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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, February 29, 2000, at 12:30 p.m.

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Dear Father, we thank You for Your
loving kindness. We are amazed by
Your infinite patience with human-
kind. Each of us has known that pa-
tience. You are merciful and gracious
with us. Help us to be as patient with
ourselves. We find it difficult to be up
for others when we get down on our-
selves. Give us patience with others.
Forgive us when we are irritated or an-
noyed and lose patience with them.
Grant us patience with the political
process, with ideological adversaries,
and with those who refuse to march to
our drumbeat. Remove the chips from
our shoulders and replace them with
Your all-powerful, upholding hands.

Gracious God, give us hope based on
the assurance of Your timely interven-
tions and courage rooted in Your
strength. Slow us down when we run
ahead of You. We want to walk with
You at Your pace and in Your direc-
tion, neither running ahead nor lagging
behind. We give up the assumption that
we are in charge of everything, and we
trust our challenges and our opportuni-
ties to Your control. You are our Lord
and Savior. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Idaho, led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

Senate

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 2000

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Idaho is recognized.

——
EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the period of
morning business be extended until the
hour of 12:30 p.m. and between 11:30 and
12:30 Senators be limited to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

———————

SCHEDULE

Mr. CRAPO. Following morning busi-
ness, Mr. President, the Senate is ex-
pected to begin consideration of S. 1134,
the education savings account legisla-
tion. However, the Senate may also
begin consideration of any other Legis-
lative or Executive Calendar items
available for action.

As a reminder, the vote on the Iran
nonproliferation bill has been sched-
uled to occur on Thursday morning at
11:30, and, as previously announced,
there will be no votes on Friday.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 12:30 p.m. The time until 10:45 a.m.
shall be under the control of the Sen-
ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, or his
designee.

The Senator from North Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time of Senator DURBIN’S
as I might use.

———

THE NEED FOR PRESCRIPTION
DRUG COVERAGE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this
will be a session in Congress in which
we will have plenty of challenges and
opportunities to discuss issues. We live
in a country where we are blessed with
an economy that is growing, and with
unemployment that is about as low as
it has been in my adult lifetime. Infla-
tion is down. We have had the blessings
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of a rising stock market; we recently
had some adjustments there. But home
ownership is up. Personal income is up.
We have a lot of things that exist in
our economy that represent good news
for our country.

I come from a farm State, and there
is not such good news for family farm-
ers. They are suffering through a very
severe crisis with collapsed grain
prices and other difficulties. But, gen-
erally speaking, our country has been
doing quite well. Our economy is
stronger than almost any other econ-
omy in the world. Economists now pre-
dict that we will have budget surpluses
as far out as the eye can see. Of course,
that is not very far; economists who
can’t remember their home address try
to tell us what is going to happen with
the economy three, five, and ten years
from now.

It is interesting to note, if you go
back to the early 1990s, virtually all
leading economists in America pre-
dicted that the 1990s would be a decade
of slow, anemic economic growth. Of
course, they were almost all wrong. So
as we confront our challenges and op-
portunities in the future, I think it is
wise for us in this Chamber not to be
seduced by some who would say that if
we are going to have continued budget
surpluses, let’s have a $1.3 trillion tax
cut over 10 years. I think it is much
wiser to provide some targeted tax cuts
with some of the surplus, if it material-
izes, and use a fair amount of the ex-
pected surplus to reduce Federal in-
debtedness.

Why? Because during tough economic
times you need to use increased debt to
help you through those tough times,
and during good economic times it
seems to me you would want to reduce
indebtedness. So I hope that is what we
do.

However, even as we discuss all of
those fiscal policy changes and chal-
lenges, it is important for us to evalu-
ate what else is necessary to be done,
and what investments should be made.
One is education. Clearly, our future is
our children, and clearly we all, Repub-
lics and Democrats, want the same
thing for our children. We want every
single young child in our country to
walk through a classroom door and be-
lieve, as parents and as Americans and
as legislators, that that classroom is
one of which we are proud.

That is a classroom in which that
young child can learn, in which that
young child may grow up to be a nu-
clear physicist, or to be a doctor, or a
lawyer, or the best plumber, mathe-
matician, carpenter—whatever it is the
talents of that young child allow it to
be. That is what we want for our chil-
dren in education.

There are a range of other education
challenges that we will debate and dis-
cuss this year. In the area of health
care, there are challenges as well.

I came to the floor to talk about one
specific area which, it seems to me, we
must work together to address, and
that is this: How do we respond to the
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increasing needs in Medicare, espe-
cially with respect to prescription
drugs?

Times have changed in this country.
Many people are living longer and
much more productive and healthy
lives. I have talked before about my
uncle, and I will not describe him again
in great detail. But my uncle is 79
years old. My Uncle Harold is a runner.
He didn’t discover he could run until he
was in his early 70s. Then he discovered
quite by accident that he was a pretty
good runner. My uncle is now 79 years
old, and he has 39 gold medals from
running in races all over the country.
He runs in the 400 and the 800 in Senior
Olympic events. My uncle is probably a
perfect description of how things have
changed in our country.

It wasn’t too many decades ago that
when you reached 79, there was a spe-
cial place for you. It was a big, easy
chair where someone would serve you
soft food—probably oatmeal. You were
79, you were old, relaxed, and you were
retired, eating soft food. That is not
true anymore. People are living longer,
better, and healthier lives. My uncle,
God bless him, is in Arizona today
training for his next race at age 79.

In this job, we all meet and confront
wonderful and interesting people. I
have met some senior citizens who
now, reaching the retirement portion
of their lives and facing diminished in-
come because they are no longer work-
ing, are able to look forward to re-
sponding to some of the health chal-
lenges with lifesaving drugs and thera-
pies. They weren’t previously available
to them. But medicine has marched
forward with new procedures, sur-
geries, and medicines.

A woman came to a town meeting
one day and told me that she had two
new knees, a new hip, and cataract sur-
gery. She said she feels like a million
dollars. I told her that it was a pretty
big investment, but good for you.

Forty years ago, if I had held a town
meeting in that small community, she
would have been there in a wheel-
chair—if she was there at all—with bad
knees and cataracts. But now, with
surgical advances, there are so many
things happening that allow people to
live longer, better, more productive
and healthier lives. And a part of that
is the medicine that allows people to
deal with their difficulties. There are
breakthroughs in medicine that are
quite remarkable.

One of the things we must do in this
session of the Congress, in my judg-
ment, is to try to attach some sort of
prescription drug benefit to Medicare.
What is happening to senior citizens in
this country is that all too often they
reach that portion of their lives when
they have diminished income and they
have an increased need for prescription
drugs, and they can’t afford them.

Senior citizens are 12 percent of the
population in America, and they con-
sume one-third of the prescription
drugs in our country. Let me say that
again because it is important. Senior
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citizens are only 12 percent of our pop-
ulation, but they consume one-third of
the prescription drugs. Why? Because
they need them.

In Dickinson, ND, a doctor said to me
that one of his Medicare patients had
breast cancer. She was being treated
for breast cancer, first with surgery,
and with some prescription drugs to re-
duce her chances of recurrence of
breast cancer.

The doctor told his patient that she
needed to take these prescription drugs
to reduce the chances of recurrence of
breast cancer. This woman told the
doctor that she couldn’t afford those
prescription drugs, and therefore
couldn’t take them. She told him that
she couldn’t afford them because she
didn’t have coverage to help her pay
for them through insurance or Medi-
care. This woman told the doctor that
she was just going to have to take her
chances with the recurrence of breast
cancer because she couldn’t afford the
prescription drug.

What about the woman with heart
disease and diabetes, in her 80s, living
on several hundreds of dollars a month
of income who is told that she needs
several different kinds of expensive
prescription drugs to manage her heart
disease, her diabetes, and all the other
health challenges that come from that?
She said to me: ‘“Mr. Senator, I don’t
have the money to do that. I can’t buy
these prescription drugs because I can-
not afford them. I buy prescriptions as
much as I can, and I try to cut the pills
in half and take a half a dose occasion-
ally in order to try to make it
stretch.”

Doctors tell me that can actually ex-
acerbate health problems. That is the
difficulty.

How do we respond to that? We re-
spond to that by providing a thought-
ful, sensible, affordable prescription
drug benefit in the Medicare program.
We can do that. To put this together is
not rocket science. All of us together
can do that, understanding that people
are living longer. But when they reach
diminished income, as senior citizens
do, they need affordable prescription
drugs to deal with their health care
problems.

I have held Democratic Policy Com-
mittee hearings in New York, Chicago,
and North Dakota. We will be having
future hearings in Atlanta and other
places to talk about these issues and to
take testimony from senior citizens
about the issue of prescription drugs
and Medicare. The testimony is so grip-
ping.

Senator DURBIN and I held a hearing
in Chicago. A woman came to testify
who had a double lung transplant. She
explained to us that the way the sys-
tem works for her health care is it
costs her $2,400 a month in prescription
drug costs for the very expensive drugs
to prevent the rejection of these organ
transplants. She said she didn’t have
the money. She said that because she
couldn’t afford them, she could get
them through Medicaid for 1 month.
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Then they stop coverage for a second
month. So she described to me the cir-
cumstances.

It is like every other testimony you
hear all across this country from sen-
ior citizens. Lifesaving drugs can only
save your life if you are able to afford
to take them. If you do not have the
money, and don’t have access to the
drug that you need for your health—es-
pecially senior citizens—you will dis-
cover their life is not so long and not
so healthy.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will my
friend yield for a colloquy?

Mr. DORGAN. Certainly.

Mrs. BOXER. I am so happy Senator
DORGAN took the time to come over
here to discuss this. I thought it would
be interesting to talk with him about
some facts that came out in recent
studies because he has been on this
issue before a lot of folks. He was talk-
ing about the cost of prescription
drugs. I think he would be a very good
person for me to direct a few questions
to, if he would be willing to do that.

When he talked about a particular
woman who came to him and told him
that she essentially could not afford to
take the correct number of pills for her
condition and she was trying to figure
it out—well, if I took a half a pill now
and a quarter of a pill later—I wonder
if the Senator is aware that this is a
widespread situation. If the Senator
could comment on it, one report found
that one in eight seniors has to choose
between buying food and buying medi-
cine.

If my friend could comment on how
it makes him feel as someone who has
always been a fighter for the average
person. Here we have senior citizens in
our country, one out of eight, after
they have worked all their lives, have
saved their money, have taken care of
their family, having to choose between
buying food and buying medicine. I
wonder if my friend would comment on
that.

Mr. DORGAN. Senator BOXER raises
the question that is raised in so many
hearings. We had a woman testify at a
hearing I held who said something you
hear often. She goes to a grocery store
that has a pharmacy in the back of the
store, and she takes a number of pre-
scription drugs.

By the way, a lot of senior citizens
will take three, five, or seven. I have
had senior citizens tell me they are on
ten different prescription drugs for a
whole series of health challenges and
problems. This woman told me that
when she goes to the grocery store, she
must first go to the back of the store,
to the pharmacy, to buy her medicine.
She said that she does this so she will
then know how much money she has
left to purchase food. Only then will
she know how much food she can buy.

We hear that time and time again.

Last year, spending on prescription
drugs in America rose 16 percent. Some
of that is price inflation; much of it is
increased utilization.

Let me talk just for a moment about
the cost of these drugs because that is
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part of the other issue. A fellow named
Alan Holmer, who represents the phar-
maceutical manufacturing industry,
wrote a letter to the newspapers in
North Dakota because he was upset
about prescription drugs.

I have been putting pressure on the
prescription drug industry to try to
moderate prices. How much do we pay
for prescription drugs? When we pay $1
for a drug, the same pill, in the same
bottle, made by the same company, the
Canadians pay 64 cents; we pay $1 for
what the English pay 65 cents for; we
pay $1 for what the Swedish pay 68
cents for; we pay $1 for what the
Italians pay 51 cents for. We pay the
highest prices for prescription drugs
for any consumer in the world.

I want to show my colleagues four
pill bottles which make the point bet-
ter than I, and I ask unanimous con-
sent to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DORGAN. This is a bottle of
medicine called Cipro, used to treat in-
fections. It is a commonly used medi-
cine. This bottle contains pills made by
the same company, from the same
plant—the same pill, inspected by the
Food and Drug Administration.

The difference? There is no difference
in the medicine, no difference in the
bottle. The difference is in price. This
bottle of 100, 500-milligram tablets is
sold for $399 to the U.S. consumer. This
bottle—same company, same medicine,
same pill—that sells for $399 in the
United States is sold for $171 in Can-
ada.

Why? Good question.

This is a different bottle, same pill,
same company. Everyone will recog-
nize this drug called Claritin, 10 milli-
grams, 100 tablets. In North Dakota,
this is purchased for $218. The same
pill—same company, in plants in-
spected by the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, approved by the Food and
Drug Administration, sold for $218 to
the United States consumer—is sold for
$61 in Canada.

Why? Good question.

The same is true with a whole list of
drugs, especially the most commonly
prescribed drugs for senior citizens.
The drugs on this chart include Zocor,
a cholesterol drug. Buy it in the United
States, it costs $106; in Canada, $43; in
Mexico, $47.

The question is this: Why is the U.S.
consumer required to pay the highest
prices of anyone in the world for the
exact same drug that is sold for a frac-
tion of the cost in virtually every other
country in the world?

Mr. Holmer, who represents the phar-
maceutical manufacturing industry,
has written a critical letter to the edi-
tor, which is fine. It is a free country;
he can do that. I want the drug compa-
nies to do well and be profitable. I want
them to produce good products. I want
them to do research to find new medi-
cines. We do it at the Federal level;
there is a lot of federally sponsored re-
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search. I also want fair pricing for the
American consumer. Fair pricing gives
us an opportunity to put a prescription
drug benefit in the Medicare program.
This is a very important issue for all
Americans, especially senior citizens.

Mrs. BOXER. If my friend will con-
tinue to yield, this is my next ques-
tion. I am appreciative the Senator has
gone in this direction.

The General Accounting Office found
United States drug prices for specific
drugs were, on average, one-third high-
er than in Canada and 60 percent high-
er than in the United Kingdom. When
my friend shows charts, this has been
borne out by studies of a Federal agen-
cy.
The Federal Trade Commission has
reported that drug manufacturers use a
two-tiered pricing structure under
which they charge higher prices to
those without insurance. In other
words, if I go to a pharmacy where my
insurance is not accepted, it costs an
arm and a leg. However, if I have cov-
erage, then the cost to my insurance
company is way less.

I pivot to this question: Because the
Federal Trade Commission has studied
it, we know there is a two-tiered pric-
ing insurance, for those who have in-
surance and those who do not, so does
it not make sense, for all of our people
whom we can possibly reach, particu-
larly those in the older years where
they need these drugs to survive,
thrive, and live, that they get into
some kind of system?

In other words, does my friend agree
that even though we don’t have to get
into the details of what system it
would be, in unity there is strength? If
we can walk away from the high-tiered
pricing and get into a system where
citizens can avail themselves of the
better price, this is something we
should fight for. If we don’t fight for it
here, I don’t know whom we are rep-
resenting.

Would my friend comment?

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from
California says it better than I. In the
multiple-tiered pricing systems, we
have preferred customers who get
drugs at a fraction of the price if they
are in the right system; others pay the
highest price on Main Street because
the local pharmacies are not able to ac-
cess, in most cases, those less expen-
sive drugs.

We have several different problems
with pricing. One is internal. A pre-
ferred customer gets one price; if one is
not preferred, they get another price.
Often, senior citizens are the ones who
walk to the corner drugstore in their
hometown. The corner drugstores buy
from a distributor that does not give
them the preferred prices, and senior
citizen pay the highest prices.

I took senior citizens to Emerson,
Canada. Senator WELLSTONE and others
are working with me on a piece of leg-
islation that deals with the inter-
national pricing issues. Senator
WELLSTONE has done the same with
Minnesotans and talked about this
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issue. We went to Emerson, Canada,
which is 5 miles north of the North Da-
kota border. The same drugs are being
sold 5 miles north of the border at a
fraction of the price as in Walhalla or
Pembina, ND. Does anyone think the
drug companies are selling in Emerson
County at a loss? Of course not. A
small drugstore—a little, one-room
drugstore in Emerson County is mak-
ing a profit, pricing at a fraction of
what they charge 5 miles south.

We have two issues. One is something
called the International Prescription
Drug Parity Act. If the global economy
is good for everyone, make it work for
everyone. Let the pharmacist go up to
Winnipeg, Canada, and access the same
drug for a fraction of the price and pass
the savings on to the pharmacist cus-
tomer. There is a Federal law now that
prohibits that. We ought to pass the
International Prescription Drug Parity
Act that Senator WELLSTONE and I and
others introduced.

Also, this Congress ought to work,
Republicans and Democrats together,
to understand that after 35 years it is
time to add a sensible, thoughtful, and
affordable prescription drug benefit to
the Medicare program. Let’s help those
folks who are in their declining income
years be able to access lifesaving drugs
that will allow them to continue to
live healthy lives. That is our chal-
lenge.

Mrs. BOXER. One last question. As
with everything else, we have to make
choices about what we will do to help
people. There is a big debate across
party lines about the surplus. We know
it is reflected in the Presidential race,
even within the parties.

I raise the subject of the marriage
tax penalty. We know there is a pen-
alty in our Tax Code for married cou-
ples, and everyone in this Chamber
wants to fix it. If we fix it in the wrong
way, where we help, instead of Mrs.
Jones or Mrs. Smith, Mrs. Trump or
Mrs. Helmsley, then we won’t have
enough money to take care of the one
third of the Medicare beneficiaries who
do not have prescription drug benefits,
resulting in the story the Senator told
in a very poignant way about a woman
chopping up her prescription pill that
she needs to stay alive, stay healthy,
be vibrant, and have those golden
years, as we always say we promise our
seniors.

We do not have a bottomless cookie
jar. We learned that lesson in the 1980s.
We have to make some tough choices.
When we talk about a prescription drug
benefit, we are not enacting it in a vac-
uum. We are not just coming down
with a laundry list of everything we
wanted to do with the surplus. We have
thought it out.

As the Republican Party decides
where it is going to go with the sur-
plus, I hope they will consider, since
they run this place right now, that if
you give it all away to the wealthiest
people with benefits they do not need
because they are doing just fine, that
they will be forgetting these senior
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citizens who are living 5 miles to the
north of North Dakota and going to
Canada to buy their drugs. That, as
you say, is dicey right now. It is not
even allowed, unless they have a par-
ticular note.

So my closing question is a global
question. It is more of a larger issue.
How do we make room for this and can
we make room for this benefit?

Mr. DORGAN. I should mention also,
about the trip to Canada, the Customs
folks will allow you to bring a small
amount of prescription drugs back
across the border for personal use.

Mrs. BOXER. I see.

Mr. DORGAN. They would not allow
a pharmacist who runs a drug store in
Grand Forks to go to Canada and pur-
chase Claritin and bring it back and
sell it to a consumer. That is the prob-
lem. We have a global economy that is
apparently good for the global inter-
ests, but it doesn’t work for the Main
Street pharmacist or distributor who
wants to access lower prescription drug
prices in Canada, for example.

But if you ask doctors where we go
from here, they will tell you that if
you have a senior citizen who has a se-
ries of health difficulties—and often
they do, perhaps diabetes, perhaps
some cardiac problems, arthritis, a
whole series of problems—the most ex-
pensive way to treat them is to wait
until the problem is magnified because
they cannot afford the prescription
drugs they need. If they cannot afford
them, they will just not get them, and
that is the expensive way to solve med-
ical problems. What will happen to
that patient? He will end up in a hos-
pital bed someplace. And what does it
cost for a day in the hospital?

It is less expensive way to say to
those folks: Here are the opportunities
for you to access the right kind of pre-
scription medicines that you need to
manage your disease, and to allow you
to stay out of the hospital. That is the
most thoughtful and the least expen-
sive way to treat health problems.

In some ways it is like the old argu-
ment about wellness. We have always,
as a country, been willing to treat
somebody who is desperately ill. The
minute someone becomes ill, we want
to help. But when it comes to pre-
venting someone from becoming ill, we
don’t want to worry about that. We
would never pay for that in an insur-
ance policy. We will only pay for the
higher cost treatments once you are
admitted to a hospital somewhere.

The same thing applies to providing
prescription drug benefits to Medicare.
It will promote wellness, in the sense
that it will keep people out of the most
expensive medical treatment—time in
an acute care hospital bed. We can do
this.

The Senator from California asked
the right question at the start of her
last discussion: What are our prior-
ities? John F. KENNEDY used to say
that every mother hopes her child
might grow up to be President, as long
as they don’t have to be active in poli-
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tics. But, of course, politics is the proc-
ess by which we make choices in our
country. We do not have an unlimited
opportunity to make choices.

I hope this economy continues in
ways that provide significant budget
surpluses. If we have those surpluses,
then let’s be sensible and thoughtful
about what we do with them. Let’s
have some targeted tax cuts, and, espe-
cially, pay down the Federal debt. But,
in addition, we should find ways to use
some of that surplus to do important
things in education and health care.
Let’s construct together, in this Cham-
ber, a prescription drug benefit for
Medicare that, in my judgment, has
been needed for a long time and is an
issue Congress has ignored. We can do
this.

We cannot do any of this—we cannot
even begin to talk or think about it, if
someone comes to the floor, gives us a
bill, and says they would like a $1.3
trillion tax cut over 10 years. First of
all, we don’t have those surpluses; they
are simply economic projections. Sec-
ond, $1.3 trillion means you are going
to dip into the Social Security trust
fund to give the tax cut, and it means
nothing else can be discussed because
you have given out all that money in
tax cuts.

