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112TH CONGRESS REPORT " ! HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 2d Session 112–000 

SEQUESTER REPLACEMENT ACT OF 2012 

MAY XX, 2012.—Ordered to be printed 

Mr. RYAN, from the Committee on the Budget, 
submitted the following 

R E P O R T 

together with 

MINORITY VIEWS 

[To accompany H.R. 4966] 

[Including cost estimate of the Congressional Budget Office] 

The Committee on the Budget, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 4966) to amend the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 to replace the sequester established by the 
Budget Control Act of 2011, having considered the same, reports 
favorably thereon with an amendment and recommends that the 
bill as amended do pass. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the amendment made by section 4(b), strike ‘‘251(c)(2)(A)’’ 

each place it appears and insert ‘‘251(c)(2)’’. 





(3) 

Introduction 

The Path to Prosperity budget that passed the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives on March 29, 2012 set in motion a process to 
reprioritize certain across-the-board spending reductions (enforced 
by a sequester) enacted as part of the Budget Control Act of 2011 
[BCA]. 

The budget resolution called for enactment of two pieces of legis-
lation to replace a $98 billion sequester of discretionary programs 
on January 2, 2013. First, it called on six committees to achieve at 
least $78 billion of these savings through reforms to mandatory 
spending programs. Second, it proposed to achieve $19 billion in 
discretionary savings by lowering the discretionary cap from $1.047 
trillion to $1.028 trillion for fiscal year 2013. 

On April 27, 2012 Chairman Ryan introduced H.R. 4966, the Se-
quester Replacement Act of 2012 [SRA]. In combination with rec-
onciliation legislation that the Budget Committee plans to report, 
this bill will replace the arbitrary and harmful sequester and pro-
vide for an orderly process for the enactment of appropriations leg-
islation and long-overdue reforms in mandatory spending. 

This reconciliation legislation is designed to produce $78 billion 
in deficit reduction. In fact, this reconciliation legislation far ex-
ceeds that goal, achieving over $300 billion in mandatory savings 
over a 10-year period. 

This second piece of legislation, the SRA addresses the sequester 
and implements the budget resolution’s $19 billion in savings from 
discretionary spending. 

The SRA lowers the fiscal year 2013 discretionary cap from 
$1,047.0 billion down to $1,027.9 billion by providing for a $19.1 
billion reduction in the discretionary spending cap for fiscal year 
2013 on Jan. 2, 2013, reflecting the level of discretionary spending 
called for in the House-passed budget resolution. The SRA provides 
that the bill only takes effect once the reconciliation bill has been 
enacted into law, guaranteeing that no room will be granted under 
the caps unless the savings are made permanent. 

Additionally the SRA clarifies that the Department of Veterans 
Affairs is exempt from any sequester under the BCA. The SRA re-
places the fiscal year 2013 discretionary sequester and the defense 
mandatory sequester with the savings from the lower discretionary 
cap and the reconciliation bill. 

The Sequester 

On January 2, 2013, unless the BCA is amended, there will be 
a sequester (across the board cut) from non-exempt programs of 
$54.7 billion from defense programs and $54.7 billion from non-de-
fense programs. Because defense programs are primarily funded 
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1 ‘‘Fiscal Year 2013 Budget of the U.S. Government,’’ Office of Management and Budget, Feb-
ruary 2012. http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2013/assets/cut-
ting.pdf 

through annual appropriations, $54.6 billion of the defense seques-
ter will come from discretionary programs, i.e., military personnel, 
operations and maintenance, military construction, procurement, 
and research and development. Approximately $19 million will 
come from defense direct spending programs. The President has 
the authority to exempt military personnel from the sequester, but 
the rest of the defense budget must still generate these savings. If 
the President chooses to exempt military personnel, the rest of 
DOD spending would be reduced by an estimated 13%. 

The sequester will reduce non-defense discretionary programs by 
$43 billion and non-defense direct spending programs by $11.7 bil-
lion. The BCA limited the reduction in Medicare spending to 2 per-
cent ($6.3 billion) with other non-defense discretionary and manda-
tory programs making up the difference. In addition, the law ex-
empts from sequester many means-tested entitlement programs, 
e.g., Medicaid, resulting in the brunt of the non-defense direct 
spending sequester falling on agriculture programs. 

After fiscal year 2013, the BCA achieves the budget authority re-
ductions in a different way. For discretionary spending, the BCA 
lowers the annual caps on discretionary spending by the amounts 
necessary to meet the goal. By the Congressional Budget Office’s 
[CBO] current calculation this results in an average reduction of 
$90.4 billion in the discretionary cap in each year from 2014 to 
2021. Unless these lowered caps are breached in the annual appro-
priations process, there would be no discretionary sequesters after 
fiscal year 2013. 

For direct spending, the BCA continues to impose sequesters 
each year, which CBO estimates will average $19.0 billion from fis-
cal years 2014-21. 

The Office of Management and Budget [OMB] will determine the 
exact amounts that will come from discretionary and direct spend-
ing at the start of each calendar year based on the relative propor-
tions of discretionary and direct spending in the baseline. To date 
OMB has refused to provide an official estimate of the spending re-
ductions that would occur under current law. 

Why it is Necessary to Replace the Sequester 

Intended as a mechanism to force action, there is bipartisan 
agreement that the sequester going into place would undercut key 
responsibilities of the federal government. 

As the Administration makes clear in its own budget, ‘‘By design, 
the sequester is not good policy and is meant to force Congress to 
take action: it would lead to significant cuts to critical domestic 
programs such as education and research and cuts to defense pro-
grams that could undermine our national security. * * * [C]uts of 
this magnitude done in an across the board fashion would be dev-
astating both to defense and non-defense programs.’’ 1 At a com-
mittee hearing on replacing the sequester, a witness from OMB 
testified that ‘‘If allowed to occur, the sequester would be highly de-
structive to national security and domestic priorities, and core gov-
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2 Testimony of Danny Werfel, Controller of the Office of Management and Budget, Committee 
on the Budget, U.S. House of Representatives, April 25, 2012. 

