Jacobs Solomon
Johnston Vento
McGrath - Walker -
Milter (OH) Washington

" Mitcheil (MD) Wortley
Roemer Yates ~
Sabo Young (AK)
Schroeder

'ANsvaRED “PRESENT"—1
oOttinger
NOT VOTING—44

Dyson McCloskey
Edwards (OK) McDade
Erlenborn Mikulski
Ertel Moffett
Fithian Rhodes
Ford (M) Roberts (SD)
Forsythe Rose -
Garcia Roth

Ginn Savage
Goldwater Schumer
Hansen (ID) Seiberling
Kennelly Simon
Livingston Williams (MT)
Long (LA) Wilson
Marks o
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me Journal was approved!
e result of the vote was- an-
keed as above recorded.

UESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

ow, one of its clerks, announced

resolutions of the House of the

1482, An act for the relief of Christl-
oltz Sidders;
. 3863. An act to amend the Pou]try

‘of turkeys which may be slaugh-
‘and processed without inspection
such Act, and for other purposes;

, Res. 230. Joint resolution imploring
nion of Soviet Socialist Republics to
_ Doctor Semyon Gluzman and his
hly to emigrate to Israel; - .

Oon. Res. 111. Concurrent resolution
the sense of the Congress that

FE Qovemment of the Soviet Union should ~

imprisonment of Yuriy Shukhe-
and permit him and his family to emi-
BE: from the Soviet Union;
Con. Res. 205. Concurrent resolution
g the sense of the Congress with
et to violations of human rights by the
Mét Union in the Ukraine; and )
Con. Res, 218. Concurrent resolution
sing the sense of the Congress with
geect to the imprisonment and treatment
1¢ Government of the Soviet Union of
Niklus, and for other purposes.

ISSION FOR COMMITTEE
N BANKING, FINANCE AND
BAN . AFFAIRS TO SIT
URING 5-MINUTE RULE ON
OMORROW, WEDNESDAY,
23, 1982

ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
3 “hanimous consent that the Com-
s on Banking, Finance and Urban
be allowed to sit on tomorrow,
% esday. June 23, 1982, during the
g, "Ute rule, said request having
Cleared with the minority.

lherPEAKER Is there objeétion

€quest of the gentleman from
%e Island? -

message from the Senate by Mr."

idment bills and joint and concur-.

¢ts Inspection Act to increase the -
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There was no objection. : \

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND.

COMMERCE TO SIT DURING 5-
MINUTE RULE ON TODAY AND
THE BALANCE OF THE WEEK -

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-

tee on Energy and Commerce be per-
mitted to sit during the §-minute rule
today and for the balance of the week.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from

Washington?

-Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object it was my un-
derstanding that a number of mem-
bers of that-committee were concerned

- about the fact that they would be sit-

ting during the 5-minute rule, and the

- ‘subject matter is the AT. & T. bill,

during a time when we were going to
be debating important legislation on
the floor, namely, the refugee assist-
ance bill. Is that the bill that will be

- taken up, I might ask the gentleman?

Mr. SWIFT. That is the bill current-
ly under consideration. .

Mr. W Mr -Speaker, I
object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.
The Chair will state that there must

be 10 Members objecting. Those Mem- -

bers objecting will stand.

(Messrs. WALKER, KINDNESS.

MYERS, DORNAN .of California,
GREGG, HENDON, SAWYER,
NAPIER, SMITH of Oregon, a.nd
ROGERS also objected.) -

The SPEAKER. A suffxcient number
has objected. - .

Objection is heard.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON H.R. 5890, NATIONAL AERO-
-NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
"TRATION AUTHORIZATION
ACT, 1983

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker. I ask
unanimous consent “to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill. (H.R. 5890) to
authorize appropriations for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Spate Adminis-
tration and for NOAA Landsat activi-
ties, with a Senate amendment there-
to, disagree to the Senate amendment,
and request a conference with the
Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Florida? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the following conferees:

From the Committee on Science and
Technology for consideration of the
entire bill and Senate amendment:
Messrs. Fuqua, FLipPOo, GLICKMAN,
NEeLsoN, BRowN of California, Winn,
GOLDWATER, and HOLLENBECK;
. From the Committee on Armed
Services, solely for the consideration
of section 5 of the Senate amendment
and modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr, STRATTON and Mr. Dxcx-
INSON; and

From the Permanent Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence, solely for the _
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consideration of section 5 of the
Senate amendment and modifications
committed t{o conference: Messrs.
BorLAaND, GORE, and ROBINSON.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW

AND GOVERNMENTAL RELA- ..

TIONS OF COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY TO SIT DURING 5-
MINUTE RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY, JUNE 23, 1982

Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR. Mr. Speaker, '
I ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Administrative Law and
Governmental Relations of the Com-
mittee -on the Judiciary be permitted
to sit while the House is reading for
amendment under the §5-minute rule
on Wednesday, June, 23, 1982.

The purpose is to have a markup on
H.R. 24, Tort Claims Act; H.R. 6168, -
threats against Presidential candi-
dates; H.R. 6204, Supreme Court
Police, 'and S. 2317, National Feder-

-ation of Music Clubs.

" The minority has been consulted
about this request. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objectiont
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas? . . .

There was no objection.

' CON-FERENCE - 'REPORT‘ ON
SENATE CONCURRENT RESO- " .
LUTION 92, . FIRST CONCUR-

" RENT RESOLUTION ON THE .
BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1983

-~ Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I call up  the -conference
report- an the Senate concurrent reso--
lution ¢S. Con. Res. 92) setting forth
the recommended congressional
budget for the U.S. Government for.
the fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985,
-and revising the congressional budget
for the U.S. Government for the fisml
year-1982. )

The conference. report and state- ‘
ment are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 97-614)"

The committee of conference on the disa-
greeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the concurremt
resolutiom (S. Con. Res. 92) setting forth the
recommended congressional budget for the
United States Government for the fiscal
years 1983, 1984, and 1985, and revising twe

congressional budget for the United States

Government for the fiscal year 1982, havimg
met, after full and free conference, hawe
been unable to agree on a conference report
because the conference decisions hawe
changed certain budget figures outside the-
scope of conference. As set forth in the ac-
companying Joint Expilanatory Statement,
the conferees do propose a congressional
budget incorporated in a further amend-
ment fer the consideration of the two
Houses. R .

Joa JonEs,

BiLL Nm.sou

LES ASPIN, o

W. G. BrLL HEFNER,

DELBERT L. LATTA,

RALPR REGULA,

BrrL FrENZEL,

Eb BETHUNE,
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LYNN MAaRTIN,
BoBB! FIEDLER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
PeTE DOMENICL,
‘W. L. ARMSTRONG,
Nancy LANDON
KASSEBAUM,
RUDY BOSCEWITZ,
ORRIN G. HaTCH,
JorN TOWER,
Managerx on the Part of the Senate.

JornT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COoMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
eeing votes of the two Houses on the
endment of the House to the concurrent
,esolution (S. Con. Res. 92) setting forth the
mmended congressional budget for the
United States Government for the fiscal
years 1983, 1984, and 1985, and revising the
congressional budget for the United States
Government for the fiscal year 1982 report
that the conferees have been unable to
agree. This is a technical disagreement, ne-
cessitated by the fact that in some instances

‘the conference decisions include figures

which (for purely technical reasons) would
fall outside the range between the corre-
ding House and Senate-provisions.

It is the intention of the conferees that
the managers on the part of the Senate will
offer a motion in the Senate to recede and
concur in the House amendment to the
Senate-passed resolution with an amend-
ment (in the nature of a substitute) consist-
ing of the language agreed to in conference,
Upon the adoption of such amendment in
- the Senate, the managers on the part of the
-House will offer a motion m the House to
concur therein.

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate submit the following joint
statement in explanation of the action
agreed upon by the managers: )

The substitute language which is to be of-
fered as described above (and which should
-be considered the language of the concur-
rent resolution as recommended in the con-
ference report for purposes of section 302(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974)—
hereinafter in this statement referred to as
the “conference substitute”—is as follows:

That the Congress hereby determines and de-

clares that the Second Concurrent Resolu-
tion on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1982 is
hereby revised, the First Concurrent Resolu-~
lion on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1983 is
hereby established, and the appropriate
budgetary levels for Fiscal Years 1 984 and
1985 are hereby set forth.

(a) The following budgetary Zevels are ap-
bropriate for the fiscal years beginning on
October 1, 1981, October I, 1982, October 1,
1983, and October 1, 1984: )

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-

i enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1982: $628,400,000,000.
Fiseal year 1983: $665,900,000,000.
- Fiscal year 1984: $738,000,000,000.

T,if Fiscal year 1985 $821,400,000,000.
» tnd the amounts by which the-aggregate

; levels of Federal revenues should be changed

« @re as follows:

Piscal year.1982: —$200,000,000.
Fiscal year 1983: +$20,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 1984: +$36,000,000,000.
Fi lscal vear 1985: +$841,400,000,000.
b ) The appropriate levels of total new
Yudget authority are as follows:
" Fiscal year 1982: $777,672,000,000.
iscal year 1983 $822,390,000,000.
Fiscal year 1984: £878,473,000,000.
Fiscaz year 1985: $960,611,600,000.
appropriate levels of total budget.
* %ullays gre qs follows: .
Fiscal year 1982: $734,100,000,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Fiscal year 1983: $769,818,000,000.

Fiscal year 1984: $821,928,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985: $881,356,000,000.

(4) The amounts of the deficils in the
budget which are appropriate in the light of
economic conditions and all other relevant
JSactors are as follows:

Fiscal year 1982: $105,700,000, 000

 Fiscal year 1983: $103,918,000,000.

Fiscal year 1984: $83,928,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985: $59,956,000,000.

(5) The appropriate levels of the public
debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1982: $1,143,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1983: $1,290,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1984: $1,420,219,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985: $1,533,491,000,000.
and the amounts by which the current tem-
porary statutory limits on such debt should
be accordingly increased are as follows:

Fiscal year 1982: $63,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1983: $147,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1984: $130,019,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985: $113,272,000,000.

(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal
credit activity for the fiscal years beginning
on October 1, 1981, and October 1, 1982 are
as follows:.

Fiscal year 1982:

(A) New direct
$63,600,000,000.

'(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $74,900,000,000. .

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $69,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1983:

(A) New direct
$59,700,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee comm’it-
ments, $101,900,000,000.

{C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $68,300,000,000.

(b) The Congress hereby determines and
declares the appropriate levels of budget au-
‘thority, and budget outlays, for the fiscal
years 1982 through and inclusive of 1985
and the appropriate levels of new direct
loan obligations, new primary loan guaran-
tee commitments, and new secondary loan

loan  obligations,

ioan obligations,

guarantee commitments for fiscal years 1982

and 1983 for each maaorfunctional categom
are: -

(1) National Defense (050):
« Fiscal year 1982:

(A) New budget
$218,200,000,000,

(B) Outlays, $187,550,000,000. .

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

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

(E} New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

authority,

Fiscal year 1983: :

(4) New budget authority, -
$253,566,000,000. ’

(B) Outlays, $213,966,000,000.

(C) New direct ioan obligations,
$50,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $50,000,000.
" (E) New secondary loan cuarantee com-

- mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1984:
. (A) New dbudget
$279,483,000,000.
. {BJ} Outlays, $243,283,000,000.
Fiscal year 1985:
dudget

(4) New
$323,650,000,000.
(B) Qutlays, $279,000,000,000.
(2) International Affairs (150);
* Fiscal year 1982:
- (A) New budget authority, $16, 750 000, 000
(B) Qutlays, $11,400,000,000.
- (C) New direct Iloan
$10,400,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guamntee commzt—
ments $£8,100,000,000.

authority,

A authority,

blzyatwns,
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1983:

(A) New budget auth.onty, $15,900,000,000.

- {B) Outlays, $11,500,000,000,

{C) New direct loan
$10,200,000,000. -

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $9,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1984:

{A) New budget authority, $16,400,000,000.

{B) Outleys, $11,500,000,000~

Fiscal year 1985:

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

(B} Outlays, $11,300,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technol-
ogy (250):

Fiscal year 1982:

(A) New budget authority, £7,000,000,000.

(B} Outlays, $7,000,000,000.

obligations, .

(C) New direct loan . obligations,
$200,000,000.

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

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0. :
© Fiscal year 1983

(A) New budget authority, $7,800,000,000.
{B) Outlays, $7,600,000,000.

{C} New direct loan obligations,

.$200,000,000.

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

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0. .

Fiscal year 1984:

{A) New budget authority, 37 700 000 000.

(B) Outlays, $7,800,000,000. . :

Fiscal year 1985: :

(A4} New budget authority, $7,300,000,000.

_{B) OQutlays, $7,400,000,000. -
(4) Energy (270): :
 Fiscal year 1982: . -

(4) New budget authority, $4,800,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$10,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $400,000,000.

“(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0. )

Fiscal year 1983:

(A) New budget authority, $4,800, 000 000.

{B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000.

{C) New direct loan
$12,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $500,000,000.

(E} New secondary loan guarantee com-
milments, $0. .

Fiscal year 1984:

{A) New budget authority, $3,950,000,000

(BJ Outlays, $3,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

{A) New budget authority, $3,800,000,600.

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

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
1300):

Fiscal year 1982:

(A) New budget authority, £10,300,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $12,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

obligations.

_ obligations,

obligations,

. $30,000,000.

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

(E) New secondary loen guarantee com-
mitments, $0. .

Fiscal year 1983:

(A) New budget authority, £9,500,000,000.

(BJ) Outlays, $10,950,000,000.

{C} . New direct loan
$30, 000 000.

(D} New primary loan guarantee commzt-
ments, $0.

obligations,



ew secondary locn guarantee com-

N
2 ear 1 984
p"“’ budget authority, $8,700,000,000.
ﬂays, $9,800,000, 000

"”‘,,ear 1985:
n”;l pudget authority, $8,300,600,000.
g putlays, $8,700,000,000.
P' ture (350)
year 1982

budget authority, $9,900,000,000.
$1 3 800,000,600.
loan obligations,
ew primary loan guarentee commil-
$2,700,000,000.
) New secondary loan guarantee com-
ats, $0.
year 1983
N budget authority, $6,692,000,000.
g) Outlays, $9,042,000,000.
New direct . loan
0,000.
ew primary loan guarantee commit-

600, 000,000.
‘au' N‘ezt'p secondary loan guarantee com-

Ml-*- $0.
: eqr 1984:
M y ew budget authority, $8,300,000,000.
Outlays. $7,600,000, 000.
year 1985:
() New budget authority, $6, 700,000,000
() Outlays, $7,110, 000,000.
ﬂ) ammerce and Housing Credit (370):
mtﬂl year 19827
¥ ) New budget authority, $9,480,000,000.
1. 8) Outlays, $3,750,000,000. -
': New direct loan
: uuso 000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee com.mit-
?ml& $26,200,000,000. .
g} New secondary loean guarantee com-
$68,200,000,000.
nscal year 1983: -
10} New budget authority, $7, 100,000, 000
Qutlays, $2,837,000,000.
New direct loan

obligations,

obhgatzons,

BEE;

obligations,

!tlt& $41,000,000,000.
Y8} New secondary loan guarantee com-
K ﬁtments, £68,200,000,000. .
.. ¥ Kseal year 1984;
F14) New budget authority, 37 600 000 000.
={B) Outlays, $2,521,000, 0oo.
" Fiscal year 1985:
{4} New budget authority, $7,223,000,000.
B) Qutlays, $1,880,000,000.
8) Transportation (400):
< Fiscal year 1982:
.. W) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000.
-(B) Outlays, $21,300,000,000. .
(C) New direct loan oblzgattons,
‘ 8400 ,000,000.
(D) New primary loan- guarantee commit-
) luts, $750,000,000.

“{E} New secondary loan guarantee com-
'*bnents. £3,000,000.
. Fiscal Year 1983:
() New budget authority, szz 450, oao ooo.
151 Outlays, $19,900,000,000.

= () New direct loan - obligations,
m ,000,000.
£ D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

Nents, $300,000,000.
l:l New secondary loan guarantee com-
P’"»ents £3,000,000.
<fueal Year 1984;
i New budget authority, $21,700,000,000.
< by Outlays, $19,700,000,000.
2 sucal Year 1985:
- B" New budoet authority, £22,050,000,000.
! s Outlays, $185,600,000,000.

) Community and Re .
,,,m 1450 v gional Develop

f‘jcal Year 1982:

5 New budget authority, £7,000, ooo 000. .
. 18/ °ut1ays. £8,500,000,000.

or
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(C) New direct
£2,100,000,000.

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

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

loan  obligations,

- mitments, $0.

Fiscal Year 1983;

(A) New budget authority, $6,900, 000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $7,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,200,000,000. :

{D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal Year 1984:

(A) New budget authority, $6, 900 000 000.

(B) Outlays, $7,500,000,000.

Fiscal Year 1985.

(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,400,000,000.

(10) Education, Training,
and Social Services (500);

Fiscal year 1982:

(A) New budget authority, $25,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $28,100,000,000,

(C) New direct Iloan
$1,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $700,000,000.

. Fiscal year 1983:

(A) New budget authority, $26,832,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $26,205,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$800,000,000.

(D) New primary loan gaarantee commzt-
ments, $7,200,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New budgetl authority, $26,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $26,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(A) New dudget authority, $26,214, 000 000.

(B) Outlays, $26,161,000,000.

(11) Health (550). . :

Fiscal year 1982: .

{A) New budget authority, $78,500, 000.000

(B) Qutlays, $73,700,000,000.

(C) New direct Iloan
$100,000,000.

(D} New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $100,000,000. :

obligations,

Employment

obligations,

. obligations,

obligations.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0.
Fiscal year 1983:
{A) New budget authority, $79, 569 000 000.
(B) Outlays, $77,816,000,000.
(C)} New direct .loan
$100,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guamntee commit-
ments, $100,000,000.

obligations,

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com- -

mitments, $0.
Fiscal year 1984:
(A) New budget authorily, $91,725,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $86,249,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985:

(4) New budget authority,
$103,229,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $98,830,000,000.

{12) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 1982

(A) New budget authority,
$256,792,000,000. .

{B) Outlays, $250,300,000,000. ]

(C) New direct loan . obligations,
$2,800,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-

ments, $17,000,000,000.
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.
Fiscal year 1983. .
(4) New budget
$274,797, 000 000.
‘(B) Qutlays, $270,895,000,000.

authority,

- $291,042,000,000.
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{C) New loan obligations,
$2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,700,000,000. '

(E} New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0. -

Fiscal year 1984:

(A) New

direct

budget authority,

{BJ Outlays, $287,531,000,000.

Fiscal year 1985: = - -

(4) New . budget
$322,373,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $308,858,000,000. .

(13) Veterans Benefits and Services (700).

Fiscal year 1982:

(A) New budget authority, $24,800,000,000.

(BJ) Qutlays, $23,800,000,000. :

(C) New direct loan
$1,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loen guarantee comrmt- )
ments, $11,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.. :

Fiscal year 1983: - -

(A) New budget authority, 824 560 000, 000

(B) Outlays, $23,823,000,000. .

(C) New direct loan
$1,000,000,000.

authority,

obligations,

obligations,

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- .
- ments, $20,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1984:

{A) New budget authority, $25,746, 000 000

(B) Outlays, $25,017,000,000. - - :

Fiscal year 1985:

fA) New budget authority, $26,752, 000 000.

(B) Qutlays, $26,497,000,000.

(14) Administration of Justice ( 750)’

Fiscal year 1982:

(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000, 000,
- (B) Qutlays, $4,600,000,000. .

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. - .

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

(E) New secondary loan guarantee .com-

" mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1983:
" (A) New budget authority, $4, 540 000 000
(B) Outlays, $4,650,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, so .
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
{E) New secondary loan guarantee ‘com-
mitments, £0. .
Fiscal year 1984:
. (A) New budget euthority, $4, 500 000,000.
{B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000.

- Fiscal year 1985:

{A) New budget authority, $4,500, 000 000.

(B) OQutlays, $4,500,000,000.
- (15) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1982

(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000.

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

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

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

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.-

Fiscal year 1983:

(A) New budget authority, $4,800,000, 000.

(B) Outlays, $4,650,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$50,000,000.

(D) New pnmary loan guarantee commzt-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0, . ‘
Fiscal year 1984; )

(A) New budget authority, 84 500, 000 000.
(B} Qutlays, $4,450,000,000. .

Fiscal year 1985: .
{A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000. -

obligations,

obligations,
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(16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance

0)
Isg'zscal year 1982:
(A) New budget authority, $6,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $6,300,000,000. :
(¢) New direct loan
:200,000, 000.
(D) New primary loan guaraniee commil-
ments, £300,000,000.
-"{E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.
Fiscal year 1983;
(A) New budget authorily, $6,500,000,000.
(B} Outlays, $6,500,000,000.

obligations,

(¢} New direct loan obligations,
$200,000,000.

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

(E) New secondary loan yuarantee com-~
mitments, $0. -

Fiscal year 1984;

(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 1985;
_(A) New budget authority, $6,850, 000 000.
(B) Outlays, $6,850,000,000. .
(17) Interest (900);
Fiscal year 1982 )
(4) - New budget -
$100,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $100,700,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligatwns, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $0.
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.
. Fiscal year 1 983
(A) New. budget-
$113,200,000,000. :
{B) Outlays, $113,200,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
(E) New secondary loan gu.arantee com-
mitments, $0.
Fiscal year 1984;
-{A) = New. budget
$118,000,000,0600.
(B) Outlays, $118,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 1985;
budget

(4) New
$111,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $111,500,000, 000.
(18) Allowances (920);
Fiscal year 1982: :
(A) New budget authority, $2, 850 000, 000
(B) Outlays, $800,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. :
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
(E) New secondan/ loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0. -
Fiscal year 1983: .
(4) New budget
—$3,016,000,000.
. (B) Outlays, - $2,816,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
{E} New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.
Fiscal year 1984:
(A) New budget
—$2,383,000,000.
(B} Outlays, —$2,033,000,000.
Fiscal year 1985;
(4) New
—~$2,150,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$1,750,000,000.
(19) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
(950);

Fiscal year 1982:
(4). © New
~$31,700,000,000.