At least one of the Presidential can-
didates out there has proposed the $1.3
trillion tax cut in a way that, as al-
ways, gives the bulk of the money to
those who need it the least. These at
the upper side of the income scale will
get the preponderance of this money
and it will foreclose the opportunity to
do some other important things.

Yes, let’s have a targeted tax cut;
yes, let’s reduce the debt and pass some
other measures that will help this
country offer a prescription drug ben-
efit, and then let’s invest in an edu-
cation for our children that we can be
proud of as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask the Senator
from California, did she not intend to
speak?

Mrs. BOXER. No. I am done.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first of all, very briefly, how much
time do the Democrats have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SANTORUM). Until 10:45, 10 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me try to do this in 10 minutes. I might
ask unanimous consent for a couple of
more minutes but not much more.

I thank my colleagues for their dis-
cussion about prescription drug costs.
In the State of Minnesota, actually
only one-third of senior citizens have
any prescription drug coverage at all.
Let me also point out that in the State
of Minnesota, we have many seniors
who cut their pills in half because they
think they will save money and still
will be able to help themselves and ac-
tually, doctors say, sometimes that
can be more dangerous than not even
taking the drug at all.

The investment in prescription drug
coverage cannot be done on the cheap.

(Mr.
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I am in complete agreement with my
colleagues about the tradeoff between
tax cuts, the vast majority of which
benefit people at the top, and not hav-
ing the money for this investment. But
to be fair in a critique here, I think all
of us, Democrats and Republicans, have
to understand even if we provide a ben-
efit but we are unwilling to spend too
much money for fear of being called, I
suppose, big spending liberals or what-
ever, if you set a cap and you say only
$1,000 will be covered and no more than
that, then I can tell you many of our
senior citizens, and others who are the
frailest and most sick, will bump up
against that cap, and it will still not
cover their catastrophic expenses. We
have to be very careful people can af-
ford it on the front side as well.

So whether it be too high deductibles
or caps that are set too low, we have to
be very careful if we say we are going
to have this coverage for people and se-
curity for people, that it will be there.

——
CHECHNYA

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have in hand an article, titled ‘‘Rights
Group Reports Massacre in Chechnya.”
The first two paragraphs read:

Moscow, Feb. 22—Russian soldiers went on
a deadly rampage earlier this month in a
neighborhood of the Chechen capital of
Grozny, killing at least 60 civilians in the
worst case yet disclosed of Russian military
atrocities, an international human rights
group charged today.

During the attack, which began the morn-
ing of Feb. 5 in the Aldi neighborhood, sol-
diers, ‘‘systematically’ robbed and shot ci-
vilians, raped women and looted and burned
homes, according to a draft report prepared
by Human Rights Watch and based on inter-
views with witnesses and relatives of those
killed.

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

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

[From the Washington Post, February 23,

2000]
RIGHTS GROUP REPORTS MASSACRE IN
CHECHNYA
(By David Hoffman)

Moscow, Feb. 22—Russian soldiers went on
a deadly rampage earlier this month in a
neighborhood of the Chechen capital of
Grozny, killing at least 60 civilians in the
worst case yet disclosed of Russian military
atrocities, an international human rights
group charged today.

During the attack, which began the morn-
ing of Feb. 5 in the Aldi neighborhood, sol-
diers ‘‘systematically’’ robbed and shot civil-
ians, raped women and looted and burned
homes, according to a draft report prepared
by the Human Rights Watch and based on
interviews with witnesses and relatives of
those killed.

“Russian soldiers murdered their way
through Aldi, killing more than 60 civilians
who were peacefully waiting for them in the
streets,” said Peter Bouckaert, a spokesman
for Human Rights Watch who researched the
events. ‘“‘“These are war crimes, and they
must be investigated and punished as such.”

Human Rights Watch has documented two
earlier rampages by Russian troops: in
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Alkhan-Yurt; where 17 people were killed in
mid-December, and in the
Staropromyslovsky district of Grozny, where
44 died in December and January. Russian
commanders have denied that their troops
murdered civilians but, faced with con-
tinuing criticism from Western organiza-
tions and governments, acting President
Vladimir Putin recently appointed a new
human rights commissioner for Chechnya.

The new commissioner, Vladimir
Kalamanov, the former chief of the migra-
tion service, promised in a news conference
today to check the reports, but refused to
discuss specific allegations.

According to the Human Rights Watch re-
port, witnesses painted a consistent picture
of the events in Aldi, when a large group of
soldiers, ‘‘numbering in the hundreds,”
began killing civilians. Witnesses said resi-
dents had been summoned to the streets to
have their passports checked when the
shooting started.

The human rights group quoted witnesses
as saying the soldiers also extorted money
from residents, allowing them to buy their
own lives with cash. One man who offered
the soldiers rubles was told to come up with
dollars, and when he offered $100 he was
killed, Human Rights Watch said.

At least two women were raped by soldiers
during the rampage, the group added. Rus-
sian soldiers warned witnesses that they
faced revenge if they spoke of the atrocities,
so some were unwilling to talk, the group
added.

Human Rights Watch said at least two
sources had confirmed the deaths of 34 peo-
ple, but the group has obtained the names of
more than 60 people believed to have been
killed in Aldi on Feb. 5. Local witnesses have
stated the death toll was at least 82 persons,
the group added.

Meanwhile, Russian forces continued bat-
tling Chechen fighters in the southern moun-
tains, launching an attack on the village of
Shatoi, said to be a major rebel stronghold.
A battle also was underway near the Geor-
gian border. The Interfax news agency
quoted Russian sources as saying that three
helicopter gunships were shot down today,
an unusually high single-day toll.

Russian authorities also announced that
they have clamped down on the movement of
all people and vehicles in Chechnya—and
sealed the border with the neighboring re-
gion of Ingushetia—in anticipation of the
Chechen commemoration on Wednesday of
Joseph  Stalin’s mass deportation of
Chechens during World War II. Russian au-
thorities have said they are bracing for ter-
rorist acts on Wednesday, which also is a
Russian military holiday.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
hope to have the opportunity to intro-
duce a freestanding resolution on the
floor of the Senate. I hope this resolu-
tion will receive unanimous support. It
expresses the sense of the Senate that
the Russian Federation should devote
every effort to achieving a peaceful
resolution of the conflict in Chechnya,
allowing to Chechnya an international
monitoring mission to monitor and re-
port on the situation there and allow
international humanitarian agencies to
make sure there is immediate and full
and unimpeded access to Chechen civil-
ians.

This is a question on which the Sen-
ate should not be silent. It does make
a difference if we speak up. Two weeks
ago, I met with members of the
Chechen Government. They discussed
with me the horrific conditions cur-
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rently facing their homeland. I do not
think any of us should be silent while
this is happening.

We in the Senate should express our
distress over the escalating humani-
tarian situation in Chechnya, and we
should urge the administration to en-
large its public demands on Russia to
confront it.

It is clear that the Russian Govern-
ment must move immediately to allow
into Chechnya an international moni-
toring force to monitor and report on
the situation there. We need that. The
world needs that. The people in
Chechnya need that. It must also im-
mediately move to assist those persons
who have been displaced from
Chechnya as a result of this conflict,
and the Russian Government must
allow representatives of the inter-
national community access to those
persons in order to provide humani-
tarian relief.

Russian authorities agree to permit
the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe to engage in moni-
toring in Chechnya, yet it has not per-
mitted OSCE’s six monitors currently
in Moscow to visit the region. The ad-
ministration must demand that Russia
permit the monitoring mission to go
forward and take steps to expand it
substantially.

The administration must urge Russia
to grant human rights monitors access
to the region, including those from our
own diplomatic missions in the area.
The administration must engage Rus-
sian authorities at the highest levels to
secure cooperation in addressing the
humanitarian emergency in Chechnya
and in its neighboring province. It
must demand Russia assist those per-
sons who have been displaced from
Chechnya as a result of this conflict
and grant humanitarian organizations
access to Chechen civilians to provide
some relief. The civilian population in
Chechnya has been victimized to an ex-
traordinary degree, and it is in des-
perate need of humanitarian aid. The
Senate should not be silent on this

question.
Finally, the administration must
urge the Russian Government to

achieve a peaceful resolution and dura-
ble settlement in a manner consistent
with Russia’s obligation to the inter-
national community.

We must strongly support the OSCE
mediation process. The Russian Gov-
ernment acknowledged the OSCE’s
competence in serving as a mediator
and achieving a political settlement to
the conflict in Chechnya during the
war of 1994 to 1996. However, to date,
the Russians have rebuffed repeated ef-
forts by the OSCE to mediate the cur-
rent conflict. The administration must
increase its efforts to persuade Russia
to implement an immediate cease-fire
and accept OSCE-mediated negotia-
tions.

As this conflict drags on and the
number and intensity of human rights
abuses by Russian forces in Chechnya
increase, the administration must sup-
port the creation of a United Nations
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commission of inquiry to investigate
serious violations of international hu-
manitarian law by Russian forces.

We must confront the suffering of the
Chechen people. As many of my col-
leagues know, the recent Russian as-
sault on the Chechen capital of Grozny
was one more campaign in a continuing
series of Russian military offensives in
Chechnya. In September, I expressed
my concerns to Yeltsin and Putin
about the humanitarian tragedy that
was, for the second time, unfolding in
Chechnya. It is hard to imagine that
after the use of force in Chechnya from
1994 to 1996, which left over 80,000 civil-
ians dead, the Russian leadership could
again see the use of force as enhancing
the prospects for a durable settlement
to this conflict. But the Russian lead-
ership has again chosen use of force,
and the current tragedy before us has
now reached unimaginable heights, as
evidenced by the piece today in the
Washington Post.

Russian forces have used indiscrimi-
nate and disproportionate force in
their bombings of civilian targets. This
has resulted in the deaths of thousands
of innocent civilian and displaced
countless other. Russian authorities
maintain a virtual ban on access to
Chechen civilians by media and inter-
national humanitarian agencies result-
ing in our having to rely on the per-
sonal testimony of refugees fleeing the
fighting to determine the nature and
extent of the crisis and best means to
provide humanitarian relief.

These testimonies are horrific: inci-
dents of widespread looting, summary
executions, detentions, denial of civil-
ians safe passage from the fighting,
torture, and rape.

Many civilians report being detained
at the Chechen border as they tried to
flee the fighting. They tell of brothers
and fathers who had simply been de-
nied safe passage out. It is fundamen-
tally unacceptable to deny any civilian
the right to flee the fighting—to trap
them in this dangerous war. And where
do these trapped civilians go? Into de-
tention camps. No one needs to be re-
minded of the systematic torture that
took place in detention camps set up to
detain Chechens in the 1994-96 Chechen
war. That event stains the memory of
the Chechen people and it is happening
again.

One twenty-one-year-old tells of the
horror in the camps:

About fifteen or twenty soldiers were
standing in two lines with rubber sticks. . . .
When I was running through the corridor,
each soldier beat me with the sticks. They
made us undress and started checking our
clothes. They took away the clothes they
liked. . . . For a week, I had to sit in the jail
almost naked.

In addition to this torture, young
men report that in order to be released
from the camps their family members
must pay outrageous bribes to camp of-
ficers and upon release, must sign pa-
pers saying they suffered no harm in
captivity.

Then there are the numerous reports
of rape. In one Chechen town a six-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

month pregnant 23-year-old woman was
raped and murdered. Her mother-in-law
was executed in this same incident.
And Mr. President, many incidences of
rape and sexual abuse go unreported.
For many women in towns and villages
all over Chechnya the shame is simply
too great—they won’t come forward to
report these horrible crimes.
Chechnya’s culture and national tradi-
tions make it difficult to document
case of rape and sexual abuse—unmar-
ried women who are raped are unlikely
to be able to get married, and married
women who are raped are likely to be
divorced by their husbands. The effects
of these rapes on Chechen society will
be profound and long lasting. I remind
the Russian leadership that rape is war
crime.

Two weeks ago I sent a letter to act-
ing President Putin expressing my deep
concern over the deteriorating situa-
tion in Chechnya and the Russian gov-
ernment’s response to the humani-
tarian tragedy there. I urge the Rus-
sian government to move quickly to re-
solve this situation in a manner con-
sistent with Russia’s obligations to the
international community and urge the
Russian leadership to begin now to in-
vestigate and prosecute those respon-
sible for human rights abuses in
Chechnya—it promised to do this after
the last Chechen war but failed to do
S0.
I urge my colleagues to communicate
their own concerns to the Administra-
tion and the Russian government in
whatever manner you think best. We
cannot remain silent. We must fully
condemn the use of indiscriminate
force against the civilians in Chechnya
and denial of humanitarian relief to
Chechen civilians. We must remind the
Russian leadership that the world is
watching.

This congress and this administra-
tion must express to the Russian gov-
ernment that it should devote every ef-
fort to achieve a peaceful resolution of
the conflict in Chechnya, allow into
Chechnya an international monitoring
force to monitor and report on the sit-
uations there.

That is what this resolution I have
submitted to the Senate, on which I
hope we will have a vote, calls for. We
must call for allowing international
humanitarian agencies immediate, full,
and unimpeded access to Chechen civil-
ians in order to provide humanitarian
relief.

This resolution, on which I hope we
will have an up-or-down vote or it will
be unanimously accepted by the Sen-
ate, calls for several things. It calls for
the Russian Federation to devote every
effort to a peaceful resolution, to allow
into Chechnya an international moni-
toring mission to monitor and report
on the situation, and to allow inter-
national humanitarian agencies imme-
diate and full access to Chechen civil-
ians. The people of Chechnya deserve
no less.

I have no illusions. I do not think
adopting a resolution automatically
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turns the situation around, but I do be-
lieve the Senate should not be silent,
that we must support this resolution,
and we must send this message. We
must stand up for human rights.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

———

MEASURES PLACED ON
CALENDAR—S. 2081 AND H.R. 6

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I un-
derstand there are two bills at the desk
due for their second reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the title of the first bill.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2081) entitled Religious Liberty
Protection Act of 2000.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I object
to further proceedings on this bill at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the bill will be placed on the
calendar.

The clerk will read the title of the
second bill.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 6) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the marriage pen-
alty by providing for adjustments to the
standard deduction, 15-percent rate bracket,
and earned income credit and to repeal the
reduction of the refundable tax credits.

Mr. WARNER. I object to further
proceedings on this bill at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the bill will now be placed on
the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. WARNER, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. CLELAND per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2087
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

———
MIGRANT WORKERS

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
every time we have a recess and there
is an occasion to go home, invariably
we all learn something of significance
that helps us in our service in the Sen-
ate. I thought I would take to the floor
of the Senate today and speak about
something I learned, something I expe-
rienced which I wanted to highlight.
Right now, it is an issue that is sort of
a low light in this body.

Earlier in this Congress, Senator BOB
GRAHAM of Florida and I introduced a
bill to fix our H-2A guest worker pro-
gram that affects agriculture. Pre-
ceding that, Senators GRAHAM and
WYDEN and I met with the Secretary of
Labor and pleaded for the administra-
tion to come forward with some sort of
fix to relieve the pressure on the farm
labor system. There are enough work-
ers, but you have to settle for an ille-
gal system to conclude that there are
enough workers. The Secretary assured
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us that something would be forth-
coming, but nothing has been.

In the meantime, I have gone forward
with this fix of our farm guest worker
program in the hopes of getting some-
thing through in this Congress that
could win the support of the adminis-
tration and begin to relieve a problem
I have now seen in a very human way.

I had scheduled two meetings last
Thursday, one in Woodburn, OR, and
the other in Gresham, OR. The subject
was farm labor. I invited people to
come and talk about my bill. I was
overwhelmed by what occurred. We
met first in an armory in Woodburn.
When I arrived, it was already filled to
capacity. There were 1,200 people, most
of them illegal, in the armory waiting
for me to come. They had been there, 1
was told, for an hour or more ahead of
time, hoping to get a seat to hear what
was going to be shared. There were so
many people in the armory, they had
to put a speaker on the outside grounds
so that those who could not get in
could hear. Some in the media esti-
mated there were 2,000 people in total.

I looked into their faces and saw
those who live in our society, those
who live in the shadows of our society,
those who fill jobs in our society, those
who keep our shelves full at home and
in our grocery stores, but those who
are victimized in the most inhumane
way because we have an unworkable
law.

I heard all kinds of opinions about
my bill. I granted to them that it prob-
ably wasn’t a perfect bill, but at least
I was trying—one of the few who are—
to resolve this situation. I thank Sen-
ator GRAHAM of Florida for his willing-
ness to step into this issue. One gets
lots of arrows in the back when they
try to tackle an immigration issue.

What motivates me to do this is al-
most weekly reports of migrant work-
ers dying in the American deserts of
the Southwest, trying to make their
way to jobs. These are people who are
victimized by human coyotes. They are
raped. They are robbed. They are
bribed. They are pillaged in ways that
are unthinkable, and ought to be un-
thinkable, in this country. It happens
because they have no safe and legal
way to come here and to go home, to
work a job, to earn their way, and to
share the American dream, which is
really just a human dream. That was
the motive upon which I tackled this
issue.

The law we have regarding our guest
worker system doesn’t work. There are
estimates of 2 million illegal aliens in
this country working in agriculture.
There are estimates of 6 million illegal
aliens in the United States. I was try-
ing to focus on agriculture. Let me tell
you why this system doesn’t work.

First of all, it is economically beyond
the pale of most of those in the farm
communities who would like to hire
them. This is the application. There
are hundreds of pages a farmer has to
comply with to hire one worker. Con-
versely, I applied for a job in the Sen-
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ate, I had to fill out a two-page docu-
ment. This is what a farmer has to fill
out just to get a worker in a system
that is untimely as the crops go
unharvested.

We have a broken system. I believe it
is estimated about 30,000 in total in
this country use this system out of
probably 2 million illegal aliens in ag-
riculture. I think it is a given, a mani-
fest failure. We need to make our guest
worker law workable. That is a long-
term solution. I think we need to do
this.

What made my meetings, frankly,
more productive and very helpful was a
press release from the AFL-CIO, in
which they called not for help to farm-
ers and farm workers alone, they called
for a general amnesty of all illegal
aliens in this country. A general am-
nesty is something we have done in
this country periodically; every few
decades we seem to do this. The ques-
tion now is whether it is appropriate to
do that now.

There have been lots of editorial
comments about this recently in the
Washington Post. There was a very in-
teresting article on this whole issue of
farm labor and illegality. The Post
said:

Congress has responded sympathetically to
the pleas of the high-tech industry to hire
more skilled workers from abroad, but it has
yvet to do anything for employers of those at
the bottom end of the labor market—the end
where U.S. citizens don’t want to work. Now,
with a record number of illegal immigrants
living in the United States, an estimated 6
million, with most of them working, some
even paying taxes and joining unions, it is
time to bring our immigration policies in
line with what is actually happening in the
labor market. It is time to recognize that we
need the immigrants as much as they need
us.

See, I know in Congress there are a
lot of people who make an academic ar-
gument that we don’t want to reward
illegal behavior with a legal document.
I understand that, but it doesn’t fix the
problem. It doesn’t deal with reality.
These people aren’t coming; they are
here and they live among us. They live
in our shadows and they are victimized
on a daily basis in a whole range of
ways—bureaucratically, even crimi-
nally. It is a shame upon this country
that we don’t resolve this—short-term
and long-term.

I was pleased that in the recent testi-
mony of Federal Reserve Chairman
Alan Greenspan he gave support to
what I am talking about. Said the
Chairman:

It is clear that under existing cir-
cumstances, not only in the high-tech and in
the farm area, but indeed throughout the
country, aggregate demand is putting very
significant pressures on an ever-decreasing
available supply of unemployed labor. The
one obvious means that one can use to offset
that is expanding the number of people we
allow in, either generally or in specifically
focused areas. And I do not think that an ap-
praisal of our immigration policies in this
regard is really clearly on the table.

I think we need to put it clearly on
the table as a priority of this Congress
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to do something about it. It need not
be partisan. Regarding the position the
AFL~CIO has just taken, I hope they
will let me help them. I would like to
help them to get a general amnesty.
But I think that we also need to fix our
broken farm labor system.

For those who say we should not do
anything, I don’t know what their mo-
tive is. I fear too often, though, that it
is just anti-immigrant. We rightfully
criticize, for example, Joerg Haider, of
Austria for his anti-immigrant state-
ment, which recalls a bygone era and a
great tragedy. But what is the dif-
ference when we have politicians
among us who make comments not un-
like that about even legal immigra-
tion? They don’t want anymore of it.

We have the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve saying we need workers be-
cause we have good employment, but it
is predicated on an illegal system. We
need these jobs to be filled and we need
crops harvested. Right now, we are vic-
timizing farm workers and farmers be-
cause farm workers have to live like
fugitives among us, and farmers are
made out to be felons. We owe the
United States something better. But,
more, we owe the people at the bottom
rung something better. They con-
tribute to our society and they are vic-
timized too often by our society when
they make a significant contribution
to the abundance that we enjoy as
Americans.

So I call on our congressional leader-
ship to bring us together, to fix our H-
2A program, but also to pursue the am-
nesty that has been suggested by the
AFL-CIO in this two-pronged approach.
We can find a solution and we can treat
these people more fairly, like human
beings, with the dignity of law and the
protection of law and a process that is
safe and humane.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, let me in-
quire of the parliamentary situation.
Are we in a period of morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
until 12:30.