3 Leon Panetta, U.S. Secretary of Defense, ‘‘Letter to Senator John McCain,’’ November 14, 
2011. http://armedservices.house.gov/index.cfm/files/serve?File_id=ae72f319-e34f-4f78-8c88- 
b8e7c9dee61f 

4 Testimony of Service Chiefs before House Armed Services Committee, February 14, 2012. 
http://armed-services.senate.gov/Transcripts/2012/02%20February/12-02%20-%202-14-12.pdf 

ernment functions. The Administration believes that taking action 
to avoid the sequester in full in a balanced and fiscally responsible 
manner must be the primary focus of Congress’s deliberations in 
the coming months.’’ 2 

Of particular concern is the impact sequestration, if allowed to 
occur, would have on our national security. 

The sequestration cuts would be on top of the savings in discre-
tionary defense spending that are already being implemented pur-
suant to the debt limit agreement last August. 

The House Armed Services Committee has analyzed the impact 
of the sequestration, and found that if left in place, sequestration 
would cut the military to its smallest size since before the Second 
World War—all while we are still a nation at war in Afghanistan, 
facing increased threats from Iran and North Korea, unrest in the 
Middle East, and a rising China. 

Secretary Panetta and the professional military leadership have 
also looked at the impact of sequestration and reached similar con-
clusions: 

Secretary Panetta stated, ‘‘If the maximum sequestration is trig-
gered, the total cut will rise to about $1 trillion compared with the 
FY 2012 plan. The impacts of these cuts would be devastating for 
the Department * * * Facing such large reductions, we would have 
to reduce the size of the military sharply. Rough estimates suggest 
after ten years of these cuts, we would have the smallest ground 
force since 1940, the smallest number of ships since 1915, and the 
smallest Air Force in its history.’’ 3 

General Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, stated, 
‘‘[S]equestration leaves me three places to go to find the additional 
money: operations, maintenance, and training. That’s the definition 
of a hollow force.’’ 4 

The individual branch service chiefs echoed General Dempsey: 
• ‘‘Cuts of this magnitude would be catastrophic to the military 

* * * My assessment is that the nation would incur an unaccept-
able level of strategic and operational risk.’’—General Ray T. 
Odierno, Chief Of Staff, United States Army 

• ‘‘A severe and irreversible impact on the Navy’s future,’’—Ad-
miral Jonathan W. Greenert, Chief of Naval Operations 

• ‘‘A Marine Corps below the end strength that’s necessary to 
support even one major contingency,’’—General James F. Amos, 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 

• ‘‘Even the most thoroughly deliberated strategy may not be 
able to overcome dire consequences,’’—General Norton A. Schwartz, 
Chief of Staff, United States Air Force 

According to an analysis by the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, the sequester will also have a significant impact on non-de-
fense discretionary programs as well, including: 

• Automatically reducing Head Start by $650 million, resulting 
in 75,000 fewer slots for children in the program; 
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5 Jack Lew, ‘‘Security Spending in the Deficit Agreement,’’ August 4, 2011. http:// 
www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2011/08/04/security-spending-deficit-agreement (accessed March 19, 
2012). 

• Automatically reducing the National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
by $2.4 billion, an amount equal to nearly half of total NIH spend-
ing on cancer this year; and 

• A reduction of approximately 1,870 Border Patrol Agents (a re-
duction of nearly 9 percent of the total number of agents). 

Leaders of both parties agree that sequester savings should be 
reprioritized. On August 4, 2011, then-director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget (now White House Chief of Staff) Jack Lew 
wrote that the sequester was not intended to be implemented: 
‘‘Make no mistake: the sequester is not meant to be policy. Rather, 
it is meant to be an unpalatable option that all parties want to 
avoid.’’ 5 

The Path to Prosperity Approach: 
Reprioritize Savings Through Reconciliation 

The Path to Prosperity budget that passed the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives in April of 2012 set in motion a process to reprioritize 
certain across the board spending reductions enacted as part of the 
BCA. It achieves this outcome through enactment of two pieces of 
legislation. The first piece of legislation will be generated through 
the reconciliation process, which is triggered by the budget resolu-
tion and gives expedited consideration to bills enacting the spend-
ing, revenue, and debt policies contained in the budget resolution. 

To trigger these expedited procedures, The Path to Prosperity in-
cluded reconciliation instructions calling on six House committees 
to achieve specified amounts of savings in programs within their 
jurisdictions. The Sequester Replacement Reconciliation Act con-
sists of the legislation they have reported to achieve the same level 
of spending reductions enacted in the BCA, but without the hap-
hazard cuts—especially to national security—that an across the 
board approach would entail. 

Those six House Committees have advanced legislation that will: 
1. Stop Fraud, by Ensuring that Individuals are Actually Eligible 

for the Taxpayer Benefits They Receive; 
2. Eliminate Government Slush Funds and Stop Bailouts; 
3. Control Runaway, Unchecked Spending; 
4. Restrain Spending on Government Bureaucracies; and 
5. Reduce Waste and Duplicative Programs. 
The savings from these reforms, which would be enacted through 

the SRRA, will replace the arbitrary discretionary sequester cuts 
and lay the groundwork for further efforts to avert the spending- 
driven economic crisis before us. 

The Sequester Replacement Act of 2012 

Chairman Ryan introduced the SRA as called for by section 202 
of the budget resolution in order to prioritize the spending reduc-
tions enacted as part of the BCA. These spending reductions are 
replaced but only on the enactment of other reductions which are 
included in the SRRA. By targeting fraud, eliminating slush funds, 
restraining runaway spending, reforming bureaucracies, and end-
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ing wasteful and duplicative programs, the SRRA provides a re-
sponsible way to reprioritize all of the spending reduction enacted 
as part of the BCA. With—and only with—the enactment of this 
targeted, carefully prioritized spending reduction, Congress can 
move to the second part of this task: replacing the across the board 
sequester before it does any damage. 

