield,
I need 5 seconds, 10 seconds possibly.

Mr. DOMENICI. Is that possible?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, might I clar-
ify. I would like 5 seconds as well to
offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
North Dakota.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2218 AND 2219

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the pending amend-
ment be set aside that I may send two
amendments to the desk.

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN] proposes amendments numbered 2218
and 2219.

The text of the amendments follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2218

(Purpose: To strike section 301 of the concur-
rent resolution, which expresses the sense
of Congress regarding the sunset of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, and replace it
with a section expressing the sense of Con-
gress that important tax incentives such
as those for encouraging home ownership
and charitable giving should be retained)

Strike page 33, line 3, through page 34, line
3, and insert the following:

SEC. 301. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE TAX

TREATMENT OF HOME MORTGAGE
INTEREST AND CHARITABLE GIVING.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) current Federal income tax laws em-
brace a number of fundamental tax policies
including longstanding encouragement for
home ownership and charitable giving;

(2) the mortgage interest deduction is
among the most important incentives in the
income tax code and promotes the American
Dream of home ownership—the single largest
investment for most families, and preserving
it is critical for the more than 20,000,000 fam-
ilies claiming it now and for millions more
in the future;

(3) favorable tax treatment to encourage
gifts to charities is a longstanding principle
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that helps charities raise funds needed to
provide services to poor families and others
when government is simply unable or unwill-
ing to do so, and maintaining this tax incen-
tive will help charities raise money to meet
the challenges of their charitable missions in
the decades ahead;

(4) legislation has been proposed to repeal
the entire income tax code at the end of the
year 2001 without providing a specific re-
placement; and

(5) recklessly sunsetting the entire income
tax code threatens our Nation’s future eco-
nomic growth and unwisely eliminates exist-
ing tax incentives that are crucial for tax-
payers who are often making the most im-
portant financial decisions of their lives.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the levels in this resolution
assume that Congress supports the continued
tax deductibility of home mortgage interest
and charitable contributions.

AMENDMENT NO. 2219

(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund for
health research at the National Institutes
of Health, funded by receipts from tobacco
legislation)

At the appropriate place in the resolution,
insert the following:

SEC. .HEALTH RESEARCH RESERVE FUND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue
and spending aggregates may be adjusted
and allocations may be adjusted for legisla-
tion that reserves 21 percent of the Federal
share of receipts from tobacco legislation for
the health research purposes provided in sub-
section (b), provided that, to the extent that
this concurrent resolution on the budget
does not include the costs of that legislation,
the enactment of that legislation will not in-
crease (by virtue of either contemporaneous
or previously-passed deficit reduction) the
deficit in this resolution for—

(1) fiscal year 1999;

(2) the period of fiscal years 1999 through
2003; or

(3) the period of fiscal years 2004 through
2009.

(b) ELIGIBLE HEALTH RESEARCH.—Of the re-
ceipts from tobacco legislation reserved pur-
suant to subsection (a), the following
amounts may be used for the following pur-
poses:

(1) 7.5 percent of such receipts to fund re-
search into the prevention and cure of can-
cer;

(2) 7.5 percent of such receipts to fund re-
search into the prevention and cure of heart
disease, stroke, and other cardiovascular dis-
eases;

(3) 2 percent of such receipts, to be allo-
cated at the discretion of the Director of the
National Institutes of Health, to fund the re-
sponsibilities of this office and to fund con-
struction and acquisition of equipment or fa-
cilities for the National Institutes of Health;

(4) 2 percent of such receipts for transfer to
the National Center for Research Resources
to carry out section 1502 of the National In-
stitutes of Health Revitalization Act of 1993;

(5) 1 percent of such receipts to fund pre-
vention research programs at the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention;

(6) 1 percent of such receipts to fund qual-
ity and health outcomes research at the
Agency for Health Care Policy and Research;
and

(7) the remainder of such receipts to fund
other member institutes and centers, includ-
ing the Office of AIDS Research, of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health in the same pro-
portion to such remainder, as the amount of
annual appropriations under appropriations
acts for each member institute and center
for a fiscal year bears to the total amount of
appropriations under appropriations acts for
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all member institutes and centers for that
fiscal year.

(¢) REVISED LEVELS, AGGREGATE AND ALLO-
CATIONS.—

(1) ADJUSTMENTS FOR LEGISLATION.—Upon
the consideration of legislation pursuant to
subsection (a), the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may file
with the Senate appropriately-revised allo-
cations under Section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 and revised func-
tional levels and aggregates to carry out this
section.

(2) ADJUSTMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.—If the
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of
the Senate submits an adjustment under this
section for legislation in furtherance of the
purposes described in subsection (b), upon
the offering of an amendment that would ne-
cessitate such submission, the Chairman
shall submit to the Senate appropriately-re-
vised allocations under Section 302(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised
functional levels and aggregates to carry out
this section.

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Revised allo-
cations, functional levels and aggregates
submitted or filed pursuant to this sub-
section shall be considered for the purposes
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as al-
locations, functional levels and aggregates
contained in this resolution.

(¢) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The
appropriate committees shall report appro-
priately-revised allocations pursuant to Sec-
tion 302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 to carry out this section.

(d) APPLICATIONS OF SECTION 202 OF
H.CoON.RES. 67.—Section 202 of H.Con.Res. 67
(104th Congress) shall not apply for purposes
of this section.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent they be set aside.

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

The Senator from Delaware is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2220
(Purpose: To permit the use of Federal to-
bacco funds to reimburse the Veterans Ad-
ministration for the costs of treating
smoking-related illnesses)

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside temporarily so
I may offer an amendment.

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

Mr. BIDEN. I send the amendment to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2220.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 28, line 5, before the period insert
“‘and Veterans Administration health care”.

Mr. BIDEN. I further ask that my
amendment be set aside.

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

The Senator from Arizona.

AMENDMENT NO. 2221
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
supporting a supermajority requirement
for raising taxes)

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that the pending amend-
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ment be set aside for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, which I send to
the desk.

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KyL], for
himself, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. HELMS, Mr. BROWN-
BACK, and Mr. HAGEL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2221.

The text of the amendment follows:

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

SUPERMAJORITY REQUIREMENT
FOR RAISING TAXES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the Nation’s current tax system is inde-
fensible, being overly complex, burdensome,
and severely limiting to economic oppor-
tunity for all Americans;

(2) fundamental tax reform should be un-
dertaken as soon as practicable to produce a
tax system that—

(A) applies a low tax rate, through easily
understood laws, to all Americans;

(B) provides tax relief for working Ameri-
cans;

(C) protects the rights of taxpayers and re-
duces tax collection abuses;

(D) eliminates the bias against savings and
investment;

(E) promotes economic growth and job cre-
ation;

(F) does not penalize marriage or families;
and

(G) provides for a taxpayer-friendly collec-
tions process to replace the Internal Revenue
Service; and

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

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of
Senate that the assumptions underlying the
functional totals of this resolution assume
fundamental tax reform that is accompanied
by a proposal to amend the Constitution of
the United States to require a supermajority
vote in each House of Congres