——
DEFENSE HEALTH CARE BILL

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise in
support this morning of S. 2087, the
Military Health Care Improvement Act
of 2000. This is bipartisan legislation. It
will begin to fulfill a promise of life-
time health care for our military men
and women who sacrifice so much for
our freedom.

This bill begins a multiyear process
to identify and correct the broken
promise of lifetime health care to our
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military retirees and veterans. I want
to emphasize that this is a reasonable
and a prudent first step. It is not the
end by any means. It is only the begin-
ning of an effort to rejuvenate our de-
fense health care system.

I met an hour or so ago with the
Commandant of the Marine Corps. He
confirmed that this is an important
part of the triad of things that we must
do to reinstate the morale and recruit-
ment and retention that we need for
our military.

Last year, with S. 4, we addressed
two components of that triad: Pay and
pension benefits. But this year defense
health care is critical. The chiefs have
stepped up to this issue and included in
the budget what was submitted by the
President significant improvements,
particularly for health care for our ac-
tive-duty personnel. But more needs to
be done, both for the active-duty per-
sonnel, but especially for our retired
military personnel.

I am pleased that the Commandant
and the chiefs are trying to help us in
this effort, and it is going to be one of
the most important things we can do
this year for the military.

It helps the men and women cur-
rently serving in the Armed Forces
while also keeping promises to the he-
roes of America’s storied yesterdays
without which our prosperous and
promising future would have never
been possible.

Last year, I was proud to see our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle and
both sides of the Capitol join in signifi-
cantly improving two-thirds of the
triad that I referred to. I was honored
to join my distinguished colleagues on
the defense authorization committee in
passing the largest pay hike for our
uniformed military personnel since
1981.

I remember very well in 1981 when
President Reagan came in and said it is
unconscionable that we are not paying
our military personnel enough to live
on. We had that period where they were
having to go on food stamps and be-
come qualified for welfare. The signifi-
cant pay increase they received af-
fected morale and helped us get our
military into the position of great
strength throughout the rest of the
1980s. But we have lost ground since
then.

With the 4.8-percent raise for our
men and women in uniform last year,
we narrowed the pay differential be-
tween military and the private sector,
making our All Voluntary Force more
attractive to America’s best young
people and a more viable option for
quality men and women who wish to
remain in uniform.

Occasionally, I run across people who
say, well, how is our All Volunteer
Force working? Are they really able to
do the jobs? We are getting the best?
Sometimes I wonder. And then I have
an occasion to go to a military instal-
lation to see men and women on Air
Force bases—the Little Rock Air Force
Base or Keesler Air Force Base, or Me-
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ridian Naval Air Station, or other mili-
tary installations from South Carolina,
North Carolina, Georgia, and all across
this country—to California.

I am invariably impressed with the
caliber of young men and women I see,
the knowledge they have, the sophis-
tication of what they have to deal with
in aircraft, ships, and in weapons sys-
tems. We are doing well, but morale
has suffered because of the pay and re-
tention problem, and now health care
needs that they depend on for their
families. They have this additional
problem now of long assignments in
areas such as Haiti, Kosovo, Bosnia,
South Korea, and around the world.
They are away from their families.

We run the risk of seeing our mili-
tary begin to erode internally by losing
these young men and women because of
family needs and because of health
care needs. We run the risk of not
being able to retain our pilots and keep
our chiefs, master sergeants, and the
sergeant majors. Yes, these generals
are fantastic, but who runs the Marine
Corps? The sergeant major is the guy
who does the work, or the woman who
does the work that allows the Marines
to do what they need to do.

This legislation is so important. It
would substantially improve the health
care benefits of our service personnel.

The military medical and dental care
systems still do not provide benefits to
all that have earned them. And it is
possibly the single most important re-
maining item that addresses and af-
fects the quality of life of our service
members, their families, and our retir-
ees.

Today there are the same number of
potential beneficiaries, approximately
8 million, as when we began the
downsizing almost 10 years ago. How-
ever, the resources allocated to mili-
tary health care have decreased dra-
matically. We can no longer squeeze
blood from this stone. It is empty. Our
service men and women, their families,
and our retirees deserve better.

The Military Health Care Improve-
ment Act will complete the pay, bene-
fits, and medical triad. The bill is com-
posed of five primary components:

First, it extends existing demonstra-
tion programs for the over-65 retirees
until the year 2005, including programs
such as the Medicare Subvention and
Federal Employees Health Benefits
Plan.

It also expands the Defense Depart-
ment’s national mail order pharmacy
program to Medicare-eligible bene-
ficiaries, with $150 deductible.

It requires the expansion of the
TriCare Remote program in the conti-
nental United States for active-duty
family members in the Prime Remote
program and eliminates copays for
TriCare Prime for active-duty family
members. It also improves the business
practices used in administering the
TriCare program.

Fourth, it expands the Department of
Defense and Veterans’ Administration
cooperative programs, directing DOD
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and the VA to develop a common set of
patient safety indicators for central-
ized tracking, and it will improve phar-
maceutical safety.

Finally, it will initiate two studies to
access the feasibility and desirability
of financing the military health care
program for retirees on an accrual
basis.

This bill is only a start, but it is a
very sure start. As with last year’s ef-
forts to improve the pay and retire-
ment part of the quality of life triad
for our military personnel, I am
pleased this measure has such a broad
bipartisan base of support in the Sen-
ate, particularly from my distin-
guished colleagues on the Senate’s de-
fense committees.

Unlike several other bills that are
being touted on the Hill, this bill will
be fully funded in the Senate’s budget
resolution of fiscal year 2001. Every
year, thousands of bills that would
spend millions, even billions, of dollars
are introduced in the Congress—and for
good purpose, I am sure, almost all of
them. However, at the end of the year,
few of the new massive programs are
passed in view of all the other needs for
defense, Medicare, Social Security,
education, and transportation.

The key to success is ensuring that
funding is included in the budget for
the desired program. That is how the
pay and retirement provisions of S. 4
were ultimately signed into law. That
is how I hope to have the provisions of
this bill signed into law. When S. 4
came up at the beginning of last year,
some said: This costs too much; we will
never get it done. But it was not a mas-
sive jump, it was achievable. Moving S.
4 aggressively with the authorization
early in the year led to it ultimately
being funded.

While I support the ultimate goal of
the other bills, I don’t know what their
final cost may be. We have had esti-
mate ranges of $8 billion to $20 billion
per year. I believe our Nation should
keep its promise of lifetime health care
for our military personnel. But I also
believe we owe it to all America’s tax-
payers to ensure we know how we can
best meet this commitment, and if we
can. As I said earlier, this process will
take a year or two or more.

Many in Congress are committed to
finding a way to fulfill our Nation’s
promise to our military members, their
families, our military retirees, and vet-
erans. What our military community
doesn’t need is more empty promises
and unrealistic expectations; we need
results. That is what this bill, S. 2087,
is designed to do. It will give tangible
and measurable results.

The broken promise of lifetime
health care for our veterans has been a
haunting specter in the Halls of Con-
gress for a number of years, and rightly
so. I have been hearing concerns about
this throughout my career in Congress,
both the House and Senate. Of course,
the problem goes back to the 1950s
when changes were made that led to
the problem we have now. It is time we
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keep that promise. This calls for con-
crete, bipartisan legislation that takes
a discernible step forward. Our Na-
tion’s veterans deserve nothing less.
They deserve health care, especially as
so many World War II, Korea, and Viet-
nam era veterans depend on the prom-
ise of the Government of the people
that they fought so hard to protect.

I urge my colleagues to take a look
at this legislation. I thank Senator
WARNER for the work he and his staff
have done on this bill, as well as my
staff who have worked on the Military
Health Care Improvement Act of 2000.

I am thankful we have a bipartisan
group of Senators who have cospon-
sored it. I think this is achievable leg-
islation this year. It is the beginning of
keeping our promise.

I commend this legislation to my col-
leagues.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, since the
next order of business is the education
savings account bill and those Mem-
bers are currently involved in a very
important Finance Committee hearing
with regard to China trade, I ask that
the morning business period be ex-
tended until 2 p.m. today under the
same terms as previously ordered.

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

——————

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

Mr. LOTT. I inform our colleagues
that the managers on this legislation,
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee and the ranking member, Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN, will be available at 2
o’clock and we will begin the process to
consider the education savings account
bill. I certainly support this legisla-
tion. It has broad support across the
country. We did pass it a couple of
years ago. It was vetoed by the Presi-
dent. But it is a bill whose time has
come.

People should be able to save for the
education of their children, for their
needs in education—whether Kkinder-
garten, 4th grade, 10th grade, or 12th
grade. We need to allow parents who
can and want to, to save for their
needs, whether it is a computer for
their child, whether tutoring, remedial
assistance in reading, or whatever it
may be. It is unconscionable that we
can do that for a child’s higher edu-
cation but not for their education
needs in the fourth grade.

Some say it will benefit middle-in-
come people and upper-income people
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who can afford to save for their chil-
dren’s needs. That is fine. The impor-
tant thing is to help our children, all of
our children, at the lowest economic
level, but also to encourage savings
across the board for education in gen-
eral.

I am glad we will have this full de-
bate. I commend Senator COVERDELL
for his pertinacious support for this
legislation. He is dogged. He will not
quit. I predict this bill will become
law.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———
INTERNET PRIVACY

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, if
Americans knew that every time they
walked through their local shopping
mall or wandered through the shopping
district of their hometown their move-
ments were being tracked, every pur-
chase was being recorded, and every
conversation was being monitored,
they would be outraged. Americans
would consider this level of surveil-
lance a violation of their most basic
constitutional right. Yet that very ex-
pectation of privacy we expect in our
traditional shopping in the local mall,
or our visiting with friends, or search-
ing for information in our hometown is
exactly what is not happening in the
shopping center of the 21st century in
cyberspace.

Whenever a citizen ventures online to
pay a bill, seeks medical advice, pur-
chases a product, checks the latest
news, or engages in a conversation on
the Internet, there is a chance that
someone is gathering information
about us, recording their information,
and then selling it, or giving it to oth-
ers. It is a very disturbing new look at
a very exciting new technology.

Indeed, there are companies now
being formed for the specific purpose of
monitoring our travels through cyber-
space and recording this very informa-
tion.

The situation, while unsettling, does
not need to necessarily be menacing.
Marketing both online and offline is
very common in our daily lives. By col-
lecting some of this information, busi-
nesses, indeed, can benefit, if they
know the Kkind of products we want,
what our tastes might be, our sizes,
and our preferences in what we want to
read and want to purchase. The ques-
tion is whether consumers can control
that information because, indeed, com-
panies having access to this informa-
tion can be more efficient and allow
our time to be used more efficiently. I
may want a retailer of clothing to
know the kind of clothes I want to buy
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so that I receive the proper adver-
tising. I may want a book company to
know the things that I like to read and
my areas of study so I can receive prod-
ucts more properly.

That is having information used at
its best. One can only imagine how it
can be used at its worst.

This information about what I want
to read in the wrong hands can reveal
my most private political thoughts
that I would rather have others not
know. It could reveal sexual orienta-
tion or party affiliation. Indeed, if I
seek medical advice online for psy-
chiatric care or for a disease for myself
or a child or a mate, it very well prob-
ably would be information I wouldn’t
want generally available to other peo-
ple for commercial purposes, political
purposes, or worse.

Too often web sites underinform or
misinform the public about how they
intend to use this information or have
presented work to be used improperly
or where it can be misused. The fact is
that over 90 percent of our most pop-
ular web sites do not reveal that they
gather and share consumer information
with other businesses. And if the public
knew that 90 percent of these sites
were sharing this information, we as
consumers and citizens would be more
careful about what we reveal or what
we purchase.

A 1999 Georgetown survey also con-
cluded that only 36 percent of leading
web sites that admit to gathering in-
formation fully explain how they in-
tend to utilize it. So the consumer, the
citizens, are not able to make an in-
formed decision about what informa-
tion they are providing and what risks
they might be taking.

Many consumers are now being in-
formed through the popular media that
without our consent or knowledge, pro-
grams known as ‘‘cookies’” monitor
and collect information regarding our
web site browsing habits.

Personal data is also routinely ex-
tracted directly by web sites whenever
we transmit the information required
to purchase a product or surf the net
for a specific topic.

In both cases, our actions are mon-
itored and our information will be
shared unless we specifically request
that a company do not do so, a process
known as opting out.

Opting out requires that a user di-
rectly contact a site to decline disclo-
sure. The problem with opting out is
that the location on web sites where
one clicks to opt out, to take your in-
formation out of circulation, is often
not prominently displayed and there-
fore is not known by the consumer.

One leading marketing company that
tracks 80 million online consumer pro-
files has revealed it receives an average
of only 12 opt out requests per day; 80
million customers, 12 opt out per day.

It is unlikely that only 12 people are
concerned about privacy of their pur-
chases or other vital personal informa-
tion. I suggest to the Senate it is much
more likely that the opt out location
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on the web page is obscured or in some
form inadequate.

Privacy policies meant to inform
users of both the scope and scale of this
information are very often inacces-
sible. A recent California Healthcare
survey of 21 popular health care sites
reveals many sites have secretly shared
personal health information with mar-
keters despite the fact that privacy
policies were posted. Often the opt out
sites are not adequately displayed.
They often are misleading. Sometimes,
as this study by California Healthcare
indicates, they are just plain dishonest.

There are, however, solutions. I be-
lieve these solutions are important to
protect privacy. I remind those who are
now marketing on the Internet and
share my enthusiasm for the potential
of the Internet for economic purposes
that we have a common interest. If
consumers do not believe their inter-
ests are protected regarding safe-
guarding their most vital personal in-
formation, the Internet will never
reach its true economic potential. This
point bears repeating. This is vital for
privacy in our society and personal
confidence in the Internet, but it is
equally vital for the Internet in meet-
ing its economic potential.

Great segments of this society are
going to be reluctant to purchase
books, health care products, seek infor-
mation, and exchange ideas if they do
not know whether the information is
safeguarded. It is no different than citi-
zens using the telephone to convey in-
formation, exchange political ideas, or
purchase products, if citizens did not
have some idea that their every phone
conversation wasn’t being monitored.
It wouldn’t be any different than citi-
zens visiting the local shopping mall,
meeting friends, engaging in conversa-
tions, going to restaurants, or pur-
chasing products, if they knew that
over their shoulder someone was re-
cording everything they did and every-
where they went. This is vital economi-
cally as well for the privacy of our citi-
zens if this new, wonderful technology
is to meet its economic potential.

To deal with this problem, I have in-
troduced S. 2063, the Secure Online
Communication Enforcement Act of
2000. This legislation is not a final
product, I stress to privacy advocates
and to the Internet industries and on-
line companies. It is not a final prod-
uct. It is establishing, I hope, a na-
tional dialog first to educate ourselves
about the privacy problem in cyber-
space. It is a beginning document to
which I invite comment and amend-
ment. Its purpose is simply to begin
collecting ideas of how to enhance pri-
vacy. But it is built on the concept of
opting in versus opting out; that is,
that the consumer, the citizen, must
make a choice about whether they
want this information shared. So the
consumer, the individual, holds the
power.

If I believe a company can better
market to me—and, indeed, I believe a
company can better market to me if
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they know my taste in music, my taste
in reading, my taste in clothing or
automobiles—I can decide that I want
that information shared, given to other
companies, and come back to me with
good information. However, if I don’t
want something shared—perhaps I have
gone online with a health care com-
pany and I prefer my health informa-
tion not be shared—I do not opt in, I do
not give anybody the right to give that
information.

A second vital part of this bill: I
strongly believe government oversight
and regulation of the Internet should
be kept to a minimum. That is one rea-
son I have opposed steadfastly a sales
tax on Internet purchases. This is one
area of American life where the gov-
ernment should keep its presence to an
absolute minimum in taxation and reg-
ulation. For that reason, this legisla-
tion is self-enforcing. No government
bureaucracy will be calling if there is a
violation. If, indeed, a company vio-
lates a citizen’s privacy, the right of
action is with the citizen, not the gov-
ernment. There is a legal right of ac-
tion when sharing my personal infor-
mation which I have said will not be
shared. If I did not give anyone that
right, then I as a citizen will hold them
liable for doing so.

Those twin pillars are: As a citizen, I
decide whether to share my private
service; second pillar, as a citizen, I
and not the government have the right
of action to enforce it.

I have introduced this new legisla-
tion to begin this dialog, S. 2063, the
Secure Online Communication and En-
forcement Act of 2000. I hope it is help-
ful to my colleagues. I hope a good and
worthwhile debate proceeds in the Sen-
ate, in our country, and, mostly, with-
in this vital industry. If we can get this
right, we not only do service to our
people by protecting their privacy, as
is our cultural and constitutional tra-
dition, we also do a great deal to rein-
force public confidence in the Internet,
cyberspace, as a new arena of economic
commerce and competition. We can
bring the Internet to reach its true
economic potential.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry: What is the business be-
fore the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, are there
limitations on the amount of time
Members are allowed to speak?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes.

The
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EDUCATION

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, while leg-
islation is not presently pending before
the Senate, I understand that the lead-
ership intends to soon call up an edu-
cation proposal by Senator COVERDELL,
a tax cut that would allow families
with an adjusted gross income of up to
$95,000 for single filers, $150,000 for joint
filers, to make contributions to indi-
vidual retirement accounts up to $2,000
per child for K-12 education expenses,
including private school tuition, during
the tax periods from the year 2000 to
2003. As I understand it, the revenue
loss of this proposal is somewhere in
the neighborhood of $1.3 billion. I be-
lieve I am correct in so characterizing
this proposal.

First of all, I am somewhat surprised
this legislation is coming up at this
time. We are about a week away from
the education committee of the Senate
reporting out, I hope, a bill on elemen-
tary and secondary education. We are
required under law to authorize the El-
ementary and Secondary Education
Act once every 5 years. That bell actu-
ally tolled last year but obviously we
are still in this Congress, so we have an
obligation to report to our colleagues
our thoughts and solutions on the
needs in elementary and secondary
education in this country. The Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions, of which I am a member,
has held something in the neighbor-
hood of 20 to 25 hearings over the last
year and a half on this legislation, and
I have listened to literally dozens and
dozens of witnesses about how we can
do a better job improving the quality
of education in this country.

I know in the last week or so, in sur-
veys done by polling operations that
are both of the Democratic persuasion
and the Republican persuasion, they
have indicated what most of us knew
already, that education is the single
most important issue the American
public thinks we need to address. I
think the numbers were 38 percent of
the American public listed education
as the lead priority issue that Congress
ought to deal with, on which the Amer-
ican people would like to see us focus
more attention. Education placed high-
er than the public’s concerns about So-
cial Security and Medicare by some
three points, and health care by seven
points. Those were the top three re-
sponses: education, Social Security,
and Medicare, and health care gen-
erally, with education surpassing those
concerns with some 38 percent.

It is appropriate this Congress deal
with education. What I am stunned by
is that 1 week away from action by the
major committee charged with the re-
sponsibility of dealing with education
issues, the leadership has decided to
bring up the Coverdell bill rather than
waiting for the committee product to
come out, after having waited now a
year and a half for it. So on one level
I am disappointed that the leadership
has decided to bring up this legislation
prior to the education committee’s
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markup of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

Further, I take particular issue with
the legislation that will soon be before
us, the Coverdell proposal. I have a lot
of respect for my colleague from Geor-
gia, Senator COVERDELL, but he and I
have significant disagreements on
some issues, and on this one particu-
larly. Let me inform my colleagues
what this bill would do. Obviously, a
tax break designed to help defray the
costs of education for grades K-12
sounds very good. It is a lot of money,
$1.3 billion. But let me explain specifi-
cally how this legislation would actu-
ally impact people’s tax obligations.

According to a Joint Tax Committee
report, which is an objective com-
mittee that is not supposed to take
partisan issue with any particular bill,
the average benefit per child in public
schools would be $3 in the year 2001,
$4.50 in the year 2002, and $6 in the year
2003, reaching a high mark of $7 in the
year 2004, or a total of $20.50 over 4
years. That is $1.3 billion in lost tax
revenues to provide the average tax-
payer with $20.50 in tax relief. That is
going to be the answer to how we im-
prove public education in this country,
this legislation purports.

No one is going to suggest that this
Congress has a perfect record on tax
cut proposals, but I noticed recently in
a national survey that only some 13
percent of the American public thought
at this juncture a tax cut was nec-
essary, that they would rather see us
spend the surplus we are accumulating,
the non-Social Security surplus, on So-
cial Security, Medicare, and edu-
cational needs in this country. While
people certainly like the idea of a tax
cut, they like better the idea we are re-
ducing our national debt. Shouldn’t we
be working to eliminate the approxi-
mately $220 billion in interest pay-
ments we pay each year on the na-
tional debt? What greater gift could
this generation give to future genera-
tions than ensuring their National
Government would be free of debt?

Almost without exception, Ameri-
cans would rather we reduce our na-
tional debt than receive $20.50 over 4
years for an educational tax benefit
proposal that is not going to do much
at all. If your child is enrolled in a pri-
vate school, $20.50 will provide very lit-
tle assistance. The decision of whether
or not to take $1.3 billion of taxpayer’s
money and give people, on average,
$20.50 as opposed to paying down the
national debt or dealing with Medicare
or dealing with broader educational
needs, I think is an easy one. I don’t
think we need much persuasion—I
hope—when these clear choices are be-
fore us.