The SRA would achieve this task by amending the BCA to re-
place the discretionary sequester for fiscal year 2013 with the 
spending reductions enacted through the Reconciliation Act. To 
safeguard against an end-run around the Reconciliation Act, the 
SRA stipulates that it would only take effect upon enactment of the 
reconciliation bill. 

The SRA takes additional steps to protect the U.S. military and 
veterans and to lock in spending savings for the American tax-
payer: 

• It clarifies that Department of Veterans Affairs’ programs are 
not subject to sequester. 

• It lowers the BCA’s discretionary caps to levels set in the Path 
to Prosperity budget. 

• It closes a potential loophole that would otherwise allow Con-
gress to enact large direct spending increases by counting SRRA 
savings as an offset. 

• It eliminates the fiscal year 2013 sequester of mandatory 
spending on national defense. 

With passage of the SRRA and the SRA, the House will have 
taken the responsible step of offsetting the cost (approximately $78 
billion) of replacing the automatic across the board discretionary 
spending cuts that are scheduled to occur on January 2, 2013 
through sequestration. The additional savings achieved through 
reconciliation beyond the $78 billion (over $180 billion in the next 
ten years) would further reduce the deficit. The SRA reduces the 
total level of discretionary spending limits for fiscal year 2013 from 
$1,047 billion to $1,028 billion which will save $19 billion for that 
fiscal year. And this approach provides a blueprint for replacing 
the rest of the sequester with responsible, targeted spending reduc-
tion in the years ahead. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES 

This bill is designed to amend the provisions of the BCA to avert 
an impending sequestration, which will be implemented on Janu-
ary 3, 2013. 

The reconciliation bill the Budget Committee will report reduces 
the deficit by more than $300 billion over the next decade, this is 
approximately four times the savings of the portion of the fiscal 
year 2013 sequester that is being eliminated. As a companion to 
the reconciliation bill and in response to the directive in section 
202 of the budget resolution (H. Con. Res. 112), the Sequester Re-
placement Act of 2012: 

• Provides that the bill only takes effect upon enactment of the 
reconciliation bill, ensuring that there will be no relief from the se-
quester unless the Reconciliation Act’s savings are enacted. 

• Exempts the Department of Veterans Affairs from any seques-
ters under the BCA. 
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• Re-sets the fiscal year 2013 discretionary cap at $1,047.0 bil-
lion and provides for a $19.1 billion reduction in the discretionary 
spending cap for fiscal year 2013 on Jan. 2, 2013, achieving the 
level of discretionary spending called for in the House-passed budg-
et resolution ($1,027.9 billion). 

• Makes technical and conforming changes to the operation of 
section 314 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and provides 
for the appropriate treatment of the reconciliation legislation on 
the Statutory Pay-Go-As-You-Go scorecard. 

• Replaces the fiscal year 2013 discretionary sequester and the 
defense mandatory sequester with the savings from the lower dis-
cretionary cap and the reconciliation bill. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The ‘‘sequestration’’ procedure was first established pursuant to 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
[BBEDCA], initially intended to reduce deficits established by an-
nual maximum deficit limits. Sequestration involves automatic 
across-the-board spending reductions required to be ordered by the 
President under certain circumstances. The orders under the terms 
of BBDECA occur within 15 days after the end of a session of Con-
gress. 

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 [BEA] significantly revised 
BBEDCA (the BEA is included as Title XIII of Public Law 101-508, 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990). It replaced the 
maximum spending limits with annual limits on discretionary 
spending and controls over increases in direct spending or de-
creases in revenues, termed ‘‘pay-as-you go (PAYGO).’’ Though the 
original BEA was scheduled to expire at the end of fiscal year 1995, 
it was extended by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, 
and again by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 [BBA], in each case 
for five years. 

The discretionary spending limits expired on September 30, 
2002. The PAYGO requirement, which applied to the out-year ef-
fects (through fiscal year 2006) of legislation enacted on or before 
September 30, 2002, effectively expired at the same time due to the 
enactment of legislation (Public Law 107-312) setting the balances 
for all years on the Pay-As-You-Go Scorecard to zero. 

The Committee on the Budget of the House reported legislation 
to modify the discretionary spending limits for fiscal year 2002 on 
December 13, 2001 (House Report 107-338, Interim Budget Control 
and Enforcement Act of 2001, to accompany H.R. 3084). Though 
the committee approved the measure by voice vote, the House did 
not consider it. It was instead included in the conference report on 
the Department of Defense and emergency Supplemental Appro-
priations measure signed into law on January 10, 2002 (Public Law 
107-117). The law revised the discretionary spending limits and 
levels in the budget resolution to increase spending to respond to 
the September 11th terrorist attacks and was passed on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

On March 19, 2004, the Committee on the Budget of the House 
reported the Spending Control Act of 2004 (H.R.3973; House Re-
port 108-442). This measure would have reestablished, though 
2009, the discretionary spending limits. The limits were set for 
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6 Congressional Budget Office letter to the Honorable John Boehner and the Honorable Harry 
Reid regarding CBO Analysis of the Budget Control Act as posted on the House Committee on 
Rules website on August 1, 2011. http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/ 
123xx/doc12357/budgetcontrolactaug1.pdf 

budget authority and outlays—though the legislation reported did 
not specify the five-year limits, which were to be entered later. The 
bill also extended the pay-as-you-go procedure, but applied it only 
for direct spending. This specific bill was not considered on the 
floor of the House. 

