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attack. Stripping these men and 
women of the ability to carry firearms 
in the post 9–11 environment is not 
right. 

It is time that we address this obvi-
ous loophole in cargo security. In a ma-
neuver that seemingly took place at 
the eleventh hour, the word ‘‘pas-
senger’’ was inserted in the House bill’s 
provision for arming pilots, and a simi-
lar change took place in the Senate 
version shortly thereafter. The effect 
of this single-word change is that it ex-
empts all cargo carriers from the Fed-
eral mandate to arm pilots in a bill in-
tended to enhance the pilot’s ability to 
protect the airplane. 

I feel that this back-room deal defies 
the initial intent of the bill and the 
will of our Congress. This body voted 
overwhelmingly to mandate firearms 
for all airplane pilots, not just those in 
the passenger service. We displayed our 
bipartisan support for this mandate 
with votes of 310 to 113 in the House 
and 87 to 6 in the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to fix this dis-
parity and close the loophole once and 
for all so that all pilots in this country 
enjoy the same level of security.

f 

BUSH BUDGET AND HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SOLIS) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
to discuss an issue important to my 
community, and that happens to be 
health care. 

I am concerned by the President’s 
health care proposal for this year’s 
budget. The President’s Medicaid pro-
posal will not help the poor, the sick, 
the elderly and the disabled, in my 
opinion. In fact, the President’s pro-
posal weakens the health care safety 
net for millions, millions of people. 

Currently, Medicaid is an entitle-
ment as we know it, which means that 
States receive funding based on the 
number of people in their State who 
qualify for this coverage. The Bush 
proposal would encourage States to 
eliminate Medicaid funding for many 
people insured by the program in re-
turn for a small amount of so-called 
fiscal relief. 

This proposal requires States to 
choose between short-term fiscal help 
and damaging long-term financial con-
straints. It raises out-of-pocket costs 
and reduces medically-necessary bene-
fits to the poor, and it fails to address 
the increasing problem of the unin-
sured. 

We have all heard from our States 
and our Governors about the budget 
cuts that they are soon going to be im-
plementing and the impact it will have 
on Medicaid. 

For example, in my own State of 
California, our Governor has proposed 
cutting optional programs like adult 
dental care, physical therapy, and dia-
betes management, a bill that I carried 

in the House when I was a member of 
the Senate. 

So one would think during these dif-
ficult times our priority would be on 
reinforcing Federal support for Med-
icaid programs. Instead, at this time 
when States are seeing rising rates of 
Medicaid enrollment for young chil-
dren and families, this administration 
wants to change the rules of the game. 

We have unemployment rates in my 
district as high as 9 percent. Nine per-
cent. That is astronomical. And you 
are seeing this administration taking a 
position to scale back the help to the 
working poor and low-income families 
and disabled people who rely on Med-
icaid. 

Let me be clear: I support flexibility 
in Medicaid programs. But to me flexi-
bility means that the States should 
have the opportunity to help more peo-
ple in need, to design programs which 
fit the needs of their residents, and to 
come up with creative solutions cov-
ering most of the uninsured, if not all. 
Flexibility does not have to mean that 
we put everything in block grants and 
cut off services. 

As Chair of the Congressional His-
panic Caucus Health Task Force, I 
want to take this opportunity to talk a 
little bit about what the Bush Medicaid 
block grant proposal will do to the 
Latino community. 

Nationwide, 37 percent of non-elderly 
Latinos are uninsured, a rate that is 
double that of whites. Medicaid is a 
critical source of health care for 
Latinos. Forty percent of poor Latinos 
are covered by this program. 

If we scale back Medicaid coverage, 
we are going to be scaling back the 
health care for many young families, 
Latino families; and as we know, when 
we scale back access to health care in 
the guise of saving money, it ends up 
costing us more in the long run. When 
people do not have access to doctors in 
order to prevent disease, we end up 
paying much higher costs when people 
have to go to the emergency room, 
which is happening right now in my 
district. 

Uninsured children are 70 percent 
more likely than insured children not 
to receive medical coverage for com-
mon illnesses like ear infections. Thir-
ty percent are less likely to receive 
medical attention when they are in-
jured. It simply does not make sense to 
scale back Medicaid at a time when we 
have over 40 million people without 
health insurance in this country. 

In addition, the Medicaid proposal in 
the administration’s budget either 
largely ignores or endangers the health 
priorities of the Latino community. 
The budget misses a critical oppor-
tunity to lift the ban on health care for 
legal immigrant children and pregnant 
women. 

The President’s budget also reduces 
funding for environmental health pro-
grams at the CDC by $2 million. These 
programs help us combat and prevent 
diseases caused by toxic substances in 
our neighborhoods. This is very critical 

in my community, where we are faced 
with heavy air pollution and water 
contamination and we have many chil-
dren facing high rates of asthma. 