{B) Outlays, —£31,700,000, 000

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

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

authority,

authority,

authority,

authority,

. authority,

budget - authority,

budget authority,

authority, .
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1983:

(4 New budget
—$43,100,000,000,
- (B) Qutleys, —$43,100, ooa 000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

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

‘(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

authority,

Fiscal year 1984 . , )

(A) New budget authority,
~—$48,790,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$48,790,000, 000.

Fiscal year 1985: .

(4) New budget authority,
- $50,280,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$50, 280 000,000.

RECONCILIATION

Sec. 2. (a) Not later than July 20,"1982, the
Senate committees named in subsection (b)
(1) through (7) of this section shall submit
their recommendations to the Senate Com-
mittee on the Budget and not later than
August 1, 1982, the House committees named
in subsection (c) (1) through (10) of this sec-
tion shall submit their recommendations to
the House Committee on the Budget. Those
recommendations shdll be sufficient to ac-
complish the reductions required by subsec-
tions (b} and (c) of this section. After receiv-

-ing those recommendations, the Committees

on the Budget shall report to the House and
Senate a reconciliation bill or resolution or
both carrying out all such recommendations
without any substantive revision,
4 SENATE COMMITTEES )

(bJ)(1) The Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall report
changes in laws within the jurisdiction of

-that committee, (4) to reguire reductions in

appropriations for programs authorized by

. that committee so as {o achieve savings in

dbudget authority and outleys, or (B) which
provide spending authority as defined in
section 401(c)2)(C) of Pubdblic Law 93-344,
sufficient to reduce budget awmthority and
outlays, or (C) any combination thereof, as
Jollows: .$779,000,000 in budget authority
and $779,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year

-1983; $1,083,000,000 in budget authority and

£1,083,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1984;

" and $1,428,000,000 in budget authority and

$1,428,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985,

(2) The Senate Commiltee on Armed Serv-
ices shall report changes in laws within the
Furisdiction of that commitiee which pro-
vide spending authority as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C} of Public Law 93-344, suf-
Sficient to reduce budget authority by

'$213,000,000 and outllays by $213,000,000 in

fiscal year 1983; to reduce budget authority
by $693,000,000 and outlays by $693,000,000
in fiscal year 1984; and to reduce dudget au-
thority by $1,231,000,000 end outlays by
$1,231,000,000 in fiscal year 1985

(3) The Senate Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs shall’ report

~ changes in laws within the jurisdiction of

that committee which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c}(2)(C) of
Public Law 93-344, sufficient to reduce
budget. authority dy $0 and outlays by
$695,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; to reduce
budget authority by $0 and outlays by
$697,000,000 in fiscal year 1984; and to
reduce budget authority by $0 and outlays
by $687,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

(4) The Senate Commitlee on Commerce,

Science, and Transportation shall report

changes in laws within the jurisdiction of

that committee which provide spending au- .

thority as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of
Pudlic Law 93-344, sufficient to reduce
budget authority by $4,000,000 and outlays
by $4,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; to reduce
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budget authority by $15,000,000 and outlays
by $15,000,000- in fiscal year 1984; and to
reduce budget authority by £27,000,000 and
outlays by $27,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

(5) The Senate Commillee on Foreign Re-
lations shall report changes in laws within
the jurisdiction of that commiltee which
provide spending authorily as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law $3-344,
sufficient to reduce dudget authority by $0 -
and outlays by $2,000,000 in fiscal year
1983; to reduce budget authority by
$2,000,000 and outlays by 88,000,000 in
fiscal year 1984; and to- reduce budget au-
thority by $£4,000,000. and outlays by
$15,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

(6) The Senate Committee on Governmen-

‘tal Affairs shall report changes in laws

within the jurisdiction of that committlee
which provide spending authority as de-
Jined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law
93-344, sufficient to reduce budget authority
by $0 and outlays by $374,000,000 in fiscal
year 1983; to reduce budget authority by
$240,000,000 and outlays by $1,053,000,000
in fiscal year 1984; and to reduce budget au-
‘thorily by $534,000,000 and outlays by
$1,793,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.
(7) The Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af- .

- Jairs shall report changes in laws within the
Jurisdiction of that committee which pro-
vide spending authority as-defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law 93-344; suf-
ficient to reduce budget authority by
$77,000,000 and outlays by $77,000,000 in
Jiscal year 1983; to reduce budget authority
by $155,000,000 and outlays by £155,000,000

- {n fiscal year 1984; and to reduce budget au-

thority by $155,000,000 and outlays by
$155,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

HOUSE COMMITTEES

fc)(1) The Committee on Agriculture shall
report changes in laws within the jurisdic-
tion of that committee, (A) to require reduc-
tions in appropriations for programs au-
thorized by that commitlee 30 as to achieve
savings in budget authority and outlays, or
{B) which provide spending authority as de- ~
JSined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law
93-344, sufficient to reduce dudget authority
and outlays, or (C) any combination thereof,
.as follows: $779,000,000 in budget authority
and $779,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1983; $1,083,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,083,000,000 in outllays in fiscal year 1984;
and $1,428,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,428,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1985.

(2) The House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices shall report changes in laws within the
Jurisdiction of that committee which pro-
vide spending euthority as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law 93-344, suf-
ficient to -reduce~budget authority by
$213,000,000 and outlays by $213,000,000 in
Jiscal year 1983; to reduce budget authority
by $£693,000,000 and outlays by $£693,000,000
in fiscal year 1984; and to reduce budget au-
thority by $1,231,000,000 aend outlays by
$1,231,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

(3) The House Committee on Banking, Fz-
nance, and Urban Affairs shall report
changes in laws within the jurisdiction of
that committee which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401{c)2MC) of
Public’ Law 93-344, sufficient to reduce
budget authorily by $0 .and outlays by
$695,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; to reduce
budget authority by $0 and outlays by
$697,000,000 in fiscal year 1984; and to
reduce budget authority by $0 and outlays
by $687,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

(4) The House Committee on Energy and
Commerce shall report changes in lows
within the jurisdiction of that committee
which provide spending authority as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law
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i | sufficient to reduce budget authority
144,100,000 and outlays by $675,000,000
§y 854" e 1983; to reduce budget authori-
gﬂ’:;l $741,000,000 and outlays by
" 000, 000 in Jiscal year 1984; and to
Fs00y dget authority by $315,000,000 and
4 9% by $811,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.
; ps”"”ﬂw House Commitiee on Foreign Af-
oL sall report changes in laws within the
ild{?’mwn of that committee which pro-
ﬁ"’d ing authority as defined in sec-
e 011c)2)(C) of Public Law 93-344, suf-
o8 5745 reduce budget authority by $0 and
A by $2,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; to
ey get authority by $2,000,000 and
% Oy $8,000,000 in fiscal year 1984;
ﬁ”“,ﬁ,’ reduce budget authority by $4,000,000
Bl ys by $15,000,000 in fiscal vear
) '.l”“ The House Committee on Merchant
ygrine and Fisheries shall report changes in
¥ within the jurisdiction of that commil-
chich provide spending authorily as de-
J o section 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law
fucd t to reduce budget authority
"$4,000,000 and outlays by $4,000,000 in
1 year 1983; to reduce budget authority
15,000,000 and outlays by $15,000,000 in
r 1984; and to reduce budget au-
) ] by $27,000,000 and outlays by
-§141,000,000 in fiscal year 1985. -

S

4 Civil Service shall report changes in
within the jurisdiction of that commit-
which provide spending authority es. de-
in section 401(c)(2XC) of Public Law
sufficient to reduce budget authority
40 and outlays by $376,000,000 in fiscal
war 1983; to reduce budget authorify by
§42,000,000 and outlays by $1,061,000,000
s fscal year 1984; and to reduce budgel au-
‘Inority by $538,000,000 and outlays by
14408,000,000 in fiscal year 1985, .
*(3) The House Committee on Veterans” Af-
irs shall report changes in laws within the
risdiction of that committee which pro-
ige spending authority as defined in sec-
on 401/c)(2)(C) of Public Law 93-344, suf-
" to reduce budget authority by
7,000,000 and outlays by $77,000,000 in
fieal year 1983; to reduce budget authority
y $155,000,000 and outlays by $155,000,000
it fiscal year 1984; and to reduce budget au-
s@ﬂfr by $155,000,000 and outlays by
5,000,000 in fiscal year 1985. -
() The House Committee on-Ways an
-{¥eans shall report changes in laws within
M furisdiction of that committee which
wovide spending authority as defined in
. j®etion €01/¢)(2)(C) of Public Law 93-344,
JAcient to reduce budget authority by
Q?.MO,MO and outlays by $£3,755,000,000
@ fiscol year 1983; to reduce dudget quthori-
i by $705,000,000 and outlays by
J4427,000,000 in fiscal year 1984; and to
r"' budget authority by £928,000,000 and
ftlays by $5,168,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.
& 0/4) The House Committee on Ways
| Means shall report changes in laws
Ihin the jurisdiction of the committee suf-
) to increase revenue by
4%8900,000,000 for fiscal year 1983; further,
¢ Congress finds that the prospect of

¥

800,000,000 for fiscal year 1884, and

ik U the changes in laws reported to the
Bivse Committee on the Budget by the
e Committee on Ways and Means pur-
it subsection fa) contain changes in-

ng L’lq imposition of new or erpanded
& Mrta directly finance programs within

Ho dtc!z_on of any other committee of
Bi° —M“&e (including, but not limited to,
; _‘Mitzaterways or deep draft ports) or the
iy then of any new or expanded user fees

B L S Jurisdiction of any other commit-

5, "f:;

$ (1) The House Committee on Post Office .
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tee of the House, an appropriate referral

pursuant to rule X of the rules of the House

should be considered.
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

(d)(1) The Senate Committee on Finance
shall report changes in laws within the ju-
risdiction of that commitlee which provide
spending authority as defined in section
4011¢)12)(C) of Public Law 93-344, sufficient
to reduce budget authority by $1,106,000,000
and outlays by $4,429,000,000 in fiscal year
1983; to reduce budget authorily by
$1,444,000,000 and outlays by $5,564,000,000
in fiscal year 1984; and to reduce dudget au-
thority by $1,740,000,000 and outlays by
$5,976,000,000 in fiscal year 1985, i

(2) The Senate Committee on Finance
shall also report changes in laws within the

jurisdiction of that commitlee sufficient to

increase revenues as follows: $20,900,000,000
in fiscal year 1983; $36,000,000,000 in fiscal
year 1984; and $41,400,000,000 in fiscal year
1985. N
(3) The legislation required in paragrephs
(1) and (2) of this subsection shall be report-
ed to the Senate no later than July 12,1982
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS '
Sec. 3. It shall not be in order in the House
or the Senatle during fiscal years 1982 and
1983 to consider any bill, resolution, or
amendment, except proposed legislation re-
ported in response to reconciliation instruc-
tions contained in this resolution, author-
izing new direct loan obdligations or new
loan guaraniee commitments unless that
bill, resolution, or amendment also provides
that the authorily to make or guarantee
such loans shall be effective only to such
extent or in such amounts as are contained
in appropriation Acts. This section shall not

be applicable to agricultural price support.
and related programs of the type in oper-.

ation on January I, 1982, that are funded
through the Commodity Credit Corporation,
loans and loan guarantee programs admin-
istered by the Velerans’ Administration, or
bills or resolutions reported to the House or
Senate prior to the adoption of this resolu-

tion, .
-Sec. 4. (a) No bill or resolution providing

new budget authority for fiscal year 1983, or
new spending authority described in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act

Jirst effective in fiscal year 1983, which ex-

ceeds in either the House.of Representatives
or the Sendte, the appropriate allocation or
subdivision of such new discretionary
budget authority, new budget authority, or
new spending authority made pursuant to
section 302 of such Act shall be enrolled
until after the Congress has. completed
action on the Second Concurrent Resolution
on the Budget required to be reported under
section 310 of such Act. !

(b) If Congress increases revenues in a
trust fund exempt under  section
401(d)(1)(B) of. the Congressional Budget

Act, 90 percent or more of the receipls of

which consist of or will consist of amounts
(transferred from the general fund of the
Treasury) equivalenl to amounts of tares
frelated to the purposes for which suck out-
lays are or will be made) received in the
Treasury under specified provisions of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, then for pur-
poses of this section in the House of Repre-
sentatives, ‘“new discretionary budgel au-
thority” and “new spending authority”, and

for purposes of this section in the Senate,

“new budget authority” qnd “new spending
authority” shall not include spending qu-
thority or budget authority derived from

such trust fund. This subsection shall only

apply to trust funds—
(1) exempt under section 401(d)(1)(B) of
the Congressional Budget Act, :
(2) for which revenues are increased, and
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(3) to the extent that such increased rev-
enues exceed the appropriale allocation ow
subdivision of such new discretionary
budget authority, new budgel authority, o
new spending authorily made pursuant to
section 302 of such Act. - -

Sec. 5. It is the sense of the Congress thel
if Congress acts to restore fiscal responsibil-
ity and reduces projected budget deficits ixy
a substantial and permanent way, then the
Federal Reserve Open Market Committee
shall reevaluate its monetary targels im
order to assure that they are fully comple-
mentary to a new and more restrained fiscal
policy. : -

Sec. 6. It is the sense of the Congress thaf
concurrent resolutions on the budget should®
reflect the full range of fiscal activities off
the Federal Government. It is further the
sense of the Congress, therefore, that eack
concurrent resolution on the budget, begin-
ning with the first concurrent resolution om
"the budget for fiscal year 1984, shall list, for
each functional category, the off-budget ac-
tivities associated with that category, as
well as the new budget authority, outlays,
new direct loan obligations, new primary
loan guarantee commitments, and new sec-
ondary loan guarantee commitments associ-
ated.with that category. oo T
: Sec. 7. If Congress has not compleled
action by October 1, 1982, on the Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget required to be re-
ported under section 310(a) of the Budget
Act for the 1983 fiscal year, then, for pur-
poses of section 311 of such Act, and section
4 of this resolution, this concurrent resolu-
tion shall be deemed to be the concurrent
resolution required to be reported under sec-
tion 310(a) of such Act. .

Sec. 8. It shall not be in order in either the
House of Representatives or the Senaté to
consider any bill or resolution, or amend-
ment therelo, providing— B

(1) new budget authority for fiscal year
1983; or ) ) ] .

(2) new spending authority described in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Budget Act first
effective in fiscal year 1983;, C

within the jurisdiction of any of its commit-
tees unless and until such committee makes
the allocations or subdivisions required by
section 302(b) of the Budget Act, in connec-
tion with the most recently agreed to con-
current resolution on the budget.

Sec. 9. (a) After the Congress has complet- -
ed action on the concurrent resolution on
the budget required to be reported under sec-
tion 310(a) for fiscal year 1983, and, if a rec-
onciliation bill or resolution, or both, for
such fiscal year are required to be reported
under section 310(c), after that bill has been
enacted into law or thal resolution has been
agreed to, it shall not be in order in either
the House of Representatives or the Senale
to consider any bill, resolution, or amend-
ment providing authority for-——

(1) new direct loan obligations for fiscal
year 1983; .

(2} new primary loan guarantee commit-,
ments for fiscal year 1983; or '

(3) new secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal year 1983;
or any conference report on any.such bill or
resolution, if—~ .

(A) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion as reported; .

(B) the adoption and enactment of suc
amendment; or .

(C) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in such con-
Jerence report; .
would cause the appropriate level of total
new direct loan obligations for fiscal year
1983, total new primary loan guaraniee
commitments for such fiscal year, or total
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new secondary loan guarantee commitments
or such fiscal year set forth in such concur-
rent resolution on the budget to be exceeded.

(bJ(1) The joint explanatory statement ac-
companying the conference report on this
resolution shell include an estimated alloca-
tion, based upon the first section of this res-
olution as recommended in such conference
report, of the appropriale levels of tolal new
direct loan obligations, new primary loan
guarantee commitments, and new secondary
loan guarantee commitments authority
among each commitlee of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate which has juris-
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(2) As soon as practicable after this resolu-
tion is agreed to every committee of each
House shall, after consulting with the com-
mittee or committees of the other House to
which all or part of the allocation has been
made, subdivide among .its subcommittees
the allocation of new direct loan obliga-
tions, new primary loan guaranlee commit-
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee
commitments allocated to it in the joint ex-
planatory statement accompanying the con-
ference report on this resolution.

(c) This section shall not be applicable to
agricultural price support and related pro-
grams of the type in operation on January
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Sec. 10. It is the sense of Congress thal re-
ductions in Federal employment should be
accamplished through attrition. _

" EXPLANATION OF CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE

The following table shows the functional
allocations and budget aggregates included
in the conference substitute. The numbers -
in-the FY 82 column reflect revisions of the
second budget resolution for FY 1982. The
FY 1983 column shows the budget aggre-.
gates and functional allocations for the first
budget resolution for FY 1983. The columns
for FY 1984 and 1985 show budget aggre-
gates and functional allocations which the

diction over bills and resolutions providing 1, 1982, that are funded through the Com- conferees consider appropriete for those
h new authority. : modity Credit Corporation. years. “
suc - . X 3
CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE, RIRST BUDGET RESOLUTION, FISCAL YEAR 1983
- [to miffions of doltars) )
- Fiscal year 1982 Fiscal year 1983 Fiscal year 1984 Fisca) year 1985 -
. Fumcton Budget 8ud Bud Budgel -
ooy Oten - NS oes B otes 8 otn
g50:  Mational Defense 28200 IS0 253566 23966 27948 2433 3360 2750
R L c— O W b he e umo o
53& Energy a3 4200 6400 ' . 4300 & 3950 - 3300 3300 3000
300 Natural Resources and Envi - 10300 12,800 - 9,500 . 10,950 8,700 9,300 8,300 8708
e moum o s o oma gm o
fo& mm " 20800 21,300 20450 19,900 21,700 19700 22050 19,608
e Exmaient g Sl S Ai0 om0 am Am BN A e
55?6.' m‘”’” e 78,500 137 79,569 1816 91,725 86,249 03,229 93839
600; Income Securtly - 256.792 250,300 274,797 270,895 1,042 87,531 322313 308,858
00 Veterans Benefits and_ Services. 24800 23,800 24550 23823 25,746 25017 26,152 26497
750:  Administration of Justice N 4500 600 4,50 4,650 4,500 4,500 4500 4508
800 General Go 5200 5,000 4,300 4,650 4,500 4450 4,500 4308
850: General Purpose Fiscal Assistance 6,400 6,300 6.500 6,500 6,700 6,00 6,850 6,350
900 Interest . 100700 100,700 113,200 113,200 118,000 118,000 111,500 111,508
920:  Allowances 2,850 800 ~3016 —2816 -238 -2,033 2,150 ~L1e
§50: Undistributed Offsetting Receipts S <3700 ~3L700 —43000 —43100  —48790 46730  -~50280 50238
Totat Spending : mpn 732,100 8223% 769,318 878413 821,928 960,611 831,356
R N 628,400 665.900 . 738,000 821,400
Deficit : 105,700 103,918 83,928 54,956
Public Debt = 1,143,100 1,290,200 .. 1420219 o 1533491
Change in revenues 200 420,900 +36000 . 41,
Change in public debt Hmit +63300 +141,100 +130,019 . #11
.. EcONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS in terms of nominal and real rates of change Tin bilions of doltars]
The House and Senate used identical eco- 2nd as a share of GNP. : ’
nomic assumptions in- their Resolutions.- Fiscal year—
These assumptions were agreed upon in the  TRENDS IN REVENUES AND QUTLAYS IN CONFERENCE L 1882 1983 1984 1885
budget discussions carried on by negotiators o * SUBSTITUTE R -
from the House, Senate, and Administration Current ow revenwes ... 6286 6450 7020 ®
20 7508
during April. The Conferees acl;:epted'“these O percent} Revenve change.. ~02 +209 +360 +41€
economic assumptions as the basis for the
revenue, spending, and credit estimates in Fiscal year— Revence fioor b4 6619 0 a4
the conference agreement. The table below Assumes, extension of ighway fund taxes of o
gmws the levels of Gross National Product, - - 191983 _m‘ 198 ) . o st 342 B%n n 1985,
comes, unemployment, inflation, and in- ’ i —
terest rates in the economic assUmBHONS. R s poad O X3, B3 - 4 5 _ Us=mFess
’ ) Mj: l}g ag 1S§ 1;.13 The managers agree that the amounts set
’ Soowth = forth above for increases in revenues in-
{Catendat years, colar amounts in bilions) Re’m Gross. aationa! produt (i £050 $38 $3778 6127 clude the assumption that the following
1982 1883 1984 1985 amounts will be ralsed through increased
user fees to recover costs of Federal pro-
“"E‘&'ﬂ.ﬁ?’éﬁlﬁ;""’“‘” B B4 2B W 29 Se Rll'.'VEN‘UES grams and actividies:
........ —- , 49 : E The Senate Resolution provided revenues )
Ot (970 G- SLE 33 SLEB S of $623.0 billion in fiscal year 1982, $6684 - INCREASES IN REVENUES FROM USER FEES
GNP defiator (percent : b}uion in fiscal year 1983, $741.4 billion in iions o ot .
dange, yeat ot year) 14 13 66 60  fiscal year-1984 and $825.5 billion in fiscal . [tn biliors of dolars] )
Ormer e e . year 1985 and provided that legislation
VRS Y2) e — 69 69 69 64 should increase revenues by $23.4 billion in _Fsalpar—
Unemployment rate (annual ‘ 1 fiscal year 1983, $39.4 billion in fiscal year 1983 1984 198
Toe b gl e 81 8476 2 1984, and $45.5 billion in fiscal year 1985,
Wages and salaries......  $1ST7  $1733  §1304  $2,082 The House amendment provided revenues Revenues from user fees 09 .10 e
Nowage person income. ~ §593 §666 ~ §738  $1% of $628.4 billion in fiscal year 1982, $665.9 :
e sl oo S5 S8 B . BA b in fiscal year 1983, $738.0 billion in T
bills (pescent, annual fiscal year 1984 and.$821.4 billion in fiscal = The spending totals in various functional
VEIaGE) e - 120 107 88 68 year 1985 and provided that legislation categories of the. budget also include as-

YAfter accounting for increased detveciation charges due fo the Accelerated
Cost Recovery System provisions of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981.