On June 25, 2004, the House considered another bill titled the 
Spending Control Act, H.R. 4663, which failed of passage by a re-
corded vote of 146-268 (Roll Call Number 318—108th Congress). 
This bill was similar to the Spending Control Act of 2004 reported 
by the Committee on the Budget on March 19, 2004, but the discre-
tionary spending limits were reduced from five years to two: In-
stead of spending limits through fiscal year 2009, they were set 
only for fiscal years 2005 and 2006. The spending-only pay-as-you- 
go procedures would have remained in force through fiscal year 
2009 as in the March-reported Spending Control Act of 2004. 

The Committee on the Budget of the Senate reported S. 3521, the 
Stop Over Spending Act of 2006. This measure was an omnibus 
budget process bill including a number of different enforcement re-
forms. Included among these was extension of the discretionary 
spending limits for three years—through fiscal year 2007. It did 
not include pay-as-you-go provisions but did institute maximum 
deficit amounts, similar to the original BBEDCA. These limits were 
set as a percentage of gross domestic product, frozen after fiscal 
year 2012. 

No further significant congressional action was taken on re-es-
tablishing statutory controls on spending and revenue until 2010, 
when on February 10 of that year, the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go 
Act of 2010 was signed as part of Public Law 111-139, which raised 
the statutory limit on the public debt. 

While it was similar to the expired pay-as-you-go law, and in-
cluded references to certain sections of the BBEDCA, it did not 
bring that law back into force. It did amend certain sections of that 
Act such as the sequestrable base. It did not establish new discre-
tionary spending limits for any period of time. 

Enacted on August 2, 2012, the BCA authorized an increase in 
the public debt limit. Added to this increase were statutory controls 
on spending, primarily in the form of making BBEDCA permanent 
and re-establishing the discretionary spending limits from fiscal 
year 2012 through fiscal year 2021. These discretionary spending 
limits for fiscal years 2012 and 2013 were divided into security and 
non-security categories. The remaining years were set as a single 
discretionary general category. These initial spending limits have 
been supplanted, though, since the BCA also included additional 
procedures that had the effect of altering the caps as set out in the 
statute. The Congressional Budget Office estimated that the discre-
tionary spending caps of the BCA would reduce the deficit, includ-
ing savings from debt service, by $917 billion over the 10 fiscal 
years covering 2012 through 2012.6 

The BCA also established a Joint Select Committee on Deficit 
Reduction which was tasked with reporting a bill to reduce the fed-
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eral deficit by an additional $1.5 trillion over a 10-year period end-
ing in fiscal year 2021. Legislation from the Joint Committee would 
have been considered under procedures limiting amendment and 
debate. Under the terms of the BCA, if legislation from the Joint 
Committee reducing the deficit by at least $1.2 trillion were not en-
acted, then a procedure would be set in motion to reduce spending 
by adjusting the discretionary caps downward and calculating an 
amount of reductions in direct spending necessary to achieve the 
$1.2 trillion (or a portion thereof were legislation from the Joint 
Committee achieving some deficit reduction was enacted). 

The Joint Committee was unable to report any proposal reducing 
the deficit by any amount and no legislation to that purpose was 
enacted by the required January 15, 2012 deadline. On this date, 
not only did the Joint Committee cease to exist, the automatic 
spending reduction process was triggered. 

The process that began on January 15, 2012 had the following 
ramifications: The statutory discretionary caps were replaced by 
new caps with new definitions of security and nonsecurity—now ef-
fectively defense and nondefense, though the previous terms are 
still used. These categories have replaced the discretionary general 
category through 2021. 

The process has two components: sequestration and discretionary 
spending limits reduction. In order to achieve the $1.2 trillion in 
deficit reduction, spending reductions will occur absent a change in 
law. OMB is charged with calculating the amount in spending re-
duction required to achieve the specified deficit reduction. 

Since the Joint Committee didn’t achieve any deficit reduction, 
the calculation begins with a spending reduction of the full $1.2 
trillion from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2021. According to 
the BCA formula, that number is reduced by 18 percent to account 
for the reduced cost of debt service attributable to the lower level 
of spending. The remaining amount is divided by nine to account 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2021. This amount is then di-
vided by two so that it is evenly distributed between reductions in 
defense and nondefense accounts. 

The spending reductions are further divided between direct 
spending and discretionary spending within the defense and non-
defense accounts. 

The implementation of the spending reductions is distinct from 
the calculation of the amounts. Once the amount is calculated, the 
BCA requires reductions through 1) sequestration and 2) reduc-
tions to the revised discretionary spending limits. 

The sequestration order affects both discretionary and manda-
tory spending for fiscal year 2013. This means that discretionary 
amounts appropriated for fiscal year 2013 are to be sequestered by 
the calculated amount no matter how much is appropriated—it is 
not sequestered as a function of the discretionary spending limit for 
that fiscal year. In addition, for all fiscal years 2013 through 2021, 
a direct spending sequester of nonexempt accounts is ordered. 

This is distinct from the spending reductions for the discre-
tionary spending limits for fiscal year 2014 through fiscal year 
2021—these reductions occur through revising the spending limits 
downward for each of those fiscal years. 
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DISCRETIONARY SPENDING CAPS 
[Billions of $ budget authority] 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Pre-Sequester Cap ..................... 1,047 1,066 1,086 1,107 1,131 1,156 1,182 1,208 1,234 
Defense .................................. 546 556 566 577 590 603 616 630 644 
Non-Defense .......................... 501 510 520 530 541 553 566 578 590 

Reductions ................................. ¥98 ¥93 ¥92 ¥91 ¥91 ¥90 ¥89 ¥88 ¥88 
Defense .................................. ¥55 ¥55 ¥55 ¥55 ¥55 ¥55 ¥55 ¥55 ¥55 
Non-Defense .......................... ¥43 ¥38 ¥38 ¥37 ¥36 ¥36 ¥35 ¥33 ¥33 

Post-Sequester Cap ................... 949 973 994 1,016 1,040 1,066 1,093 1,120 1,146 
Defense .................................. 491 501 511 522 535 548 561 575 589 
Non-Defense .......................... 458 472 482 493 505 517 531 545 557 

Source: CBO March 2012 Baseline 

The spending reductions under the BCA process begin on Janu-
ary 2, 2013 and will occur for each year through fiscal year 2021 
as a matter of law unless changed by statute. 