Certainly with $20.50 we are not going
to get smaller class sizes, which most
Americans think is important. Cer-
tainly we are not going to get better
qualified teachers, which most Ameri-
cans think is important. This legisla-
tion is not going to modernize crowded,
old, and unsafe school facilities. It is
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not going to wire these schools so stu-
dents have the advantage of the Inter-
net and modern technology to better
prepare them for their futures. It is
certainly not going to help school dis-
tricts cope with the costs of special
education.

There is an issue, however, that we
do have the opportunity to do some-
thing about. If you want to take $1.3
billion and do something, and if paying
down the national debt doesn’t impress
you, why not do something about spe-
cial education costs? Why not take the
$1.3 billion and apply that towards the
Federal Government’s commitment to
local communities to help them meet
their special education costs? Our re-
spective States know well the com-
plaints of our mayors and our county
executives, that the cost of special edu-
cation is rising all of the time. They
also know the Federal Government
made a commitment years ago pledg-
ing 30 to 40 percent of the cost of spe-
cial education services.

The Federal Government has never
gotten above 13 percent of that com-
mitment. If we want to do something
meaningful for our communities, be
they Colorado or Connecticut, if we
want to spend this money on edu-
cation, why not return the money to
our States and allow them to meet the
costs of special education? I promise
you, there is not a mayor in this coun-
try, there is not a county executive in
this country, there is not a school
board in this country that would not
applaud a decision by this body to pro-
vide some meaningful help on defray-
ing the costs of special education. Be-
lieve me, if the choice is one between
helping our local school districts or
giving $20.50 over 4 years as a tax break
to the people in their communities,
they will take the special education
option every time.

I intend to offer an amendment to
the underlying bill. At the first oppor-
tunity, I am going to offer an amend-
ment that will take the $1.3 billion and
apply it to special education and lets
us do something meaningful in our re-
spective States.

Let me share with my colleagues the
background on the special ed proposal.

In my view, it is a waste of fiscal re-
sources to be spending $1.3 billion on
this minor tax break, $20.50 over 4
years. One cannot buy hamburgers for
a family of four at MacDonald’s or
Burger King with this amount of
money. As 1 said earlier, however,
these funds can make a difference in
the area of special education. Let’s
take a look at how my proposal will
make a difference.

It will strengthen public schools by
assisting them with the very high cost
of special education. Upon enactment
of the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act in 1975, the Federal Gov-
ernment committed to State and local
school districts that it would con-
tribute 40 percent of the funds needed
to provide special education services.
Twenty-five years ago we made that
commitment.
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Presently, the Federal contribution
to special education is 12.7 percent of
the total special education costs. The
Federal Government today would need
to boost its IDEA funding an estimated
$15.7 billion to live up to its original
commitment. I am not suggesting $1.3
billion is going to get us to the 40 per-
cent level, but it would be a major step
in the right direction.

The amendment that I plan to offer
will redirect the $1.3 billion over 4
years that the Coverdell amendment
applies, to aid State and local school
districts in providing the critically im-
portant special education services that
children with disabilities deserve. This
proposal will truly do something for
our communities, I suggest to my good
friend, the Presiding Officer, in his
wonderful State of Colorado and my
State of Connecticut. This will truly
make a difference. This proposal will
strengthen these local school districts.

I believe it is better for us to take
this money, which the Coverdell legis-
lation will take out of general revenues
of the Treasury, and apply it to some-
thing for which our constituents and
our communities will be grateful. Mr.
President, $20.50 does not put a dent in
our real education needs.

I emphasize, again—and this is the
first point I made—I am somewhat dis-
appointed we are bringing up this pro-
posal just days away from the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions reporting out its bill on
the elementary and secondary edu-
cation proposals, as we have done his-
torically over the years. But 5 or 6 days
before the committee acts, after all the
hearings the committee has held, all
the time that has been invested by Re-
publicans and Democrats on the com-
mittee who care about education and
have listened to people from across the
country offering their suggestions on
how we can best improve the quality of
education, it is a great pity, in my
view, that we are going to disregard
that exercise and come right to the
floor with a tax-cut proposal that does
little or nothing to improve the quality
of education in our country.

At the appropriate time, I will offer
an amendment that will require this
$1.3 billion to go directly to our school
districts, to our communities, to pro-
vide the financial support they can use,
given the high cost of special education
in communities all across the country,
and help us get closer to fulfilling that
commitment we made 25 years ago of
meeting 40 percent of the costs of spe-
cial education.

I have offered this amendment in the
past. This amendment has had bipar-
tisan support. When 1 offered this
amendment in 1994, the majority lead-
er, Senator LoOTT, supported the
amendment, as did Senators GORTON
and JEFFORDS. However, eventually we
came short of the majority necessary
to adopt the amendment.

In fact, the distinguished majority
leader, Senator LOTT, to his great cred-
it, when he and I served together on
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the Budget Committee years ago sup-
ported a similar amendment to the one
I'm proposing today. When I offered an
amendment in the Budget Committee
that would require that over a number
of years we increase the federal con-
tribution to special education to 40-
percent, it unfortunately fell on a tie
vote.

As some people are aware, the Fed-
eral Government commits only 7 cents
on the dollar to fund elementary and
secondary education services in this
country. Seven cents on the dollar is
what we do; 93 cents on the dollar
comes from the States and local gov-
ernments, and most funding for edu-
cation comes from local taxation.

My proposal offers a way for the Fed-
eral Government to provide some real
tax relief at the local level for special
education costs that these commu-
nities must raise in order to meet their
obligations under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act.

I am hopeful that, while this amend-
ment has not been adopted in the past,
given the choice between a $20.50 tax
break over 4 years and taking $1.3 bil-
lion and sending it back to our commu-
nities to help them meet their special
education costs, this amendment may
prevail this time. Our children with
disabilities and our communities de-
serve our support. I then hope we can
move on to the real business of con-
tinuing our work on the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

————
RECESS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate stand in
recess until 2 p.m. today.

There being no objection, at 1:10
p.m., the Senate recessed until 2 p.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. GREGG).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, in his capacity as a Senator
from the State of New Hampshire, sug-
gests the absence of a quorum.

The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

The majority leader.

——

AFFORDABLE EDUCATION ACT OF
1999

Mr. LOTT. As we discussed earlier
and agreed to, I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate turn to Cal-
endar No. 124, S. 1134, the education
savings account bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1134) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free expendi-
tures from education individual retirement
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accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the maximum
annual amount of contributions to such ac-
counts, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. LOTT. In order to keep the Sen-
ate on the subject of the education sav-
ings accounts, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be pending today for
debate only.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I hope

when the Senate resumes the bill to-
morrow, that all amendments will be
relevant to the education savings ac-
count issue. I intend to ask that our
Democratic colleagues at a later time
agree to that. In the meantime, I ex-
pect vigorous discussion today about
this very important education issue
and how we can all have an oppor-
tunity to be helpful to our children in
K through 12th grades.

In light of the agreement, there will
be no votes during today’s session. I re-
mind Members that a rollcall vote is
scheduled to occur tomorrow at 11:30
a.m. on the Iran Nonproliferation Act.
There is a likelihood that there will be
more votes Thursday afternoon, per-
haps on Executive Calendar items. We
will notify Members of any nomina-
tions that might be considered. If votes
are required, then we will notify Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle exactly
what time that would occur.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. We are very grateful that
we have an opportunity to talk about
education. There are many things that
we need to talk about as it relates to
education. Certainly, this is a step in
the right direction.

I personally believe very strongly
about the fact that in America we have
3,000 children dropping out of high
school every day—3,000 children who
are going to be less than they could be.
I think we need to do something about
that.

On a number of occasions we have at-
tempted to move legislation forward
that would help create a dropout czar
in the Department of Education to
adopt some of the educational pro-
grams that are working around the
country.

We in Nevada are particularly con-
cerned with the dropout rate. We have
the dubious distinction of leading the
Nation in the rate of high school drop-
outs. We really need to do something
about that. This problem is making our
country less productive. It is making
the State of Nevada less productive.
For this reason alone, I think it is im-
portant that we start talking about
education.

I do say that on the education sav-
ings account issue—of which there will
be some discussion today by the rank-
ing member of the Education Labor
Committee, who will talk in more de-
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tail about this—but as the Senator
from Massachusetts knows, we could
take all these programs, including edu-
cation savings accounts, and lump
them together, and very few people
would be helped. We need something to
help public education generally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am dis-
appointed that we have failed to obtain
a unanimous consent agreement to
limit amendments with respect to S.
1134, the Affordable Education Act. I
hope that we will move towards pas-
sage of this very significant bill. The
importance of giving American fami-
lies the resources and means they need
to educate their children must be
above politics.

I will soon take a few minutes to
walk through the various provisions of
the bill. But before I get into the spe-
cifics, let me remind my colleagues
that all of the concepts in this bill
should be very familiar.

This bill is an A+ for American edu-
cation. Its concepts should be familiar
because we have already endorsed
them. The base provisions in the bill—
which include the increase in the max-
imum allowable contribution to an
education IRA, the use of the IRA for
elementary and secondary school ex-
penses for public and private schools,
the tax-free treatment of State-spon-
sored prepaid tuition plans, and the ex-
tension of tax-free treatment for em-
ployer-provided educational assist-
ance—all received bipartisan support
from the Finance Committee in the
Senate as part of the Taxpayer Relief
Act of 1997.

Despite this Senate support, these
provisions were dropped from the bill
during conference negotiations. Be-
cause of opposition from the adminis-
tration, these particular elements
failed to be included in the final
version of the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997.

In addition, these proposals were in-
cluded in legislation sent to the Presi-
dent in 1998. Unfortunately, the Presi-
dent vetoed that legislation.

These bipartisan proposals were in-
cluded in the Taxpayer Refund and Re-
lief Act of 1999, which passed last year.
Unfortunately, the President vetoed
that legislation, as well.

But we must not lose heart. The
cause of affordable education is too im-
portant. I hope this time we can suc-
ceed for the American people.

We are here today to show our com-
mitment to affordable education and to
enact what this body determines
makes good sense for American fami-
lies.

It is important to note that this tax
bill is not designed to answer all the
education-related issues that face this
country. Many issues are too varied
and complicated to be addressed by the
Federal Government. They need to be
solved at the State and local level—by
schools, by teachers, and by parents
working together.
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Instead, this bill is designed to build
on the innovative concepts that have
been introduced in the last few years.
Our goal is to fix the Tax Code so that
it provides the necessary incentives to
help American families help their chil-
dren. These are much needed tools.

From 1992 through 1998, tuition at a
4-year college increased by 234 percent.
During that period, the average stu-
dent loan increased by 367 percent. In
contrast, median household income
rose only 82 percent during that period
and the Consumer Price Index rose
only 74 percent. Our students, our fam-
ilies, need these resources to help them
meet the costs and realize the opportu-
nities of a quality education. I hope my
colleagues continue to recognize just
how important they remain. The Amer-
ican people are counting on us.

Let me take a few minutes to de-
scribe the various provisions of the
bill, to provide an overview, and to
highlight some reasons these measures
are so important.

As I already mentioned, the bill in-
creases the maximum education IRA
contribution from $500 to $2,000. That
increase is important on two levels.
First, with the well-documented in-
crease in education costs, it is essen-
tial that we provide American families
with the resources to meet these costs.

I have long argued that it is essential
to change the savings habits of the
American people. There are few things
more important than the education of
their children. Not only will saving in
this way increase our investment cap-
ital, it will increase Americans’ edu-
cation capital as well. Anything that
thwarts either of these objectives is
shortsighted.

By using the Tax Code to encourage
individual responsibility for paying for
educational expenses, we all benefit.
The expansion of the education IRA
will result in greater opportunities for
individuals to save for their children’s
education.

Besides being too low to give parents
the necessary resources to pay for the
cost of education, the current $500
limit fails from another practical per-
spective. As we all know, any banker
or broker who provides an IRA account
faces assorted administrative costs for
each account. To ensure they can ade-
quately cover their administrative
costs, most brokers or banks impose a
minimum account balance, and in
many cases the maximum balance has
been set well higher than $500. That re-
ality of the marketplace has the effect
of limiting the availability of the edu-
cational IRA to American families.

Another reality is that confronted by
a $5600 limit. Many mutual fund compa-
nies find it is not worth their while to
spend money on marketing the edu-
cational IRA. It is a fact of life that re-
gardless of what we say or do in Con-
gress, many families only know about
the benefits of an educational IRA
through the marketing efforts of their
local mutual fund companies and
banks. These businesses have been very
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successful in marketing IRAs with the
higher contribution limit. If we want
to maximize the involvement of Amer-
ican families in education IRAs, we
need to ensure that the accounts make
economic sense from the perspective of
the companies offering them.

The next major change this bill
makes to education IRAs is that it al-
lows withdrawals for education ex-
penses for elementary and secondary
schools and for both private and public
schools.

As we recognized last year, it is a
fundamental principle that a parent
should have the right and the ability to
make decisions about his or her child’s
education, to decide basic questions
such as how the child shall be educated
and where the child should attend
school.

In 1997, for example, when Congress
passed a variety of provisions targeted
to higher education, we made no dis-
tinction between private and public
schools.

We did not say, for instance, that an
education IRA or a HOPE scholarship
would only be available if a student at-
tended public school. We did not say
that a student who attended the Uni-
versity of Maryland would receive a
tax benefit but a student who attended
George Washington University would
receive nothing.

This bill recognizes that, just as for
higher education, we should not estab-
lish a priority system where some ele-
mentary and secondary schools are fa-
vored over others. We should not forget
that it is the taxpayer who funds the
educational IRA, that it is the parent
who puts his or her hard-earned money
into the education IRA.

It seems a matter of common sense,
therefore, that the parent should be
able to choose how to spend that
money and the parent should be able to
choose where to send their children to
school.

Moreover, parents with students in
elementary and secondary school need
our help to cope with the costs. It is
simply not true that only rich kids at-
tend private elementary or secondary
schools. For instance, recent data from
the National Catholic Education Asso-
ciation indicate that almost 70 percent
of the families with children in Catho-
lic schools have income below $35,000,
and almost 90 percent of those families
have incomes below $50,000. Why should
those children not have access to these
accounts?

Another provision in this bill makes
State-sponsored prepaid tuition plans
tax free, not simply tax deferred. This
is a significant distinction because it
allows students to withdraw the sav-
ings that accumulate in their prepaid
tuition accounts without paying any
tax at all. That means more money for
children’s education. It also means par-
ents have the incentive to put money
away today, and their children have
the full benefit of that money without
any tax tomorrow.

As I have already mentioned, at least
43 States have prepaid tuition plans in
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effect. This means most Members of
the Senate have parents and students
back home who either benefit from the
plan right now or will benefit from the
plan soon. I am pleased to see my home
State of Delaware has already acted in
this area. Delaware parents can now
save for college on a tax-deferred basis.
But if this bill becomes law, these
Delaware families will be able to save
for a child’s college education on a tax-
free basis.

The prepaid provision also covers
networks of private college plans. This
will enable still more parents and more
students to save for college.

The Finance Committee bill also ex-
tends tax-free treatment of employer-
provided educational assistance for
graduates and undergraduates through
June 30, 2004.

This particular program is a time-
tested and widely used benefit for
working families. Over 1 million work-
ers across America receive tax-free em-
ployer-provided education. This allows
them to stay on the cutting edge of
their careers. It benefits not only them
individually but their employers and,
of course, the economy as a whole.
With the constant innovation and ad-
vancing technology of our society, it is
vitally important that we continue
this program.

The Finance Committee hearings
demonstrated the crushing debt burden
faced by students coming out of col-
lege. I can tell you about this debt bur-
den from Delaware families. I am sure
I am not alone. To this end, the Fi-
nance Committee restores the student
loan interest deduction in the Tax-
payer Relief Act of 1997. This bill goes
another step further and simplifies and
expands the deduction for more stu-
dents.

The Finance Committee does even
more than address the cost of attend-
ing school. In response to concerns
from Members on both sides of the
aisle, the Finance Committee agreed
on some measures to provide relief in
the area of school construction.

The first provision is directed at in-
novative financing for school districts.
It expands the tax-exempt bond rules
for public-private partnerships set up
for the construction, renovation, or
restoration of public school facilities
in these districts. In general, it allows
States to issue tax-exempt bonds equal
to $10 per State resident. Each State
would be guaranteed a minimum allo-
cation of at least $5 million of these
tax-exempt bonds. In total, up to $600
million per year in new tax-exempt
bonds would be issued for these innova-
tive school construction projects.

This provision is important because
it retains State and local flexibility. It
does not impose a new bureaucracy on
the States. It does not force the Fed-
eral Government to micromanage
school construction.

The provision is also important be-
cause it promotes the use of public-pri-
vate partnerships. Many high growth
school districts may be too poor or too
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overwhelmed to take on a school con-
struction project itself. But with these
bonds, these districts can partner with
a private entity and still enjoy the ben-
efits of tax-exempt financing.

It is worth noting that there already
is a significant Federal subsidy for
school construction. Under current
law, States and localities can issue
debt that is exempt from Federal tax-
ation. This benefit allows them to fi-
nance school construction by issuing
long-term bonds at a lower cost than
they otherwise could.

Moreover, the evidence shows that
States and localities are taking advan-
tage of this benefit. In the first 6
months of 1996, voters have approved
$13.3 billion in school bonds, an in-
crease of more than $4 billion over the
first 6 months of 1995. The bottom line
is that many States and localities are
doing their homework, passing bonds,
building and renovating schools, and
enjoying favorable treatment under the
existing Tax Code. They are doing all
this without significant Federal in-
volvement.

I do not have to remind colleagues
that school construction has always
been the province of State and local
governments. President Clinton him-
self stated in 1994 that the construction
and renovation of school facilities has
traditionally been the responsibility of
State and local governments, financed
primarily by local taxpayers. In that
respect, I agree with the President.

Well, there is a second bond provision
in this bill. That provision is designed
to simplify the issue of bonds for
school construction. Under current
law, arbitrage profits earned on invest-
ment unrelated to the purpose of the
borrowing must be rebated to the Fed-
eral Government. However, there is an
exception, generally referred to as the
small issuer exception, which allows
governments to issue up to $5 million
of bonds without being subject to the
arbitrage rebate requirement. We re-
cently increased this limit to $10 mil-
lion for governments that issue at least
$56 million of public school bonds during
the year.

The provision in the Finance Com-
mittee bill increases the small issuer
exception to $15 million, provided that
at least $10 million of the bonds are
issued to finance public schools. This
measure will assist localities in meet-
ing school construction needs by sim-
plifying their use of tax-exempt financ-
ing. At the same time, it will not cre-
ate incentives to issue such debt ear-
lier or in larger amounts than is nec-
essary. That is a type of targeted pro-
vision that I believe makes good sense.

Finally, as we all know, the Tax Code
is too complex. As chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, simplification of the
Tax Code is one of my top priorities.
This Finance Committee bill provides
for coordination between education
IRAs, prepaid tuition plans, the HOPE
scholarship, and lifetime learning cred-
its. This provision will mean that par-
ents will not lose the benefit of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

HOPE scholarship and lifetime learn-
ing credits when they use an education
IRA or a prepaid tuition plan.

It is clear that the Finance Com-
mittee bill contains numerous impor-
tant provisions for the American fam-
ily.

As I have already said, many of these
measures are ones the Senate passed
last year. Anyone—students or par-
ents—who is on the front line dealing
with the cost of a quality education
must have been disappointed in 1997, in
1998, and in 1999 when the President
failed to agree to give any student or
parent all the tools they needed.

American families understand the
need for these measures. American
families have now been waiting for sev-
eral years. Let us not disappoint them
any further. Let’s not keep them wait-
ing any longer. Let’s move forward.
Let’s pass the Finance Committee bill
now.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is
now Wednesday, the 23rd of February.
It is just about a week after the Presi-
dent of the United States sent his
budget to the Congress where he out-
lined his request of the Congress for a
very extensive education priority—
more than $4.5 billion measured just in
financial terms over the previous
years—specifying in great detail, the
priorities he placed in strengthening
our education system.

I think any American who listened to
the President’s State of the Union Ad-
dress would have to conclude that the
President spoke for all Americans
when he said the primary priority for
all Americans was in the area of edu-
cation and also that we ought to try to
find partnerships where the Federal
Government can work with the States
and local communities in order to
strengthen our K through 12 education
system. Both the President and all of
us in this Congress understand that we
have some very important pieces of
legislation before the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. We will reauthorize the ESEA, a
composite of different pieces of legisla-
tion, that is primarily targeted in
terms of the most disadvantaged chil-
dren and children in greatest need.

I, as ranking minority member of the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions, want to take this
time now to commend our chairman,
Senator JEFFORDS, for the time he has
taken to try to examine and bring that
legislation as a priority item to the
floor of the Senate so we can take ac-
tion. Even though we are in the Senate
for a relatively short period of time, we
are going to have the opportunity to
debate that legislation, which pri-
marily is $8 billion, which is focused on
the neediest schools and poorest chil-
dren.

There are other funds in terms of
school construction. There are other
funds in terms of math and science pro-
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grams. There are additional funds in
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. That has really been the
vehicle on which I think most of us
thought we would begin the debate in
this Congress on the issue of central
importance to the American people—on
education.