The following table shows that the levels
of spending and revenues contained in the

¢onference substitute imply substantial re--
straint in the growth of government, both

should decrease revenues by $0.2 billion in
1982 and increase revenues by $20.9 billion

in 1983, $36.0 billion in 1984, and $41.4 bil-

lion in 1985. .

The conference substitute provides for the
House-passed revenues and legislated reve-
nue changes, as follows: :

sumed increases in offsetting receipts from
new or expanded user fees. The Conference
substitute assumes that certain user fees
will be increased, but the managers agree.
that the budget may be implemented witi-
out the imposition of the specific user fees
assumed. :
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’(1
. 0GET AGGREGATES AND FUNCTIONAL FISCAL YEAR 1983—BUDGET AGGREGATES AND FISCAL YEAR 1984—BUDGET AGGREGATES AND
! ALLOCATIONS - FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES—Continued
ouse and Senate resolutions con- bilions of dollars] . I billions of dollars]
ot bstantial differences in budget ag- fn - 1 o ]
. and in functional allocations. The House Senate  Conference " House Senate  Conference
+g four tables show the budget aggre- . passed passed  substitute passed passed  subslitute
d functional allocations provided %
original House-passed and Senate-  Budget athority e 8003 8356699 872390  270—Energy: :
the lutions as well as the conference Wi TESIN 1842512 763318 Budget amnomy ..... e 2784 46000 3950
665900 6684000 665900 S e - L1BA 35000 3300
B e resolution. The fist fable, RREHN————" imm Tai T S
th in the resolution. The D am T 20800 24000 0e00 Bt Oy B0 9300 8700
s the numbers reflected in the re- o7 9500 103000
nge o public Gebl il +147100  +480512 4147100 9,300
> cond budget resolution for fiscal : B 330—Agncullure :
182, also includes the budget aggre- 050w teense. ~gge Aoy 30 b 3
and functional -allocations provided . Bugel auboiy. oo ggggg %?&'9.3 §§§3§2 370—Commerce W bowsng ROl :
! e original second budget resolution ‘m_,m“nawmaﬂm " - cedt: -
2 o s 162000 T I G L — 7385 7.6000 7.600
ry1982- : dget BUHOLHY oo+ 14 - 00 Outiays 1435 - 356000 252
i ) - — 11238 121000 1500 o S rcparati
g 50—General science, space, : 700 21.8000 2.
Y m 1982 BUDGET AGGREGATES AND FUNCTIONAL e U gy;ge* aporty AN pae  nm
CATEGORIES nm — 1150 76000
[ 6900. 69000 6.9%0
fin biions of doﬂasl Bud 3486 53000
. Mg;'swm - e B 1469 75000 7500
. Revised second budget resolution 300—Nahln! resources and envi- ;
Second ' L %92 267000 26.700
(i s s O &ugg; aytheity S e %124 6300 %690
VN el pae e 350 Agrcate B X 9109 92269 9175
- Bucge! authority g.ggg 13?833 8249 87677 86249
s 7N IS MR 30 _(awers ad bosig ' ' 78454 3009000 29108
695 45 72920 74080 734100 credit; 285514  288.8000 287,531
. 65780 62840 62300 628400  Budget authority . 6751 7.2000
{98 TABD LMD TIGID s LN 300 0 =
143, 20 1,143, T ? : . ] 250000 - 257
5130 ~020 —000 —0200 &mmmmmmm 2450 216000 . %2‘;’32 zfm ﬁoﬁ
480000 +63.300 464400 +63.300 [0 20.050 19.9000 - 19.500 ISO—Mnmgslnmdm
450-(:omnrwty and regional de- Budget authority ..o oemeeieren. 4300 20000 :500
20 280 AEH B0 e sty 6750 - 63009 6900 o — 0000 500 .
18380 18750 180, 81.550 (hmays..._...___....._. 184 7.7000 1700 Budget authority © 4500 :.moo :.45(513
: S00—Education, raining, employ- I—— 4450 6000
1740 1675 1680 16750 and social services: o 850—Generai fiscat SR
WIS 18 L0 LN Bty e s e e e o & -
: — %25 27.0000 6205  Budget authorty ... 6700 67000 6.700
. : 0utays oo 6700 67000 6700
120 700 100 7000 Budgel authorty.ii.. 79280 79.5699 79.569  900—Interest:
1 110 7000 Outays nss 7512 71816 - Budget authorty ... 118000 1208000  118.000
_ 600—income security: . OutyS oo 118000 1208000 118000
450 475 6B0 4800  Budpet suthorty 253041 2818000 274797  920—Allowances:
600 650 640 6400 " 269841 2730000  270.895  Budge! authority. ~2383 08000 2313
- 00—Veterans benefts and - serv- . Sgu_uﬂysm‘_-.m_._. 203 .08  -2033
ices: 950—Undistributed offsetting re- )
g b BR 3 | S ated Ham RN IR Bty 1879 M0 4870
’ 750—Administraton of Frstice j - Outizys ; 45790 448000 —487%
550 890 990. 9900  Budget authority 4400 . 49000 450 - :
450 1280 1380 13800 _AS00 - 43000 4650 B . ] :
°B_m°°“”m" Sovertment: 4500 50000 4300 FISCAL YEAR-1985—BUDGET AGGREGATES AND
70 750 1160 9480  Outlays...... T 4650 T 48000 4650 .
00 375 380 3750  850—General pupost fiscal a5 ‘ FUNCTIONAL CATE(?Q@ES
Wi oamopm fee Houm i
2 - : T g00—interest L ) Cort
Budget avthority ..o 112300 - 1155000  113.200 pma passed  substitute
710 . 700 s.gg g% g 26% : 112300 1155000 113200
7 65 8. X nces: ;
e Budgel authorty —3006 20000 - 3ol QAo RS - W %06l
. Outays ~186 2000 <2816 poenec T gl 000 KL
B et s IR Tt
%I AW BN IO Butgl ity ... 155 -BUW 310 o i han sl
B 7905 73.50, Ja500 ~f—~«~— - %0 Change in public debt Emit . 4124500 +1132712  +113272
733 N3N AN 1300 ) . T PrSr——
den Z3 R aerm - FISCAL YEAR 1984—BUDGET AGGREGATES AND ot oty IED JENN 2N
. i g i ' FUNCTIONAL CA IE 150—intemational afairse e T T
" i) S e R
%8 280 2800 [ bisions of dollars] b irveminremegror LIRSS - -
2380 B8 B30 - . 250—General sience, space, and
. . ouse Senate  Conference . Bugget authorly............o.n.. 1.050 1.3000 7.300 .
Pl pesed  ssitte  guon oo P8 1 1
213 7ot
) ’ o Budgel authorty. 862601 8974599 873473 M iam
520 520 5200 815979  g02677  §21.928 : - :
505 500 5000 TIO00 7414000 738000
- : Deﬁm* —71919 918617 83928 1950 83000 2300
Publc. deb stsoo 14202189 1420219 sr 93000 2700
635 620 6400 Onangeinrevenves. . +36000 +394000 - 36000 A0 AR
635 630 6300 Change in public debt Bmt.__ _ +135.400 +127.9577 -4+130019 5760 67000 £700
. : 7m0 - 73000 1110
99,55 10200 100.700  050—Nationaf defense:
9355 10200 100.700 Budgel U0ty oo 2ISAE3 Z7B3000 279483 :
Qutays... e U323 3000 243283 6965 74000 1223
285 010 2850  150—intemational afiairs: : N o 1055 - 33000 1.830
190 08 0500 Budget 3Oy oo - 16000 167000 16.400 nsportab
e OufaySe.. e 11550 123000 10900 . Budgel ahorly... e 22050 220000 . 22050
~3265 3050 — 31700 ZSOEEGeneral science, space, and - Quileys e 19550 197000 19.600
T8 C380 J3I0 0 B iy e g g ey ad wged = :
Outtays : 1100 78000 © 7800 . Buget authonly ........ - 1100 7.0000 1100
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RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTTONS

FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES—Continued FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES—Continued The conference substitute includes recon-
- - ciliation instructions to eight Senate com-
{in bitns of dallors] (1 billons of dofars) mittees to report legislation to achieve sav-
House Senate Corderence House Senate Conference ir-lgs fn t,l:)e fisca.} years 1?83-85. and recop-
passed passed  substitute passed passed  sbstite  ciliation instructions to nine House commit-
tees to report legislation to achieve savings
7442 7.4000 1.400 sm};apenua ‘purpose fiscal 35 in fiscal years 1983-85. These savings are
sistance: ) for the committees to remain
' Budget author 6850 69000 850 necessary | ,com
26214 26.4000 26214 Ol Y e B850 6.8000 6850 within their spending limits conmtemplated .
© 25.369 26.5000 26.161  900—interest: in the Resolution.
. Budget authority oo 111500 1146000 111500 -
102.568  103.6699 103.229 Dungys_m_m_ 111500  114.6000 111,500 The Senate Finance Committee and the
98830  91.2712 98.830  920—Allowances: House Ways and Means Committee are also
weon mwn 3230 an”dlg;‘sff’_mf__’y__"“”‘*__m_: :Sgg 2312333 :%}% instructed by the Resolution to report legis-
306791 3105000 308858  950—Undistributed offsetting re- lation to increase revenues in the fiscal
cepts: ) ) years 1983-85.
. Budget authority oo — 350280  —47.3000  -50.280 ! . .
26980  25.5000 26752 Omlgys.w....__.___.. —50280 -—42.3000 . —50280  Any legislation included in the Reconcili-
26.497 254000 - 26.497 - ation Bill reported pursuant to this Resolu-
: 2250 51000 4500 . tion shall achieve net spending reductions
= 4250 5.1000 4500 in the amounts required by this Resolution.
4500 4700 4500 . '
4300 4.4000 4300 A
- CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE RECONCILIATION INSTRUCT 1ONS—SENATE COMMITTEES
. (ln miffions of dollars} -
. Fiscal year—
1983 1988 1985 1983-85
Bud " B Bud
a0 nE Ges R ntes SR oms

L .

Fadg T ST TS 108 108 147 1428 —3280 . 320
Armed Servi =213 =243 - 633 -693 -1231 131 -21% -~2137
oy —695 -6 s, —68 2019

\ Commerce —4 —4 —15 —15 —21 —27 — &5 86

" Finance ~1106 —4429 1444 5564 ~1240 5976 4290 15969
" Foreign Relations -2 -2 - -8 —4 15 —6 —25
Commmettal Aflas —34 -0 1083 -5 -1193 -7 -3220
Ve Ktais J 7 D / 155 15 —155 15§ -3m 387

Total spending reductions, =179 6513 3832 9268 ~5119 =11312 10930 27153
o — O e e e ——

i N + 000) e (41, .
(%ee Ll —21413 N S —— _-+sz.nz _‘fzs,tss)

. CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS—HOUSE COMMHT_EES
: [in milions of doflars} - -
Fiscal year—
1983 1984 1985 1983-85

BA 0 BA 0 BA 0 BA 0

g relitons: Ty -7 108 -108 142 1428 ~3208  —329
Amed Services -3 - -3 —693 -6 -1231 -1231 -213% =213

ER iy S Zes UTHD e TR ey Ui - i

7. by Go -2 -2 -8 -4 =B - -5

‘ mmmi”‘ i A S ST Sy R Y

ice and Civil Service - - ~L - -1 - -3,
Vﬂm#n?airs -1 -~71 -155 — 158 —~155 -15 . -3 - -3
Ways and Means -593 =375 =705 4827 -928 5168 2226 - —137%

Total . -2180 6576 3636 9278 5126 -11330 109482 2784
Less double counting (Dual commitiee jurisdiction) 1 3 8 10 7 18 12 31
Total spending reduction: ~2179 6513 3632 9268 5119 11312 10938 27153
Ways and Means +20,800 + 36,000 +41,400 498,300
(Uer 18 portn {-+800) T ¥ p— (+1800) 7 (+3300)
Total reconcilizton instruclio —21473 8528 e —SATNE e 125453

CREDIT BUDGET

For fiscal year 1982, the Senate Resolu-
tion provided $87.3 billion for new direct
loan obligations, $93.0 billion for new pri-
Mary joan guarantee commitments, and
$69.0 billion for new secondary loan guaran-
€¢ commitments. The House amendment
Provided $63.4 billion for new direct loan ob-
lgations, $74.85 billion for new primary
loan guarantee commitments, and $68.95
billion for new secondary loan guarantee
_ ®mmitments. The conference substitute

provides $63.6 billion for new direct loan ob-
ligations, $74.9 billion for new primary loan
guarantee commitments, and $69.0 billion
for new secondary loan guarantee cominit-
ments. .

For fiscal year 1983, the Senate Resolu-
tion provided $63.6 billion for new direct
loan obligations, $102.2 billion for new pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments, and
$68.3 billion for new secondary loan guaran-
tee commitments. The House amendment.
provided $58.05 billion for new direct loan

obligations, $99.4 billion for new primary
loan guarantee commitments, and $68.25
billion for new secondary loan guarantee
commitments. The Conference substitute
provides $59.7 billion for new direct loan ob-
ligations, $101.9 billion for new primary
loan guarantee commitments, and $68.3 bil-
lion for new secondary loan guarantee com-_
mitments, .

The credit budget aggregate totals and
functional allocations for FY 1982 and FY
1983 are shown in the following table;
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fin bilfions of dolars, by fiscal year}

" June 22, 1982

oomer® i

creating a point of order against consid-

that authorizes new direct loan obli-
or new loan guarantee .commit-
< unless such authority is effective
1o the extent provided in appropriation
: The Senate resolution provided an ex-
n for agricultural price support and
ated programs of the type in operation
January 1, 1982, funded through the
modity Credit Corporation (CCC). The
amendment did not contain such a
dsion. The Conference substitute ,con-
the text of the Senate provision, with
her exemptions for loan and loan guar-
programs administered by the Veter-
Administration and for bills or resolu-
s reported to the House or Senate prior
s the adoption of this resolution. -
he House amendment contained a provi-
providing a point of order against legis-
n considered after the adoption of a
nd. Concurrent Resolution on the
for fiscal year 1983 which would
the aggregate levels of new direct loan
ons or new primary or secondary
n guarantee commitments for fiscal year
set forth in the resolution to be ex-
The House provision also provided

-of the Senate and House of the fiscal
1983 credit budget totals set forth in
First Concurrent Resolution on the
udget for that year. The provision exempt-
agricultural price support and related
grams of the type in operation on Janu-
, 1982, funded through the Commodity
t Corporation (CCC). The Senate reso-
ion did not contain such a provision. The
erence substitute contains the House
on. In compliance with this provision,
Lallocation of the credit budget totals in
¢ Conference substitute is printed in this
int Explanatory Statement of Managers.
is the intent of the conferees that direct
i and loan guarantee levels for the Rural
ectrification Administration assumed in
¢ fiscal year 1983 credit totals contained
the Conference substitute are predicated
‘the continuation of the present criteria
4 supplemental loan ratios and on inter-
cvTates set in the Rural Electrification Act
11936, as amended by the Omnibus Budget
nciliation Act of 1981.
The Senate resolution expressed the sense
he Congress that, the President through
ean; Istrative actions should limit fiscal
o 1983 Federal Financing Bank origina-
hat of direct Joans to specified amounts and
(2t direct borrowing by Federal agencies
uld be limited, to the maximum extent
iSible, to the Federal Financing Bank.
¢ House amendment did not contain such

in fiscal years 1982 and 1983 of legis--

an allocation to the appropriate commit- -

not contain the provision.

‘The House amendment contained a provi-
sion expressing the sense of the Congress
that the President and the Congress,
through the appropriations process, should
limit in fiscal year 1983 the off-budget lend-
ing activity of the Federal government to
specified levels. The Senate resolution did
not contain such a provision. The Confer-
ence substitute does not contain the House
provision. ’

Also contained in the Senate resolution
was a sense of the Congress provision direct-
ing the committees of jurisdiction to act ex-

peditiously to consider legislation establish-

ing a process, for annual determination of
appropriate levels for and proper budgetary
treatment of Federal credit activity. The
House amendment did not contain such a
provision. The Conference substitute does
not contain the Senate provision.

) SOCIAL SECURITY SOLVENCY

The Senate resolution required the Senate

" Finance and House Ways and Means Com-.

mittees to report legislation by December 1,

1882, to ensure the solvency of the social se- .

curity system. The Senate language called
for the solvency legislation to take into ac-
count the recommendations of the National
Commission on Social Security Reform, and
for the report of that Commission to be sub-
mitted to Congress by November 11, 1982.
The changes in law were to do no more than
was absolutely necessary to preserve the fi-
nancial ~ integrity of - the social security
system. The House resolution did not con-
tain this provision. - :

The Senate conferees receded to the
House. - '

In light of the need for legislative action
to ensure the financial stability of the social
security system, the conferees urge the
President to direct the National Commission
on Social Security Reform to report its rec-
ommendations at the earliest date possible.
The conferees also urge the Congress to
take action at the earliest possible time to
ensure .the solvency of the social security
system.

_ DEFERRED ENROLLMENT

Both the Senate resolution and the House
amendment provided for the deferred en-
rollment of certain spending bills pursuant
to section 301(b)(1) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act.

The House amendment also contained lan.
guage dealing with certain trust fund ex-
penditures. . ‘

The conference substitute provides that

spending bills exceeding the appropriate al-

location under section 302 of the Budget Act

shall not be enrolied until the adoption of

New direct loan  New primary loan  New secondary
. obligations guarantee loan guaraniee
Function ———==_  cmmitments commitments -
1982 1% g jem e 198
- " 005 005 oo
d :Muzin 18; mﬁ 8.1 93 T
K s, Spae, ad Technology AT I N Jp——
= R
i — I
¥ tf " ' . 3 a——snenre:
E%’«‘:gﬂiﬁﬂ"n‘m and Socil Sevices. 3 08 &5 12 0
Hacztion. ‘ 01 1 01 0l
=) r 28 0 170 1 S—
W S S 0 10 ms. 3y T
s Bl o010
: ﬁmpuse Fiscal Assistance 02 2 03 e
<5 Total Credit Activities - 636 57 749 1019 - 690 683
Senate resolution contained a provi- a provision. The Conference substitute does the second budget resolution. For the

Senate the appropriate allocations are “new
budget authority” and “new spending au-
thority"”; for the House the appropriate allo-
cations are “new discretionary budget au-
thority” and “new spending authority”. '

In general, the conferees intend that in-
crease in revenues and receipts through the
imposition of user fees be used to reduce the
deficit. However, the conference substitute
would permit the authorizing legislation for
spending financed by the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund, the Highway Trust
Fund, and any new trust fund created for
urban mass transportation purposes to be
enrolled to the extent that new spending in
excess of the appropriate section 302(b) al-
location is offset by increases in trust fund
revenues. . .

. SECTION 302(b) REPORT REQUIREMENT |

The House amendment provided that it
shall not be in order to consider spending
bills within the jurisdiction of a committee
until that committee has filed its report as
required under -Section 302 (b) of the
Budget Act. The conference substitute in-
cludes this provision.

AuTOoMATIC SECOND BUDGET RESOLUTION

The House amendment contained lan-
guage which converts the resolution into -
the Second Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget on September 25, 1982, if the Con-
gress does not otherwise adept a resolution
by that date. The Senate version contained
no such provision. The conferees agreed to
strike “September 25,” and insert “October
1,”. The Senate receded to the House lan-
guage with the amendment.

Tax EXPENDITURES AND OFF-BUDGET
SPENDING

* The managers of the Conference urge the
budget committees and other appropriate
committees of Congress to study ways_in
which tax expenditures and off-budget
spending can be addressed more fully in -
budget resolutions and incorporated into
the procedures of the Congressional budget
process. . . . )
FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT REDUCTIONS

The House amendment contained the fol-
lowing provision: “It is the sense of Con-
gress that reductions in federal employment
should bé accomplished through attrition

. only.” :

"The Senate resolution contained no such
provision. The conferees agreed to delete
the word “only”. The Senate receded to the
House provision with that amendment. -
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FEDERAL RESERVE

~he Senate resolution contained a sense
¢ the Congress provision relating to Feder-
° Reserve as follows:
?1.4“; is the sense of the Congress that if
ngress acts to restore fiscal responsibility
4 reduces projected budget deficits in a
bsta.ntlal and permanent way, then the
;‘edel'al Reserve Open Market Committee
nall re- -evaluate its monetary targets in
srder to assure that they are fully comple-
y to a new and more restrained fiscal

9: [}
menta-l‘
- ‘c
P"{f,,i' House version contained a similar
pmvxsxon The House receded.
ATION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY, OUTLAYS,
aND CREDIT TO SENATE AND HoUse CommIr-
- EES
ant to section 302 of the Congres-

&

! onal Budget Act and section 9 of S. Con."