SECTION BY SECTION 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

This section provides for the short title of the bill: ‘‘Sequester Re-
placement Act of 2012.’’ 

SECTION 2. CONTINGENT EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This section requires enactment of the reconciliation bill required 
by section 201 of H. Con. Res. 112 (112th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2013, before the Sequester 
Replacement Act would have any force or effect. 

SECTION 3. PROTECTING VETERANS PROGRAMS FROM SEQUESTER. 

This section repeals section 256(e)(2)(E) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 [BBEDCA]. That sub-
paragraph provides for a special rule related to Veterans Medical 
care and how it would be treated under an across the board cut in 
spending ordered under the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010 
or the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
However, under current law, all programs administered by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs are exempt. This section clarifies that 
the latter provision prevails should any ambiguity arise. 

SECTION 4. ACHIEVING $19 BILLION IN DISCRETIONARY SAVINGS. 

Subsection (a) amends paragraph (2) of section 251(c) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
(BBEDCA) to replace the discretionary spending limit in that para-
graph so that it would consolidate the security and non-security 
categories in current law to one total discretionary category. The 
level of the new spending limit with respect to fiscal year 2013 is 
$1.047 billion in new budget authority. This eliminates the applica-
bility of section 251A(2)(A) of BBEDCA which replaced the previous 
security and non-security categories in section 251(c) on January 
15, 2012. 

Subsection (b) amends section 251A(7)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. This provision would 
require that, on January 2, 2013, the new discretionary category 
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will be adjusted downward by $19,104,000,000 in budget authority. 
It also provides for an additional supplemental sequestration report 
for fiscal year 2013, to be issued on January 15, 2013, to ensure 
that the lower discretionary spending limit would be observed and 
any spending above that limit reduced through across the board 
spending reductions. 

SECTION 5. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 314 OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL ACT OF 1974. 

This section amends section 314(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 to return the language to the form prior to the enact-
ment of the Budget Control Act of 2011. The change merely con-
forms the matter to be adjusted under the terms of that section in 
the same way it had been for many years prior and clarifies what 
the matter is to be adjusted. 

SECTION 6. TREATMENT FOR PAYGO PURPOSES. 

This section specifies that the budgetary effects of this Act and 
any amendment made by it, and the budgetary effects of the Act 
provided for by section 201 of H. Con. Res. 112 (112th Congress), 
shall not be entered on either PAYGO scorecard maintained pursu-
ant to section 4(d) of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010. 

SECTION 7. ELIMINATION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2013 SEQUESTRATION 
FOR DEFENSE DIRECT SPENDING. 

Under current law, on January 2, 2013, a sequestration order 
will be issued by the President under the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to carry out reductions to 
direct spending for the defense function (050) for fiscal year 2013. 
This section renders that order as it pertains to defense direct 
spending ineffective. 

HEARINGS 

On April 25, 2012, the Committee on the Budget of the House 
held a hearing on the Budget Control Act of 2011 and how the ap-
plication of an across-the-board cut in both direct spending and dis-
cretionary spending is to occur on January 2, 2013 by Presidential 
order. 

Those testifying were Daniel I. Werfel, Controller, Office of Fed-
eral Financial Management at the Office of Management and 
Budget, and Susan A. Poling, Deputy General Counsel at the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office. The Office of Management and 
Budget is the lead agency responsible for implementing any seques-
ter. At the hearing, Mr. Werfel declined to provide specific informa-
tion in response to Members’ questions relating to what the admin-
istration’s specific proposal is to avoid the sequester and how the 
administration would implement the sequester if legislation is not 
enacted by January 2, 2013. The Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget wrote to Acting OMB Director Zients on April 26, re-
questing additional information by May 4 on how the administra-
tion would execute the sequester required by the Budget Control 
Act. To date, Acting Director Zients has not responded. 
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VOTES OF THE COMMITTEE 

Clause 3(b) of House Rule XIII requires each committee report 
to accompany any bill or resolution of a public character to include 
the total number of votes cast for and against each roll call vote, 
on a motion to report and any amendments offered to the measure 
or matter, together with the names of those voting for and against. 

Listed below are the actions taken in the Committee on the 
Budget of the House of Representatives on the Sequester Replace-
ment Act of 2012. 

On May 7, 2012, the committee met in open session, a quorum 
being present. 

Chairman Ryan asked unanimous consent to be authorized, con-
sistent with clause 4 of House Rule XVI, to declare a recess at any 
time during the committee meeting. 

There was no objection to the unanimous consent request. 
Chairman Ryan asked unanimous consent to dispense with the 

first reading of the bill and the bill be considered as read and open 
to amendment at any point. 

There was no objection to the unanimous consent request. 
The committee adopted and ordered reported the Sequester Re-

placement Act of 2012. 
The committee took the following votes: 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY CHAIRMAN RYAN 

1. This amendment proposed making a technical correction to a 
citation in section 4(b) by striking ‘‘251(c)(2)(A)’’ and inserting 
‘‘251(c)(2)(A)’’. 

The amendment was adopted by voice vote. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VAN HOLLEN 

1. This amendment proposed replacing the $1.2 trillion sequester 
with an increase in taxes on domestic oil companies, U.S. busi-
nesses with international operations, and individuals with annual 
income greater than $1,000,000. The amendment proposes to re-
duce spending by eliminating unspecified waste and duplicative 
programs; eliminating direct payments to farmers; reforming the 
Federal Flood Insurance Program; and selling unspecified federal 
property. The amendment also proposes to increase spending on 
education, science, infrastructure, and the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to close the ‘‘tax gap.’’ 