I can say, as someone who has served
on the education committee now for 38
years, that we have had a remarkable
sense of bipartisanship in working
through education. It has only been in
the last 10 years we have even voted in
the committee. We had votes on the
floor of the Senate. But by and large,
under the leadership of Bob Stafford, a
Republican from the State of Vermont,
under the leadership of Claiborne Pell,
a Democrat from Rhode Island, and
even back to the period of Lister Hill
in the early 1960s when many of these
pieces of legislation were initially
passed, we didn’t really have a great
deal of partisanship. It was understood
that education was something on
which we freed ourselves from involv-
ing partisan disputes. It has only been
in the most recent times we have had
that.

That doesn’t mean a good debate and
discussion on education policy is not
helpful in terms of trying to find out
the most sensible and responsible ways
we would proceed. But it does come as
some surprise to the members of our
committee, quite frankly, that we have
had some 20 days of hearings and we
are in the process of attempting to
mark up this major piece of legislation
and bring it to the floor so we can have
a full debate and discussion on the
measure.

Just to put this tax legislation in
some perspective, the President’s budg-
et in terms of education will be about
$40 billion this year, $4.5 billion over
last year. The measure which is being
offered on the floor of the Senate as
the principal Republican measure
comes to approximately $225 million
per year—$1.2 billion over 5 years.

Not that you can’t do a good deal
with $1.2 billion over 5 years, but when
we are talking about the magnitude of
our involvement in terms of what the
parents of this country have said they
want to have happen in their local
schools and local communities across
this country, I am somewhat amazed. 1
am amazed that the Republican leader-
ship would recommend—as they did
and as is their power to do—that we are
now considering this legislation of $1.2
billion over 5 years, $225 million a year,
that will provide an average benefit of
$7 per family, according to the Joint
Tax Committee, which is neither Re-
publican nor Democrat.

We are now 4 weeks into the session,
I can’t believe we have any more im-
portant priority for the Senate than
the issue of education. We should be de-
bating real solutions to real problems,
such as overcrowded classrooms, crum-
bling facilities and unsafe school build-
ings, and the lack of qualified teachers
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in classrooms, accountability for re-
sults, and adequate after-school oppor-
tunities.

We certainly have been waiting to de-
bate the issue of health care. I look for-
ward to our meetings as a member of
the conference committee on the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights for next week.
But that was long past in the Senate
last year. We were just about getting
to it.

We still have not been willing to ad-
dress a minimum wage increase for the
hardest working members. We always
hear from the Republican leadership
that we haven’t the time to debate a
50-cent-per-hour increase for minimum
wage this year and 50 cents next year.
We haven’t the time to debate that, al-
though we are committed this after-
noon to no votes. We are not able to de-
bate an increase in the minimum wage
for the 12 million Americans—mostly
women benefit, mostly children ben-
efit, mostly men and women whose
skin is not white benefit. We don’t
have time to debate that. No. We
haven’t the time in the Senate to do it
the fourth week into the session. No.
We are going to debate this issue which
is wvalid at $2256 million—which we
ought to be about debating as well.

I want to review this very quickly.
As I say, if we ask parents back home
what they are most concerned about,
what comes out on every single review
about things that the parents are most
concerned about, it is discipline and
safety in the schools.

It is no surprise that under the most
recent studies in 1999, the top concerns
of parents are safety and discipline in
the schools—safety and discipline in
the schools.

With the relatively small amount of
resources we provide to local commu-
nities, 7 or 8 cents out of every dollar,
what can we do in the Senate to help
local communities have greater safety
and discipline in the schools? That is
what parents are concerned about.
That is what we want to debate. It is
on that which we want to call the roll.
But no, we will debate whether there
will be tax provisions that benefit
some, to the tune of $225 million, an
average of $7 per family.

It is a shame to mention the polls be-
cause it is self-evident what parents
want is a well-trained teacher in every
classroom for their children. We don’t
need a poll for that. They want teach-
ers who know how to teach, who know
the importance of support, and teacher
mentors who help in the classrooms.
They want smaller class sizes. That is
the way to deal with discipline. That is
the way for academic achievement and
accomplishment.

We can debate what the records are
with the STAR programs in Tennessee
and other States that show significant
academic achievement. Why are we not
supporting those? Why do we not take
programs that benefit children and rep-
licate them? No, no, we have to debate
this other piece of legislation, the $1.2
billion over 5 years. We cannot debate
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class size, we cannot debate improving
the quality of education, we cannot de-
bate afterschool programs, we cannot
debate modernizing schools, we cannot
debate how to assist special needs chil-
dren. No, we cannot do that.

What do the various important bipar-
tisan studies show? On the priorities
for parents, No. 7 is creating edu-
cational savings accounts to help par-
ents pay for educational expenses for
children. That is what we are debating.

No. 6, modernizing and rebuilding
schools and wiring all classrooms for
computers and Internet. That is a pri-
ority—the digital divide. Make sure
every public school will be included on
the Internet; make sure all the cur-
riculum will be adequate in order to be
able to teach these children; and to
make sure the teachers know how to
use that technology.

No. 5, establish national academic
standards and tests for students. More
and more of the States are doing so.
Almost all of the States have done it in
certain classes, even this year.

No. 4, reduce class size to 18 students
in grades 1 through 3.

No. 3, increasing the salaries of
teachers. Are we debating that this
afternoon? No, we are talking about
the IRAs for parents that will be val-
ued at $7 per family. We are not al-
lowed to have any of these amend-
ments or vote on them this afternoon.

No. 2, train teachers in technologies,
computers, and Internet.

No. 1, establish national certification
standards for teachers, meaning we
will have good teachers in every class-
room.

That is what American parents want.
That is what the Democratic Party
wants. That is what we ought to be de-
bating on the floor of the Senate this
afternoon. It is on that which we ought
to call the roll.

But no, no, we are working on pri-
ority No. 7, to create educational sav-
ings accounts to help parents cover
those expenses for the children.

I think this is a great tragedy this
afternoon. If we accept the Coverdell
bill this afternoon, I will not vote for
it. I believe if we are going to have the
$1.2 billion, it can be better spent get-
ting more qualified teachers, smaller
class sizes, afterschool programs, com-
puters, special needs children.

If we pass the $1.2 billion program, it
will not mean a single better trained
teacher in any classroom in this coun-
try. None. It will not mean a single
smaller class. It will not be an after-
school program. It will not provide
help and assistance to special edu-
cation needs children. It does not help
any of the older schools that are crum-
bling. It does not provide a new com-
puter in a classroom. It does not make
a school safer. It does not stop over-
crowding. It does not move children
out of some of the trailers and into the
classroom. It does not respond to what
the General Accounting Office pointed
out is the $112 billion needed to make
the basic schools livable in our society.
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We do not add a nickel to any of those
priorities. It does very little in terms
of providing help and assistance to the
children in the public schools.

What are the various groups saying?
Not that we ought to be dictated to by
the various groups; we do not find real
support from the primary groups inter-
ested in working with the Congress. We
can find some support if this were to be
used in terms of higher education, as
an add on, but we do not find support
from teachers; we do not find support
in terms of the Chief State Schools Of-
ficers, or the Council of the Great
Schools; we do not find support in
terms of any of the special education
programs; we do not find support with
the parents; we do not find support
with the school boards; we do not find
support with a number of groups—I
have a list of over 75.

My regret is that we are being denied
the opportunity to get into the more
substantive matters that are of central
importance to parents whose children
are going to the public schools.

We ought to have a good, sound de-
bate about what we are going to do to
have better trained teachers. With
scarce resources, who wants to put
funding into teachers, including the re-
cruitment of teachers, the training of
teachers, the holding of teachers,
teacher mentoring and support for up-
grading the skill of teachers—the
whole range of different suggestions
that have been made primarily by
those who are in the teaching profes-
sion? We ought to be listening to those
who entered the profession. We ought
to be debating those issues.

Smaller class size, we had good de-
bate on that. We had some division
within the body on that—the first time
the Murray amendment was actually
accepted. Republicans were falling over
themselves trying to accept credit for
it, and then fought it the next year. 1
do not know where they will be this
year. But it makes a good deal of sense,
and the more evidence we get the more
that is demonstrated.

We need to do more to help schools
and communities develop constructive
afterschool activities to keep students
off the streets, away from drugs, and
out of trouble. These programs have
been endorsed from an education point
of view and a law enforcement point of
view. Funding has been significantly
increased in the President’s proposal.
That is a legitimate proposal and we
ought to debate whether we want
scarce resources focused that way.

What are we going to do to make
sure the neediest children in our coun-
try, those who come from the poorest
areas of our country, have access to
computers? That is a matter of na-
tional technology. Are we going to
take new technology, and at the end of
10 years, those who went to schools
that had the best in technology and
teachers are going to be light-years
ahead of another group of students,
whose skin is probably not white, who
are from underserved areas? We ought
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to be debating that. Is that before us
on the floor of the Senate?

There are Republicans and Demo-
crats who have good views on this. We
ought to be working together to find
out the solutions to these problems.
But, oh, no, we are just going to be de-
bating this afternoon. We are just
going to be debating what is No. 7 in
all of the polls, creating educational
accounts, something that is valued at
$225 million.

I know probably our colleagues say:
That may not be a lot to you, Senator.
We don’t want to bother with that an-
swer. We know we are spending $40 bil-
lion this year in a Federal budget and
now we are engaged in our first edu-
cation debate, which is how we are
going to spend $225 million of it.

Does that say something about what
the leadership wants for debate and
discussion on issues of education? I
think it does.

We are prepared to meet with the
chairman of our committee and follow
the committee process and come to the
floor of the Senate with responsible
recommendations and to debate those
until we are able to have a resolution
of those. But that process has been
short-circuited, evidently, by the lead-
ership of the Republican Party. They
are basically saying no to its chair-
man, the chairman of the education
committee—no, we are not going to do
it that way; we are going to do it some
other way.

We are going to have to deal with
what we are faced with, and I think
there are many more important edu-
cational proposals we ought to be de-
bating. We ought to be debating them
this afternoon. We ought to be taking
rollcalls on these issues. They are of
central concern.

Then we ought to move on to many
of these other issues that have been ef-
fectively side-tracked. We cannot get a
bankruptcy conference appointed be-
cause I have every intention to try to
instruct the Members, when they go to
the conference on bankruptcy, they are
to change the provisions that have
been included in the bankruptcy bill to
make sure the neediest American
workers are going to get a fair increase
in the minimum wage. The majority
leader will not call that up. We cannot
deal with that.

We are putting off the Patients’ Bill
of Rights. We cannot begin the debate
and discussions on the prescription
drug bill.

We have been watching these debates
that have been taking place, Demo-
crats and Republicans. Many even in
this Chamber have been in States
where seniors have been gathering to-
gether, talking about the importance
of a prescription drug benefit. We are
not even able to get a good debate and
discussion on these measures in the
Senate.

Four weeks into the session and this
is our record so far: we have the Mari-
anas immigration bill which was
passed overwhelmingly; we have a nu-
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clear waste bill, which is legislation
that is going to be vetoed; and we have
a conference report on bankruptcy. We
have had 11 votes, including 3 nomina-
tions. It is already the end of February.

You cannot get away from where re-
sponsibility lies to address America’s
agenda. On this side of the aisle we
want to address the issues of edu-
cation. We want to address the issues
of health care. We want to address the
issues of prescription drugs for our sen-
ior citizens. We want to address the
issues that are of central concern to
working families. We are being denied
that opportunity now, and we are going
to continue to point out as we go
through this legislative process each
and every time that we are being de-
nied. We are going to work feverishly
to try to do the Nation’s business and
not be denied bringing these matters
up on the floor of the Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would
like to point out that what we have be-
fore us is a matter within the jurisdic-
tion of the Finance Committee. As I
said in my opening remarks, this bill
does not answer all problems of edu-
cation. I am not one to try to base
what I do on what a particular poll
shows today or tomorrow. I am trying
to help satisfy some of the pressing
educational problems facing America.

When I go home to my little State of
Delaware, a matter of real concern to
families, whether their children are
teenagers, in secondary or in grammar
school, is how the family can afford to
send their children to quality colleges.
This is a key problem facing the typ-
ical American family. Make no mis-
take about it. I defy any one of you to
go home and talk to parents, talk to
your neighbors who have children.
Time and again they will tell you how
difficult it is to have the funds nec-
essary to pay for college education.

So I do not apologize for bringing
this kind of legislation before us. This
is a matter within the jurisdiction of
the Finance Committee. I might say,
we have had this legislation reported
out since last May. I am pleased and
delighted we are having the chance to
debate and vote on it. Yes, it does not
settle the problems of teachers’ train-
ing, the size of classes, or many of the
other matters mentioned by my distin-
guished colleague from Massachusetts.
I do not deny those are important prob-
lems, but they are matters within the
jurisdiction of other committees. What
I seek to do today is to bring to the
Senate legislation that will be most
helpful to the typical American family,
meeting part of that great American
dream of sending their children on to
higher education.

We have purposely tried to devise the
kind of program that takes advantage
of the miracle of compound interest.
The question is not how much it costs
the Government. The question is how
much does this legislation help the
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typical American family? We all know
the miracle of compound interest. If
families will start when their children
are small, saving in educational IRAs,
up to $2,000, this will provide signifi-
cant resources, tremendous amounts of
money to help them send their children
to school.

Yes, this legislation does not answer
all problems of education, nor was it
intended to. That is not within the ju-
risdiction of my committee. But I do
say it does seek and will address some
of the most important problems facing
the American family.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COVERDELL). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I begin
by congratulating the Senator from
Delaware for bringing this bill forward
again, and the Senator from Georgia,
who is presently in the Chair, for hav-
ing been the original author of this
bill.

This is a very strong piece of legisla-
tion which, as the Senator from Dela-
ware has so effectively pointed out, is
absolutely critical to the parents of
this country as they try to assure the
one thing that is most important in
most parents’ lifestyles in dealing with
their kids, beyond giving their Kkids
love and a sense of how to deal with re-
ality and a sense of values, and that is
the ability to get a good education.
The ability to get a good education,
once you get out of the public school
system in our country today, is tied, to
a great extent, to your ability to pay
for that education. Postsecondary
school education, even under public
school systems, can be extraordinarily
expensive.

These college savings IRA accounts
give parents more flexibility. In fact,
there was an ad I saw on TV last night
which brought home the reality of this
so effectively. It showed a baby being
born. The theme of the ad was: The
first image that comes across the par-
ents’ minds is the wonder of the baby.
The second image that comes across
the parents’ minds is, $210,000 is flashed
up on the screen because that is what
it is going to cost to educate that
child, to have that child, who was just
born, go to college. The theme of the
ad is: What am I going to do to pay
that?

One way to address it is to pass this
bill which was passed and, regrettably,
rejected by the Democratic side of the
aisle and the President. It is before us
again so we can give parents some re-
lief.

Nobody is claiming this is the entire
rug or the entire makeup of the issue
of how we address education. No one is
claiming that this is the whole quilt.
This is one block within the quilt, one
item of the quilt in how we improve
education in this country today. It is
an important item, and it is an impor-
tant statement to make that we, as a
Congress, are going to, once again, put
forward this initiative which we put
forward last year as part of our efforts.
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A couple of Members from the other
side of the aisle have come to the floor
today and said they would rather de-
bate something else. I guess they do
not think college education is that im-
portant. They think something else is
more important.

One Member came to the floor today,
the Senator from Connecticut, and said
we need to debate special ed; we need
to put more money into special ed. We
should not be putting more money into
this program; we should be putting
more money into special ed.

That is an unusual argument to hear
from the other side of the aisle because
there is a certain inconsistency and
hollowness to that argument. Let’s go
through the numbers as to special ed
and this Congress since the Repub-
licans have taken over and since we
have had a Democratic President.

In 1997, the President sent up a budg-
et. How much of an increase did he
have for special ed? He had a 12-percent
increase. The Republican Senate made
a commitment. It said: That’s not
enough; we have to address special ed.
We are going to put more dollars into
special ed.

As a result, the Republican Congress
put forward a 34-percent increase in
special ed. Why was that? Because we
see special ed as being the single larg-
est unfunded mandate, outside the en-
vironmental area, this country has.
Originally, the agreement was, the
Federal Government was going to pay
40 percent of the cost of special ed.
When the Congress became Republican,
the cost that was being paid by the
Federal Government was 6 percent, and
it had not been improved at all by the
Democratic Congress or by a Demo-
cratic Presidency.

We made a commitment as a Repub-
lican Congress that we were going to
get that spending up so more special ed
dollars would flow back to the States,
so we could fulfill our obligations
under special ed of paying a larger per-
centage of that 40 percent, so local dol-
lars could be freed up for the purposes
of spending them on local priorities
rather than having local dollars spent
paying the Federal share of special ed.

As I said, in 1997 the Democratic
leadership in this Congress, and
through its President, proposed a 12-
percent increase in special ed. We
raised special ed spending by $783 mil-
lion that year, or 34 percent. I am
pointing this out because the Senator
from Connecticut said we have to spend
more money on special ed; we should
not be talking about this program on
the floor; more money should go to spe-
cial ed. I think that rings hollow in
light of these numbers.

In 1998, the President put forward a
budget with a 4-percent increase in spe-
cial ed funding. That is essentially
enough to pay for all the salaries of all
the administrators they want to put on
the books. The Senate increased spe-
cial ed spending that year under a Re-
publican initiative by 22 percent, $698
million.
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In 1999, it was the same story. The
President sent us a budget supported
by the Democratic leadership. How
much of an increase did they ask for in
special ed spending? This time they
asked for a .03-percent increase in spe-
cial ed funding.

The Republican majority said: No,
that is not acceptable; we are going to
increase special ed funding again. We
increased it over the baseline by 13 per-
cent in 1999, $5610 million.

Again, in the year 2000, this year, the
President increased special ed funding
by what? Seven percent. We said: No,
that is not acceptable; more special ed
dollars are needed to meet the obliga-
tion of the 40-percent commitment we
made. So the Republican Senate, with
a Republican initiative of this Con-
gress, increased special ed funding by
$678 million last year for a 15.7-percent
increase.

The total increase under the Repub-
lican leadership in this Congress in spe-
cial ed funding has been over 100 per-
cent since the year 1997. We have gone
from $2.6 billion up to over $5 billion
we are projecting in this coming year
in special ed funding.

The proposals coming from the other
side of the aisle—and we just heard this
presentation that said we should be
spending more on special ed—were to
increase special ed funding over that
period by essentially nothing.

The Republican majority has taken
the issue of special ed funding. We have
fulfilled an obligation. We are moving
toward full funding of that obligation
made by this Congress in 1976 when the
special ed bill was first passed, and as
a result we are doing what should be
done, which is to fund special ed at an
aggressive level, something which we
have not seen coming from the other
side of the aisle or from the adminis-
tration.

When I hear folks come to this floor
and say we should not be taking up this
bill, we should be funding special ed,
there is, I think, a certain hollowness
to that argument.

The Senator from Massachusetts ar-
gued we ought to be taking up this
item of education, that item of edu-
cation, another item of education, and
why haven’t we taken up all these
items of education; we have not done
anything in this Congress, including
minimum wage.

I note, the bankruptcy bill did have
minimum wage in it, which we passed,
which the Senator, I guess, does not
like, and that is why he considers we
have not taken it up. The fact is, all
the educational items he has listed are
presently moving through committee
and will be discussed in committee and
then will be brought to the floor, as the
Senator knows.

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act is on the verge of being
marked up in committee. In fact, I
think the Senator probably, as of today
or maybe tomorrow, will be putting to-
gether his amendments and will be get-
ting ready for a major markup of that
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bill the first week in March, which will
take up almost all the issues he out-
lined as not being addressed by this
Congress.

Would he want us to skip the com-
mittee and just bring that bill to the
floor without any committee action?
As a senior member on the Democratic
side of that committee, I seriously
doubt that. That bill is not being vet-
ted in committee. I cannot imagine the
Senator would want those issues,
which are very complex, very impor-
tant, and involve substantive discus-
sions of education policy, to be thrown
out on the floor without committee ac-
tion. But that seems to be what he is
suggesting, that we should have just
thrown the bill before the Senate rath-
er than putting it through the proper
committee procedure and taking ac-
tion on it, which is what he has pro-
posed. He knows it is going to be taken
up in committee and then brought be-
fore the Senate and worked on I sus-
pect for a week or a week and a half,
maybe 2 weeks.

Why is this bill being considered? Be-
cause this bill has gone through the
committee process. The chairman of
the committee which has jurisdiction
over this piece of legislation is pre-
senting the bill. That is why it is here.

If the ESEA bill was ready, it could
be brought to the floor, but the ESEA
bill isn’t ready. It will be ready fairly
soon. It is going to be one heck of a
good bill on which to debate education
policy. I will not deny that.

The differences between our side of
the aisle and the other side of the aisle
on the issue of elementary and sec-
ondary education in this country are
fairly significant. We happen to think
after you have spent $100 billion on a
program, and kids can be shown to
have obtained absolutely nothing from
that money, that you have children es-
sentially who are still locked into fail-
ure, where low-income kids are still
getting the same terrible education
children got 20 years ago.

Even though we have spent $100 bil-
lion on education, unfortunately, the
children with whom we started out 20
years ago in this program have ended
up coming through a system which has
failed them. We are still sticking kids
into that system. We are still running
them through that system, the same
way it has always been—counting bu-
reaucrats instead of counting results;
not focusing on the child but, rather,
focusing on systems. That is a failure;
no question about it. We are going to
get to discuss that failure at some
length on this floor, as we will in com-
mittee. That is going to be a big issue.