92, the conference substitute makes
the following allocation of budget authori-
. ty, outlays, and credit among the commit-
 tees of the respective Houses:

7 sENATE' COMMITIEE BUDGET AUTHORTY AND OUTLAY
. ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SEC. 302 OF THE CONGRES-

SIONAL BUDGET ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1982
[in milions of doliars)
" biret spendiny Exm(lemem:
jutisdiction ¢ unded in annus!
ats
Budget Bud
autggmy Outiays autrrfue% Outlays

5 Npeopriations Qo 459310 433581 o —
Apricufture, Nutrition, and Forestry -

’ mrmee....,ﬂ:;._... 766 12679 83 125
Ammd Services Mﬂﬁhm 12 9 15192 1515
Bwking, Housing, and Urban Al.  °

'm&mﬁﬁ*ﬁ'f 3,688 1. — 1
fation %nmmee:...ﬂ._m 1,684 804 29 4
e L1s6 928 L 55
Emnmw i Wor :
Committee oo 10,183 2047 § ]
* Finance mmmumwﬁ %%8? 35? ;20 43800 45474
« Forelgn Retations [ J— ,
- Governmental Affairs Committee.... 42,984 2; 839 7 'g (;&
lm amcomﬂununmanescmces Com- 539 :
...... 5410 5585 5508 5341

0 L J—
17 TS RV
1) J—

LY 7 S

THI0 80735 8194

1363
oy Commnme o hxﬁa Aifais. 515
Wt allocsted to commitiees............ — 114,892

Totdl, budpel. .. TITEN2
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SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY

ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT T0 SEC. 302 OF THE CONGRES-

- SIONAL BUDGET ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1983—Continued

{in milfions of dollars)
Direct sperding Entitlements
jurisdiction funded i annual
appropriation acts
Budget Budget
muﬁ‘&m Dutiays Au“nfor- Outiays
Rules and Administration Commit- Ca 10
Smau‘ia“’m""'&ar’n’nfe?m ——
Veterans’ Affairs Committee ......, 13714 - a7 1!.912 15463
Select Committee on Indian Aﬂa 1
Nst zllocated to COMMiHees........... — 138,759 ~139901
Total, budget............ — S20,330 769,818 79,149 84,157
2 Less than $500,000. )
SENATE COMMITTEE CREDIT ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT T0
SECTION 9 OF S. CON. RES. 92
[in miions of doitars}
o ew Yow
Fiscal year 1983 w'ﬁ'a- guarantee W
- commit-
s O S
Appropriations Commities . 50 TN 68253
Agr’;n”q:nn;:e, MNutrition, and Forestry Com- 2
Armed Senvces Commitlee
Banking, Housing, and Urbza Affairs Com-
o i L R L —
commme o 25 875 e
f£nergy and Naturat R
&monmm Public Works Oumnmee.., 5389 S
foreign Refations Committes -
Governmental Affairs Committee, &
oy o
Labor and Human Resources Committee ..., [
Rules and Administration Committea
Smail Business Committes,
Veterans’ Affars Committee.... 123
Select Commiitiee on Indian Affairs
et afocated \O_th'ma 179
Total, budget 149242 93408 68253

3 Section 9 fmmummsoomrmnm&mm
wngznmsmsz,soo mﬂﬁmmmmvy
agncuitural price support
lmz.ﬂmmmwedm

MLLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY T0 HOUSE
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302{a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR 1982

5,784

{tn mittions of dofiars}
less than $500,000 ' :
SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY
ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT T0 SEC. 302 OF THE CONGRES- Mm« Outiays
SIONAL BUDGET ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1983
{in o of dolars] HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
050 Nationial Defense ..o ... 2{%%182 lggggg
Bitect spendin Eatitiements airs : : 3
usdton © funded i, anial zsg Gl S S B oo 699 TI0
walin &5 e R 1
A?,'{‘gﬁ:, Outlzys E&‘ﬁt Dutiays 310 .(‘[Amnmu and Housing Credit e l?‘%g 2}8}}
Ly X y
450 Cnmmumty ang Regional Devetopment.._.__ 6,635 ]
500 Education, l‘rammé Employment, and Sacal - -
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ONES of Oklahoma. Mr,
; pursuant to the order of the
move to recede from- the
endment to Senate Concur-
esolution 92, and to amend such
tlon with an amendment in the
of a substitute (contained in
‘int statement of managers).

Clerk read the motion, as fol-

ones of Oklahoma moves to recede
¢ House amendment to Senate Con-
Resolution 92, and to amend such
on with an amendment in the nature
- istitute contained in the joint state-
i} o managers.
2 SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
of the House of Monday, June
082, the gentleman from Oklaho-
2 Arr, Jones) will be recognized for
Fminutes, and the gentleman from

g\ minutes. - :
i Chair recognizes the gentleman

4 Oklahoma (Mr. JONES).
JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
, I yield myself such time as I

yme. I will be very brief,
. Speaker, essentially this confer-
report is very close to the Latta
itute that passed the House a
t ago. There are some improve-
is in some of the means-tested
ms in order to make it more fair
'the bill that passed the House,
basically this is the Latta substi-

i
1

ise who voted for the Latta sub-
Whte when it passed the House last
 clearly have the responsibility of
pg for this conference report now.
ume that they will do so. :
this time, Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1
gle to the gentleman from New
f (Mr. WEISS). -

. WEISS asked and was given
lission to revise and extend his re-
£5,) - .
lir, WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
Bk the distinguished chairman for
ing time to me. . .

. Speaker, today we are being
d to approve a budget resolution
may serve the immediate political

f brazenly ignores the pressing
f our people and of our falter-
onomy. No Democrat worthy of
hame should be caught dead
for it. :
3 conference report makes a
g stock of the budget process
es all credibility in the Con-
1t is a budget package wrapped
#eeit, based on-phony figures, erro-
S assumptions, and questionable
lons—particularly with regard
ficit 1evels. '
-More importaritly, the budget
Is defeat because it fails to undo
€vous errors of Reaganomics. It
Ues the administration’s disman-
of social programs with addition-
§.S of $4.3 billion in medicare and
¥ 2id. $900 million in food stamps,
g5 million in AFDC and SSI, and $1
EN In job training. And it leaves
Anged the tragic circumstances of

i (Mr. LATTA) will.be recognized

8 of the Reagan administration,

families faced with the calamity of un-
employment, of elderly citizens forced
to forego needed health care, of
hungry children denied adequate nu-
trition, and of disabled workers
stripped of their means of survival.

Rather ‘than playing .an encore of
last year’s congressional lost sheep, we
should find the wisdom and the cour-
age to reject this resolution and devel-
op a budget that is credible, just, and
compassionate. The American people
demand, and.deserve, no less.

01230
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.

-Speaker, I yield myself such time as I

may consume.
(Mr. JONES of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.) )
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, will
the distinguished committee chairman-
yield for a question only?
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr,

Speaker, I am happy to yield to the

gentleman from Texas. .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
question is, concerning the conference
report, does this contain both the
budget conference as well as the debt
ceiling limitation provisions? i

Mr. JONES of . Oklahoma Mr. .

Speaker, the answer to the gentle-
man’s question is affirmative, and this
is under the GEPHARDT rule that was
passed in the previous Congress.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman very much for
his answer.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr,
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN),

(Mr, GLICKMAN asked and -was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.) : .

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, this
is a terrible budget; but I am going to

vote for it. It is slightly better than -

the Latta budget which the House
passed before in terms of the numbers
on the social-side. It is an example of
how Reaganomics has gone awry in
America. ) N

However, Mr. Speaker, if we reject
this budget, we are going to end up
with more chaos than we ever
dreamed of in America and probably a
worse budget for all our constituents.
So reluctantly 1 will vote for the
budget. .-

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me say at the outset
that I believe this conference report
deserves the support of the House, It
is a good agreement that we have
come to with the Senate. It is not a
perfect agreement, but it is one which
we can support, and which I hope my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
will support. .

Let me say to those who do not like
certain parts of this conference report,
that I hope you do not vote against
the report on the basis of a deficit
that is $100 million more than you
would like or that a multi-billion-
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dollar program is $50 million short of
what you would like. If you do that in
the belief you can send this repeort
back to conference and get something
you like better, chances are you will be
disappointed. What comes out of con-
ference next time—if anything comes
out—probably will be even less to your
liking.

As I said, this is not a perfect docu-
ment. In fact, if I had the power to
write a budget on my own and present
it to this House as an accomplished
fact, this is not the document I would
write. I would like a balanced budget
with a zero deficit but I realize this _
cannot be accomplished in fiscal year
1983. But this compromise heads us
that direction. ) :

Let me remind my colleagues this is
a compromise—and this means it is a
product of many viewpoints and
minds. It is-a compromise which will
further aid wus in getting Federal
spending under control. )

To assist everyone in better under-
standing the contents of this confer-
ence report, I would like to go through
it and explain to you what the confer-
ees did. Before I do that, let me
remind you once again that many eof
the assumptions contained herein are
just that, assumptions. We assume cer-
tain savings can be achieved and addi-
tional revenues can be raised. In the
end, however, many of the final deei- .
sions will be up to other committees,
particularly the Appropriations Com-
mittee. T

‘The conference report calls for out-
lays in fiscal year 1983 of $769.816 bil-
lion, a $35.7-billion increase over fiseal
year 1982 outlays. Let me emphasize
this, we are not below 1982 expendi-
tures but are $35.7 billion abowe,
Budget authority for fiscal year 1983
will be $822.390 billion, a $44.7 billion
increase over 1982. This represents
$4.6 billion more in spending for fiscal
year 1983 than was contained in the
House-passed budget resolution and
raises the deficit from .$99,271 to
$103.918 billion. Revenue estimates for
fiscal year 1983 remain at the House-
passed number of $665.9 billion.

Now, let us take a look at the details,

FUNCTION 050 DEFENSE

‘In defense spending, the Senate ac-
cepted the numbers in the House-
passed resolution which called far
$253.566 billion in budget authority
and $213.966 billion in outlays. As I .
mentioned earlier, this represents a .
$9.43 billion cut in budget authority.
from the President’s April request and
a $10.24 billion cut from the CBO
baseline for 1983 outlays.

By capping cost-of-living increases
for retired military personnel at 4 per-
cent and aliowing for a 4-percent pay
increase for both military and civiliam
workers, approximately $2.25 billion
was saved. Another $2.2 billion was
saved by rejecting the CBO reesti-

[

‘mate. The balance in savings was left

for the Pentagon and Approqriatiorls
Committee to work out. A majority Qf ~
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ne conferees were of the belief that
hese savings could be achieved with-
ut doing damage to President Rea-
's program for rebuilding our mili-
tery forces. .

FUNCTION 1500 INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS
in international affairs, the House
d Senate were $362 million apart.
¢ compromised on an outlay figure
f $11.5 billion which was $600 million
| “ess than the Senate figure. What we
£ gid was to basically assume the cur-
tent level of spending for programs or
“the President’s request for the pro-
g , whichever was less. However, a
“jew programs can be funded at higher
Jfevels at the discretion of the Appro-
priations Committee. The $1.5 billion
. gssumes a savings in foreign aid of ap-
; proximately $740 million but provides
Jfor an additional $28 billion for for-
“oign military sales. - ,
" JUNCTION 250: GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE AND
% TECHNOLOGY .

;- We agreed to the Senate level of
:gpending of $7.6 billion in fiscal year
71983 for function 250, general science,
‘space and technology. This number in-
“eludes $200 million added in confer-
“ence under an amendment offered by
_Chairman Jongs, It allows for funding
“for most programs at the level of the

President’s request. o
¥ FUNCTION 270! ENERGY
- The conferees settled on an outlay
. figure for fiscal year 1983 of $4.5 bil-

tion for function "270, energy. This

number is $500 million less than what
- the Senate had in this function. It as-
sumes enactment of user fees for the

Federal Regulatory. Commission and
‘for nuclear waste disposal. The confer-

ees added $700 million to this function
‘over the House passed resolution,

FUNCTION 300. NATURAL RESOURCES AND
ENVIRONMENT

In function 300, natural resources
‘and environment, the conferees settled
on an outlay figure for 1983 of $10.95
billion which was $450 million less
than in the Senate passed resolution.
‘The Senate accepted the House as-
.sumption of $400 million from user
fees to be enacted for cost recovery for
Corps of Engineers deep-draft ports
and inland waterways. The $10.95 bil-
lion is sufficient to maintain most dis-

cretionary programs under this fune--

tion at 1982 levels. . :
‘ FUNCTION 350: AGRICULTURE .
The conferces agreed on the House
number for spending in fiscal year
1983 in function 350, agriculture,
which was $9.042 billion. The $1.3 bil-
lion savings from the CBO Dbaseline
was achieved by freezing discretionary
spending at-the 1982 level. We then
added back for some programs and
found additional savings in others. For
example, we provide $300 million in
‘budget authority for Federal crop in-
surance as requested by the President.
We reduce outlays for the dairy price
support program by $900 million and

raise interest - rates for agricultural

credit loans for a savings of $12 mil-
lion. .
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- FUNCTION 370:"COMMERCE AND HOUSING

Outlays for fiscal year 1983 in func-
tion 370, commerce and housing, are
$2.837 billion which is $1.063 billion
less than in the Senate passed resolu-
tion. I might say right here that the
$2.837 billion is considered sufficient
to accommodate the level of funding
needed for the Lugar mortgage inter-
est subsidy bill.

This number also assumes funding
for the Postal Service of $400 million
and-an additional $500 million for the
Lugar housing bill )

Savings are achieved by freezing
most discretionary spending at 1982
levels and then assuming additional
savings for such programs as the
Patent and Trademark Office, Scien-
tific and Technical Research, the

Travel and Tourisma Administration, .

the FCC and the FTC, .
FUNCTION 400: TRANSPORTATION
For function 400, transportation, the
House conferees agreed to the Senate
level of spending for fiscal year-1983

‘of $19.9 billion which was $150 million

lower than in the House-passed resolu-
tion. This assumes savings of some $46
million in various discretionary pro-
grams. It does allow additional spend-
ing above the 1982 level for such pro-
grams as the rail service assistance and
the urban mass transit fund.

'FURCTION 450 COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL

.  DEVELOPMENT

Again in function 450, community
and regional development, the House
conferees agreed to the Senate level of
spending of $7.7 billion which is $147
million less than the House-passed
level. To achieve the additional sav-
ings from the House-passed level, the
conferees accepted the Senate assump-
tion for disaster loans which is the
CBO/OMB level for the loans.

" FUNCTION 500; EDUCATION, TRAINING,

EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL SERVICES

The Senate agreed to the House-
passed outlay figure of $26.205 billion
for function 500, education, training,
employment, and social services. .

It is assumed that some discretion-
ary programs will be funded at levels
above the 1982 freeze including com-
pensatory education, education for the
handicapped, Pell grants, and voca-
tional-adult education.

: . FUNCTION 550: HEALTH _
Spending for fiscal year 19883 in
function 550, health, will be at the

-House-passed level of $77.816 billion

which includes money added back in
conference when we accepted an
amendment offered by Chairman
JONES to increase spending by $610
million in three functions—health,
income security, and science, space,
and technology. :

The conferees assume the largest
savings will come in entitlement pro-
grams including $3.6 billion in medi-
care savings and $600 million in medic-
aid savings. The medicare savings can

- be achieved without increasing out of

pocket expenses for recipients.
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4 FUNCTION £60: INCOME SECURITY )
Fiscal 1983 outlays for function 600,
income security, will be $270.895 bil-
lion, $2.1 billion less than the Senate
level. In this function we agree to
spending levels above the House ap-
proved levels for food stamps, aid to
families with dependent children, the
supplemental security income pro-
gram, and subsidized housing. -
Funding here assumes the full cost
of living increases for social security
and railroad retirement benefits. All
other COLA’s for civil service retire-
ment, black lung, Federal employee
injury compensation and Foreign

Service retirement are assumed
capped at 4 percent. o
FUNCTION 700: VETERANS BENEFITS AND
SERVICES .

The $2?.823 billion in spending for
vetere_ms in fiscal year 1983 is the level
contained in the House-passed resolu-
tion. The conference report provides
for full cost-of-living increases for vet-
erans in 1983 and for the service-con-

"nected disabled in 1984 and 1985. The

Senate resolution had capped those in-
creases at 4 percent. ° C

FUNCTION 750 ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE

The conference report sets spending
in fiscal year 1983 for function 750,
the administration of justice, at $4.65

- billion, $250 mf{llion less than in the

Senate resolution. It is assumed that
an additional’ $150¢ million will be
spent over the House recommended
level for such discretionary programs
as the- Federal Bureau of Investiga-
txon, the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, the Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service and Legal Services.
FUNCTION 800; GENERAL GOVERNMENT -
The conferees agreed on the House
level of spending of $4.650 billion for
fiscal year 1983 outlays in function
800, general government. This number

~“is $150 million less than the Senate

wanted. This function contains the

“budget for the legislative branch as

well as funding for the Internal Reve-
nue Service and the General Services
Administration. The main difference
between the House and Senate here is
tl{at: the House had assumed a $100
million savings in the budget for Con-
gressd. which the Senate had not includ-
e
FUNCTION 850. GENERAL PURPOSE FISCAL
ASSISTANCE

There were no differences between
the House and Senate in function 850,
general purpose fiscal assistance,
Spending will be $6.5 billion in fiscal
year 1983. The function includes such
programs a&s revenue sharing and pay-
ments and loans to the District of Co-
lumbia.

FUNCTION 900: INTEREST

In function 900, interest costs, con-
ferees agreed on a figure of $113.2 bil-
lion which is $2.2 billion less than in
the Senate resolution. ‘This resulted
from the Senate accepting our as-
sumption. that the President’s savings’
bond legislation will be passed and



(ent on lower interest costs due
jower deficit.
- JUNCTIOK 920! ALLOWANCES
- genate’ accepted the House
resolution figures of -$2.816
jn function 920, allowances.
P cumes an additional 2 percent
= 21 employment reduction as well
¢ings from the disposal of Federal
#* +v. The spending level for fiscal
#1083 is sufficient to allow for a 4
t Federal employee pay raise,,
ON 950. UNDISTRIBUTED OFFSETTING
] RECEIPTS

-$43.1 billion for fiscal year
in function 850, undistributed
ting receipts, is $3.8 billion less
£ in the Senate resolution. The
” 1o agreed to accept the House's
jmption for rents and royalties on
outer Continental Shelf. . .
1ot me say a word here about recon-
ton. Under the conference report,
s committees will report - back
r reconciliation recommendations
-+ figAugust 1 to the Budget Committee.
:the House passed resolution called for
-§41 pillion in spending to be recon-
3d in fiscal year 1983. It did not re-
reconciliation in the outyears.
conference report does call for
nciliation in fiscal year 1984 and

e

s

it

E

4.9 billion over the 3 years.
conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would
% to urge my colleagues to vote for

% conference report. Failure to pass

et resolution for fiscal year 1983.
country needs and wants this
e to pass a budget. We should
y out the wishes of the people.

"#¥nd, the gentleman from Arizona.
A Rupb). ’

y unanimous consent, Mr. Rubp
allowed to speak out of order.) -
RMSPONSE TO NETWORK DOQUWTARY ON
PORMER FBI DIRECTOR HOOVER

M, RUDD. Mr. Speaker, on June 3

E the television network, ABC, did-

. jiat they called a news closeup,
; g was a documentary on former
phrector of the - FBI John Edgar

o Virginia (Mr. Dan Danriet) and
if will take a special order today
{Hdlarify some of the distortions that
% ¢ contained in that program.

B AL, Speaker, I thank the gentleman
Ohio (Mr. LatTa) for yielding.

01245

LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
fute to the gentleman from Ver-
t (Mr. JEFFORDS).
4r, JEFFORDS asked and was
‘N bermission to revise and extend
Temarks.)
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
SUbport of the confererice report.
<2 Voted against the House version. I
i0sider the conference budget bad,
(idl ut it -is a move toward the
liona e. Getting something less objec-
Hig le is the best we can expect
€r the circumstances, and thus I
Port the report with the greatest

as well as 1983. This fugure is .

Is almost certain to result in no.

, Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my .

““ildover, My colleague, the gentleman -
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lack of enthusiasm. Those of us who
tried to find a middle ground in pro-
moting the coalition—Aspin-Pritchard
proposal are well aware of the difficul-
ty in getting the House to -move
toward the middle. This conference
report is a move in that direction.
Three weeks ago we witnessed the
defeat of the three major budget pro-
posals, including the coalition blue-
print, as well as four other plans.
Amazingly, though, each of the par-
ties thought it had won because it had
defeated the other. The second round
of budget substitutes was thus con-
ceived to attract the defecting Mem-
bers at the philosophical .extremes.
The Republican proposal, Latta II,
moved to the right, the Democratic
plan left. Many of us who sought the

. middle ground had no option but to

vote “no” on each. The Republican
perception, in retrospect, appears to
have been more politically astute;
Latta II was adopted. -

I do not believe any of us thought '

we would be negotiating in conference
with what I consider to be a more
moderate, more reasonable Senate ver-
sion. But this is what has happened.
Here are the details on why I find the
conference agreement more moderate
than Latta II, and acceptable, al-
though just barely. : o

For education programs, the confer-
ees accepted the higher of the House

. and Senate figures in most instances.
‘The. employment and training pro-

gram area is one exception to this
rule. Here the conferees accepted the
lower House figure, or $3.275 billion.
The Senate had recommended $3.794
billion. ’

In the elementary and secondary
education programs, the House figure

‘of $2.958 billion was agreed to in edu-

cation for the disadvantaged—chapter
I. The Senate budget contained $2.948
billion. For handicapped and vocation-
al and adult education the House fig-
ures of $1.075 billion and $751 million,
respectively, were adopted. The Senate
recommended $1.072 billion and $749

.million, respectively. -

In the student financial aid pro-
grams we again find that the higher,
House figures were agreed to. Howev-
er, in the guaranteed student loan pro-
gram the House contained $3.264 bil-

‘lion in outlays, while the Senate con-

tained $3.267 billion. Though the
House figure is slightly lower, and was
adopted by the conferees, the differ-
ence between the two is negligible. In
the Pell grant program; the House
figure was also adopted, and in this
case it was the higher level. The
Senate contained $3.366 billion while
the House contained $3.387 billion.

In the final analysis, the target
levels for the education function are
not subject to reconciliation. This
means that any problem there might

be with the figures, such as employ-

ment training programs, is not insur-

mountable. . ’
In the health function, the confer-

ence report is much better than what
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was passed by the House in the area .of
medicaid. The House resolution comn-
tained $13.330 billion in budget anu.
thority, while the Senate contained
nearly a billion more, $14.080 billien.
The conferees agreed to the higher,
Senate figure,

It is for the nutrition programs thxat .
there is the biggest improvement in
the conference report over the Howxse
budget resolution. The- food starmp
program was funded at $11.300 billion
in the House, yet in the conferemce
report funding was upped -to $11.850
billion. This figure is closer to the
Senate level of $12.150 billion than it
is to the House level. :

The unemployment compensation
program received an increase of $150
million in outlays in the conferemce

-report over what was contained withein

the House budget resolution. Tis
funding level means that unemplay-
ment benefits can be extended for a
longer period of time, providing relsef
to the many unemployed and laid-off
American workers. Clearly, the confex-
ence report is an improvement ower
the House budget proposal. t :

This conference report is significamit-
1y better than the House-passed bill iin
the energy function. Despite the tem-
porary glut of oil, the Governmemt
cannot totally retreat from its role fin
energy policy. While the marketplace
has played a major role in spurrimg
conservation and the development of -
alternative sources, there are clear jws-
tifications for the Government to com-
tinue "to show its commitment ®¢o
easing our dependence on foreign oil.