Bush’s budget does not prioritize the 
well-being only of the Latino commu-
nity, but of millions and millions of 
people. In fact, the President’s budget 
proposal represents a substantial set-
back for the Hispanic Americans and 
their aspirations for a future that in-
cludes greater economic opportunity, 
quality education for their children, 
and access to better health care. 

For example, the President’s budget 
also fails to reform the unemployment 
insurance system for which many 
Latinos are ineligible due to the pro-
gram’s restrictive rules that prevent 
part-time and low-wage workers from 
qualifying for employment insurance. 
After all, they have earned it. They 
worked, but they are not eligible to re-
ceive this benefit. 

In terms of education, the President 
proposes budget cuts in programs that 
have proven to lead to academic gains 
for Hispanics. The 21st Century Com-
munity Learning Centers Program pro-
vides funding to community-based or-
ganizations and schools to sponsor 
after-school programs. He plans to cut 
this. In his budget this year, 570,000 
children will not receive this benefit. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
work with us so that we can ensure 
that all Americans have access to qual-
ity health care, education, and a clean 
environment.

f 

TIME FOR AMERICA TO SLOW 
DOWN AND CONSIDER OPTIONS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
the recent cavalcade of events sur-
rounding the actions of the United 
States in Iraq and other foreign affairs 
has compounded the apprehension that 
many have felt these last 8 months. It 
is time for the United States collec-
tively to slow down, take a deep 
breath, step back and consider our op-
tions. 

Comments I have received from con-
stituents at home, from my Web site, 
as well as just simply reading the 
many conflicting poll results, suggest 
that most Americans would appreciate 
a reflective pause. 

Terrorism is the greatest threat to 
Americans at home and abroad, despite 
the recent obsession with Iraq. Not-
withstanding the performance by the 
Department of Homeland Security, 
which resembled a ‘‘Saturday Night 
Live’’ skit with talk of duct tape and 
plastic, terrorism is still serious busi-
ness. 

I am not opposed to the United 
States using force when appropriate. I 
think most of us now wish we had done 
so to deal with the genocide in Rwan-
da. Previously, I supported military ac-
tion in the Balkans when some of the 
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now-hawkish Republican colleagues of 
mine would not support force to stop 
genocide in the former Yugoslovia.

b 1300 

It is clear that we have mishandled 
the northern situation; that we have 
been less than diligent with Pakistan; 
that we have missed opportunities to 
retire weapons and nuclear material 
from the former Soviet Union. More-
over, the administration clearly did 
not provide adequate money for recon-
structing Afghanistan in its most re-
cent budget. 

It is in an effort to highlight this sit-
uation that I have chosen to cosponsor 
a resolution offered by my colleague, 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO), to rescind Congress’ author-
ization of force passed last year. Even 
though this proposal is unlikely to be 
approved by the House, it is important 
to send the right signal to the adminis-
tration. It is not too late to be more 
strategic and to learn from our past 
mistakes. 

Most important, especially if we are 
going to follow the route the adminis-
tration is pursuing, a proper founda-
tion is critical. If we expect multilat-
eral cooperation and accountability 
from our friends, allies, and other 
world powers, we must demonstrate 
those characteristics ourselves. It 
would be outrageous if, as part of a 
deal with Turkey to secure their sup-
port, we end up selling out the Kurds in 
Iraq, the only people that have a mod-
icum of self-determination. 

Should we go to war, the American 
people are unprepared by the adminis-
tration for the probable consequences 
of the inevitable United States short-
term victory. Even supporters of the 
Bush policy admit that a post-Saddam 
situation in Iraq will very likely re-
semble Yugoslavia without Tito. 
There, after hundreds of thousands of 
lives were lost and billions of dollars 
spent, we still have 20,000 troops in the 
Balkans and the region remains a bas-
ket case. Our past actions should give 
people pause. 

The United States gains little by 
rushing to war with Iraq. We should 
continue to work with our allies, pur-
sue a program of coercive inspections, 
and marshall a much broader coalition 
in support of our effort. 

Just as critically, we must try to 
stop the situation with North Korea 
from spinning out of control while re-
connecting with South Korea. More 
time and money and effort should be 
expended on the Nunn-Lugar program 
to invest in decommissions of weapons 
of mass destruction in the former So-
viet Union. Pakistan and its activities 
with the North Koreans and potential 
links to terrorists need to be elevated 
in our awareness and policy issues. Nu-
clear and other weapons of mass de-
struction are much less likely to come 
from Iraq than they are from North 
Korea, from dissident elements in 
Pakistan, or remnants of the former 
Soviet Union. 

Most important, we need to acknowl-
edge that the threats posed to America 
at home and abroad come primarily 
from terrorism. We should provide re-
sources for the cash-strapped States 
and localities that have been dealing 
every day since September 11 with the 
consequences and potential for ter-
rorism at home. This is beyond home-
land security, this is hometown secu-
rity, and deserves priority. 