But to simply bring the ESEA out
here and throw it on the floor, as the
Senator from Massachusetts, the rank-
ing member, seems to be implying we
should do before we take up this bill,
abandons the legislative process.

The legislative process relative to
this bill has worked. It has gone
through committee. It has actually
gone through committee and through
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the Senate and it has been vetoed. Now
it is back on the floor. Having gone
through the committee, it has come
back to the floor to be heard again. It
makes sense that we should be taking
up this bill.

I think the arguments by the Senator
from Massachusetts, as much as I re-
spect his understanding of the legisla-
tive process—he is one of the people in
the Senate who knows the most about
the legislative process and has been
here the longest of anyone, I guess,
other than Senator THURMOND and Sen-
ator BYRD. He understands the legisla-
tive process, and I am a little sur-
prised, I guess, that he would make the
representations he did relative to why
this bill is on the floor versus the other
issues he outlined as being his pref-
erence for being considered on the
floor.

We will get to those other issues. We
will get to them aggressively. We will
have a full debate. It is going to be a
very energized debate. There will be a
lot of differences of opinion. It will be
good for this country because the edu-
cation debate needs to be aired on this
floor with intensity and with a full
hearing because it is such a critical
issue for our Nation.

But as of right now, the bill on which
we are ready to proceed is this bill. In
my opinion, we should not have a lot of
“‘straw dogs’ put up in the face of it.
Let’s pass this bill. It is good for par-
ents, it is good for kids who want to go
to college, and as a result it will be
good for the country.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRrAPO). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just to
respond to my good friend from New
Hampshire, when we came back to the
whole question of special education, I
listened carefully to his remarks. And
his remarks have a certain hollow
echo, as well.

I remember when the Republicans of-
fered their $780 billion tax break a year
ago. I offered an amendment that
would have funded every special edu-
cation program for 10 years. It would
have reduced the $780 Republican tax
reduction by a fifth. Every Member of
the body on the other side of the aisle
voted against it.

So with all due respect, that proposal
made a good deal of sense. Every Mem-
ber on the Democratic side of the aisle
said: It is more important to fund the
special education needs of every special
education program across this country,
over the next 10 years, than to have a
tax break. Every Republican voted
against that. So with all due respect,
we ought to at least begin to remember
our history on this particular provi-
sion.

I listened to my friend from Delaware
talk about the two different provisions.
He talked about the educational IRAS,
which my remarks were directed at,
and then he talked about the section
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127 provisions which provide the edu-
cation assistance for undergraduate
and graduate studies, and also about
the prepaid tuition plans. Those are in
the administration’s budget.

I see both my friend from Georgia as
well as Senator WELLSTONE waiting to
speak. But if there had been more time,
I was going to review what has been
done with regard to President Clinton
and this Congress over the last 7 years
in terms of offering educational oppor-
tunities. There has not been an admin-
istration in the last 30 years that has
done a better job in terms of opening
up and being responsive to the needs of
students. It is a very proud record.

So those particular provisions of
what they call the extenders of various
tax provisions are going to be worth-
while to work out in a bipartisan way.
Certainly there will be credit for all
those who are going to be involved in it
later on. But the principal proposal
which has been advanced, the edu-
cation IRAs, which was discussed ear-
lier as a vehicle for strengthening and
improving public education, it does
seem to me that the American people
want a debate and discussion, in a com-
prehensive way, about how we are
going to strengthen public education,
and what the Federal Government is
going to do, and what the States are
going to do, and what the local commu-
nities are going to do.

Whatever we do in the Congress, I
think there are certain priorities which
the public has. They want to know how
we are going to ensure that there will
be a well-trained teacher in every
classroom? They want smaller class
sizes, particularly in the earlier grades.
They want to make sure we have after-
school programs. They want to make
sure we are going to have mentors and
supporters for those teachers, particu-
larly those who serve in underserved
areas. They want to make sure we have
the technology, and the curriculum
with that technology, and well-trained
teachers to use that technology.

They want us to be sensitive to the
digital divide so we do not use tech-
nology to open up a whole new spread
between the haves and have-nots. They
want to make sure there is parental in-
volvement. They want to make sure
there is access to continuing education
through college and that there is con-
tinuing training programs which will
be necessary for the new jobs of the
new century.

I believe they want us to give empha-
sis and focus in terms of early edu-
cation, including the expansion of the
Head Start Program for children up to
3 years of age, on which this adminis-
tration has placed emphasis, along
with a number of Senators, in a bipar-
tisan way, including Senators STEVENS
and DODD.

They want us, at the end of the day
when we pass the legislation, to be able
to answer the question: What did this
legislation mean in terms of my son or
my daughter? Whether it is a question
of security in the classroom or whether
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it is access to guns getting into the
classrooms. They want to have a com-
prehensive way of being able to say,
look, there is some legislation. It isn’t
going to answer all of the problems. It
isn’t going to do everything, but at
least it is something. We stand in sup-
port of those individuals who want to
use scarce resources at the national
level to pump into this priority. Those
are the people we want to see success-
ful and we want to support. That is
very reasonable.

With a budget of some $40 billion and
a $2256 million program dealing with
what will mean $7 per family to go to
school, the idea that we are doing any-
thing meaningful for families in this
country who are interested and con-
cerned about educating their kids is a
disservice to the American people and
a disservice to this process. That is
why I have risen.

I see my colleague and friend from
Georgia and Senator WELLSTONE. I
yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Georgia wants to speak. I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to follow the Senator from Geor-
gia.

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

The Senator from Georgia is recog-
nized.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Chair.

The good Senator from Massachu-
setts and I find ourselves, once again,
in a prolonged discussion about tax
policy that affects education. I have
several comments to make with regard
to that. Before I outline the reach of
the legislation, I will respond to sev-
eral remarks made by the Senator from
Massachusetts.

First, the Senator from Massachu-
setts indicated that the President’s
budget had $4.5 billion in new funding
for education and that we are debating
something that is worth some $200 mil-
lion over 5 years. My data does not
match his. Actually, in 5 years this leg-
islation would use tax policy to relieve
taxpayers, whether they are parents or
employers or people who are in a State
tuition program. It would be $4.3 bil-
lion in the first 5 years and almost $8
billion over 10 years.

They really are apples and oranges.
What we are debating is the relief of
tax policy on top of what will ulti-
mately become an increase in the edu-
cation budget. In fact, if you are going
to do it that way, you have to add
these figures to what the President and
the Congress ultimately decide is going
to be the increase in the education
budget, remembering that last year the
Congress’ increase in education was
greater than the President’s.

It is not accurate to refer to one sec-
tion of the bill we are debating. You
have to refer to the entire section, A.
And, B, they are not comparable fig-
ures. One is a discussion about how
much of an increase you will have in
the President’s or the congressional
budget for education, in addition to
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which, this is a proposal to signifi-
cantly leave tax dollars in the hands of
parents, employers, and students to
help them pay for education, in addi-
tion to whatever the Federal Govern-
ment is contributing.

That is a major disparity in our pres-
entation of the numbers.

This is the third time, in essence, we
have debated this. We hear this num-
ber, that this is only worth $7 to a fam-
ily. When you leave it there, you dis-
tort the picture. Remember, the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts complimented
the administration and the Congress,
and I do as well, for the fact that we
have already passed a $500-per-year
savings account for higher education.
This one section of this bill takes that
proposal from $500 per year to $2,000,
and it is for higher education or ele-
mentary education.

My question to the Senator is this:
Under that logic, if this proposal is
only worth $7 per family, then the
President’s proposal is only worth
about $2.25 because what he and we
have done so far is only one-quarter of
what we are proposing to do here. If it
is insignificant, why are we so tangled
about it?

Mr. KENNEDY. May I answer the
Senator?

Mr. COVERDELL. Certainly.

Mr. KENNEDY. In my earlier ad-
dress, I was using figures provided by
the committee. I will refer to them and
include them now, the Affordable Edu-
cation Act of 1999. I look over at the es-
timated budget effects of the Afford-
able Education Act of 1999, as approved
by the Senate Committee on Finance,
May 19, 1999. I read it out to the year
2004, and it is $1.156 billion. That is
what we are basically talking about in
terms of the IRAs.

As I indicated earlier, you have some
extenders with regard to graduate edu-
cation which are in the President’s pro-
gram and undergraduate. If you want
to add all of those programs in to get
up closer to your $4 billion figure, that
is fine. My point is, you have your $1.5
billion which comes to $225 million for
the IRA, which comes to what I have
talked about as $7 per family. I do
think there is a better way of using the
$1.5 billion than providing that kind of
benefit to families that, according to
the Joint Tax Committee, is $7 a fam-
ily.

The other provisions about which I
should have been more precise are in-
cluded in the broad scope mentioned by
Senator ROTH, which basically are a
continuation of what they call tax ex-
tenders about which there is really no
debate. This debate, primarily on
COVERDELL, has been about the cre-
ation of $1.2 billion, $230 million a year,
effectively, for families, which would
amount to $7 per family, whether we
think that is the best way in terms of
education policy. That is what I was
getting at.

The pages are not numbered, but I
will be glad to share those with my col-
league.
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Mr. COVERDELL. I appreciate that.
I think we are getting close to a com-
mon line. My point was that the legis-
lation we are debating has a value of
$4.3 billion. It is apart from the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget or what the
Congress is going to do. This is in addi-
tion to whatever the Congress and the
President decide, A. And, B, I don’t
think it is plausible to attack a $2,000-
a-year savings account because of the
$7 figure, with which I take some ex-
ception. If you want to use it, that
means what we have done is only worth
$2.25 under the President’s proposal,
which is only $500 per year.

The Senator from Massachusetts al-
luded in his remarks to a partisan de-
bate. This is not a partisan debate on
the proposal from the Finance Com-
mittee. It was passed out with Repub-
lican and Democrat Members. The
principal cosponsor of the legislation is
Senator ROBERT TORRICELLI from New
Jersey, the principal cosponsor and a
member of the Democratic Party in
good standing. In addition, there are
some 8 to 10 other Democrats who are
on that side of the aisle in the Senate
and are very supportive of this legisla-
tion.

I was pleased by the Senator’s re-
marks when he said the President has
become interested in K through 12 be-
cause I really believe that is where the
crisis in American education is. I am
glad we are now talking about the
same target. The crisis is not in higher
education; it is K through 12. It is, in
fact, the 30 and 40 percent of our stu-
dents who are coming out of high
school and are not effective readers and
can’t write well.

The Senator from Massachusetts re-
ferred to polling data and listed some
seven items that this particular poll
enumerated as important. At one
point, he said parents are not sup-
portive of this. But in his own poll, the
sixth or seventh most important desire
on the part of parents was this.

Many of the items in the poll that he
cites are not in the jurisdiction of the
Federal Government. We can debate
that, and we have been debating that,
for some time. Some of us would find
some of those proposals not in our pur-
view; but tax policy is and that was No.
6.

I might also add that if you go down
the list of items included in the bill
that are helping employers deal with
continuing education, to which the
Senator alluded, this is a very high
item in the poll—school construction is
a high item in the poll.

In other words, the items that are in
this proposal react just as the Senator
would have them to his poll. So I
thought it was important there be
some clarification of these points that
were alluded to early on. Anybody
watching this discussion needs to know
that, in fact, this proposal augments
the budgetary process.

Now, let’s talk about the proposal in
general. What does it do? I have always
been stunned by how little incentive it
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takes to cause Americans to do huge
things. The Senator is correct when he
says the savings account is not a par-
ticularly large form of tax relief. It is
not. It is about $1.2 billion over 5 years.
Over 10 years, it is $2.4 billion.

What happens is, because we say you
can open a savings account and we, the
Federal Government, are not going to
sock it to you by taxing the interest on
the account, we are going to help you
make a contribution to the work you
do to educate your children—get these
numbers—I14 million American families
will open this kind of account. They
are the parents of 20 million children.
That is almost half the elementary
school population who will become in-
volved in this concept. Their parents,
and others, will save $12 billion over
the next 10 years.

So in addition to all this funding the
Senator from Massachusetts is talking
about, we are putting into the edu-
cation arena $12 billion more, and we
didn’t have to raise taxes one dime to
do it, and the State didn’t and the local
communities didn’t. This is voluntary.
This is money given to education by
loving parents.

In my judgment, the $12 billion is
worth three to five times the money
the Senator from Massachusetts is
talking about. Why? Public education
money, we all know, is spread across a
wide arena. A lot of it never sees a
classroom. It doesn’t know the name of
a single student. It cannot get targeted
to particular problems.

If we pass this legislation, 14 million
families will have an account and once
a month some saving institution is
going to send a notice to those parents
that this is how much money they have
in their account for Johnny or Jane.
That almost beats the PTA because
every month this family is being re-
minded of this resource it is collecting
for its children.

Now, I call these smart dollars. Why?
Because it is like a laser beam; this
money will be invested directly on the
child and directly on the most pressing
need the child has. You talk about the
digital divide—families who have these
accounts can close them; they can buy
home computers; they can hire a tutor;
they can deal with a special ed prob-
lem, a health problem, a transpor-
tation problem, or whatever it is the
child specifically needs. This $12 bil-
lion—and I think it would be more—
goes right to the target.

These IRA accounts are entirely
unique in one special way. Anybody
can deposit money into the account—
the parents, of course, or it could be
the grandmother, sister, aunt, or it
could be a next-door neighbor or a
church; it could be a labor union; it
could be a company. No one has even
begun to calculate what ideas will
emerge to build up these accounts. One
can easily see an employer matching
his employees and encouraging them to
open these kinds of accounts.

There is virtually zero downside to
the accounts. Every segment of edu-
cation in America will be a winner—
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public education, private education,
home schooling, you name it. These ac-
counts will all infuse new resources for
which the Federal Government will not
have to appropriate a dime to get the
job done: Fourteen million families, 20
million children, a resource that is
available to them from Kkindergarten
through college, and thereafter if dis-
abled. Public education wins. Private,
home schooling, and every form of edu-
cation wins. To me, it is mind-boggling
that anybody would challenge the con-
cept.

The bill does more, as I was explain-
ing to the Senator from Massachusetts.
In States that have advanced tuition
programs available, those proceeds to
students will no longer be taxed. I
might add that this suggestion came
from the Democrat side of the aisle—a
good idea.

It will help encourage States to have
State tuition plans, and it will encour-
age families to get in them because
they don’t eat it up in taxes when they
use them to go to college. It is esti-
mated that 1 million college students
will benefit from that plan.

Everybody knows today that edu-
cation is no longer a box—you finish
high school, you finish college, and
that is it. In today’s rapidly changing
world, it is an ongoing process.

The legislation—which I think I
heard the Senator from Massachusetts
say the President agrees with—extends
employer tax exemptions when they
spend money to train employees on ad-
vanced education, and even on under-
graduate and graduate education. It is
worth $5,200 a year. It is estimated—I
think this figure is low—that 1 million
American employees will benefit from
this legislation. It relieves students of
taxes on the interest of their student
loans. Through the work of Senator
GRAHAM of Florida, it makes it easier
for local governments to build new
schools. It is a very important part of
the legislation.

Again, if you take the list of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts of what par-
ents think is important, this legisla-
tion refers to almost every one of those
arenas, and in the proper Federal way
where we manage tax policy. We should
make that policy more friendly to peo-
ple dealing with education. It is not
necessarily the Federal Government’s
role to decide exactly how we are going
to build a school in my home State of
Georgia.

The Senator from Minnesota is wait-
ing. I will finish in a couple of minutes
so he may speak. I may speak some
more afterwards.

I want to relate that since we first
debated this proposal and passed it in
the Senate with 59 Senate votes—it
would probably be higher today—a lot
has been happening in America. The
debate over the failure of kindergarten
through high school is charging
through the country.

In my State, the Governor is a Demo-
crat. He is fighting for an education re-
vamp right now in the Georgia Legisla-
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ture. It includes offering tenure. He is
proposing for schools proven to certifi-
ably fail that parents have a right to
leave those schools. What better tool
to help a family deal with that predica-
ment if it comes about—and it will. We
will have schools in a State that can-
not cut it. And he is not going to force
people to go to those kinds of schools.

The most unconscionable policy in
America is forcing families and chil-
dren to go to schools that we know are
failing. This legislation helps those
families deal with that Kkind of prob-
lem, which is why, when you ask par-
ents if they want to do this or not, it
gets between 60 and 70 percent ap-
proval. They understand that it is an
opportunity, a voluntary opportunity—
something important in America’s gov-
ernment today—to help themselves, to
help their families, to help their chil-
dren. It allows everybody else in the
country to help some kid somewhere
—one of your employee’s children, one
of your union member’s children, your
benevolent association’s children, or a
police officer who goes down. A com-
munity could open this up and have
$70,000 sitting there when that kid
wants to go to school. Think about it.

The Senator wonders why we are de-
bating this. It affects half the popu-
lation in elementary schools in the
United States as it relates to tax pol-
icy. That is why.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I
think under a previous unanimous con-
sent the floor will go to the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
appreciate the Senator’s remarks. I
definitely want to respond. Senator
SCHUMER is on a tight timeline. He
asked whether he could speak for 5
minutes. Then I would follow him. I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
SCHUMER be allowed to speak for 5 min-
utes and I be allowed to follow Senator
SCHUMER.

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

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank both the Senator
from Georgia and the Senator from
Minnesota who was gracious to yield
time.

Mr. President, I do not profess to be
an expert on the bill that my good
friend, the Senator from Georgia, has
introduced. I came on the floor because
it seems to me that education is not
only the No. 1 issue that most Ameri-
cans feel is important, but it is the No.
1 issue that is facing the future of our
country.

We have a huge number of different
problems in education. We have over-
crowded classrooms. My children at-
tend the public schools in New York
City, I am proud to say. I am proud to
say they are getting a good education.
When my daughter was in kinder-
garten, she had to share that kinder-
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garten room with another class. We
have a desperate shortage of class-
rooms. We have a desperate shortage of
teachers coming forward. The average
age of a teacher in America is 50 years
or older. Every year we are going to
need more and more teachers in our
schools.

We have a desperate shortage of
standards. All too often people grad-
uate from course work and can’t carry
the load. In an economy where edu-
cation and knowledge seem to be so im-
portant, we don’t have any good Fed-
eral ideas on what to do. There are
some who might say we don’t need Fed-
eral ideas. I don’t question the right to
debate this proposal, nor do I doubt
what the Senator from Georgia has
said in that it will help lots of families.
I am aware of the problem.

I introduced legislation, along with
the Senator from Maine, to make col-
lege tuition up to $12,000 tax deductible
because of the strain. It is another way
to go. It might benefit some families
more than the legislation of the Sen-
ator from Georgia. It might benefit
some families less. But it is along the
same line.

But I agree with my colleague from
Massachusetts. Why are we doing this
piece of legislation, worthy though it
may be, when we have all these issues
out there? Why aren’t we taking a
month? It is certainly worth our Na-
tion’s future to take a month and de-
bate all the educational issues, see
where our priorities are, and see if this
proposal from the Senator from Geor-
gia, into which he has put a lot of ef-
fort and a lot of work, comes at the
top, the middle, or the bottom of our
priorities. Is it going to do more than
spending the same amount of money on
new classrooms or new teachers or
mentor training? Is it going to do more
than, say, raising teachers’ salaries be-
cause it is awfully hard in large part in
this country to get a qualified person
to teach our young people math and
science when the private sector pays
them double. Is it worth more than
having our National Standards Board
come up with real national standards,
and should we be debating that issue?

These are questions that I think are
vital to the future of our country and
to the future of this Chamber.

These are questions that get to the
very heart of a fundamental principle
with which I think most Americans
agree. We want to stay the No. 1 eco-
nomic power in the year 2025.

In my judgment, to bring up one par-
ticular issue that stands in isolation
and not be allowed to debate the whole
panoply of educational issues and vote
on them together as a package is not
how a good business would operate. It
is not how a good volunteer organiza-
tion would set its priorities. A family
sitting around the dinner table would
not say let’s just discuss vacation in
our budget and then not discuss what
we have to pay for food, for shelter,
and for transportation.

Again, I respect my friend from Geor-
gia. We have worked together on many
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pieces of legislation. He is sincere in
this effort. I simply say to my col-
leagues, this is no way to come up with
a real and desperately needed edu-
cation policy in 21st century America.

I thank my colleague from Minnesota
for yielding.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
will only take a minute to respond to
the good Senator from New York.

The point is, the legislation had
come out of the Finance Committee.
No one is suggesting this is the only
education debate. This bill is ready.
This bill has been voted on by the Sen-
ate before; 59 Senators have already
supported this. This is vetted.

Some of the issues the Senator al-
luded to certainly are not vetted; for
example, the Federal Government tak-
ing on local teacher salaries. The good
Senator from New York knows that
will be highly controversial.

This is ready. There is not an ulte-
rior motive. The education bill has not
come out of the education committee;
both Republicans and Democrats are
still trying to reach a consensus. I un-
derstand the desire to move to other
issues, but I do not see that as making
this an inappropriate discussion for the
Senate.

I might add that the neighbor of the
Senator, Senator ROBERT TORRICELLI,
is the principal cosponsor.

I have enjoyed, as well, working with
the Senator from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
appreciate the remarks of Senator
SCHUMER and what Senator COVERDELL
had to say. Let me move away from
procedure and whether the bill should
now be debated and go to substance.

First of all, the idea that up to $2,000
in savings can be put into education,
from my point of view from some of the
most hard-pressed people in Min-
nesota—Minnesota is divided, metro
and then inner city, where a lot of peo-
ple are struggling economically. Unfor-
tunately, in Minnesota and I think
around the country, we are moving to
two Americas. In rural America, people
are not going to have the $2,000 sav-
ings. They will not even get close.
They do not have it to put in savings.