The Latta II budget resolution ceat
budget authority for energy programs
by over one-half billion dollars fromm
the President’s fiscal year 1983 nre-
quest. The President’s budget all béat
terminated all programs for conserva-
tion and the development of renewa-
bles. Although I would have preferred
to see the Senate levels for this, funac-
tion—a freeze at fiscal year 1982 prwo-
gram levels of $5 billion in outlays—
the conference agreed to a level of $4.55
billion, a significant improvement am
the $3.8 billion level in Latta II.

The savings from the Senate lewel

~can be arrived at without touching inn-

portant programs to promote consezxr-
vation and renewables. The assump-
tions include 2 $300 million offsettimg
receipt for nuclear waste managememt
fees, $60 million in Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission user fees, amd
a cut of $150 million in discretionary
energy programs that can be moxe
than made up by cutting funds for tlxe
Clinch River breeder reactor.

The conference agreement will alsso
provide a half billion more in the envi-
ronment -and natural resources arem.
This will allow the Congress to.appro-
priate adequate funds for EPA em-
forcement and research programs aned
many other important activities to
protect our air, water, land, and tlwe
public health. .
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. purther, Mr. Speaker, the confer-
¢ .5 have provided an additional $250
'ii"eemion for subsidized housing over
0 d above the House-passed level for
:d:ﬁsca] year 1983. -
£ pinally, although the defense spend-
> number in this report is too high
for my liking, the conferees did adopt
. ne House figure rather than the even

peturn to conference, we might do
"gorse. At least the small additional de-
{fense cut in Latta II as opposed to
Latta I is left intact. _

" 1n conclusion, simple logic convinces
me that if we turn the conference
: rt down, the next budget that
;i comes before us will be further to the
¢ fght. Since the version that passed
i the House was to the right, the next
% ersion would have to move to the
¢t right to pass. Accordingly, I urge those
“of you who seek a more moderate
udget to support this report. I assure
+ you from my experience in the budget
3 pegotiations that if this budget resolu-
+tion loses, the next one, from our per-
# spective, will be much more of a loser.
+ Mr. LATTA., Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
+ minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
% (Mr. REGULA). _ -

¢ (Mr. REGULA asked and was given

¢ permission to revise and extend his re-

{ marks.) . .
# Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I strong-

ily urge adoption of this conference

¢ report. :

*  We have a great responsibility to the

i people of this Nation, to those who are

*seeking jobs, and to.those who are

“making job-producing investment deci-

“sions. "

. This conference report responds to

#the mandate- that was given to the

i leaders of Government in the election

fof November 1980. It provides for less

*taxes, less spending, a strong national
“security, and less growth in the size of

. Government. ’

. The enforcement provisions are
.strong. They provide the necessary
tools to implément the budget.

; I we are going to have a fiscal

. policy that is meaningful to the people

;of America, that will be deserving of

: their confidence and will have credibil-

-ity, we have to have adequate enforce-
“ment,. It is in this bill. ’

. It recognizes that tax revenues in a
strong, growing economy will undoubt-
edly go beyond expectations. There-
fore, we only reconcile the tax portion

. for 1 year. -

- But the spending cuts are reconciled
for 3 years. This, again, is a response
to the American public that wants the
Size and cost of Government reduced.

I think this conference report is a
balanced program. It will reduce the
Federal share of the gross national
Product of this Nation from 25 percent
to _21 percent over the next 3 years.

his is a very important feature be-

Cause it says, in effect, that a greater

share of what is produced by the.

People of this Nation will, in fact, be
eft to them for purposes of investing,

' jess desirable Senate level. Again, if we -
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for purposes of using, or for whatever
their choice is.

This slowing in the Federal spending
by a total of 4 percent of the GNP
over the next 3 years is very important
to the future of this Nation.

Again, I would say this is a direct re-
sponse to the mandate of the people
we represent in this Chamber and I
certainly urge your support of the con-
ference report.

Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. HAGEDORN. I want to compli-
ment the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.

‘ReEGULA) on his fine summation of

what ‘has occurred here. I rise in sup-
port of the conference report, albeit
reluctantly.

. For many years I have voted against
much of the Federal spending and 1
think much of the growth of the
budget that has taken us to this point.
I would have preferred a much lower
deficit, as I cast votes in previous
years.

But I think we have to live in the .

real world and the real world is we
either adopt this budget resolution
with this deficit or the alternative is
going to be utter chaos. It is going to
be much higher deficit spending and I
think the people: that reject this
budget resolution today are clearly
putting themselves-on record for sup-
porting higher spending, not lower

. spending—not lower taxes, but higher

taxes. :
I think, for those reasons, I am
going to. support the budget resolu-

‘tion.

. Mr. Speaker, the resolution does not
go far enough or move fast enough
toward balancing-the Federal budget
or reducing the national debt, but it is

a far better alternative than taking no

action at this time and delaying the
budget process further. :

I we fail to pass.this budget resolu-
tion, Congress will, in effect, be telling

the American people and the financial

community that we are not making a

. serious effort to control spending and

lower the Government’s share of the
private credit market.

The budget resolution we will be
voting on is far from perfect, but it
does begin to steer this Nation in the
direction of reduced Federal spending
and it does begin to control increases
in the Government’s entitlement pro-
grams. This measure makes some

.needed cuts in domestic programs, re-

duces to some extent the President’s

‘proposed defense increases, and main-
tains the individual tax cuts passed

last year.

I have historically voted against
budget resolutions which do not bring
spending in line with revenues. I find
it personally distasteful to vote for a
deficit of $103.9 billion during the
coming fiscal year, but I believe those
who vote against this' conference
report are posturing the Nation for

" higher spending in the long run.
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I urge my colleagues not to use the
budget process for political advantage.
We have an obligation in Congress to
look beyond the 1982 elections and
deal responsibly with the economic
future of our Nation. .

Once this resolution is passed, Con-
gress must discipline itself to abide by
the reconciliation procedure in making
the actual spending cuts. Without a
budget, we can expect months of con-
fused and unmanageable activity as
Congress attempts to cope with the
appropriations process.

- We need to provide a sense of direc-
tion for our country, not an uncon-
trolled budget. I urge passage of the
conference report. .

Mr, REGULA. 1 thank the gentle-
man for his astute and correct com-
ments. : ) :

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. FRENZEL). : .

(Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) . .

*Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 92. This budget resolution is prob-
ably no ones first choice. Certainly it
is not one I would have drawn myself,
nor voted for under other circum-
stances. . .

But, even though this budget resolu-
tion is nobody’s cup of tea, it is the
only one we have. Not only is it our
only option, it is better for all interests
than no budget resolution. -

First, this country, and this econo-
my, need a budget. If we fail today, it
not only hurts our economy, but also
it gives the House, both the majority
and the mipority a black eye. It is'sad,
but true, to have to admit that the
people do not expect very much of us, _
but they do expect a budget resolu-
tion.

. Second, a budget'and a resolution

are the only way we can control with
reasonable fairness, a large portion of
our rapidly increasing costs of Govern-
ment. Without reconciliation, all con-
tainment efforts will have to. be cen-
tered on the discretionary authoriza-
tions and appropriations. With no
other way to hold down spending, this -
body is likely to act with a heavy hand
on the regular appropriations bills.

For conservatives, the budget resolu-
tion is a “must” to cut entitlement
spending. For liberals, it is needed to
provide a blueprint for orderly spend-
ing controls, and to prevent the em-
barrassment of failure.

For all of us, and for our constitu-
ents, it is needed because the alterna-
tive is intolerable: high interest rates,
continuing recession, and more unem-
ployment. .

For me, the budget resolutions’
spending is too high. Its deficit is too
high. Its taxes are too high. But it has
some advantages. It continues the
trend we began last year toward fiscal
sanity and control of spending.



&

of the functional differences
en House and Senate figures
:tw resolved closer to the House
; _re or. Even though much of those
= iﬁerences were made up by accept-
i of House assumptions, the con-
P ce report is clearly closer to the
: .lf’ﬁ‘s’e budget.
’;.51'.11 will be some purists of the
B a_nd left who will not want to
; for this budget. But to them, I
«We are not voting on perfection.
; : voting for a budget, or no
2 ¢ dxet » The vote for a budget resolu-
n is clearing the only reasonable

- JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
n from Ohio (Mr. PEASE). .

,. ion to revise and extend his re-

Mf PEASE Mr. Speaker, last
! .... mer 1 stood on the floor of the
ouse and pointed out that the $42
on deficit In .the Republican
get last year was not an honest
o e that the budget deficit would
much higher than that. Indeed, we
now told that without action by
ongress the deficit this year will be
182 billion which’ surely has put our
wnomy in a very serious condition.
£1 would just like to state for the
iord in relation to this budget reso-
Siton that while the stated projected
sficit for next year is $103 billion, the
/§(80 has estimated it will be at least
3 billion higher than that. Surely
That does not do anything either to re-

s ,work that we do in this body. -

J&We may fool ourselves, those of you
' «,‘;- o vote for the Latta budget today,
Mo believing that the deficit will be

f y $103 billion. But that is not going
J " i fool the people on Wall Street who
: £ tlxi'syh the interest rates for this
; h n
‘EFor that reason alone this budget
~En erence report does not deserve a
g " vote. .

yield back the balance of my time.
‘EMr, JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.

“gebeaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

“gEnan-from Oregon (Mr. AUCOIN).

. AUCOIN asked and was given
sion to revise and extend his re-

M
‘ .ks.

. AuCOIN. Mr, Speaker, along
the gentleman from Ohio, I have
‘, b allusions about what the outcome
g fihe vote is going to be today. This
Fdget  resolution will pass. I know
ttheche is cast, the fix is in.
AUt I think before we allow to go un-
¥ enged all of the flowery celebra-
BN0s from the Republican side of the
3 ; Sle, we ought to make a couple of ob-
Ftvations right now about the effect
‘ % What the House is about to do.
B ntend to vote against this resolu-
n~ I mtend to do so for several rea-

‘u.

B st it is not true to say, as has
;" 1 said on the Republican side of
B¢ disle, that this resolution is needed

b1 Eive the markets and the American

hlare the people about the caliber of-

. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

people a sense of credibility about this
institution. . After the House finally
passed this small, mean-spirited
budget resolution a few days ago the
stock market dropped 25 points. .

Interest rates on short-term Treas-

ury notes increased by 600 basic
points.
So what is the purpose we are trying

to achieve here: general economic re--

cevery? Evidence runs to the contrary.

But, then, if this resolution is not
helping the general economy, we have
to ask ourselves the next question:
What are we doing to the people who
are the victims of the cuts in this reso-
lution?

What we are doing is punishing

" PEASE asked and was gx{ren - them. What we have here is not a

question of failing to help the poor,
failing to help the ordinary people of
this country who need help. What we
are doing here, by passing this resolu-
tion, is punishing them.

Make no mistake about it. That is
what this resolution does.

I read in a national pubhcation a.n
interesting article which contended
that there is not one but two deficits
in the Latta resolution. The first defi-
cit is the obvious one, the $104 billion
Treasury deficit. But the most perni-
clous deficit is the-moral deficit, a defi-
cit in the moral basis of this budget
resolution.

The moral deficit occurs because the
Latta resolution inflicts devastating
damage on the poor and still it does
nothing to help the general state of
the economy.

‘I could not help but notice the re-

‘marks of the Republican leader in the

newspapers only a few days ago in
which he said that even though we
might - pass this resolution, after all
the human carnage that is going to be
caused, the country ought not to have
a high expectation about general eco-
nomic dividends to the country.

If that is the case, why are we pun-
ishing the poor and mjddle-income

_people in this way?

Why is it that it is only that the

people-oriented part of the budget-

that gets the damage? Why is it only
this pa.rt of the budget which gets the
ax? :

‘Why is it that civil defense, the mass
evacuation plan, and the civil defense
bomb shelter plan which calls for $4.5
billion over the next 5 years is un-

touched by this resolution?

-Why is it that nerve gas research
and development and production is un-
touched by this resolution?.

I cannot answer that question. The
Republicans are going to have to
answer that question.

They cannot do it today. It is going
to be very interesting watching them
do it over the summer and into the
fall.

I yield back the baJa.nce of my time.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. "Mr.
Speaker, 1 yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).
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(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, this is
indeed an interesting budget that we
have before us today. I think it.could
best be described as probably the
lowest common denominator in terms
of what national policy should be for
1983.

A look back in history, to 1981, gives
us an idea of what the shortcomings
are in the budget we face today.
Surely, I suppose that this will gain
the majority of support in the House,
and that I regret, and with that I
lament the failure of this Congress to .
come to grips with what should be our
proper priorities. .

After a bankrupt economic policy
was passed last year we find that there
is no recognition or willingness to
come to deal with reality today. This
Congress and administration are living

"in a dream world. Are we actors and

actresses living in that dream warld™
rather than in the real world in which
people that we represent are experi-
encing severe problems on account of
the decisions that have been made?

Again, this 1983 budget puts forth a -
deficit, this year’s deficit, 1982 of $120
billion, a deficit twice as high as any
deficit that we have had in history.
Yet we hear discussion that this is an
economically conservative budget.

This conference committee budget
report projects for 1983 a budget, by
CBO reckoning, of some $114 or $115
};illion. That is conservative econom-
cs?

I think that this a.dequabely points
out the bankruptcy and the faflure of
the Reagan economic policy. It also
points out the failure of this Congress
to come to grips with reality and to
temper the decisions tha.t were made
last year. " -

At whose expense are these changes -
and policies made? Surely there are
cuts in this particular budget in spend-
ing. That we all recognize. .

But this measure cuts deeply- imto
social programs to the point of de- .
stroying work incentives. We <cut ~
deeply into programs that are counter-
cyclical, that deal with the problems:
that the unemployed experience and
the elderly experience. This budget
pulls away the opportunity of a better
education, housing, and health care
for American citizens. )

Where are the priorities in this
budget? The priorities of this budget
maintain the decimation of the tax -
code that occurred last year. We have =
a tax code that has been decimated,
that is hemorrhaging with regard to
the loss of revenue and a.ccomphshnng
nothing economically,

The failure of supply side economns

‘I think has been very graphically iltus-
" .trated and yet this budget continwmes

the massive buildup in defense spemd-
ing that began last year.

The budget outlay in this budget
contains over a $30 billion increase, a -
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cent increase in defense spend-

" t year.
e fe“;'? t])?isckyand we tell our constitu-
W that we are going to make an
rt to cut into this Pentagon spend-
Jforh 1 to eliminate the waste, But yet
provide & 16-percent increase,
ost equal to that which was pro-
sl 4 last year at a time today when

;ﬁ-eeconomy and our deficits are the

s

pnt rates of 9.4 percent is t:.he higl}-
¢ since’ the Great Depression. This
ongress says no to all those who are
suﬁe’ing and only say yes to new un-
recedented  increases in Pentagon
nding in an environment in which
uclear arms control is yet an.elusive
al rather than a close reality.

te against the political philosophy
¢ this budget and the facts that are
« vivid and evident in the reality of
- conomic failure characterfzed again
by this measure today. - : :
. 01300

5 Mr. JONES of ~Oklahoma. Mr,
- 1 have no further requests

ks Speaker,

' for time. . _

o Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-

-~ Mr. REGULA.

T — e

% marks.) .
#: Ms, FIEDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
# support of the conference report.

i The speech which was given a few
i'moments ago by the gentleman from
it Ohio (Mr. LatTa) here on the floor has
¢ fraditionally been given by the other
+side of the aisle, the chairman of the
# committee. I think that it underscores

tthe fact that we are going through a.

fperiod of important change in our his-
{tory. That change is clearly reflected
¢ by this budget.
- The fact that our deficit is not $180
+ biltion in this budget has not been any
~mean trick to accomplish. We have re-
{duced it by some $76 billion in the
;next year alone. We hope to be able to
make significant additional reductions
-in the balance of the years that are af-
rfected by this budget. -
< Those changes have occurred as a
result of a good deal of effort on the
‘part of a large number of Members of
the House and the Senate, and I think
that, while the deficit is altogether too
high for every Member here, it is cer-

tainly a lot better than it would have .

been had we not gone through this

effort.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for this-

conference report.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1
‘minute to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. MYERS).

(Mr. MYERS asked and was given
Permission to revise and extend his re-
marks,) .

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I never
dreamed that I would take this well in

Support. of a budget that exceeds in a.

deficit of $10 billion. But I rise reluc-
tantly to support this because I see

jghest in history and our unemploy-

co 1 ask my colleagues to vote no,

g"permi.ssion to revise and extend her re-
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where we have no-other choice. When
it finally comes down, we are going to
cut spending, not through the budget
process, that is obvious; we are going
to do it reducing appropriations. This
vehicle is necessary if we are ever to
do the country’s business, the people’s

business, by bringing those appropri- .

ation bills to the floor. We will have
the real opportunity to cut spending
on the appropriations. I hope Mem-
bers will support us then. And, if not,
the President can veto them. So it is
necessary that we vote for this today.
I do not like it. . :

I have come to one conclusion: If we

are ever going to have a balanced .

budget—and there is none in the fore-
seeable future—there is one way to do

_it, and that is to adopt a policy that in-

dustry discovered many years ago, an
incentive program to tie congressional
pay to a balanced budget. But if we
could tie congressional pay to a bal-
anced budget, we pay $100,000 to
Members of Congress in years that the
budget is balanced and revert back to
$60,000 when there is a deficit, I am
pretty sure in a couple of years we
would have a balanced budget.

- Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MicHEL), the distinguished Re-
publican leader.

(Mr, MICHEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks,) . g

. Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, we have

all grown very weary of budget meet-
ings and budget debates; it is time we
finished them. . .

I know there are a good many on
this floor who do not feel particularly
comfortable with the document we

have before us. I am not entirely com--

fortable with it, either, but I feel good
about it just the same.

Under very, very difficult circum-
stances the Congress has produced a

-budget—one with teeth in it; one

whose goals can be met. It may not
sound like much to some on the back
bench or those who view these delib-
erations from editorial board rooms:
but it is an achievement. :

All of us tend to be apologetic about
this effort and this product; but there
is no reason to be. No one is happy
with it, because it fulfills few of our
political needs. However, it does meet
our budgetary needs and it does fulfill
the commitment we have made to face
up to the monumental fiscal problems
we have and deal with them.

Today the Government overspends,
the people are overtaxed, our institu-
tions are overborrowed and overregu-
lated. For these chronic problems. we
have looked to the budget process for
our political and economic relief. The
budget process was never intended to
provide such relief. Is it no wonder
that there is not a swell of enthusiasm
here today? We are always the first
victims of our own excessive expecta-
tions. ) -

The press may look upon this prod-
uct with a skeptical eye. They will
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imply that the goals we have set out in
this document cannot be met, that
this budget cannot be reconciled. But
few thought earlier this year we would
have 2 first resolution at all.

I say it can be reconciled. I predict
the goals will be met. : .

We have a budget before us, as im-
perfect as it is, because the public out
there wanted one. There was plenty of
opportunity all down the line for this
process to collapse in a heap of rubble.
Budget negotiations broke down more
times in the last 4 months than some
cars I have owned, but no one gave up,
even though the temptation to do so
was great. We did not give up because
we did not want to risk the wrath of
an already disenchanted public. And” -
the people want. this budget recon-
ciled. They want a budget implement-

Think for a minute how the head-
lines would have read had we all sat
on our hands and did nothing. Think -
for a minute what your constitutents
would have said if we had  simply
washed our hands of the whole budg-
etary mess and turned to more politi-
cally rewarding pursuits. o

The American people do not expect.
us to solve all of our problems but

-they expect us to try. They expect us

to act responsibly, not in our own best
interests but theirs. o .

I hope we will never know how the -
markets would react to no budget at

-all. I hope we will never know what

the American people would think or -
how they would react to that prospect.
If anyone wants to take that risk, then
vote no today, but be honest enough
to tell the people who ask that there
was no other alternative.

There i3 a damp and dreary atmos-
phere in this House; there is no drive,
there is no enthusiasm, and there is no
resolve. Maybe that is because we are
a reflection of our society and our
people and we are now refiecting their
attitudes and their feelings. That is as
it should be. - . .

But we are more than mirrors of the ~

- people., We are also leaders. BEach one

of us is a leader, and it is time for us to
shrug off the malaise and lead our
Nation out of these doldrums as best
we can. There is no one who will stand
to gain politically this fall from a fail-
ure to lead, a failure to act, a failure to
try. '

Let me just say a word or two about
the numbers in this budget. To some
the deficit is too high. To others the
deficit does not matter. To some the
tax increases are too high. To others
tax increases do not matter. To some
the spending is too high while to
others it is too low. -

To me the deficit would be too high
if we cut this one in half but we
cannot. - > :

This is not fantasy land. - :

Those who harbor frustrations over
the numbers or feel a sense of defeat
with what has been settled upon by
the conference must think about what
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Fstake here—what is real and what

o pave done the best we can to
e ent 2s many views as we could
side and the other. If I could
.de a1l of you with a separate vote
ST numbers I would. It ml.ght
de some personal satisfaction,
{ would not want to deny anyone
*oppol’tunity.
i it would not.contribute one

to the resolution of our econom-
oblems, our budgetary problems,
ur fiscal policy. It would only serve
atisfy a political need. Sometimes
‘gind of cleansing is worthwhile,
however, is not the time and this
t the place for it. This is the time
a‘,ﬁm—-posit,ive action.

is time for leadership and cour-

and compromise. It is time that we
f stood together and acted like the
ders and legislators we were sent
s to be. It is time we took the first
toward bringing this Nation and
‘people out of the dreary fog and
o the sunshine, . -
The American people have had
spe and struggle and compromise to
things better during this period
culty. Are we going to be above
‘of that? Or are we going to- join
in the struggle and do the best
yean with what we have?
fr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield

30 seconds, before yielding
¢k the balance of my time.