The amendment was not agreed to by a roll call vote of 11 ayes 
and 22 noes. 
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ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 1 

Name & State Aye No Answer 
Present Name & State Aye No Answer 

Present 

RYAN (WI) (Chairman) X VAN HOLLEN (MD) (Ranking) X 

GARRETT (NJ) X SCHWARTZ (PA) X 

SIMPSON (ID) X KAPTUR (OH) X 

CAMPBELL (CA) X DOGGETT (TX) X 

CALVERT (CA) X BLUMENAUER (OR) X 

AKIN (MO) X McCOLLUM (MN) X 

COLE (OK) X YARMUTH (KY) X 

PRICE (GA) X PASCRELL (NJ) 

McCLINTOCK (CA) X HONDA (CA) 

CHAFFETZ (UT) X RYAN (OH) X 

STUTZMAN (IN) X WASSERMAN SCHULTZ (FL) 

LANKFORD (OK) X MOORE (WI) 

BLACK (TN) X CASTOR (FL) X 

RIBBLE (WI) X SHULER (NC) 

FLORES (TX) X BASS (CA) X 

MULVANEY (SC) X BONAMICI (OR) X 

HUELSKAMP (KS) X 

YOUNG (IN) X 

AMASH (MI) X 

ROKITA (IN) X 

GUINTA (NH) X 

WOODALL (GA) X 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. MCCOLLUM AND MR. SHULER 

2. This amendment proposed turning off the FY 2013 sequester 
for Medicare and increasing revenues by eliminating certain deduc-
tions for domestic oil and gas companies. 

The amendment was not agreed to by a roll call vote of 11 ayes 
and 22 noes. 

ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 2 

Name & State Aye No Answer 
Present Name & State Aye No Answer 

Present 

RYAN (WI) (Chairman) X VAN HOLLEN (MD) (Ranking) X 

GARRETT (NJ) X SCHWARTZ (PA) X 

SIMPSON (ID) X KAPTUR (OH) X 
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ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 2—Continued 

Name & State Aye No Answer 
Present Name & State Aye No Answer 

Present 

CAMPBELL (CA) X DOGGETT (TX) X 

CALVERT (CA) X BLUMENAUER (OR) X 

AKIN (MO) X McCOLLUM (MN) X 

COLE (OK) X YARMUTH (KY) X 

PRICE (GA) X PASCRELL (NJ) 

McCLINTOCK (CA) X HONDA (CA) 

CHAFFETZ (UT) X RYAN (OH) X 

STUTZMAN (IN) X WASSERMAN SCHULTZ (FL) X 

LANKFORD (OK) X MOORE (WI) 

BLACK (TN) X CASTOR (FL) X 

RIBBLE (WI) X SHULER (NC) 

FLORES (TX) X BASS (CA) 

MULVANEY (SC) X BONAMICI (OR) X 

HUELSKAMP (KS) X 

YOUNG (IN) X 

AMASH (MI) X 

ROKITA (IN) X 

GUINTA (NH) X 

WOODALL (GA) X 

3. Mr. Garrett made a motion that the committee report the bill 
as amended and that the bill do pass. 

The motion was agreed to by a roll call vote of 21 ayes and 13 
noes. 

ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 3 

Name & State Aye No Answer 
Present Name & State Aye No Answer 

Present 

RYAN (WI) (Chairman) X VAN HOLLEN (MD) (Ranking) X 

GARRETT (NJ) X SCHWARTZ (PA) X 

SIMPSON (ID) X KAPTUR (OH) X 

CAMPBELL (CA) X DOGGETT (TX) X 

CALVERT (CA) X BLUMENAUER (OR) X 

AKIN (MO) X McCOLLUM (MN) X 

COLE (OK) X YARMUTH (KY) X 
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ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 3—Continued 

Name & State Aye No Answer 
Present Name & State Aye No Answer 

Present 

PRICE (GA) X PASCRELL (NJ) 

McCLINTOCK (CA) X HONDA (CA) 

CHAFFETZ (UT) X RYAN (OH) X 

STUTZMAN (IN) X WASSERMAN SCHULTZ (FL) X 

LANKFORD (OK) X MOORE (WI) 

BLACK (TN) X CASTOR (FL) X 

RIBBLE (WI) X SHULER (NC) 

FLORES (TX) X BASS (CA) X 

MULVANEY (SC) X BONAMICI (OR) X 

HUELSKAMP (KS) X 

YOUNG (IN) X 

AMASH (MI) X 

ROKITA (IN) X 

GUINTA (NH) X 

WOODALL (GA) X 

Mr. Garrett made a motion that, pursuant to clause 1 of rule 
XXII, the Chairman be authorized to offer such motions as may be 
necessary in the House to go to conference with the Senate, and 
staff be authorized to make any necessary technical and con-
forming changes to the bill. 

The motion was agreed to without objection. 

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS 

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, the Committee on the Budget’s oversight find-
ings and recommendations are reflected in the body of this report. 

PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

With respect to the requirement of clause 3(c)(4) of rule XIII of 
the Rules of the House of Representatives, the performance goals 
and objectives of this legislation are to provide both the President 
and the Congress improved tools to reconsider spending. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the committee finds the constitutional authority for 
this legislation in Article I, section 9, clause 7. 
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COMMITTEE COST ESTIMATE 

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(3) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, the committee report incorporates the cost esti-
mate prepared by the Director of the Congressional Budget Office 
pursuant to sections 402 and 423 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, May 8, 2012. 
Hon. PAUL RYAN, Chairman, 
Committee on the Budget, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional Budget Office has prepared the enclosed 
cost estimate for H.R. 4966, the Sequester Replacement Act of 2012. 

If you wish further details on this estimate, we will be pleased to provide them. 
The CBO staff contact is Avi Lerner, who can be reached at 226-2880. 