Let me be clear in terms of which
families will be able to benefit and
which will not.

I ask the Senator from Georgia, is it
a deduction people make?

Mr. COVERDELL. No, it will not be
shown as income.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Just from a tax
progressivity point of view, those with
the highest liability with less income
shown pay less. I don’t see the large
part of this benefit going to the most
hard-pressed families.

That is my first point. That is sub-
stance, not parliamentary, when the
bill is out on the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am happy to
yield to the Senator.
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Mr. COVERDELL. I point out two
things. The scope of the families who
are eligible for the account is identical
to the President’s criteria for who is el-
igible for the account. That is one
quarter the size we have already
passed. If there is no difference, it is
identical to the criteria of the Presi-
dent.

Somewhere along the line, we all
have to determine what the criteria
are, so it is means tested. I frankly
have some resistance to that, but we
have accepted it.

No. 2, the account allows other par-
ties to contribute. The community de-
scribed by the Senator is in all of our
States. Certainly we have a large com-
munity such as that in Georgia, but an
inner-city church, a labor organization,
an employer, other family members,
can make these accounts real.

And last, from the very communities
the Senator is talking about are the
loudest voices for Congress to do this.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
appreciate what the Senator said, and I
will be pleased to yield for other ques-
tions as well.

First, I point out to the Senator on
whether or not this is, roughly speak-
ing, the same benefit as in the Presi-
dent’s proposal, that does not move me
as a Senator as much. Having done a
lot of community work with low- and
moderate-income people, I know for a
fact that most of the people will not
have anywhere close to $2,000 to put
into savings. It is a reality. It is not
even thinkable for most of them.

Second, yes, others in the commu-
nity might be able to contribute and
help them out, but that begs the ques-
tion. The families who will be able to
best take advantage of this are fami-
lies who are on the higher income end
of the scale. That is a first point, re-
gardless of a comparison to the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

In any case, I made this to be scru-
pulously nonpartisan or bipartisan, or
whatever the right label is. For the
President’s HOPE scholarship program,
I said if this is not a refundable tax
credit, most of the families with in-
comes under $28,000 don’t have the tax
liability and it will not help. I am
being consistent in my argument.

On the whole question of low-income
communities, the very people I am
talking about are the ones who are
clamoring the most for this. Let me
get to that point in a second.

First, another criticism. I want to be
straight up in my disagreement with
my colleague from Georgia. I think
there is a real question if it is through
the Tax Code. We keep having a debate.
It is tax expenditure. We are spending
money one way or the other. If we do it
through the Tax Code, we are basically
providing dollars that could be going to
public education, and in this particular
case it could go to private schools.

I am opposed to that. I view that as
a voucher plan. That might be attrac-
tive to the Senator. There are some
who believe that is a big mistake and
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believe we ought to use the public tax-
payer dollars one way or another,
whether it be through the direct ex-
penditure or whether it be through tax
deductions and tax credits. We believe
that ought to go to public education.
That is a disagreement. If we brought
this out next year or brought it out
here with a whole bunch of other pro-
posals, I would still disagree.

On the whole question of who bene-
fits and who does not and which com-
munities are clamoring for this, now I
get to the point: If on the whole ques-
tion of the savings account it ulti-
mately gets to $7 per child, I don’t see
that as a great benefit. I certainly
don’t see how it gets to many people.
Even if you want them to get to the ex-
clusive private schools, I don’t think it
helps much.

This is where I really disagree with
my colleague. I am sure there are orga-
nizations and people who support this
plan. I am sure they do it in good faith.
The question is opportunity before the
Senate. Either we put this $1.2 billion
here or we say there are better uses. I
argue there are better uses. I argue
there are better uses for the money.

Now, we have talked about what pro-
posals have been vetted or have not
been vetted. My colleague from New
Hampshire came out here with an argu-
ment that was interesting. I think he
had every right to make it. He said we
will deal with this in the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

However, I will give some examples.
We had a pretty long discussion about
title I. This is talking about low- and
moderate-income families. This is a
place where the Federal Government is
a real player. This is terribly impor-
tant for kids who come from disadvan-
taged circumstances. It is funded at
about one-third the level it should be
funded. So in a lot of urban Minnesota,
once you get to schools with less than
65 percent low-income students, there
is no money. The other schools are not
even eligible.

I would argue, if it is $1.3 billion or $4
billion or $5 Dbillion, or whatever
amount of money you want to talk
about, the opportunity cost of putting
it into this plan is that you do not put
it directly into a proven program that
really benefits kids if given the funding
and if given the accountability. I would
rather put it there.

What have we talked about and what
have we not talked about? It should
not have taken Columbine. But we
have had this discussion about vio-
lence. We have had this discussion
about how does one get to these kids
before they commit this kind of violent
act. We have had this discussion about
the need for support services for kids.
We have had this discussion about so
many Kkids feeling anonymous in the
schools. We have talked about the need
to have counselors.

Some of us have had amendments out
on the floor to provide funding for
more counselors in our schools, to pro-
vide support services to kids, to stu-
dents. That is an important education
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program. I doubt whether any Senator,
if he or she is in a school—I try to be
in a school in Minnesota every 2
weeks—does not hear about the need to
have more counselors and more support
services for students, many of whom, if
they are not the top of their class and
they are not a great athlete, feel lost.
I argue we would be making a much
better investment if we invested it in
this program.

There is another issue we have had
on the floor that is not new. You can-
not argue we should not be out here
talking about it because we never
talked about it before. I would be
pleased to fault the administration on
this as well, I say to my colleague from
Georgia. I believe someday we are
going to do this. I think the place
where the Federal Government can be
a real player —in fact, if I was the one
who was writing this amendment, if I
agreed with the concept, I would apply
it to this area. I would apply it to early
childhood development as well. We
should be a real player pre-kinder-
garten.

My colleague may say it does not
give people enough time to work up the
savings for when they have children, if
they are very young. But you don’t
know. Maybe you would let grand-
parents be able to do it for their chil-
dren’s children. I don’t know. But I will
say this. It is absolutely pathetic how
little we have done by way of an in-
vestment in early childhood develop-
ment. It is pathetic. We have study
after study, book after book, documen-
tary after documentary, White House
conferences, we all love children, we
are all committed to children, and we
all know the medical evidence is irref-
utable and irreducible that you have to
get it right for kids.

If T had $1.3 billion over the next 5
years, I would put it into early child-
hood development. You can make a
real difference for children and a real
difference for families because, after
all, what is most important to families,
or parents, is that their children do
well in school.

The fact is, the reality is, that all too
many young people, children in Amer-
ica, come to Kkindergarten behind. I
think the big crisis in education is the
learning gap between those kids who
have had the support at home, who
have had parents who can afford the
best by way of developmental
childcare, children who have been read
to widely, are already computer lit-
erate, who have been encouraged, they
have that spark of learning, and they
come to kindergarten and they are
ready to go. Many children come to
kindergarten way behind. What in the
world are we doing debating this piece
of legislation as opposed to talking
about this amount of money—or much
more, I would argue—by way of invest-
ment in early childhood development?

I say to my colleague from Georgia, I
could talk about other issues as well,
but I come to the floor to oppose this
on the following grounds: One, I believe
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it is a fantasy to think $2,000 in savings
is going to mean much for most hard-
pressed families in Minnesota. They
don’t have that money for savings.
Two, the way the tax benefit works, by
definition, whatever money you are not
liable for, if you are in a higher tax li-
ability, you get the biggest break, so it
is going to benefit more the people on
the top. The third point I argue is that
I am opposed to using public dollars
when we do not even have enough dol-
lars for public education right now, for
private education, for what is essen-
tially a voucher plan.

Someday in the future, if somebody
can show me we have really made the
investment in public education—I
heard my colleague from New Hamp-
shire talk about all the money we
spent that hadn’t worked. I would like
to talk about areas in which we have
not invested. Then I might be willing
to talk about how we would use dollars
and talk about vouchers. Not now. I do
not believe this is the way to go. You
would have to persuade me we have
really made a commitment.

That is my fourth point; whether it
be this amount of money, whether it be
today, whether it be tomorrow, wheth-
er it be next week, if the Senate is real-
ly serious about children and edu-
cation, here is where I do join Senator
KENNEDY 100 percent—and this is not so
much directed at my colleague from
Georgia; he has his piece of legislation
here; he believes in it—but honestly,
we have done next to nothing. This has
been ridiculous. I do not believe the
way we have been spending our time
week after week after week. I am glad
we are out here starting a debate. I ac-
tually commend my colleague from
Georgia for bringing out a piece of leg-
islation that at least deals with edu-
cation. But, honest to goodness, we
have done next to nothing. We have
had hardly any votes, hardly any legis-
lation, hardly any opportunities to in-
troduce amendments to bills.

I say to the majority leader and ma-
jority party, it is very difficult. I
think, frankly, it is difficult for all of
us to represent our States well when
we do not have a real legislative proc-
ess going on. I will get to the education
part of it in a moment, but I will speak
about it in broader terms.

Take this last week. You go home.
You meet with people and people are
glad to meet with you. I think we all
have had that experience. They are
talking about their work; they are ex-
cited. You think you could make a dif-
ference as a Senator—and you would
not be in the Senate if you didn’t think
you could make a difference. I had one
meeting with parents talking about de-
pression and suicide among kids—it is
the second leading Kkiller of our chil-
dren, ages 18 to 26—and the lack of any
kind of support and the lack of serv-
ices. I could go on and on. I talk to vet-
erans. There are a whole set of unmet
needs in the VA health care system.

Then we come back here and we have
quorum calls or no piece of legislation
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and no opportunity for amendment. We
do not have a legislative process going
on in the Senate in general. It is unbe-
lievable. I say to the majority party, I
don’t think we can represent people
back in our States very well unless we
get real about the concerns and cir-
cumstances of people’s lives and what
we are doing. I think this has been, to
quote someone else, a do-nothing Sen-
ate; a do-nothing Congress.

I would argue—not that the amend-
ment of my colleague from Georgia is a
do-nothing amendment; it is not. He
thinks it is the right step. But I say,
frankly, as opposed to $7 per kid at
best, as opposed to talking about $2,000
in savings that most families I know in
Minnesota can’t come close to saving,
as opposed to a tax break that is going
to benefit people more on the upper
end—I would say in my discussions,
and I try to be in a school every 2
weeks, what people talk about—I think
this was Senator KENNEDY’s point ear-
lier—is they say we need good teachers.
We need to have smaller classes.

Students talk about how they are
sharing textbooks. They have these po-
litical science or government text-
books. Minnesota is a pretty small edu-
cation State, and the last President
they talk about is Ronald Reagan. It is
way out of date. They don’t have good
textbooks. Everybody is talking about
computers and technology, but the
textbooks are hopelessly outdated.

They talk about the need to get it
right for kids before kindergarten. I
didn’t say to the Presiding Officer that
he would not think Ronald Reagan
wasn’t one of the greatest Presidents. I
am just saying there have been other
Presidents since Ronald Reagan. I see
my colleague, Senator SESSIONS, smil-
ing. He can’t say anything to me be-
cause he is the Presiding Officer, and I
can give it to him right now.

They talk about school construction.
That sounds very abstract, but a lot of
buildings are in disrepair and decrepit.

We do not tell our kids we care much
about them when we do not do any-
thing to rebuild crumbling schools.
This is the discussion I hear.

They also talk about the question of
digital divide and making sure we have
access to technology in our schools. I
am OK with having this amendment
before us, but I disagree with the
amendment for the reasons I have stat-
ed. The Senator from Georgia disagrees
with my disagreement. The larger issue
is, frankly, I do not think to most peo-
ple in the country and to most people
I represent that this is really a piece of
legislation that deals with their needs
or their children’s needs or deals with
the challenges we have in education.
My question is, When in the world are
we going to get real about this?

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. My colleague says
it is in addition to other things. The
‘“‘other’ is not anywhere near what we
should be doing. Whatever it is sub-
tracts from the other things we could
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be doing. I do not buy his argument
that there are other things we are
doing and this is just in addition be-
cause of the unmet needs.

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am talking
about the decisive areas in which we
should be making an investment. I do
not think this is the way we should go
at all. I yield for a question.

Mr. COVERDELL. I am convinced we
have a pretty strong disagreement. The
Senator has made that point. But being
a persistent individual, let’s go back to
the point the Senator made about the
savings account, which is only one part
of this bill. Then he alluded to the
amount of money that would not be
collected. I signaled to him that it is
about $1.2 billion over 5 years. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota said he thought
that could be put to a better use: We
collect the money from the people,
bring it here, and put it to another use.

My question is this: How many Fed-
eral dollars can you think of that we
leverage to a 10-to-1 value? My point is
this: For that amount of uncollected
revenue, we cause 14 million families
with 20 million kids—it is about half
the population in elementary school—
on their own, with their own dollars to
augment that, and you end up with $12
billion.

If we could do that with every dollar
we have, we would not be in a debate
about any of these things. We could do
any and everything. It is very unique
in that we get it back over 10 times.

I do not think you can call this a
voucher. This is not—and I will stop
here and let the Senator respond—a
voucher. It is simply if a person is in a
private school, they can have a savings
account. If they are in a public school,
they can have a savings account. It is
their money; it is not public money,
and it is being used by them to decide
how they might best help their child.

I yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will finish. I am a little frustrated—not
with my colleague. I am supposed to
meet with the Egyptian Ambassador. 1
just received a note. I have been keep-
ing him waiting. Let me respond to my
colleague from Georgia on a couple of
different counts.

First of all, as far as Federal pro-
grams, we can talk about that $1 lever-
aged many times over. I can give the
Senator a couple of examples. One
great example is the Women, Infants,
and Children Program. By the way, we
have a real problem right now, with a
booming economy, of hunger of chil-
dren in America. The reports are very
troubling.

Every single study I look at says if
you get it right by an early childhood
investment, it pays for itself over and
over. I cannot give a ratio, a dollar
amount, but I can tell you either you
invest in children when they are young
or you pay later with high rates of
dropouts—I do not think my colleague
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disagrees—high rates of substance
abuse, and high rates of violence.

There are clearly areas where you
make investments on the front and it
pays for itself over and over. Anything
that is early childhood development
fits the Senator’s criteria.

I am saying that is where we should
be putting the money, and that is
where I would put this $1.3 billion and
more. That is part of my disagreement.
It is a matter of priorities. A dollar
spent is a dollar spent one way or the
other.

I am attracted—I should not say this;
I should be out here trying to demolish
the proposal of the Senator from Geor-
gia, but it is presented in good faith
and there is a vision to some of it that
I understand. The notion that this can
encourage people to save and match
money and have responsibility and put
it into education—all of that I like, but
I again argue, frankly, for a lot of fam-
ilies, especially on the low-moderate
income end, it is not likely, even with
the best intentions and the best com-
mitment to children, they are going to
be the ones who can take the greatest
advantage of this benefit. It is going to
be much more on the upper-income
end. Therefore, I think it is a mistake.
If this is adopted, if it becomes law,
and I am proven wrong, I will be glad
to be proven wrong, but I do not think
I will be.

I yield the floor and thank my col-
league from Georgia for his comments.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as
always, I enjoy the opportunity to
share thoughts with the good Senator
from Minnesota. I understand the di-
lemma he is in. It seems to happen to
all of us all the time. I hope the good
Ambassador will understand his re-
sponsibilities in this Chamber.

Even though the Senator from Min-
nesota has to leave, I am going to
spend a few minutes responding to the
remarks of the Senator from Min-
nesota. I see we have been joined by
the Senator from Rhode Island, I as-
sume, to speak on the legislation.

I want to go back to the point about
not collecting—it is actually about $2.4
billion over 10 years. We say: OK, we
are going to leave that in the checking
accounts of the families who will open
a savings account in support of their
children’s education, and we will not
tax the interest. That is all this pro-
posal does.

As I said earlier, it is amazing to me
what little incentive it takes to cause
Americans to do great big things. When
we do that, the parents of 20 million
children are going to open up 14 million
accounts, and they are going to save
$12 billion, and I think it will be much
more.

So all of us who are interested in
education will have had a role in infus-
ing into every form of education—pub-
lic, private, home; whatever—billions
of new dollars that go right to a child’s
most specific need. Because there is no
one who can guide or understand that
need more clearly than their parents,

S727

these dollars are worth far more than
some broad-based public education pro-
gram.

The second point I make with regard
to the Senator from Minnesota is that
he talks about programs and respon-
sibilities that are clearly not Federal.
Education in the United States is gov-
erned by, and will continue to be gov-
erned by, the States. That is why last
year we passed the Education Flexi-
bility Act, which was called for by
every Governor—every Republican
Governor, every Democrat Governor—
to give them more flexibility. They
said: Don’t tell us in the States what
we need to set as our priorities; we will
do that. They are not interested in the
Senators from Minnesota or Massachu-
setts or Georgia saying: This is what
your priority is. They want to deter-
mine that themselves.

The Senator from Massachusetts was
citing different polling data, but one
figure he did not mention that I will be
glad to supply him with is: Do you
want the Federal Government to man-
age local schools? The answer is a re-
sounding no.

What we are doing is augmenting,
empowering parents and their local
communities to do the things they per-
ceive are important for their child or
their school system.

The Senator from Minnesota referred
to school construction, but the pro-
posal of the Senator from Florida, Mr.
GRAHAM, is in the bill we are dis-
cussing, which aids local communities
in school construction.

Virtually everything I have heard the
other side of the aisle talk about, in
one way or another, is being assisted
by the various components of the bill.
We are helping in continuing edu-
cation. We are helping in school con-
struction. We are helping students
have personal computers. We are deal-
ing with the digital divide. We are
dealing with special education needs.
We are dealing with all of it.

As I said, it remains somewhat mind
boggling to me to understand why leg-
islation that is so positive for every
segment of the population would be op-
posed, particularly in light of the fact
it has already passed the Senate with
59 votes. The Senate has ratified this
proposal. The Senate believes in this
proposal. It was a bipartisan vote that
caused that.

I will not keep the Senator from
Rhode Island from his remarks. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator from
Georgia for yielding the floor.

We are all—every Member of this
Senate—vitally interested in the
health and welfare of our educational
system throughout the United States.
We are taking divergent roads to try to
improve that system.

I rise today, though, in opposition to
the Education Savings Account provi-
sions of this particular legislation. I
think it is both bad tax policy and bad
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education policy. In fact, I think one of
the great dividing lines between those
who support this legislation and those
who oppose it is whether or not our pri-
mary responsibility is to enhance, sup-
port, indeed, to reform public edu-
cation or to somehow, in general, pro-
vide disbursed resources to parents.

Our primary goal should be to en-
hance and reform and provide better
public education. This legislative pro-
posal, as well-intended and well-mean-
ing as it is, does not do that. As I said,
it represents both bad tax policy and
bad education policy.

In terms of the bad tax policy, it is a
preferential distribution to wealthy
Americans. If you look at the analysis
by the Treasury Department, it shows
that this legislation would dispropor-
tionately benefit the wealthy and pro-
vide little or no benefit to low- and
middle-income families.

Indeed, 70 percent of the tax benefits
under this bill would go to families in
the top 20 percent of the income brack-
et. This is bad tax policy because one
of the problems we have today is the
growing divergence between low- and
middle-income Americans—working
Americans—and upper-income Ameri-
cans—not to suggest that upper-income
Americans do not work. But what I am
suggesting is that over the last 7 to 9
years of unprecedented growth in the
economy, with a huge bonanza on Wall
Street, we have seen the wealth and in-
come of upper-income Americans grow
significantly. We have not seen the
same kind of effect—although we are
beginning to see it—for low- and mid-
dle-income Americans.

When we go into the tax system and
create a tax preference such as the one
proposed in this legislation, that re-
markably benefits upper-income Amer-
icans, we are exacerbating that bifur-
cation of benefits, that bifurcation of
wealth and income.

If we are talking about effective tax
policy, we should think of ways, rather
than benefiting the well-to-do more, to
try to provide those low-income and
middle-income Americans with more
tax relief. This bill does not do that.

In fact, 7 percent of the families with
children in private schools would re-
ceive over half the tax benefits in this
bill. I also suggest that these families
probably are not sending their children
to private schools because they need
assistance. They are sending them to
private schools because they have the
means to do it—and, in fact, many
other reasons. They are not sending
them, I think, in any conscious way, to
improve the public school system.

That is where there is this dis-
connectedness between tax policy de-
signed to help private schools and the
involved commitment of so many of
the Members of the Senate who are
trying to reform public education. I do
not think there is a connection. I think
parents who are sending their children
to private schools today—and it is
their prerogative—are doing so for rea-
sons unrelated to the social advance-
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ment of other students or the social ad-
vancement of the community. They
simply think a particular school is the
best school for their child. Today they
can pay for it. They will continue to
pay for it—with or without this legisla-
tion. That is their choice.

One of the good things about our edu-
cational system is, we do have choices
such as that. But the real question is,
should we be subsidizing that choice
with our tax system at the expense of
public education? Should we subsidize
education in a way in which the great-
est subsidy goes to the most affluent
Americans? I think the answer is clear-
1y no.