-

 House that without this budget
olution there are expenditures out
or outlays, of $182 billion in
ficit financing for fiscal year 1983.
t us keep in mind if you are
king about voting against this res-
tion, that we take out about $79 bil-
worth of that spending and it
all be deficit financing. .
Mr, WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, ] rise
support of the conference report on
first budget resolution not because
3 a perfect document but because it
essential that. we have a budget in

f late there has been a great deal
criticism of the budget process
. I think that much of that criti-
1 is unwarranted. The budget proc-
is cumbersome and it can be con-
Ing but it is still much better than
g appropriations bills without
ught as to what kind of policies we
I devising for the Nation.
The choices facing the conferees
€re difficult. While all of us agree
at deficits must come down, agree-
Where and how much- is not an
Process. I am sure that just about
Yery Member of this body would have
Ohe things differently if given the op-
unity, -
e budget is not the final word.
Ule the conference report does con-
I binding reconciliation instructions

leeway does
.on how specific savings will be

fr. Speaker, let me just point out to-
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Approval of the. conference report
brings us one step closer to putting
our fiscal house in order.. We are on
the right course in curbing the waste,
fraud, and abuse that have grown so

rampantly in many Federal programs..

I support those well-intentioned ef-
forts to improve administration and
enhance delivery. However, with
regard to the savings that will be
achieved ultimately in health care,
programs for the elderly, and aid to
education, I must insist that any other
savings will not adversely affect the
participants in these programs.

1 honestly believe that it is possible

to make the necessary reductions in
Federal spending without abrogating
our responsibilities to those who need
and deserve assistance. The 97th Con-
gress is now on record as one dedicated
to fiscal responsibility. We must con-
tinue along that path but I am confi-
dent that in honoring that important
trust we will do so with compassion
and integrity e . - - .
e Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to
comment on a statement which ap-
pears as part of the joint statement of
managers to accompany the confer-
ence report on Senate Concurrent
Resolution 92, the first concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year
1983, regarding the possible imposition
of increased user fees. :

‘In the explandtion of the so-called
deferred enrollment provision, the fol-

‘lowing statement is made:

In general, the conferees intend that in-
creases in revenues and receipts through
the imposition of user fees be used to reduce
the deficit, .

Mr. Speaker, I believe there exist
several factors which challenge not
only the accuracy but the impact,
both programmatic and economic, of
such a statement. - .

First, it runs contrary to our under-
standing of the legislative intent of

the respective budget resolutions as

considered in each House., - ° .
. In consideration of the original
budget resolution on the House floor,
the report accompanying that resolu-
tion (97-521, pp. 43 and 241) stated
that it was “the intent of the commit-
tee that should user fees and/or avi-
ation and highway trust fund fees be
increased pursuant to reconciliation
directives contained in this resolution
then these funds should be dedicated
to corresponding programs and should
support whatever increased program
levels are established by Congress.”.
Through informal discussions with
relevant members and staff, supported
by the absence of floor debate dialog
to the contrary, it is our further un-
derstanding that this original intent
also applied to consideration of subse-
quent majority and minority budget
substitutes. - o
Neither resolution directed increased
user fees to reduce the deficit. In fact,
the statement of managers accompa-
nying the final agreement also states
that “the budget may be implemented
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without the imposition of the specific
user fees assumed.” ’

In addition, removal in the Senate
resolution of the specific user fee in.
crease directive was based, in part, I
believe, on the concern that some
Members had that these were targeted
as “deficit reducers.” .

Second, by implication such a state-.
ment serves to undermine the integri.
ty and prerogatives of the overall.leg.
islative process. E

Currently, there is widespread un.
certainty about the utility and impact
of increased user fees in certain areas.
Various proposals have surfaced from
the administration, some with favora-
ble reaction by the Congress. However,
all, for the most part, remain in the
formative stages still subject to con-
gressional scrutiny through the com

- mittee hearing process. : -

To assume in this budget resoluti
enactment of certain user fees is one
thing, but to also assume their appli-
cation to offsetting overall Federal
spending is another. In a very real
sense, the latter undermines the very

" critical exercise of careful legislative

determination of all the matters at '
issue—both programmatic and eco-

‘nomic. - :

Lastly, the statement at issue raises
both economic as well as programmat-
ic considerations. : - :

Balancing the budget through in-
creased user fees is not sound econom-
ic policy. The attractiveness for doing

" 80 is obvious—these programs, for the

most part, have been highly success- -
ful, with returns to the Federal Gov-

ernment far in excess of costs. They -
are not the cause of our current eco- _
nomic plight, nor are they the answer

to it. Rather, they provide a stabilizing
influence during times of continued
reduction in appropriated Federal
spending and reform of the so-called
uncontrollables. o ’ :

In addition, there is much to be said
of the long-term economic contribu-
tions'made by user fee programs. Most
of these have their fundamental pur-
pose in basic infrastructure programs
which lie at the very heart of our Na-
tion’s productivity. They = stimulate
jobs, help insure our standard of
living, protect our past investments,
and encourage future ones.

Mr. Speaker, in all I believe I speak
for many Members when I say that
any increases in revenues and receipts -
through the imposition of user fees
shbuld not, as a general rule, be used
to reduce the deficit.@ ’ .
® Mr. HOWARD. Mr.- Speaker, my
good friend and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, the Honor-
able Don H. CLAUSEN, joins me in
making the following statement: -

_Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to explain to my col-
leagues the legislative intent underly-
ing two very important provisions in-
cluded in the conference report (97~
614) on Senate Concurrent resolution
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9, the first concurrent resolution on
; é pudget for fiscal year 1983. One of
s provisions relates to user fees; the
ther relates to 90 percent self-
- ﬁnanced trust funds. ’
tne user fee provision (section
(c)(10)(B)) adds language to the
Ways and Means reconciliation section
i the budget resolution to provide
Wt if any of the increased revenues
hich the Committee on Ways and
i Means is directed to develop involve
{he imposition of new or expanded
faxes to directly finance programs
sthin the jurisdiction of any other
mmittee of the House or the imposi-
\jon of any new or expanded user fee
«ithin the jurisdiction of any other
Qommittee of the House, an appropri-
referral pursuant to rule X of the
suse should be considered. - .
This provision is purely technical in
sature and is intended to do nothing
ore than assure that current House
pales relating to committee jurisdic-
tion will be followed with respect to
4ny new user charge legislation pro-
fosed pursuant to the concurrent reso-
on.
uxtfet me give an example of the kind
f situation this provision would ad-
‘dress. Twice this Congress, the admin-
{stration has submitted proposed legis-
i Jation calling for the imposition of
sew deepwater port user fees. Both ad-
ministration bills were introduced by
request in the House and both bills,
2959 and H.R. 5073, were referred
only to the Committee on Public
Works 'and Transportation. If the
PP Ways and Means Committee, in re-
¥sponding to its reconciliation directive
to raise revenue were to propose deep-
vater port user fees, it would be the
ntent of this provision to assure that
e Public Works Committee would re-
¢ive a sequential referral of the ap-
stopriate portion of the legislation. -
Y There are similar but somewhat dif-
% ferent problems with respect to cur-
fent administration proposed legisla-
fon calling for new inland waterway
ser fees. And I suspect that other
uthorizing committees may be in a
Similar position concerning other
ypes of user fees, such as Coast
Guard fees.
‘This provision simply assures the
bthorizing committees with jurisdie-
ion over programs covered by the new
their rights under House rule X,
does nothing more. It neither re-
es new user fees, nor does it pre-
ent them. Rather, it merely provides
ha.t._if, in responding to the reconcili-
i,ation instructions contained in this
Udget resolution, the Ways and
Means Committee chooses to recom-
ftend new or expanded user fees
Within the jurisdiction of any other
~tOmmittee of the House, then the
vlatter committee’s rights to a sequen-

; Would be assured. -
e second provision (section 4(b))
. gddresses one of the important proce-
';;.bliral requirements included in the
“Oudget resolution: the so-called de-

« Hal referral under rule X of the House .
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ferred enrollment provision. That pro-
vision would prohibit final enrollment
of any spending bill which exceeds the
budget resolution committee spending
allocations.

As you know, under the budget reso-
lution, nondefense discretionary
spending is, for the most part, held at
the fiscal year 1982 appropriated level.
Accordingly, the committee allocations
under the resolution would reflect
these amounts. However, also included
in the resolution is a reconciliation di-
rective to the House Ways and Means
Committee to increase aggregate rev-
enues for the next fiscal year. A tech-
nical but very real problem that I fore-
see is that if revenues are increased—
specifically trust fund revenue pro-
grams—and spending is held at the
fiscal year 1982 level, then spending
bills which could support these in-
creased program levels would not be
able to be enrolled. )

Therefore, section 4(b) of the con
ference agreement proposes to address
this specific problem by exempting
from the deferred enrollment require-
ment 90 percent self-financed trust
fund spending bills if, and only if, Con-
gress increases revenues for these pro-
grams. It is important to note that the
exception applies only to the selected
trust fund bills which historically
apply earmarked revenues for a dedi-
cated purpose. . :

It does not affect the social security
trust funds. It is limited only to 90 per-
cent self-financed trust funds for
which revenues are increased and only
to the extent that such increases
exceed the committee allocations.

Let me share with you, again, an ex-
ample of how this provision might
come into play.

Most Members are aware that the
Secretary of Transportation has been
advocating an increase in revenues
paid by highway users in an amount
equivalent to a 5-cent increase per
gallon in the Federal excise tax on
motor fuels. Four cents would go into

‘the highway trust fund, and 1 cent

into a public transportation trust fund
which our committee has requested
the Committee on Ways and Means.to
establish for public transit capital
spending.

In the budget process, allocations of
budget authority in amounts commen-
surate with such increases have not
been requested. This has been because

‘of the uncertainty over a number of-
proposals to increase revenues from

sources now dedicated to the highway
and airport trust funds. This caution
was well advised, as events proved,
since the -President decided just a
couple of weeks ago ‘to defer the
matter of dedicated highway revenues

-as far as fiscal year 1983 is concerned.

However, that uncertainty persists.
Notwithstanding the President’s deci-
sion to defer the highway revenue
issue, no one can predict with any con-
fidence the ouicome of the current
budget deliberations or the fate of
proposals to-increase revenues from a
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long list of potential sources. If rev-
enues for the highway and airport pro-
grams were raised, the constraint
against enrollment of authorizing leg-
islation commensurate with those in-
creases would tie the hands of the
Congress to no constructive purpose.

Section 4(b) would preserve the lati-
tude of not just the Public Works
Committee but - that of the entire
House in dealing with authorizing leg-
islation involving those programs for
which new or increased revenue
sources ultimately result from the
budget process. . :

‘This section is simply intended to
keep the situation open, rather than
see it locked up at this point im the
budget process. Aside from that, Mem-
bers would not be committing them-

selves to anything., Nothing im this

provision would raise trust fund rev-

enues. Nothing in this provision would
govern the use of the increased rev- .
enues if taxes for such trust funds

were, in fact, increased. Finally, noth-

ing in this provision would commift any

Member to any level of authorization .
in any bill dealing with trust-fumd-fi-

nanced programs.e® :

¢ Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, this

resolution, and the immediate consid-
eration of it, represent a travesty—a

travesty of justice and a travesty of

procedure. We are being asked to vote

* blind, unable to determine what this.

conference agreement means and what
it would do in practical terms..

As late as noon today, the staff of
the Subcommittee on Housing was not
able to get complete informatiom on
what this resolution would meam for
housing programs—even though hous-
ing is one of the most basic elements
of the resolution, and even though the
housing sector is about the most hard-
pressed industry in the Nation today.

What I have been able to learn
about the meaning of this report is so
disturbing that I can well understand
why its sponsors want to bring it in
under the cover of haste and secrecy:
It so brutalizes the poor, so misexrably
fails to address the- genuine needs of
the Nation, of the economy, or of
simple, crying human need that no
one could say that it represemts a
budget of decency, compassiom, or
even elemental good sense.

" With respect to housing, I have been
able to learn that the conferwence.
report gives us an illusion that there
will be some new budget authority to
construct additionl assisted howsing
units—but I stress that.it is an illwsion.

The conference agreement says that
there would ‘be some $10.4 billion in
budget authority for assisted houwsing.
That gives the illusion of a program,
but the reality is something else,
When you examine budget suthwority

‘against outlay authority, you find that
“there is only $7.6 billion for outlays—

which in fact is $300 million less than
would be needed just to fund exksting -
commitments. In other words, yoa not
only get no actual new construction,
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'S + an absolute requirement to re-
g great deal of authority that
B exists. What is worse, you get a
¥ °.ment to cut operating subsidies
u—n;,blic housing by something like
,\pmm'on in outlays. The meaning
w0 t is that for purposes of calculat-
Crent in public housing, assisted
ing, food stamps would have to be
d as income. By some slight of
W that which is not income sud-
- becomes cash. What was sup-
+d to go for food, suddenly must
go for rent. What is more, the res-
n would require the rent in-
os that were assumed by Gramm-
1s 11 to be accelerated. You get
thing for new starts for public hous-
-you move housing authorities
st to bankruptcy, and you inflict
Hive new expenses on the people
»° live in public housing—people
» by and large have no means what-
ter of raising their incomes. They
je are condemned to deeper
«ry by this conference report. -
The resolution also would kill the
Jioorams that today produce decent
Wncing for the poor people in rural

ica. S
 would do this by making the subsi-
sd interest rate in the rural pro-
‘Wvamis rise by better than 400 per-

wit—up to 9% percent or more, as

; today’s interest rate of 2.7 per-

i

t That change will make it impos-
Bihle to continue making loans for
Rising to help poor families in rural

as. They will simply have no way of
: g the payments that would
iheeome necessary. Even the middle-
ieliss citizens of this country cannot

ércent—yet this conference agree-
it makes the cavalier and impossi-
Bhie demand that a poor farmhand pay
Hhe kind of mortgage that a bank vice
resident would find hard to manage.
E Similarly the bill would drastically
ghise the cost of the GNMA tandem
Hiorteage program—again killing a key
gource of reasonably priced mortgage
Roney. .
£ I cannot tell you what all the details
-l this conference agreement are, with
4 ect to housing. There is not

{Mough tiime allowed for me to speak
ven the most sketchy way. There is
ot. enough information for me to
j3'en know what I should know, either
AB¥ & subcommittee chairman or as a
fember of the House. What I do
10w makes it clear that this report

Ise, takes injustice and compounds
and takes good programs and Kkills
JBdem. It takes in the gullible by pro-
Farcing housing construction programs
t which there is no outlay authori-

g positive into something that is
fact not only nothing but less than
Othing. This is not a report to be
oud of, It is not one that responds to
¥ need. It is not one I can support.@
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
»0n June 10, while the House was
bating the relative merits of the

Xes a bad situation and makes it -

~making what appears to be some-"
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Jones and Latta substitutes, I used the
example of postal rate subsidies to il-
lustrate the stark philosophical differ-
ences underlying the two proposals.
The Latta substitute called for the
total eradication of subsidies for the
blind, the handicapped, charitable or-
ganizations, religious institutions,
schools, libraries, rural - newspapers,
and other groups which “serve public
purposes which are ever more neces-
sary in these hard economic times.
The Jones substitute would have con-
.tinued these rate subsidies at a reason-
able, though reduced, level. Nonethe-
less, the House saw fit to adopt the
Latta substitute. - .

We are now presented with a confer-
ence report which has some money in
it for postal rate subsidies. But it is an
amount so small and so inadequate as
to be the equivalent of tossing a bone
to a stray dog. The $400 million as-
sumed in the conference report for
.fiscal year 1983 revenue foregone rate
subsidies is nearly $700 million less
than the needed amount. And the
-public service appropriation, which
helps pay for costly services such as
Saturday mail delivery and rural post
office maintenance, is wiped out alto-
gether. ’ g B

Many Members have made favorable
comments t0 me about the clarity of
the illustrative rate examples I used in
my floor statement during our debate
on June 10. My purpose then, and my
purpose now, is to make absolutely
certain that each Member of this
House knows exactly what it is he or
she is voting for in this sensitive and
vital portion of the budget. I have

" asked the Postal Service to compute

the total percentage increase in rates
which will have been incurred by the
nonprofit organizations and other sub-
sidized mailers during calendar year
1982 assuming the conference report’s
$400 million revenue foregone figure is
adhered to and appropriated by Octo-
ber 1, 1982. :

Total calendar 1982 percentage rate increase
assuming conference report figure
Types of mail: : Percent
In county: Rural Newspaper ............ 119
Second-class nonprofit: Veterans’

magazine; Church bulletin; Uni-

versity publication; Labor Press... 115
Classroom: Classroom publication.. 91
_Third-class nonprofit. Fund-raising

letter (e.g., Salvation Army; Crip-

pled Children’s Society; Ameri-

can Cancer Society)...cccnssene cavaseon 158
Fourth-class library rate: Book be-

tween Hbraries ..miemnecerees 97

‘I must also report that—despite the
evident intention of the architects of
the conference report—it is not at all
certain at this point that the *“free for
the blind and handicapped” rate will
‘emerge unscathed from this year's
orgy of budget cutting. ’

I know it is sometimes difficult to
translate statistics such as “percentage
postal rate increases” into something .
vivid and meaningful in a real-life
sense. And so, just to be sure ‘that
every Member knows what he or she is-
voting for or against today, I want to

June 22, 1982

share with you some of the dramatic
communications received in recent
days by my Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. These communica-
tions, from 4 cross section of mailers,
demonstrate the impact of the rate in-
creases suffered earlier this year be-
cause of the Reagan administration’s
fiscal year 1982 budget cuts, and pro-
ject the additional real-life damage to
be done by adoption of this conference
report. First, here is a sample of reac-
tions from publishers of second-class
nonprofit publications: .

From Dr. John Stapert, Church Herzald,
Grand Rapids, Mich., Associated Church .
Press/Evangelical Press . Association
Joint Liaison. . T .

The Church Herald is one of America’s’
oldest church publications, now 156 years
old. It has a circulation of 67,000, serving
the Reformed Church in America., -

' THE IMPACT OF THE JANUARY 10, 1982 RATE
INCREASE ’

For the Church Herald, postal rates in-
creased 110 percent on January 10, 1982,
Prior to that, it cost us approximately $2250
to mail each issue. Since then, the cost has
been approximately $4650 per issue. .

There was no way to recover these funds
with our former subscribers or former ad-
vertisers, Subscriptions for 1982 had already
been sold. Advertising rates had been an-
nounced the previous October, and advertis-
ing contracts for space in 1982 had already
been signed. Thus, there was only the possi-
bility of absorbing these higher postal rates
on shiort notice. -

Fortunately, the Church Herald had a
small financial surplus from the previous
year. This surplus was completely consumed
by early June, 1982, The rest of our modest
reserve, accumulated over the past 38 years, -
would carry us only into mid-September,
1982 on our present publication schedule.
Were we to continue on our present sched-
ule, we would go bankrupt in the fall of
1982 and cease publication. .

Hoping to avoid that, we have cancelled
two issues this summer and another in the

fall. Barring further rate increases, and

making the aforementioned cancellations,
we will probably still be publishing at
Christmas, 1982, :

The January 10, 1982 rates are also fore-
ing us to make plans to become a monthly
magazine rather than bi-weekly beginning
in January 1983. This means we will be com-
municating within our denomination and to
our subscribers only 12 times rather than 26
times during 1983. :

Making these adjustments also costs us -
money for we must schedule additional
meetings of our governing board and pay
premiums to our suppliers in order to
change our publication schedules. Again,
there are no effective ways of recovering
these expenditures from subscribers and ad-
vertisers to whom we have previous commit-
ments at lower rates.,

THE PROPOSED OCTOBER.1, 1982 POSTAL
’ INCREASE
A 30 percent increase in our postage on
October 1, 1982 would threaten the Church
Herald’s demise this fall in spite of the siz-
able adjustments mentioned above. Again,
there would be no hope of charging our sub-

. scribers or advertisers for those higher rates

either because they would be applied on
such short notice.

© If we could survive 1982, we could imple-
ment higher subscription and advertising
rates beginning January 1, 1983. This will

make publication more costly and therefore
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ke communication more difficult

i m urch.
m"}ﬁé’:’ t%haccommodate the rate increase
o Zy in effect and an additional 30 per:
/ 'amcresse. we would need to charge $1.55
nle per subscriber for postal rates alone.
more " congregations, which normally
d + subscriptions for all of their member
enler . this would mean $1.55 times 100 or
[y subscriptions—a . burden which many

 gregations are finding impossible to

af.

SR

OTHER PERIODICALS

* ne Reformed Church in America has al-
: T:; ceased publishing one of.its periodi-
et RCAgenda. This was done solely be-
Plu;e the burden of higher postal rates was
f“possible to carry. This denomination also
sublishes 8 bi-weekly newsletter, and it is
:,,kmg plans to become monthly.

“The Associated Church Press and the
grangelical Press Association surveyed their
members 2 few months ago about the likely
mpact of postal rate increases such as we
experienced this past January 10. On the
pasis of that research, we are forecasting
' that 10 percent of our member publishers
will cease publication by the end of 1982 be-
cause of higher postal rates. Other observ-
ers have suggested that the fajlure rate may
be 15 percent this year.

7 That Is without taking into consideration
' the possibility of a 30 percent hike on Octo-
E: wer 1, 1982. Such a hike can only spell disas-
g (er for religious publications throughout
£ the land. .

From Alan Caplan, American Jewish Press
. Association, Philadelphia, Pa. -

: To assess the damage done by the post:

I increases of January 10, 1982 to the Jewish
! publications in the Delaware Valley can be
¥ summed up in one word—disastrous, The
¥i Jewish Publication Group of Greater Phila-
t-delphia experienced increases of over 70
& percent in January, 1982 postal costs while
¥ overall postal costs to us in the past four
# years have gone up for non-profits spproxi-
¥ mately 500 percent. This extreme is, I am
¢ quite sure, in the norm for other mallers
t:and we as non-profits can least afford the

" increases, In a pool taken of many non-

¥ profit publications in the Delaware Valley,
©if the proposed additional 30 increase occurs
o In fiscal year 1983, many of these religious
¥ publications would be forced to cut back on

" numbers of issues, numbers of members,

. quality of material and, in an alarming .

./humber of cases, these publications. would
; Virtually cease to exist.

