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EC–4693. A communication from the Con-

gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medi-
terranean Fruit Fly; Addition to Quar-
antined Areas’’ (Docket #98–046–1) received
on April 21, 1998; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4694. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Brucel-
losis in Cattle; State and Area Classifica-
tions; Georgia’’ (Docket #98–018–1) received
on April 21, 1998; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4695. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medi-
terranean Fruit Fly; Removal of Quar-
antined Area’’ (Docket #97–102–2) received on
April 21, 1998; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4696. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medi-
terranean Fruit Fly; Removal of Quar-
antined Area’’ (Docket #97–056–9) received on
April 21, 1998; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4697. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Oranges, Grapefruit, Tangerines,
and Tangelos Grown in Florida and Imported
Grapefruit; Relaxation of the Minimum Size
Requirement for Red Seedless Grapefruit’’
(Docket #FV98–905–2 FIR) received on April
24, 1998; to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4698. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Tart Cherries Grown in the States
of Michigan, et al.; Temporary Suspension of
a Proviso for Exporting Juice and Juice Con-
centrate; Establishment of Rules and Regu-
lations Concerning Exemptions From Cer-
tain Order Provisions; and Establishment of
Regulations for Handler Diversion’’ (Docket
#FV97–930–4 FIR) received on April 27, 1998;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC–4699. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Tart Cherries Grown in the States
of Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, Or-
egon, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin;
Issuance of Grower Diversion Certificates’’
(Docket #FV97–930–5 FIR) received on April
27, 1998; to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4700. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Olives Grown in California; In-
creased Assessment Rate’’ (Docket #FV98–
932–1 FR) received on April 28, 1998; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC–4701. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Dried Prunes Produced in Califor-
nia; Undersized Regulation for the 1998–99
Crop Year’’ (Docket #FV98–993–1 FR) re-

ceived on April 28, 1998; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4702. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Cantaloupes; Grade Standards’’
(Docket #FV–98–301) received on April 28,
1998; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC–4703. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Tart Cherries Grown in the States
of Michigan, et al.; Final Free and Restricted
Percentages for the 1997–98 Crop Year for
Tart Cherries’’ (Docket #FV–97–930–6 FR) re-
ceived on April 28, 1998; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–4704. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Thrift Supervision, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the annual consumer report for
calendar year 1997; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–4705. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
Comprehensive Needs Assessments; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

EC–4706. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled ‘‘Dissemination of Building Technology
‘Best Practices’ ’’; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–4707. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on direct
spending or receipts legislation within seven
days of enactment dated April 23, 1998; to the
Committee on the Budget.

EC–4708. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Summer Flounder and Scup Fish-
eries; Readjustments to 1998 Quotas; Com-
mercial Summer Period Scup Quota Har-
vested for Maryland’’ (Docket #971015246–
7293–02; ID 041398A) received on May 1, 1998;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC–4709. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive Zone
Off Alaska; Deep-water Species Fishery by
Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alas-
ka’’ (Docket #971208297–8054–02) received on
May 1, 1998; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–4710. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Species in the Rock Sole/Flat-
head Sole/‘‘Other Flatfish’’ Fishery Category
by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands’’ (Docket
#971208298–8055–02) received on May 1, 1998; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–4711. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pollock in the Eastern Regu-
latory Area of the Gulf of Alaska’’ (Docket
#971208297–8054–02; ID 041498B) received on
April 24, 1998; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–4712. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Groundfish Fisheries by Vessels
Using Hook-and-Line Gear in the Gulf of
Alaska’’ (Docket #971208297–8054–02; ID
041498A) received on April 24, 1998; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–4713. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Central
Aleutian District of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands’’ (Docket #971208298–8055–02;
ID 033098B) received on April 24, 1998; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–4714. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod in the Gulf of Alas-
ka’’ (Docket #971208297–8054–02; ID 041098A)
received on April 24, 1998; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–4715. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries Off West Coast States and in the
Western Pacific; West Coast Salmon Fish-
eries; In season Adjustments, Cape Falcon,
OR, to Point Mugu, CA’’ (Docket #970429101–
7101–01; ID 032798B) received on April 20, 1998;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC–4716. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
off Alaska; Offshore Component Pacific Cod
in the Central Regulatory Area’’ (Docket
#971208297–8054–02; ID 033098A) received on
April 20, 1998; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–4717. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and
South Atlantic; Closure’’ (Docket #970930235–
8028–02; ID 032598D) received on April 20, 1998;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC–4718. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and
South Atlantic; Closure’’ (Docket #970930235–
8028–02; ID 032598E) received on April 20, 1998;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees

were submitted:
By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee

on Labor and Human Resources, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute:

S. 1882. A bill to reauthorize the Higher
Education Act of 1965, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 105–181).

By Mr. D’AMATO, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute:
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S. 1260. A bill to amend the Securities Act

of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of
1934 to limit the conduct of securities class
actions under State law, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 105–182).

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. GRASSLEY:
S. 2029. A bill to reduce temporarily the

duty on sodium bentazon; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. BUMPERS:
S. 2030. A bill to amend the Federal Rules

of Civil Procedure, relating to counsel for
witnesses in grand jury proceedings, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and
Mr. COVERDELL):

S. Con. Res. 93. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to documentation requirements for
physicians who submit claims to Medicare
for office visits and for other evaluation and
management services; to the Committee on
Finance.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BUMPERS:
S. 2030. A bill to amend the Federal

rules of Civil Procedure, relating to
counsel for witnesses in grand jury pro-
ceedings, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

THE GRAND JURY DUE PROCESS ACT

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
am today introducing legislation which
will remedy a longstanding injustice in
our criminal justice system by grant-
ing to grand jury witnesses the right to
the presence of counsel when testifying
before the grand jury.