Sincerely, 
DOUGLAS W. ELMENDORF, 

Director. 
ENCLOSURE. 

cc: Hon. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN, Ranking Member. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE 
MAY 8, 2012 

H.R. 4966: SEQUESTER REPLACEMENT ACT OF 2012 
As ordered reported by the House Committee on the Budget on May 7, 2012 

H.R. 4966 would eliminate certain automatic spending reductions scheduled to 
take effect in January 2013, as well as reduce the overall limit on discretionary 
budget authority for fiscal year 2013. Because the provisions of the bill are contin-
gent on enactment of reconciliation legislation as specified in section 201 of H. Con. 
Res. 112, the budget resolution for fiscal year 2013 as passed by the House, CBO 
estimates that enacting H.R. 4966, by itself, would have no impact on the federal 
budget. 

However, if the contingency in H.R. 4966 is met, CBO estimates that enacting the 
bill would increase direct spending by about $72 billion over the 2013-2022 period, 
relative to the current baseline projections that assume automatic spending reduc-
tions under the Budget Control Act of 2011 go into effect as currently scheduled. 
That total reflects the cost of avoiding sequestration (cancellation of budgetary re-
sources) from unobligated balances for defense programs and from advance appro-
priations for 2013 for nondefense programs other than those under the Department 
of Veterans Affairs. At this point in time, no other appropriations have been pro-
vided for fiscal year 2013. If additional discretionary appropriations are enacted for 
2013, more resources would be available to be sequestered, and reversing the speci-
fied automatic reductions would result in an increase of up to $97 billion in direct 
spending over the 2013-2022 period, CBO estimates (instead of the $72 billion figure 
cited above). 

Those estimates reflect the proposed elimination of the scheduled January 2013 
reductions under the Budget Control Act in spending for discretionary programs and 
in mandatory defense spending. Under H.R. 4966, the scheduled reductions in man-
datory nondefense spending would remain in effect. 

H.R. 4966 would also remove the separate limits on defense and nondefense dis-
cretionary budget authority for 2013. Furthermore, the act would specify a cap on 
total discretionary budget authority that is $19.1 billion lower than the total fund-
ing level of $1,047 billion that could be provided under current law; however, be-
cause any effect of that adjustment would be subject to future appropriation actions, 
there would be no impact on direct spending from that change in the cap on 2013 
funding. 

H.R. 4966 contains no intergovernmental or private-sector mandates as defined in 
the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act. 

The CBO staff contact for this estimate is Avi Lerner. The estimate was approved 
by Theresa Gullo, Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Analysis. 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE STATEMENT 

No advisory committee within the meaning of section 5(b) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act was created by this legislation. 

APPLICABILITY TO THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 

The committee finds that the legislation does not relate to the 
terms and conditions of employment or access to public services or 
accommodations within the meaning of section 102(b)(3) of the Con-
gressional Accountability Act (Public Law 104-1). 

FEDERAL MANDATES STATEMENT 

The committee adopted the estimate of Federal mandates pre-
pared by the Director of the Congressional Budget Office pursuant 
to section 423 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (Public Law 
104-4). 

ADVISORY ON EARMARKS 

In accordance with clause 9 of rule XXI of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, H.R. 3521 does not contain any congressional 
earmarks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined 
in clause 9(e), 9(f), or 9(g) of rule XXI. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, AS REPORTED 

In compliance with clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, 
as reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omit-
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, 
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 

BALANCED BUDGET AND EMERGENCY DEFICIT 
CONTROL ACT OF 1985 

* * * * * * * 

PART C—EMERGENCY POWERS TO ELIMINATE 
DEFICITS IN EXCESS OF MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNT 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 251. ENFORCING DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS. 

(a) * * * 

* * * * * * * 
(c) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMIT.—As used in this part, the 

term ‘‘discretionary spending limit’’ means— 
(1) * * * 
ø(2) with respect to fiscal year 2013— 

ø(A) for the security category, $686,000,000,000 in new 
budget authority; and 

ø(B) for the nonsecurity category, $361,000,000,000 in 
new budget authority;¿ 
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(2) with respect to fiscal year 2013, for the discretionary 
category, $1,047,000,000,000 in new budget authority; 

* * * * * * * 
as adjusted in strict conformance with subsection (b). 
SEC. 251A. ENFORCEMENT OF BUDGET GOAL. 

Unless a joint committee bill achieving an amount greater than 
$1,200,000,000,000 in deficit reduction as provided in section 
401(b)(3)(B)(i)(II) of the Budget Control Act of 2011 is enacted by 
January 15, 2012, the discretionary spending limits listed in sec-
tion 251(c) shall be revised, and discretionary appropriations and 
direct spending shall be reduced, as follows: 

(1) * * * 

* * * * * * * 
(7) IMPLEMENTING DISCRETIONARY REDUCTIONS.— 

ø(A) FISCAL YEAR 2013.—On January 2, 2013, for fiscal 
year 2013, OMB shall calculate and the President shall 
order a sequestration, effective upon issuance and under 
the procedures set forth in section 253(f), to reduce each 
account within the security category or nonsecurity cat-
egory by a dollar amount calculated by multiplying the 
baseline level of budgetary resources in that account at 
that time by a uniform percentage necessary to achieve— 

ø(i) for the revised security category, an amount 
equal to the defense function discretionary reduction 
calculated pursuant to paragraph (5); and 

ø(ii) for the revised nonsecurity category, an 
amount equal to the nondefense function discretionary 
reduction calculated pursuant to paragraph (6).¿ 
(A) FISCAL YEAR 2013.— 

(i) FISCAL YEAR 2013 ADJUSTMENT.—On January 2, 
2013, the discretionary category set forth in section 
251(c)(2) shall be decreased by $19,104,000,000 in 
budget authority. 

(ii) SUPPLEMENTAL SEQUESTRATION ORDER.—On 
January 15, 2013, OMB shall issue a supplemental se-
questration report for fiscal year 2013 and take the 
form of a final sequestration report as set forth in sec-
tion 254(f)(2) and using the procedures set forth in sec-
tion 253(f), to eliminate any discretionary spending 
breach of the spending limit set forth in section 
251(c)(2) as adjusted by clause (i), and the President 
shall order a sequestration, if any, as required by such 
report. 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 256. GENERAL AND SPECIAL SEQUESTRATION RULES. 