Our actions overseas should be ap-
praised carefully as to the impact on 
our efforts to track down terrorists and 
prevent future attacks. It is important 
that the administration and Congress 
level with the American people that 
this is an expensive, arduous, complex 
task. It will require money, commit-
ment, and, most important, patience 
over the long haul. 

We certainly should be clear about 
the costs of any action in Iraq, and pre-
pare the American public for the likely 
consequences our policy will have in 
that volatile part of the world. Ameri-
cans may be conflicted about Iraq and 
anxious as to terrorism, but I know 
they are willing, as never before in my 
lifetime, to come together for the pro-
tection of their communities and the 
greater good of our country and peace 
in the world. Should we not take ad-
vantage of their interest and intention, 
we will regret this lost opportunity for 
years to come.

f 

THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION HAS 
NO PLANS TO PROVIDE REAL 
PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFITS 
FOR SENIORS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). Pursuant to the order 
of the House of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, this morning, President 
Bush announced his prescription drug 
benefit plan for senior citizens in this 
country. When it was all said and done, 
at the end of the speech it became clear 
that there really is no plan for pre-
scription drugs from the Bush adminis-
tration for the seniors in this country. 

The President said he wanted to give 
seniors more rights to choose and it be 
more flexible, but the fact is, there is 
nothing to choose and nothing to be 
flexible about. He promised comprehen-
sive benefits, but he refused to define 
what a comprehensive benefit was. He 
said he wanted to protect against high 
drug costs, but he refused to say what 
a high drug cost was. He said he wanted 
to provide catastrophic care, and yet 
he refused to say what that cata-
strophic figure would be so that the 
seniors could take benefit of it. 

Why is that so? Because the prescrip-
tion drug benefit announced by the 
President today is no different than 
the one that was announced just a few 
months ago; that is, he does not use 
prescription drugs to benefit the sen-
iors of this country that need it to 

maintain their health, to prevent dis-
eases and illnesses, and to help them 
recover from illnesses; rather, he uses 
prescription drugs to beat down the 
Medicare system. 

The plan he announced today is the 
same as he announced before: seniors 
must leave the Medicare system. In 
order to get a prescription drug ben-
efit, they must leave the Medicare sys-
tem that has served millions and mil-
lions of seniors so well over the last 40 
years. It has provided them the health 
care they would not have otherwise 
been able to have; and it also kept mil-
lions of them out of poverty, because it 
provided that health care. It has im-
proved all of the health statistics with 
respect to seniors. 

Now the President says if they want 
a prescription drug benefit, they have 
to leave that system. They have to go 
into the HMO system. In the last sev-
eral years, millions of senior citizens 
went into the HMO system. They en-
ticed them with glasses, hearing aids, 
with prescription drug benefits. Only 
later did the seniors find out, as they 
read in the newspaper, that their HMO 
was going bankrupt, that their HMO 
was withdrawing service from that 
area. Millions of rural seniors have 
found out that the HMOs are not avail-
able to them if they do want to take 
advantage of them. Hundreds of thou-
sands of seniors in northern California 
participated in the HMOs. Now those 
HMOs have gone, and they are looking 
for health care somewhere else. 

Why would we do that again? Why 
would we rerun that history of trying 
to bait and trick the seniors out of the 
Medicare system, where every day they 
have health care coverage, where every 
day they are able to choose their doc-
tor, where every day they are able to 
choose their physician, where every 
day their physicians should be able to 
do what is best for them? 

The President wants to use prescrip-
tion drugs to trick the seniors out of 
that system. That is not the answer. 
That is not the answer. Later this 
morning, the Democrats introduced a 
prescription drug benefit. It has no 
tricks, it has no sleight-of-hand, it has 
no gaps, it has no secret thresholds, it 
has no small print. It simply says that 
we will provide a prescription drug ben-
efit to the seniors of this country in 
the Medicare system, all of those who 
are eligible, for $25 a month with a de-
ductible of $100 a year and co-insur-
ance. The beneficiary will pay 20 per-
cent of all drugs, and Medicare will pay 
80 percent. After one reaches $2,000, the 
government will pick up the rest. 

That is the prescription drug benefit 
that essentially Federal employees and 
Members of Congress enjoy. That is 
what the President stood here and said 
he wanted for America’s seniors; but 
that is not the plan, that is not the 
plan that the President offers to Amer-
ica’s seniors. Instead, what he offers 
them is a plan to dismantle the Medi-
care system, to do away with it; and 
for those who stay in the Medicare sys-
tem, he offers them a discount card, a 

VerDate Dec 13 2002 01:16 Mar 05, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K04MR7.005 H04PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2010-05-31T18:26:13-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