In our legal system, the right to
counsel is fundamental. Every person,
no matter how guilty or innocent, de-
serves to have an advocate. So fun-
damental is this right to counsel that
it was recognized by the founders and
enshrined in the sixth amendment to
the Constitution. Along with the right
to an impartial jury, public trial, and
the right to confront witnesses, it is a
universal element of fundamental fair-
ness recognized by every civilized sys-
tem of justice. Lawyers may never be
popular, said William Shakespeare in
Henry VI, Act III Scene II: ‘‘The first
we do, let’s kill all the lawyers.’’

But lawyers are a necessity. No one
in his right mind wants to confront the
judicial system without the benefit of a
lawyer.

The Anglo-American criminal justice
system has given us more freedom and

better justice than any country in the
history of civilization. The rights of
American citizens evolved over cen-
turies of English and American history
are now enshrined in the Bill of Rights
and are the standards of freedom and
liberty all over the world. We must not
allow those rights to be eroded. No
American would claim that our system
is perfect, nor do I so claim. I am con-
vinced beyond a doubt that our system
has serious flaws, one of which most
people are probably not even aware and
many might find hard to believe in this
day and age. A witness summoned be-
fore a grand jury has no right to the
presence of his lawyer in the grand
jury room. Depriving anybody of the
right to counsel is fundamentally
wrong. No person should be required to
face any part of the criminal justice
system without the presence of his or
her lawyer if he or she chooses.

Think of it this way. Police have ab-
solutely no right to question an ar-
restee without his lawyer in the room
unless the individual waives that right.
The police even have a constitutional
duty under the Miranda decision to ad-
vise people of their rights to a lawyer,
even though anybody who has watched
television in the last 35 years ought to
know that they are entitled to a law-
yer. If the police fail to observe this
constitutional requirement, the state-
ment by the accused is inadmissible in
court.

But when an ordinary citizen is
called before a grand jury, no lawyer—
no lawyers are allowed to be present.
The prosecutor and the grand jury have
the unlimited ability to question the
witness, who is not even under arrest,
without an attorney present. This
gross inconsistency can only be de-
scribed as Byzantine, an anachronism.

I have never been one to say that
criminal defendants have too many
rights. They have no more than the
Constitution entitles them. In this in-
stance, however, a criminal defendant
has more rights than the average ordi-
nary citizen called before a grand jury.
A criminal defendant cannot be ques-
tioned without a lawyer present, and
he or she may invoke his or her right
not to testify under the fifth amend-
ment privilege against self-incrimina-
tion.

But a witness, a witness in the grand
jury room who may later become a tar-
get under criminal investigation, has
no such rights. He or she must testify
fully and truthfully, no matter how
burdensome or embarrassing or imper-
tinent or irrelevant the questions may
be, and without the assistance of coun-
sel. The rules of evidence which nor-
mally require that questions be rel-
evant and material do not apply in the
grand jury room. On the contrary, so-
called ‘‘fishing expeditions’’ have be-
come commonplace. No matter how ir-
relevant or outrageous the questions,
the witness must answer.

Madam President, I ask you or any
American to consider whether, if you
or your son or daughter were served a

subpoena to testify before the grand
jury on a criminal case, even though
the grand jury is supposedly inves-
tigating somebody else, would you
want the right to have your own law-
yer in the room? Would you feel the
process was a fair one if you were told
that you were not legally entitled to
have a lawyer present? What if you or
your loved one were called before the
grand jury for a second, third, or fourth
time? Would you begin to feel that you
might be under suspicion for some-
thing? And would you feel comfortable
answering endless questions without
your lawyer present?

The grand jury is the only cir-
cumstance I can imagine in life where
a free person does not have a complete
legal right to hire a lawyer and have
that lawyer accompany him in any
kind of proceeding. No matter how se-
rious the matter under consideration,
no matter what the question—from the
most complex matter of tax accounting
to the most personal, intimate family
concerns—no matter how hazy your
recollection might be, you have no
right to a lawyer before the grand jury.
The grand jury room is the one and
only room in the courthouse, the very
temple of justice, where the proceeding
is entirely one-sided.

Under existing law, there could be a
sign on the grand jury room saying,
‘‘No lawyers allowed.’’ The Govern-
ment has as many lawyers as the
Treasury can pay. The witness has
zero. Notwithstanding that he or she
may be there against his or her will,
notwithstanding the power of the
grand jury and the prosecutor to in-
dict, a witness before a grand jury is
defenseless. He or she has no friend in
the room. Surely, nobody feels so alone
as a grand jury witness, knowing that
the weight of the Federal criminal jus-
tice system rests on his or her every
word. Give the wrong answer, you can
be accused of perjury, obstruction of
justice, or any other of a number of
crimes. If you refuse to answer, you
can go directly to jail without benefit
of a trial, being held in contempt.

Madam President, I ask you to con-
sider, What kind of atmosphere is cre-
ated in this one-sided proceeding? Is it
one of fairness or is it one of intimida-
tion? Bear in mind that there is no
limit on the number of times a person
may be called to testify before the
same grand jury. In recent news re-
ports—we have all read them—some
people have been called to testify for
the fifth or sixth time—no lawyer al-
lowed—before the same grand jury. If
you were in this position, or a member
of your family were, how would you
feel about being called for the sixth
time to testify without your lawyer
present? Would you feel threatened or
intimidated? And this kind of proceed-
ing not only does not provide justice
and fairness, it doesn’t even provide
the appearance of justice and fairness,
which is essential if citizens are to
have confidence in our criminal justice
system.
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