.- We find it extremely difficult to compre-
- hend that intelligent leaders of this country
- will allow this to happen.

i From Father Gerard Orlando, Sign Maga-.
zine, Union City, N.J.
- With the May, 1982 issue of Sign Maga-
_Zne, which has been in publication for 61
.years, we finished publishing the magazine
‘any longer simply because we could not
“absorb the last two postal hikes. We are still
tery interested in using the malils to pick up
the slack of the social programs which our
Pederal Government has had to abandon
but te do so we have to use the mail. While
President Reagan asked us as a religious or-
ganization to try td fill in the void of the
Social programs which cannot any longer be
Junded by the Federal Government, we
tannot do so as a non-profit corporation
Unless we get a break with the mails.

From Dick Pomeroy, the Pilot, Boston,
Our costs in 1981 were at an annual rate
of $75,000. The projection for the first part

Of this year before the October increase is °
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$129,020 per year. With the 30 percent in-
crease in October, it will go to $167,700 per
year. What thnat represents is an increase
over last year's cost of $92,650. Our mailing
costs will have substantially more than dou-
bled. ’
. With the inerease in October, it is doubt-
ful that the Filot will be able to continue
publication.
From Richard Nare, the Messenger, Coving-
ton, Ky. : ‘
The decrease in revenue foregone appro-
priations has had a grave effect upon the
Messenger of Covington, Kentucky, Prior to
the January, 1882 postal increase, a single
20-page issue with approximately a 34 per-
cent advertising ratio cost $505.20 to mail.
Although we presort the carrier routes, fol-
lowing the January, 1982 increase, that
same issue had a mailing charge of
$1,114.27. In order to compensate for the
deflcit created By the inflated rates, we have
already cut owr publication frequency down
to 45 issues fxom 50 and increase our sub-

- scription price from $10 to $11. This action

was taken despite the fact that this was the
third year in & row for a price increase. Al-
though we towk that action, our first quar-
ter is still showing a loss,

If rates are increased by another 30 per-
cent, that sarme 20-page issue will carry a
postal charge of $1,443, or almost triple the
rate paid less"than a year ago. Such an in-
crease will probably cause us to suspend
publication. :

From Rev. Robert G. Peters, the Catholic
Post, Peorgs, 111

The January, 1982 postal raise increased
the annual second class postage costs of the
Catholic Post of Pecria, Illinois by approxi-
mately 147 percent, or $69,000-$70,000 a
year for a circmlation of about 40,000.

In an attempt to stay alive, we raised the
subscription price by $2.00 a year, a move
that has already caused us.to lose 1,500 sub-
scriptions. . ‘

The proposed raise of 30 percent would
mean a further rafse of approximately
$35,000 a year, putting into question the via-
bility of the paper. : .

Such a 30 percent raise would mean that
our postal cosits that were $45,000 a year in
Decembeér, 1981 would be $150,000 a year by
1983. : -

From John F. Fink, Our Sunday Visitor. .

Huntingtom, Ind,
For Our Sumday Visitor, the 30 percent in-
crease in the postal rates would mean an

annual increase of $188,430. After the Janu- .

ary, 1982 postal rate increase, Qur Sunday
Visitor raised its subscription prices to cover
the additionali cost. As a result, we have so
far had a circulation loss of 20.000 (from
300,000 to 280.,000) with many subscriptions
not yet up for renewal.

On other matters on some other publica-
tions, since the January price increase, both
the Sign andi Catholic Mind have ceased
puhlication afiter more than 70 years of his-
tory. Some weeklies have switched to bi-
weekly, including the Cleveland, Qhio and
Amarillo, Texas dioceses, and some other
weekly newspapers have switched to month-
ly magazines, including Pensacola and Tal-
lahassee, Floriida. Quite a few are watching
losses pile up or circulations decline as a
result of seveme price increases and are now
considering alPternatives, ranging from ceas-
ing publication, change of frequency .or
format or severely reducing the size of the

.publication. .

From Ed Barpnann, Cleveland, Ohio.
The January 10, 1982 increase' in non-
profit second «class postal rates dealt a dev-
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astating blow g the three papers of the
Catholic Press Union, Inc.—the Catholic
Universe Bulletin of Cleveland, Ohio; the
Catholic Exponent of Youngstown, Ohio;
and the Catholic Chronicle of Toledo, Ohio.

- OQur postal bill jumped from $4,000 to $8,000

a week on that date. We increased our sub-
scription rate from $10 to $11.50 a year, but
because we could not make up the deficit,
we began on April 30, 1882 to publish every
other week. The switch has undoubtedly
weakened the impact of our three diocesan
papers In northern Ohio. (The Universe
Bulletin had published weekly for 108
years.) Now, with the possibility of an addi-
tional 30 percent increase in postage rates
on October 1, 1982, the future of our publi-
cations becomes very much in doubt.
From John GQGallagher, the Advocate,
Newark, N.J. .

This most recent postal increase proposal
is not only an‘outrage, it is intolerable, We
will not take this latest slap in the face of
religious journalism lightly, We intend to
launch a massive campaign to educate and
mobilize the 1,400,000 Catholics in our area
of this latest attempt to put non-profit orga-
nizations out of business. We can no longer
absorb these increases by simply passing
them on to our already overburdened sub-
scribers and advertisers, This time, we will
challenge both the Congress.and the Postal
Service by attempting to unite with our Pro-
testant and Jewish brethren to safeguard
our First Amendment rights. We will not
tolerate this latest discrimination and cal-
lous disregard of religious and grass roots
communities throughout the United States.
From Father Campion, Tennessee Register,

Memphis, Tenn. .

In the spring of 1982, the Tennessee Reg-
ister raised subscription charges 15 percent
to meet the additional costs of postal deliv-
ery. So far, circulation has fallen almost 10
percent. Investigation of that decrease indi-
cates that we simply are pricing ourselves
out of the market at a very rapid pace. As
observed in the May 18, 1982 editorial of the
Chattanooga Times, the postage rate in-
crease for second class non-profit matlers is
tragically impeding the non-profit press pre-
cisely at the time when the institutions it
represents are being asked to motivate the
private sector to serve human needs more
extensively. ) .

From John E. Markwalter, editor, th
Southern Cross, managing editor, Geor-
gia Bulletin, Catholic Banner, Waynes-
boro, Ga.

GEORGIA BULLETIN, NEWSPAPER ARCHDIOCESE’
OF ATLANTA, GA., 23,000 WEEKLY
Postage increase last January of 1459
from approximately $27,000.00 per year to
approximately $66,000.00 per year. Archdio-
cese underwrote loss until June 30, 1982.
Subscription increase set for July 1, 1983,
from $8 to $10 per year. 30% increase in

‘postage would increase cost by $20,000.00

per year to approximately $86,000.00. Paper
attempted to cope with subscription in-.
crease but can't increase again. Would de-
crease frequency or fold.

SOUTHERN CROSS, NEWSPAPER DIOCESE OF
SAVANNAH, GA,, 14,000 WEEKLY.

Postage increase last January of 150%
from approximately $16,000.00 per year to
approximately $40.000.00 per year. Sub-
scription increase from $8 to $10 on March
1, 1982. 30% increase in postage would add
additional $12,000.00 to annual costs bring-
ing postage to $52,000.00 & year. Paper at-
tempted to cope by increasing rates in
March. Can't increase again so soon. Would
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THOLIC BANNER, NEWSPAPER DIOCESE OF
CHARLESTON, 5.C., 12,000 WEEKLY.
iage increase last January of 150%

“equency or fold.
CA

;:approximately $13,500.00 per year to
WO ote loss through June 30, 1982 to
ﬂd,“::per a weekly. Subscription increase
’; July 1, 1982 from $8 to $10. 30% in-

ximately $34,000.00 per year. Diocese

or ~ould add epproximately $10,000.00
postage bringing annual total to

(00.00. Paper attempting to cope with

1 increase. Can't increase more. Paper

fould cut frequency or fold.

Thd

initial increase last year was stagger-
has consumed much energy and
of our small stalfs. We haven’t had

double on business end. This is true

5 Y’e to do proper job with editorial side as

est weeklies as there is not profit to

‘ . u!n with and while rest of inflation is lev-

these gigantic postage increases are
main worry as we strive to survive.—

. E::r Speaker, next; I want to share
e "‘mexcerpt from a letter which we re-
1. Julved from the Classroom Publishers

tion.

" ¥ the Classroom Publishers Association
.} amprises a group of publishers who publish

room magazines, teaching aids, kits and

" Jwoks and religious school materials. The
.+ Fyeptance and value of classroom periodi-
. {uls In the classroom can be substantiated
©. §iythe 18 billion copies distributed to stu-

ents over the last 50 years. These materials

¥ ¢ utflized in public schools, parochial

- §yhools and religious iInstruction classes.
his group of publishers provide 30,000,000
 dgsroom and religious school periodicals

week aimed at supplying pupils, teach-

- ¥u, Sunday schools and school boards with
' ¥ erent materials for instruction in socfal
gudles, religion, current affairs, civics, citi-
#ship, language, arts, science,” homemak-
-8, health, physical education and a variety
‘fother subject areas. - : .
The library rate which is utilized for mail-
educational materials into the classroom
libraries has increased 500 percent since

and implementation of the full-phased
rate now would increase that to 720

;i&eent. Classroom periodical per-piece
‘Fhstage rates have increased 285 percent
Sice 1970 with implementation of the full-

S dased 1987 rate.

FISCAL 1983 BUDGET COMPROMISE

-.7}-he compromise reached by the House
Id Senate conferees on.the budget for
;}fieal 1983 would authorize only $400 mil-
{or revenue foregone appropriations for

e U8, Postal Service. This would mean no

e

monies for classroom and library
bublications and a $213 million cut in

‘ %;llue' foregone appropriations for the

=
[ &
i

8

. frontin
Ry some of the institutional costs of the.
Catlo;

uing” appropriation which helps to

Service for these preferred rate pub-
ns, :

eans the postage for a typical piece

:;%él)aisroom mail (according to USPS fig-

ould rise from 5.5 cents per piece on

1ol
: ‘m‘“u’y 1, 1982 to 10.5 cents on October 1,

1882,
#in‘ugement which would cause great hard-
]

1 WUreg)
Ny,

Uemeng
:u Let

it In
lishe

is is a staggering increase in 1982 of

and economic damage to the few re-

4 g classroom publishers. Further, the
e e for 2 typical book mailed to a school
5

the library rate (according to USPS

Would rise from 33 cents on Janu-

+1982 to 65 cents on October 1, 1982; a
0us 97 percent increase, :

e be specific in the case of Scholas-

rsci' one of the largest classroom pub-

N the U.S. and a renowned leader in

m
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the field. Scholastic absorbed over $1 mil-
lion in unscheduled postal increases in 1981

.and would now be forced to absorb over $4

million' in unscheduled postal increases in
1982. The company’s pre-tax profit in 1981
was $2.3 million and was not expected to be
appreciably higher in 1982. Subscriptions
for classroom magazines have already been
set and bound for the school year 1982-83
which ends in June, 1983. Thus, Scholastic
must absorb the over $4 million in unsched-
uled postal rate increases with devastating
impact to the companies profitability.

Further, it should be noted that Scholas-
tic has had to curtail and eliminate worth-
while educational publications already be-
cause of existing postal expense. Examples
are the Campus Book Club and the College
Bound Book Service.

It is tragic that 30 million school children
are being deprived of affordable, responsi-

. ble, contemporary paperback books and pe-

riodicals because of- unexpected and un-
scheduled postal rate increases.. -

Mr. Speaker, here is a telegram we
received from the executive director of

the St, Louis Public Library.

. - E . St. Lovuis, Mo.
This is a confirmation copy of a telegram
addressed to you. Fourth-class library postal
rate essential to services of St. Louis Public
Library. With increasing elderly population,
books by mall is heavily used by those who
cannot visit a library. For many it is truly a
lifeline. We use the fourth-class library rate
more than 10,000 times each year to supply
housebound, senior citizens and disabled
with books by mail. St. Louis Public Library
urgently requests that Congressman Ford
press for a continuation of library rate.

. JOAN COLLETT,

Librarien and Ezecutive Director,

. St. Louis Public Library.

Mr, Speaker, I received the following
information from the American Li-
brary Association concerning just two
of their member libraries.

o The U.S. mail provides one of the pri-
mary methods which public libraries use to
serve rural populations as well as the handi-
capped, homebound, elderly and people
without transportation. For example, Ohio
Valley Area Libraries (OVAL) provide Mail-
A-Book, a cost-effective method of making
available public library service to all resi-
dents of a ten county region who have diffi-
culty getting to a public library. This is the
largest of about two hundred such library
books by mail programs in the United
States. The user selects books, mails in a
postal card request, and receives the books
with return mailing instructions and post-
age. In 1980, more than 19,000 people used
OVAL's Mail-A-Book service, borrowing
220,744 books. Based on studies of five coun-
ties conducted by OVAL in 1980, 20 percent
of those who use some library service in

.OVAL use Mail-A-Book. For 79 percent of

Mail-A-Book users this is the only library
service they use. In the past year, services to
OVAL’s ‘Mail-A-Book users have suffered
due to the rise in the library postal rate, the
increase in the third-class nonprofit bulk
rate, and a $45,000 cut to. its program grant
of LSCA title I funds for 1982. .

In the first four months of 1982, OVAL
has spent $13,616 on postage for 15,834 book
packages at the library rate. The proposed
51 percent increase will jump the cost for
the same mailings to $20,584. ’

The Des Moines Public Library (Iowa)
currently spends $5,000 per year on 4th
class lib, rate postage for ILL packages sent
all over Iowa. The proposed 51 increase in
lib. rate would increase this to $7,550. The
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library would probably have to start charg-
ing the library patron for postage. However,
they already charge users postage for loan
of films. Based on that experience they esti-
mate that 35 percent of library users will do
without needed books and articles on ILL if
they must pay the postage.

One of the state’s regional resource librar-
ies operates out of the Des Moines PL. They
have found that for large bulky items such
as video discs and tapes sent to other librar-
ies, it is now cheaper to use United Parcel
Service thart USPS. .

The regional resource library also operat- .
ed a Mail-A-Book program which was
dropped for the 1981/82 fiscal year because
of projected postal increases.

Indiana University has written me
the following letter providing one of
the most comprehensive and outstand-
ing explanations of the real-life
impact of nonprofit postal rate in-
creases, - :

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
ALUMNI ASSOCIATION,
Bloomington, Ind., June 21, 1982,
Hon., Wirriam D. Forb, i
U.S. Representative, Chairman, Post Office
and Civil Service Committee, Cannon
. House Building, Washington, D.C. .

DEeAr CEAIRMAN Forp: Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on the House/
Senate Budget Resolution for FY 83 and its
severe impact upon the 250,000 organiza-
tions' in America who depend on non-profit
mail to perform their missions. :

I respectfully submit that the proposed
level of funding for revenue forgohe, now
down to $400 million for FY '83 from $789
million in 1981 and $619 million in 1982, will
have a consequence not intended by the
Congress. : o -

If the private sector is to respond to 8 na- . .

tional appeal for greater voluntary support,
to offset other reductions in federal fund-
ing, it is these very non-profit organizations
who will provide much of the stimulus.
Their principal ineans will be direct mafl.

Much more is at stake than a narrow spe-
clal interest and a few cents in additional
postage. ) .

I would like to refer to only one of many
examples of impact, to Indiana University
where 1 am Director of Alumni Communica-
tions.. : -

My testimony before the joint postal com-
mittee hearings last March related how our
university and other state-supported institu-
tions in the Midwest faced reductions in tra-
ditional levels of state funding. Severe fee
increases and program cutbacks have al-
ready been required to sustain academic of-
ferings. :

Only our 285,000 I.U. alumni represent a°
substantial alternative resource if we are
going to preserve for future generations the
same academic excellence and educational’
opportunities we have enjoyed. If we are
going to reach this resource as never before,
we must also communicate our needs as
never before. - . )

The opposite condition has been imposed
upon us.. )

Faced with a combined 70.2 percent in-
crease in second and third class rhail rates
last January 10th, the Alumni Office at In-
diana has already reduced its annual (1981)

.mailing volume of over 4.8 million pieces by

twenty percent. The major newsletter going

" to all alumni has been reduced from four to

two issues per year. (The cost of postage for
this newsletter now exceeds the cost of
printing.) Second class permits were reluc-
‘tantly dropped for all publications to gain
further savings. : .



4 Juﬂe g 'y
¢ restimony included an estimate that,
W pre-sort discounts, our postal bill
leF Mncrease by $39,000 over the 1981
s0Ul® 074175340, Experience to date has
‘11_0”.’; this estimate. Based on a postal
: a0 te of & T.4¢ rate for third class by Oct.
5“’: 95 percent increase since Jan. 9, 1982,
"w‘womd face additional cost of $52,000 as a
[ 5 7t of the new fiscal year 1983 budget for
Rl foregone. .
‘ﬁ‘en:i prepare for a $150 million capital
- ppaign and a call for alumni volunteers
,af"?‘mue;;s such as student recruitment, . job
-0 ment, and fund raising, we are faced
%’l!’].‘fheme prospect of continuing reductions
¥ ommunications when greater efforts are
:;gﬂously called for.

¥ our example at Indiana University is only
e of many in higher.education. We have
g peen in contact with a number of other col-
ki s and universities throughout the coun-
v concerning the impact of the new non-
- grofit rates. We found that the problem
. iries only in scale by size of school, but not
' i3 severity. The same must be true of other
: nents of the non-profit community
: as charities, community and civic
** groups, religious affiliations and others.

*In closing, Mr. Chairman, I suggest that
“ghen Congress in its wisdom established a
‘epecial mailing category and funding sup-
part for non-profit groups it also recognized
'; that its funding represented an investment,

#pot a subsidy. It recognized that funds so.

: expended would be repaid many times over
" by the voluntary contributions of many mil-
“'ions of citizens for the betterment of soci-

i}_-etlyt s and has been an investment in the

¥ gpirit of volunteerism that has been unique

#in Ameriea since our early history. It is and

#nas been an investment, not in non-profit

+ groups per se, but in the continued willing-

£ pess and ability of our people to freely help

“themselves and others less fortunate than

< they. - )

s’ The wisdom of that investment has never

7held greater import for society than today.

=Help us so that we might be better able to

: help ourselves. .

Ig - We rest our case with good faith in the

¢ Congress, It is in your hands. -

% Respectfully submitted.

b WALTER A. SCHAW,

Wil CAE, Director of Alumni
Communications, Indiana Universily. -

Mr. Speaker, finally, here are just a
.few impact reports from users of
ithird-class nonprofit mail:

% The Foundation for the Junior

+Blind, Los Angeles, Calif., paid $48,000
:In postage last year to send a 1.3-mil-
.lion-piece fundraising mailing. Be-
;Quse of the rate increase incurred ear-
Jlier this year due to the administra-
ton's fiscal year 1982 budget cuts,
‘that figure jumped to $75,000. In Oc-
stober, assuming the conference re-
:Port’s revenue foregone figure, it will
:€0st about $110,000 to make the same
type of mailing. :
- The Braille Institute of America will
Pay an additional $11,227 in third-class
Postage this October. The American
.foundation for the Blind will pay an
:EXtra $42,000. Children's Aid Interna-
;onal an extra $26,000. The members
O the American Arts Alliance will
%"!‘a"e a total increase of $1.3 million in
) lendar year 1982 third-class post-
age bm. .
. With regard to the reports 1 have
g“st'SUMarwed, I can only note with
Cwilderment this' administration’s

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

continuing insistence that private-
sector charitable, educational, and re-
ligious organizations will be expected
to make up for the enormous cuts in
social and educational programs. By
raising these postal rates so drastically
within so short a time span, the ad-
ministration is reducing—not enhanc-
ing—these organizations’ ability to
bear this increasing burden.

Every extra dollar which.an organi-
zation such as the’ Salvation Army
must spend on postage is a dollar
which cannot be spent on services to
the needy. Yet without direct mail
fundraising, these organizations could
not long survive. Such is the vicious
circle in which we continue to be en-
trapped by this conference report.e
o Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my oppgsition to the confer-
ence report on the first budget resolu-
tion. It is said that conference reports
by their very nature are products of
compromise. I believe that with this
legislation we have clearly crossed the
line between compromise and conces-
sion and having done so, the losers will
once again be the American people.

We have come a long way simply to
end up almost in the same place. That
is one way of evaluating the congres-
sional budget process for 1982. It
began with the submission of the
President’s February budget—it was
perhaps at this juncture where we
found the greatest unanimity of feel-
ing—everyone was against it. Then we
proceeded to the Senate consideration
and passage of its budget resolufion.
The House had to go thitough the

‘process twice to emerge with a final

product, a product I might add that I
voted against.
Now we have before us a conference

- report which is more regressive than

the Latta proposal approved narrowly

by this House last month. It cuts -

deeper into key social programs—pro-
duces a deficit over $100 billion, pro-
vides for a minimal amount of new
revenues and increases _defense spend-
ing in a disproportionate fashion.

More specifically:

Deficit: House budget $99 billion—Confer-
ence Report $104 billion.

Medicare: House budget cut of $3.2 bil-

_lion—Conference Report cut of $3.6 billion.

Education: Conference Report provides
new cuts of $187 million in discretionary
programs in education. '

The conference report where it did

.conform to the House-passed budget
did so on the more negative points. -

The conference report retains such
onerous cuts as a $200 million reduc-
tion in the SSI program which pro-
vides life-sustaining benefits for the
poorest members of our blind, dis-
abled, and elderly population. The
conference report retains the freeze
agreed to in the House-passed budget
for a host of nonentitiement programs
providing social and human services to
millions of needy citizens of all ages.
The freeze.would be in effect for 3

fiscal years. Let us assume with con-

siderable optimism that inflation is

H 3745
kept at a T-percent level—a freeze over
3 years still means a net reduction of
more -than 20 percent in real dollars
for programs.

On the opposite side of the coin—-the
conference report retains the 16-per-
cent increase provided for defense for
fiscal year 1983 and an aggregate in-
crease of 48 percent by fiscal year
1985. :

The conference report makes small-
er reductions in programs such as

_medicaid and food stamps, as well as

AFDC but again in the aggregate
sense we are talking about cuts total-
ing more than $2.3 billion for these
programs, most of which direct their

aid to the poor and truly needy.

Despite the fact that unemployment
is at a post-World War II record level
of 9.5 percent—the conference report
slashes almost $1 billion in job trainng
programs as well as providing no fund-
ing for extended unemployment bene-

‘fits, emergency - public works, and

other antirecession programs.