(b) * * * 

* * * * * * * 
(e) COMMUNITY AND MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS, INDIAN 

HEALTH SERVICES AND FACILITIES, AND VETERANS’ MEDICAL 
CARE.— 

(1) * * * 
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(2) The accounts referred to in paragraph (1) are as fol-
lows: 

(A) * * * 

* * * * * * * 
ø(E) Veterans’ medical care (36–0160–0–1–703).¿ 

* * * * * * * 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974 

* * * * * * * 

TITLE III—CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS 

* * * * * * * 

ADJUSTMENTS 

SEC. 314. ø(a) ADJUSTMENTS.—After the reporting of a bill or 
joint resolution or the offering of an amendment thereto or the sub-
mission of a conference report thereon, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the House of Representatives or the Senate 
may make appropriate budgetary adjustments of new budget au-
thority and the outlays flowing therefrom in the same amount as 
required by section 251(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985.¿ 

(a) ADJUSTMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The chair of the Committee on the Budget 

of the House of Representatives or the Senate may make adjust-
ments as set forth in paragraph (2) for a bill or joint resolution, 
amendment thereto or conference report thereon, by the amount 
of new budget authority and outlays flowing therefrom in the 
same amount as required by section 251(b) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

(2) MATTERS TO BE ADJUSTED.—The chair of the Committee 
on the Budget of the House of Representatives or the Senate 
may make the adjustments referred to in paragraph (1) to— 

(A) the allocations made pursuant to the appropriate 
concurrent resolution on the budget pursuant to section 
302(a); 

(B) the budgetary aggregates as set forth in the appro-
priate concurrent resolution on the budget; and 

(C) the discretionary spending limits, if any, set forth 
in the appropriate concurrent resolution on the budget. 

* * * * * * * 

VIEWS OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Clause 2(l) of rule XI requires each committee to provide two 
days to Members of the committee to file Minority, additional, sup-
plemental, or dissenting views and to include such views in the re-
port on legislation considered by the committee. The following 
views were submitted: 
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Appendix: Legislative Text 

The following legislative text incorporates both amendments 
adopted in the Committee on the Budget and technical corrections. 

H. R. 4966 

To amend the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 to replace the sequester established by the Budget Con-
trol Act of 2011. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL 27, 2012 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin introduced the following bill; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Budget, and in addition to the 
Committee on Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of such 
provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned 

A BILL To amend the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
to replace the sequester established by the Budget Control Act of 2011. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Sequester Replacement Act of 
2012’’. 
SEC. 2. CONTINGENT EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by it shall take effect 
upon the enactment of the Act provided for in section 201 of H. 
Con. Res. 112 (112th Congress) and this Act and the amendments 
made by it shall have no force or effect if such Act provided for in 
such section is not enacted. 
SEC. 3. PROTECTING VETERANS PROGRAMS FROM SEQUESTER. 

Section 256(e)(2)(E) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is repealed. 
SEC. 4. ACHIEVING $19 BILLION IN DISCRETIONARY SAVINGS. 

(a) Revised 2013 Discretionary Spending Limit.—Paragraph (2) 
of section 251(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) with respect to fiscal year 2013, for the discretionary 
category, $1,047,000,000,000 in new budget authority;’’. 
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(b) Discretionary Savings.—Section 251A(7)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(A) Fiscal year 2013.— 
‘‘(i) Fiscal year 2013 adjustment.—On January 2, 

2013, the discretionary category set forth in section 
251(c)(2) shall be decreased by $19,104,000,000 in 
budget authority. 

‘‘(ii) Supplemental sequestration order.—On Janu-
ary 15, 2013, OMB shall issue a supplemental seques-
tration report for fiscal year 2013 and take the form 
of a final sequestration report as set forth in section 
254(f)(2) and using the procedures set forth in section 
253(f), to eliminate any discretionary spending breach 
of the spending limit set forth in section 251(c)(2) as 
adjusted by clause (i), and the President shall order a 
sequestration, if any, as required by such report.’’. 

SEC. 5. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 314 OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET AND IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL ACT 
OF 1974. 

Section 314(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) Adjustments.— 
‘‘(1) In general.—The chair of the Committee on the Budg-

et of the House of Representatives or the Senate may make ad-
justments as set forth in paragraph (2) for a bill or joint resolu-
tion, amendment thereto or conference report thereon, by the 
amount of new budget authority and outlays flowing therefrom 
in the same amount as required by section 251(b) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

‘‘(2) Matters to be adjusted.—The chair of the Committee 
on the Budget of the House of Representatives or the Senate 
may make the adjustments referred to in paragraph (1) to— 

‘‘(A) the allocations made pursuant to the appropriate 
concurrent resolution on the budget pursuant to section 
302(a); 

‘‘(B) the budgetary aggregates as set forth in the ap-
propriate concurrent resolution on the budget; and 

‘‘(C) the discretionary spending limits, if any, set forth 
in the appropriate concurrent resolution on the budget.’’. 

SEC. 6. TREATMENT FOR PAYGO PURPOSES. 
The budgetary effects of this Act and any amendment made by 

it, and the budgetary effects of the Act provided for by section 201 
of H. Con. Res. 112 (112th Congress), shall not be entered on either 
PAYGO scorecard maintained pursuant to section 4(d) of the Statu-
tory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010. 
SEC. 7. ELIMINATION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2013 SEQUESTRATION FOR 

DEFENSE DIRECT SPENDING. 
Any sequestration order issued by the President under the Bal-

anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to carry 
out reductions to direct spending for the defense function (050) for 
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fiscal year 2013 pursuant to section 251A of such Act shall have 
no force or effect. 

Æ 