Finally with respect to the all-impor-
tant issue of revenues the conference
agreement adopts the revenue target
of the House version—namely in-
creases of $21 billion in fiscal year
1983—the lowest . total of revenues
except for the President’s original
budget. I find .this to be an artificially
low target to set when one considers
the massive drain of revenues which
will occur as a result of the tax cut—
especially the business tax cuts whichh
have some hidden retroactive features
associated with them. We should have
been more aggressive in our efforts to
raise new sources of revenues and X
hope the Committee on Ways and
Means will work to increase the rew
enues they are able to raise without
directing it toward the already over-
taxed middle class. o

I am greatly distressed over the di-
rection that this budget will be taking
us. It is not a budget which will pra-
mote recovery—rather it will extend
misery for millions. It is a budget

" which will promote $100 billion defi-

cits while claiming to be committed to
reducing Federal spending. It is a
budget which I will not support and
only hope that it will be rejected.

As I sald during the time of House
consideration of the Latta budget—
there must be a time when we say
enough is enough. We cannot continue
to turn back the hands of time amd
progress. A vote for this conferenee
report means that thousands of col-
lege students. who were eligible for stw-
dent loans—for a higher education will
no longer bhe. It will mean that the
medical needs of indigent elderiy
people previously covered under med-
icaid will no longer be covered. It will

-mean that daily meals provided %o

thousands of elderly in senior centexs
and in their homes may be terminated.
It will mean cruelty in human terms—
the further shredding of an already
porous safety net promised by this ad-
ministration.
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¥ . wost 50 years ago when this
5 was in the throes of a severe

w00 velt delivered a speech which
: 'ﬂw;ined words which to me have
& L t relevance today and which rep-
)g:nt the opposite of what we are
g t0day.

*»mwe unhappy times call for the building
- §:}ans that build from the bottom up and
. J8%rom the top down that put their faith
f o more in the forgotten man at the
§B® of the economic pyramid.e

g Ler . MATTOX. Mr. Speaker, I rise
"opposnion to the conference report
. §& the first budget resolution for fiscal

gﬁm period—President Franklin

¢ 983.
budget is based on the same dis-

‘ . jited economic theory that brought
- 7ace to face with a potential deficit
- §y 4162 billion for fiscal 1983. I would
: p; that we would want to reject
~§on an approach—not continue with

y gut instead of changing policy, the
 ¥yudget mow before us just gives us
" Feore of the same—huge deficits.

- Jist think about the deficit in this
" Fiadget for a minute. The report says
" $4at the deficit will be $103.9 billion.
. ¥t this figure is arrived at only by re-
5,.; the assumptions used by the
. Fyngressional Budget Office and the
. Flnate, and adopting instead the ques-
$tarable assumptions used by our col-
$lagues on the other side of the aisle.
" §%e have already been led down the

fyrden path once by such questionable

Yisumptions; we should not foolishly
‘% down the same path for a second
‘$lime. Using the more objective as-
" Peniptions of the CBO—and, I would
-Emphasize, the Senate before the con-
ence~—the fiscal 1983 deficit is likely
reach $114 billion. -
ask my colleagues: Do you want to
iote for 2 $114 billion deficit? N
[hrge you to reject this budget. It is
to return to fiscal responsibility
3d fairness in the budget process.e
{Mr, FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
ictant support of the conference
ot to accompany Senate Concur-
t Resolution 92, the first budget
jution for fiscal year 1983. I am
 satisfied with many of the fea-
dr¢s of this conference agreement.
4 am concerned that we are not pro-
ng enough funds for necessary
cational purposes and I am also
cerned by the deep cuts in social
~gaograms. Further, I urge the House
. Jied Services Committee to careful-
€xamine all' Department of Defense

e “SDendin.g but I am fearful that
i J“St might be throwing money at
: gehtagon that they cannot spend

,ith these several complaints, one
§2% wonder why I rise in support of
£ o ragreement. Basically, I support
g ik ¢bort because I believe we must
{ atbudget for fiscal year 1983 and
‘ J‘ing he only practical vehicle for ar-
i thea:; that goal. Initially, I support-
& I’od udget amendment containing
e, deficit for fiscal vear 1983. After

Proposal was not accepted, 1 voted

. I am a strong believer in de--
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for the amendment containing the
lowest deficit figure. I am not happy
with a conference report containing a
deficit in excess of $100 billion.

We must, however, have a budget.
Should this conference report be de-
feated, we would sink into a budgetary
morass from which we might never re-
cover. I support this conference report
because there is no feasible alterna-
tive. Let us adopt the report and move
on to the business of authorizing and
appropriating programs for fiscal year
1983.¢ .

@ Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the conference
report. While there are very serious
shortcomings in this plan, the report
as a whole deserves the support of this
House.
*We need to approve this budget as a
first step toward returning our econo-
to full recovery. While there are
no instant solutions or quick-fix an-
swers to the problems of unemploy-
ment, high interest rates, and econom-
ic stagnation, approving this budget
resolution is an important factor in
turning our ecoriomy around.

One way we can signal our resolve is
approving a budget that will, in a
phased-in yet determined way, bring
us toward a balanced budget. If we fail
to act today, the result will simply
bring an increase in the pressures to
abandon.the course that has been set,
and return to the failed policies of the
last 40 years. While such a change
could appear to give some very short-
term relief to a few hard-pressed sec-
tors -of our economy, it is clear that
the overall result of abandoning the
economic recovery program that has
been in place a scant 8 months will be
true economic disaster.

Commerce Department figures re-

leased yesterday indicate that, for the
first time in over 6 months, our econo-
my is beginning to expand. This ex-
pansion of our gross national product
is necessary to provide the wherewith-

al to fund the many and important.

programs that provide assistance to
those Americans in need.

I believe we must continue the Fed-

eral Government's important obliga-

tions to the poor, the sick, the elderly, .

and those Americans with special
needs. This budget before us sets
spending targets for broad functions
that include important people pro-
grams such as health, nutrition, and
education efforts. Through the coming
months we must fulfill our responsibil-
ity to those Americans who need as-
sistance by providing adequate fund-
ing in the more specific appropriation
bills that set program-by-program
funding levels. :

Today’s economiec conditions demand
that we take difficult, yet responsible
actions, Clearly, continuing the' broad

thrust of the economic recovery pro-.
gram we began last year represents

our best hope. That program is a

sound one, involving restraint in the
growth of spending, lower taxes, re-.

sponsible monetary policy and regula-
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tory reform. We cannot return to
those failed policies of the past that
brought our economy to its knees—
policies that lowered productivity, in-
hibited growth, savings and invest.
ment, and tied us more and more to

‘government subsidies and government

control.

1 urge my colleagues to pass this
conference report so that we may get -
on with important work ahead.@

e Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker,
the House today puts to a vote the
first budget resolution conference
report. The budget will remain an im.
portant issue for Congress thromghout

‘the entire year, as this first resolution

is only an outline of spending and tax
levels. i

More specific details will be fillled in
later, but I think we can already get a
pretty good idea of what the American
people may .expect from the Federal
Government during the next fiscal.
year. Severe cuts are coming im areas"
such as medicare, which is vital to mil-
lions of older Americans; student
loans, which give young mem and
women from middie- and low-fncome
families the opportunity to pumrsue a
college education; in energy comserva-
tion and development; and in other
people programs. .

Mr. Speaker, - many constituents
have asked me what priorities X have
for the fiscal year 1983 budget. I set
several goals: reduce the deficit; cut
special-interest spending programs; .
eliminate special breaks in tlme Tax .
Code; and slow down the record rate
of growth for defense spending. These
are, and will continue to be, my guide-
lines for a fiscally responsible bhudget.

Unfortunately, the confierence
report that was ironed out last week
and which is being voted on today falls
far short of the goals I have set. Many
of my constituents share the goals 1
have set out, and I do not beliesve the
conference report represents the needs
and desires of the people of mny dis-
trict. - e .

I regret that a moreé equitalsle, re- -
sponsible resolution .could not have
been drafted. ’

At this time, I would like to insert -
into the RECORD a copy of mw most .
recent weekly column, which omtlines
in greater detail my objections to the
direction we are taking on the 1983
budget.

WasHINGTON.—Like the doctor who re-
ports to his patient that he has good news
and bad news, so Congress is telling the
American people that the budget prognosis
has its merits and faults. . :

The good news takes several formms. Con- -

gress is almost ready to get the first..step of .
the long budget process finished, amd while
this first budget resolution is but & wgeneral |
blueprint for spending and taxatfoen—with
many of the specific details to be flled in

later—the resolution does give us & strong .

indication of what the Fiscal Yemr 1983
budget priorities will be.

The other encouraging sign is tkat the ..

projected budget deficit will be lower than
that of the Administration’s budget plan .
which was introduced last February. The ..
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ticipated deflcit of about $104 billion is
an " nacceptably high, but it represents an
(st overnent over the Administration’s ear-

high as $180 million for the next fiscul

alone. Clearly, reducing the deficit
eust continue to be an important fiscal ob-
Sjectives and - developing creative ways to
ﬁeduce deficit spending is a top priority on

; t.
o5 Uact, during the budget debate In the
gouse, 1 voted for an innovative and respon-
- gble spending approach which would have
‘palanced the budget by fiscal year 1985 and
gept it in balance thereafter. The so-called
npay 8S yOU go” program I argued and voted
for in the House would have required Con-
either to make revenue-raising deci-
*-gons or cut spending whenever it chose to
% jncrease spending in a particular area. By
& forcing Congress to look at its spending de-
i gsions with these other considerations in
E-"«‘mmd, 1 think we could make the govern-
ment’s fiscal policy once more responsible
and restrained. The “pay as you go” plan
“parely failed in a House vote, but I don't
¢ think we have seen the end of it or other in-
.povative spending plans.
*~ On the budget that passed and the subse-
# quent House-Senate conference agreement,
i'though, the news is not all good. As one of
£“my congressional colleagues said, no “safety
[ pet” remains, except for special interests
:“like the tobacco lobby. Narrow programs
“like tobacco supports, public works con-
:-struction projects, and other “pork barrel”
rograms have been kept in the budget,
costing taxpayers billions of dollars each
- year they are allowed to remain. Our econo-
t'my and our taxpayers cannot and should
< not have to pay for the largesse we bestow
i upon sugar, peanut, and tobacco growers,
< breeder reactor developers, and the people
i who benefit from huge, costly public works

1 projects. X :
* What's worse, the maintenance of these
‘ special-interest spending items comes at
: great expense to the elderly person depend-
{ ent on Medicare, the middle-income student

- who needs a loan to pay for part of a tuition
bill, and the laid-off factory worker who has

" neither the resources to provide nourishing
meals to his family or the opportunity to be
retrained for a new skill. On the revenue
side, it’s disheartening that a total of $23
billion in revenues projected to be raised in
fiscal year 1983 was agreed upon with few
indications of how the funds will be raised.
If Congress doesn't go after the special
Jbreaks for the oil industry and some of the
money lost through tax leasing and other
loopholes in the revenue code, then the bulk

= of that $23 billion is bound to fall on
¢ middle-income taxpaying families, the
* people who need tax relief the most. I can't
support added tax burdens on the wage

earners already .paying the lion’s share of -

federal taxes, particularly if the inequities
currently in the tax code which I have out-
lined are allowed to remain.

All the numbers of revenues, expendi-
tures, and deficits being tossed around these
days are important, but they are not the
only consideration in evaluating the useful-
ness of the federal budget, The figures have
to reflect the economy’s réal needs, the ele-
ments required by people and business to
treate a strong, healthy economic and social
climate. '

In my view, the compromise being reached
.doesn’t quite live up to these expectations.

he special interests are still claiming too
Iuch in'the budget, and the average Ameri-
€an is being given the short shrift in this

* first round of budget politics.e

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yicld
back the balance of my time.

'L’p Tifering. and the projections of deficits -

Mr.

my time.
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JONES of Oklahoma.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, 1 move

a call of the House.
A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic
device, and the following Members re-

sponded to their names:

Addabbo
Akaka '
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Applegate
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Badham
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnard
Barnes

Beard
Bedell -
Bellenson
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
Biaggi
Bingham
Blanchard
Bliley
Boges *
Boland
Bonior
Bouguard
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Brown (OR)
Broyhill
Burgener
Burton, John -
Burton, Phillip
Butler .
Byron
Campbell
Carman -
Carney
Chappie
Cheney
Clausen
Clinger
Coats
Coelho
Coleman -
Collins (TX)
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corcoran
Coughlin

- Courter

Coyne, James
Coyne, William
Cralg -

Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
D’Amours
Danlel, Dan
Daniel, R. W,
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daudb

Davis

de la Garza
Deckard
‘Dellums
DeNardis
Derrick
Derwinski

{Roll No. 1601

Dickinson
Dixon
Dorgan
Dornan
Dougherty
Downey
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn

Dwyer
Dymally
Early

Eckart

Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
Emery

Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
l-‘oley -
Ford (TN)
Forsythe

. Fountain

Fowler
Prank
Frenzel
Frost™
Fuqua
Garcela
Gaydos
QGejdenson
Gephardt

.Gllman

Glickman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling

Hendon

Hertel
Hightower
Hiler
Hillis
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard -
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jeffries
Jenkins '
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kastenmefer
Kazen
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos ;

Latta
Leach
Leath
LeBoutillier
Lee - .
Lehman
Leland
Lent

- Levitas

Lewis
Livingston
Loeffler
Long (MD}
Lott :
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Madigan
Markey
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsud
Mattox
Mavroules

- Mazzoli

McClory
McCollum
McCurdy
McDade

" - McDonald

McEwen
McGrath
McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Minish

Mr.
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Mitchell (NY). Roberts (SD) Staton
Moakley Robinson Stenholm M
Moffett Rodino Stokes
Molinari Roe Stratton
Mollochan - Roemer Studds
Montgomery Rogers Stump -
Moore Rose Swift
Moorhead Rosenthal Synar
Morrison Rostenkowski  Tauke
Mottl Roth Tauzin
Murphy Roukema Tayior
Murtha Rousselot Thomas
Myers Roybal Traxler
Napler Rudad Tridble
Natcher Russo Vander Jagt
Neal - Sabo Vento
Nelligan Santini Volkmer
Nelson Savage Walgren
Nichols Sawyer Walker
Nowak Schneider Wampler
O’Brien Schroeder Washington
Oakar Schulze Watkins-
Oberstar Schumer Waxman
Oxley Seiberling Weaver
Panetta . Sensenbrenner Weber (MIN)
Parris . Shamansky Weber (OH)
Pashayan Shannon Welss .
Patman Sharp White
Patterson Shaw ‘Whitehuerst
Paul Shelby Whitley
Pease Shumway Whittaker

. Pepper Shuster Williams (MT)
Perkins Siljander Williams (OH)
Petri . Skeen ‘Winn
Peyser Skelton Wirth
Pickle Smith (AL) ‘Wolf
Porter Smith (1A) ‘Wolpe
Price Smith (NE) Wortley
Pritchard °_ Smith (NJ) ‘Wright
Pursell -« Smith (OR) Wyden
Quillen Smith (PA) Wylie
Rahall Snowe’ Yates
Railsback Snyder Yatron
Rangel Solarz Young (AK)
Ratcliford Solomon Young OFL) .
Regula Spence Young (BI0)
Richmond St Germain Zablockdi
Rinaldo Stangeland Zeferettid
Ritter Stanton. .
Roberts (KS)  Stark

01315

-The SPEAKER. On this rolicall, 301
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

Under the rule, furthér proceedings
under the call are dispended with.

CONFERENCE REPORT. ON
SENATE CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION 92, FIRST CONCUR-

"RENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET--FISCAL YEAR 1983

The SPEAKER. Pursuant %o the
order of the House of Monday, June
21, 1982, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion.

The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Oklaho-
ma (Mr. JONES).

The question was taken; amd the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it,

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WEISS. Mr, Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote. ’ .

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayés 210, noes
208, not voting 14, as follows:

- [Roll No. 161}

AYES-210
Anthony Barnard Bethume
Aspin Beard Bevill
Atkinson Bedell Bliley
Badham Benedict Breaux
Bailey (MO)» Bennett Broomfield
Bailey (PA) Bereuter Browns (OH)



Hance
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Hightower
Hiler
Hillis
Holland
Holt
Horton
Huckaby

- Hunter
_Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Kindness$
Lagomarsino
Latta

" Miller (OH)

. Mitchell (NY)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison
Myers

1! Napier
jinllton Nelligan

simerschmidt Nelson

NOES—208

Collins (IL)
Collins (TX)
Conyers
Coyne, William

Craig
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
D’Amours
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Davis
de 1a Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dorgan
Downey

" Dwyer
Dymally
Early .
Eckart
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
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Nichols
O'Brien
Oxley
Panetta
Parris -
Pashayan
Patman
Pickle
Porter
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Railsback
Regula
Ritter
Roberts (KS)
Roberts (SD)
Robinson
Roemer
Rogers
Rose

Roukema
Rudd
Sawyer
Schulze
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (AL)
Smith (NE)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Spence
Stangeland
Stanton
Staton
Stenholm
Stratton
Stump
Tauke |
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas
Trible

_ Vander Jagt -

Walker
Wampler

Weber (MN) -

Weber (OH)
‘White
Whitehurst
‘Whittaker
Williams (OH)
Winn

Wolf

Wortley
Wylie

- ‘Young (AK) -

Young (FL)
Young (MO)

Florio ’
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Frost

* Garcia

Gaydos .
Gejdenson
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gore
Gray
Green
Grisham .
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Harkin
Hawkins
Heckler
Hertel

- Hollenbeck

Hopkins
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Hughes
Jacobs -
Jeffries -
Jones (TN)
Kastenmeier
Kazen

- MIN1sH).

Kemp Nowak - Shannon
Kennelly Qakar - Sharp
Kildee Oberstar Smith (1A)
Kogovsek Obey Smith (NJ)
Kramer Ottinger Smith (PA)
LaFalce Patterson Snyder
Lantos Paul Solarz .
LeBoutillier Pease Solomon
Lee Pepper St Germain
Lehman Perkins Stark
Leland Petri Stokes
" Levitas Peyser Studds
Long (LA) Price Swift
Long (MD) Rahall- Synar
Lowry (WA) Rangel Traxler
Luken Ratchford Udall
Markey Reuss ’ Vento
Marks Richmond Volkmer
Matsui Rinaldo _ Walgren
‘Mattox Rodino Washington
Mavroules Roe Watkins
Mazzoll Rosenthal Waxman
MecDonald Rostenkowski Weaver
McHugh Roth i Weiss
Mica Rousselot Whitley .
Miller (CA) Roybal Whitten
Mineta Russo Williams (MT)
Minish Sabo Wirth
Mitchell (MD) Santini Wolpe
Moakley - Savage Wright
Moffett Scheuver Wyden
Mollohan Schneider Yates
Mottl Schroeder Yatron -
Murphy Schumer Zablockd
Murtha Seiberling Zeferetti
Natcher Sensenbrenner
Neal Shamansky
NOT VOTING—14
Bafalis Dowdy Mikulski
Bolling Dyson _ Rhodes
Bowen Erlenborn Simon
Crockett Fithian Wilson
* Donnelly Ginn-
1 -
0 1330

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote: -

Mr. Dyson for, with Mr. Simon against.

Mr. Ginn for, with Ms. Mikulski against.,

Mr. Rhodes for, with Mr. Donnelly
against.

Mr. Erlenborn- for, with Mr. Crockett
against.

Messrs. CHAPPIE CARMAN, and
LONG of Maryland changed their
votes from “aye” to “no.”

Messrs. CARMARN, DREIER, a.nd
HANSEN of Idaho cha.nged their votes
from “no” to “aye.”

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the Senate ‘concurrent resolutlon. as
amended, is concurred in.

“There was ho objection.

REFUGEE ASSISTANCE
AMENDMENTS OF 1982

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5879) to
amend the Immigration and National-
ity Act to extend for 3 years the au-
thorization for appropriations for ref-
ugee assistance, to make certain im-
provements in the operation of the
program, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. MazzoL1).
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The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House -on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 5879, with Mr.
Chairman pro tempore, in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore,
When the Committee of the Whole:
rose on Monday, June 21, 1982, al
time for general debate had expired,
The Clerk had read through line 8 on
page 3.

Are there any amendments to sec.
tion 1? If not, the Clerk will read sec-
tion 2.

The Clerk read as follows:

EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 2. Subsection (a) of section 414 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1524) is amended to read as follows:

“(aX1) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for fiscal year 1983 such sums .
as may be necessary for the purpose of car-
rying out the provisions (other than those
described in paragraphs (2) and (3)) of this
chapter.

“(2) There are hereby authorized to be ap-

propriated for fiscal year 1983 $100,000,000
for the purpose of providing services with
respect to refugees under section 412(¢c).

“(3) There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for fiscal year 1983 $14,000,000 for
the purpose of carrying out section 412(b)5).”.

CONGRESSIONAL INTENT RESPECTING REFUG‘EB
ASSISTANCE.

- SEC. 3. (a) Section 412(aX1) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act. (8 U.S.C.
1522(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating clauses (A) through
(D) as clauses (i) through (iv), respectively,

(2) by inserting “(A)" after “(1)”, and .

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘“4B) It is the intent of Congress that in
providing retugee assistance under this sec-
tion—

“(1) employable refugees should be placed
on jobs as soon as possible after thelr a.rnva]
in the United States; )

“(ii) social service funds should be focused
on employment/related services, English-as-
a-second-language training (in non-work
hours where possible), and case-manage-
ment services; and

“(iii) local voluntary agency activities
should be conducted in close cooperation
and advance consultation with State and’
local governments.”.

(b) Section 413 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1523)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subsection:

“(¢) The Director shall the feasibility and
advisability of providing—

“(1) for interim support (to refugees who
are not employment-ready upon arrival in
the United States) for a period determined
on a case-by-case basis through a mecha-
nism (other than public assistance) that rec-
ognizes the primary role of case manage-

‘ment through volunt.ary agencies at the

local level, and

*(2) a mechanism (other than one associ-
ated with the provision of cash assistance)
through which refugees, requiring medical
(but not cash) assistance, are provided medi-
cal assistance,