It has been estimated by the Joint
Tax Committee that if you look at the
tax benefit for the average family—not
the wealthier family, not the lowest in-
come family who might possibly avail
themselves of this provision—the aver-
age benefit is estimated to be little
more than $20 over 4 years. Over one
year the benefit translates into paying
for 3 notebooks, 14 erasers or 1 box of
crayons for the 90 percent of taxpayers
who have children in public schools. We
can, in fact, do something better, at
least, for those in public education
with this money. We should do that. So
from a tax perspective, I think this bill
is questionable.

Let me raise one other point, perhaps
a technical point. These IRAs for edu-
cation were designed to help people re-
ceive higher education, to be able to
save for very significant tuitions. The
presumption is that families will begin
to save, either when they are just
starting out in married life or cer-
tainly when the first child comes
along, but that it gives them at least 18
years to accumulate the principal in
this IRA account, and interest which is
tax exempt, and then 18 years later,
having a significant amount of prin-
cipal and accumulated interest, they
could begin to draw from it.

I must confess, I am not a tax expert.
But I wonder, just on a technical basis,
whether elementary education is the
most suitable mechanism, if you will,
the most suitable objective for these
types of IRAs, since at most you have
3 or 4 or 5 years before the child goes to
first grade to begin to accumulate. If
you have several children, these funds
might not be useful at all or be so dis-
bursed. That is a technical point.

The basic point about the tax policy
aspect is that essentially the benefits
go to very wealthy Americans. The
benefits are not an inducement or in-
centive to go to private schools. They
are going to private schools anyway.
They will go to private schools without
this. Anytime we take money away
from public education, we are really
taking it away from children who need
us to stand by them and need us to put
all of our efforts into reforming public
education which should be free and ex-
cellent for all of our citizens.

That aspect of the tax policy is one
reason one could object—and I do ob-
ject—to the legislation. The other as-

February 23, 2000

pect is the question of education pol-
icy. We have heard all of our colleagues
come to the floor talking about edu-
cation as a primary concern of the
American public. That is absolutely
true. They want to have a good system
of public education.

As the Senator from Georgia pointed
out, they don’t want us to run it from
Washington, DC. I agree with him on
that. But they certainly want Wash-
ington, DC, to participate in the re-
form of American education. They
want Washington, DC, to be a force,
not a dominant, controlling force, but
a catalyst for real reform at the State
and local level. They want specific
needs addressed. They want better fa-
cilities for their children. That is why
many of my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side have proposed significant
support for local initiatives to rebuild
and renovate schools.

I don’t know about my colleagues,
but every time I go back to Rhode Is-
land, I have city council and school
committee members come up to me
and say: What we need is some money
from Washington to help us with our
school construction and modernization
programs. That is a real concern.
Frankly, if we support this type of tax
break or tax advantage, which will flow
primarily to private education, we
won’t have the resources to go in and
help local communities rebuild and re-
vitalize their schools.

Also, if we look at some of the other
processes going on at the local level in
terms of how do we make better
schools, one critical issue that has
been identified in recent polling is the
need for more parental involvement in
public schools. I know that proponents
of this proposal are talking, I think
quite sincerely, about empowering par-
ents.

But we have another challenge when
it comes to parents—getting those par-
ents into the life of the public school.
It is getting those parents to be in-
volved in the education of their chil-
dren in public schools. We can’t do that
simply by wishing for it. We have to
provide support and resources. We have
to provide training for teachers to be
more adept, more sensitive to the
needs of a new type of parent.

Particularly when you go into low-
income communities in this country,
both rural and urban, you find many
times young parents who themselves
had a very difficult experience in
school. They are not the most adept at
or interested in going back into the
schools and being part of their child’s
education. We have to recognize that.

In my part of the country—frankly,
in every part of the country today—we
have many parents whose first lan-
guage is not English. Again, if we real-
ly want to help our public schools—
which I argue is our first and primary
responsibility—we have to empower
schools and teachers to deal with these
types of parents. We can’t do that if we
take resources away from public edu-
cation and target it through tax breaks
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to private education. In fact, I argue—
and I have submitted legislation to this
effect—we should provide resources for
public schools to have much more ef-
fective outreach to parents, much more
effective ways to involve them in the
life of their children.

That might be a more fundamental
and more significant form of parental
involvement and real parental choice
than is offered by this tax bill. It may
for the first time give parents, particu-
larly those of low-income children, a
real voice in their child’s education in
a public school. That is something else,
again, I believe we should do. But if we
take resources away from public edu-
cation, we won’t be able to do it.

We also have to ensure we have good,
well-qualified teachers. Frankly, in
many school systems we can’t say that
with confidence. I ask the Senate: How
does this legislation before us in any
way help public schools have better
teachers? It doesn’t. I think the logic
and implication here is that it will as-
sist, encourage, subsidize parents to
put their children in private education.

I believe rather than walking away
from a problem—indeed, a problem we
should be dealing with directly—we
should focus our attentions on the
problem and our resources. In the area
of teacher preparation, we could use
the billions of dollars that would be in-
volved in this program to enhance pro-
fessional development, first, in the
teacher colleges where the new teach-
ers should learn about the new class-
room, new technology, new techniques,
and then, second, by integrating into
public education the kind of com-
prehensive teacher preparation that is
part of the curriculum, teacher men-
toring, allowing principals to have
more time to actually be education
leaders. You can’t do that for free. You
need resources. We can help, not by
dictating to the States but by essen-
tially giving them the chance to qual-
ify for grants that will help them do in-
novative things.

So for many reasons, a policy of sim-
ply telling parents you can leave the
public school system with a subsidy is
bad education policy because it doesn’t
go to the core of what we should be
about, which is making sure that every
public school in this country provides
excellent education for all of the stu-
dents.

Public education has always been the
great leveler in this country. I went to
parochial school, but that was a choice
of my parents. There was always public
education there for me, for them to
choose. Perhaps this is nostalgia at
this point in my life, but it was always
perceived to be excellent education,
good, solid education, getting people
ready for the challenges of the last cen-
tury. Now we have to get ready for the
challenges of this century, and still we
need public education.

Again, I believe this proposal is moti-
vated by the same desire that is moti-
vating every Member of the Senate—
finding a way to improve educational
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opportunities for Americans. My dis-
agreement is that our focus should be
on public education, and this proposal
does not focus in on public education.
In fact, it draws resources away from
it.

Also, I object because of the tax im-
plications. Now is not the time to es-
sentially provide tax incentives for
people who already, and are likely to
continue to, do what we are trying to
subsidize, particularly when the bene-
fits are so overwhelmingly skewed to
the very affluent in our country.

I object to the legislation. I hope we
can come together again. We can talk
about some of the issues which I hear
day in and day out from parents, from
elected officials, from school super-
intendents back in my home State:
How do we fix up our schools so they
are not remnants of the last century
and the 19th century? We have school
buildings in Rhode Island built in 1878
and 1876 that are still being used. We
have others that are almost as old.
How do we deal with those issues? How
do we prepare better teachers? How do
we reduce class size? because we know
from analyses and evaluations that
smaller class sizes are beneficial, par-
ticularly when it comes to minority
children. How do we do this in the con-
text of public education?

That is where we should be focusing
our attention. That is where I hope we
can focus our attention. I urge this
measure be put aside so we can get on
with what I think is our top priority:
Reforming, reinvigorating public edu-
cation so we can say with great con-
fidence on the floor of the Senate—and
we cannot say it today—every school
in this country gives every child in this
country the chance to develop their
talents to the fullest. Every public
school does that. Until we can say that,
I suggest we concentrate on improving
public education, not subsidizing pri-
vate education.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COVERDELL). The Senator from Ala-
bama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would like to thank the Senator from
Georgia for his leadership and dedica-
tion to education reform. I also appre-
ciate the comments of the Senator
from Rhode Island. Really, we are sort
of talking about two different games.
Senator REED is talking about tennis
and we are talking about baseball. We
have, in the Health, Education, Labor
and Pensions Committee, of which I am
a member, a dedicated effort ongoing
right now to reauthorize for 5 years the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. It contains issues dealing with
teachers and poverty and disadvan-
taged children and how to get money
down to the teachers and the people
who know our children’s names. That
will come up later this spring, or as
soon as we can possibly get it out.
ESEA is where most of the issues that
the Senator from Rhode Island and his
Democratic colleagues have raised
should and will be dealt with.
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I have been in probably 15 schools in
Alabama since the first of this year,
and I am not hearing people say they
want the Federal Government to take
control. Rhode Island is one of the
more wealthy States in the Union,
they might want school buildings, but
in Alabama, they are not telling me
that. I have met with teachers, prin-
cipals, and school board members, the
head of the teachers union, and the
State Superintendent of Education,
talking to them about what the Fed-
eral Government can do to improve
learning. What we are here for and
what we want to do is facilitate chil-
dren learning. And for the record, that
only occurs in the classroom, where a
teacher and a child come together at
that magic moment when good things
happen. It doesn’t happen in Wash-
ington, DC, or with bureaucracies and
policies like that.

Senator WELLSTONE wants to spend it
on early childhood. The Senator from
Rhode Island wants new teachers. I
might add, that we did hire 100,000 new
teachers last year. Twenty-five percent
of that money can be used for profes-
sional development of teachers. This
Congress spent about $300 million to
$500 million more on education last
year than the President asked for and
more than the Democratic leadership
asked for in their budget. So we are not
chintzy on education. The question is,
what do we do?

The bill in front of us deals with
some inequities and problems with the
tax code which prevents people from
going on and paying for their edu-
cation. Everybody has to do that,
whether it is in public schools or pri-
vate schools. For example, a big part of
this legislation is a bill, S.13, which I
offered; called the ‘“‘CLASS Act.” That
act is the Collegiate Learning Students
Savings Act. What we found was that
39 States in this country right now—
and probably 42 or more by the end of
this year—have programs to encourage
prepaid tuition savings. People would
prepay tuition for higher education;
they set aside the money today for tui-
tion tomorrow.

What we found out is that although
the States make the interest on those
contributions tax free, the accumula-
tion of that money in those accounts is
still taxed by the Federal Government
when it is withdrawn. Now, what is
wrong with that? I say that is not good
public policy. It is not good public pol-
icy at its most basic level because what
we are doing is taxing good behavior.
We are taxing people who do the right
thing and go about saving for higher
education. At the same time, this Con-
gress over the last number of years has
enhanced steadily the subsidies we give
to people who borrow money to go to
college. There are a lot of subsidies—
interest deferments and other tax
changes—that encourage people to bor-
row. In the last decade, we have had
more debt incurred for college expenses
than we did in the previous three dec-
ades.
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Good public policy ought to say that
if you care enough to set aside money
on a regular basis to pay for your
child’s education, the tax man ought
not to penalize you for it. As Senator
COVERDELL himself said earlier, we are
getting such leverage from this money.
We will probably save, in my opinion,
more on the back end by having less
loans that we have to pay and subsidize
by this Congress than we would by al-
lowing the tax deduction to begin with.

I want to share some things about
this idea that these tax changes are
just for the rich. Of course, you never
know how they define rich. You may
have a man and a woman who are both
working hard and are making $75,000,
$80,000, and some intend to call them
rich. Those are people doing what we
hope every American is doing—working
hard, making $30,000, $40,000, $50,000 a
year, and we burden them consistently
with taxes. They have to pay, pay, pay.
The breaks always seem to go for
somebody else because people would
say they are rich. I don’t agree with
that.

Let’s look at the numbers we have on
who is taking advantage of prepaid tui-
tion plans. We have quite a track
record around the country of those. It
is middle-income families that are tak-
ing advantage of these plans, not the
rich. In Florida, 71 percent of the par-
ticipating families in the Florida pre-
paid college program have annual in-
comes of under $50,000, and 25 percent
have incomes of less than $30,000. They
are steadily putting money aside every
year, every month, every week to help
pay their children’s education—a
dream they have. Maybe they didn’t
get an education. My parents didn’t get
to go to college. They did everything
they could to see that I could go to col-
lege. They didn’t have a lot of the
things that you have today that would
help.

Mr. President, 72 percent of the tui-
tion contracts in the Alaska Advance
College Tuition Payment Plan—a simi-
lar plan—have been purchased by fami-
lies with incomes of less than $47,500; 81
percent of the contracts in Wyoming’s
plan have been purchased by families
with annual incomes of less than
$34,000; 62 percent of the contracts in
the Pennsylvania plan have been pur-
chased by families with annual in-
comes of less than $35,000; 36 percent of
the participating families in the Texas
Tomorrow Fund Program have annual
incomes of less than $50,000. The aver-
age monthly contribution to a family’s
college savings account during 1995 in
Kentucky was $43 a month. Just $43 a
month.

According to the Joint Tax Commit-
tee’s score, the cost of this bill is $174
million over 5 years. That is all it
costs. But I promise you that it will in-
crease savings. In fact, not too long
ago, I saw an article in one of these fi-
nancial advisory magazines that won-
dered whether or not they considered it
sort of a wash, whether it was a good
investment to put your money in a col-
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lege savings plan if they are going to
tax the interest on it. I can see why
this would be an inducement to make
absolutely clear that it is a smart in-
vestment to invest in savings accounts
while your children are young.

Mr. President, I believe in education.
I taught in a public school for one year.
I got to do something easy after that,
I went to law school. Anybody who
hasn’t taught doesn’t know how dif-
ficult it is. My wife taught for a num-
ber of years in public schools. I have
been there when she came home at
night in tears over the frustrations and
difficulties of teaching. Teachers care
about their kids. It is tough in those
classrooms day after day. It is frus-
trating. So often what I am hearing
when I talk to teachers is that Federal
regulations are making their lives
more difficult than they would be oth-
erwise. They are telling me that if you
would give us freedom to use some of
the money you are giving, we could do
more with it. You don’t know in Wash-
ington. What do we know in Wash-
ington?

We can’t write a law that can appro-
priately provide in a sensible way pre-
cisely what is needed in schools that
are different—schools in the North-
west, schools in the big cities, schools
in the small towns. Each State has dif-
ferent systems of education. Some are
desperate for new teachers. Some need
more buildings. Some need more com-
puters. The Senator from Minnesota
said Minnesota didn’t have textbooks.
Minnesota ought to have textbooks.
They have enough money to pay for
textbooks. Alabama has textbooks.

Another thing we need to know and
remember very clearly—I think it is so
important—is we need to do everything
we can in this Congress to improve
learning. We know, despite the fact we
are second only I believe to Israel in
per capita spending on education, that
our test scores are not good. We fin-
ished 19th out of 21 industrial nations
in math and science test scores, and 21
out of 21 for physics test scores. Some-
how something is not working in our
educational programs.

I believe the answer to it—from my
travels and from talking to teachers
and close friends of mine who are
teachers—is that we need to focus our
attention on the individual schools,
even down to the individual classrooms
because that is where learning occurs.
We need to empower the people who
know our children’s names. The Fed-
eral Government simply does not have
the clout to tell schools how to run
their systems. In case many of you
may not know, the Federal Govern-
ment provides only 6 percent of the
cost of education in America. Histori-
cally, education has always been a
State and local enterprise. We have
local school boards. We have local su-
perintendents. We have principals who
participate in the civic clubs of our
community, who know our parents,
teachers who know our parents, and
PTA associations. Education is local.
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One of the best speeches I have ever
heard on this floor is the one Senator
BYRD from West Virginia shared about
the one-room schoolhouse he went to. I
didn’t go to a one-room school. But it
was a country school. They brought
water from the spring in a bucket and
we drank from a single dipper. It seems
he has done rather well. There is not a
more educated person in this Senate
than Senator BYRD. There is little
doubt about that.

I believe we need to look at what we
are doing. What is this legislation
about? This is not a cure-all to edu-
cational problems. This is simply a
proposal to allow tax policy to encour-
age people to save for education. What
is wrong with that? The cost of it is in-
finitesimally small compared to what
we are spending in this Congress on
education. It is minute. But it would
increase substantially parental in-
volvement in making money available
to educate children according to the
wishes of the parent. It is a good idea,
I believe, and a healthy idea.

I wish to say again how much I ap-
preciate Senator COVERDELL’s leader-
ship with this effort. Senator ROTH,
who chairs the Finance Committee, is
committed to improving education,
Senator BOB GRAHAM from Florida,
who has been a steadfast supporter of
making prepaid tuition plans tax-free,
and my good friend Congressman JOE
SCARBOROUGH of Florida who has spon-
sored the House companion to the
CLASS Act. I think this is a solid first
step toward encouraging people and af-
firming people to care enough to save
for the education of their children.
Who can be against that?

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

SENATOR ROCKEFELLER’S FIRST
GRANDCHILD

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it is my
pleasure to congratulate my esteemed
colleague, Senator ROCKEFELLER, and
his wife, Sharon, on the occasion of the
birth of their first grandchild. Laura
Chandler Rockefeller was born on
Wednesday evening, February 16.

February, the second month of our
calendar year, is from the Latin,
februarius. It is a word of Sabine ori-
gin, signifying  purification. The
Roman festival of purification was held
during this month. Nature, in the
midst of Winter, with its cold, yet
cleansing air, is preparing for the glo-
rious blooms of Spring. And, in this or
any season, what can more exemplify
the innocence and purity of life than a
newborn baby?

Laura’s proud parents are Senator
and Mrs. Rockefeller’s eldest son,
John, and his lovely wife, Emily. Laura
is in good hands. She is blessed with
parents, and grandparents, who Ilove
her, and who love learning. John is
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completing his doctoral studies in
English Literature at Johns HopKkins
University, and Emily is a teacher. The
first, the most profound, teacher we
have is our mother. When we first
enter this world, in a blaze of light and
confusion, in such frightening contrast
to our earlier serenity, it is mother
who comforts us. It is mother who
soothes our cries, who cradles us safely
in her arms, and rocks us to sleep. This
is the first, most precious gift of a car-
ing mother.

I have no doubt that John and Emily
will teach Laura the joy, the lifelong
comfort, of the great books. The great,
old man who raised me, my uncle, was
truly the most remarkable man I have
ever been privileged to know. He was
just an old coal miner. He was not edu-
cated in this world’s halls and univer-
sities. He was a wise man and a hard-
working coal miner who played his
part in life with a stoic and dignified
determination to do his best for his
small family, for his country, and for
his God. He encouraged me to read, to
learn, to develop my mind to the best
of my own abilities. As another great
man wrote, ‘“The reading of all good
books is like conversations with the
finest men of past centuries.”

Carl Sandburg once said that ‘‘a baby
is God’s opinion that life should go
on.” One of the greatest joys of our ex-
istence is to simply hold a newborn
baby, especially if that baby is our own
daughter, or son, or grandchild, or
great grandchild—just to hold a new-
born baby that possesses all of the
freshness and the newness and the
promise of life. We gaze in awe at this
valiant little creature, so helpless, and
yet so strong, as its tiny, perfect fin-
gers grasp our own little finger with
eager curiosity and awareness and pull
that finger about.

No flower-bells that expand and shrink
Gleam half so heavenly sweet

As shine on life’s untrodden brink

A baby’s feet.—Algernon Swinburne.

In my experience, parenthood is a
challenging balance of love and respon-
sibility. It is a tapestry of the finest,
and most delicate, weaving. We love
and guide our children, and we try to
always honor this awesome commit-
ment. And we see a pageant of hellos
and goodbyes. Children grow up. They
go away to school. They go to work,
marry, and have children of their own.
And then, there are greetings to new
and wonderful additions into our
midst. For a grandparent, this tap-
estry, in the glow of a family’s history,
becomes more elaborate, more richly
colored, and more easily observed. It
has been one of the greatest delights of
my own life, and in Erma’s life, to wit-
ness this amazing procession of life fol-
lowing after life, seeing a new plateau
rise, new plateau of immortality, a new
taste. We wish Senator ROCKEFELLER
and Sharon the same happiness that
has been our experience.

Laura is the granddaughter of one
Senator, and the great-granddaughter
of another, our greatly admired former
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colleague, Senator Charles Percy. In
these fast paced times, more than ever,
grandparents are an essential refuge of
reflection and continuity between the
generations. They are the living his-
tory of our shared past. In their
reminiscences of earlier days, in their
principles forged over a lifetime of ex-
perience and hard work, they offer a
unique, valuable perspective of a com-
plex and intricate world. I recall with
considerable awe the birth of my great
granddaughter, Carolyn Byrd Fatemi,
born on March 4 of last year. March 4
in the old days was when the new Con-
gress came into session, and a new
President was sworn into office March
4. Now that day is the birthday of
Erma and my great granddaughter,
Carolyn Byrd Fatemi. It is a joyous,
and humbling, realization to truly see
oneself as part of that intricate tap-
estry of successive generations.

A new baby, so fragile, so tiny, so
soft, so sweet, so delicate, and yet so
determined to join this wonderful,
maddening world, stirs our hearts and
reminds us once more of our enduring
link to the eternal. As William Words-
worth wrote,

Our birth is but a sleep and a forgetting:
The soul that rises with us, our life’s star,
Hath had elsewhere its setting,

And cometh from afar;

Not in entire forgetfulness,

And not in utter nakedness,

But trailing clouds of glory do we come
From God, who is our home:

Heaven lies about us in our infancy!

Erma and I also congratulate Sen-
ator and Mrs. Rockefeller on the en-
gagement of their daughter, Valerie, to
Mr. James Douglas Carnegie. Perhaps
the greatest transition in a person’s
life is when he makes that great leap
from “I” to “We.” It is the beginning
of a journey with a beloved partner,
who will share life’s joys, and ease its
inevitable burdens. My own treasured
wife, Erma, and I have been on this
wondrous journey for sixty-two years,
and it will soon be 63, the Lord willing.
To Valerie and James, I would wish the
benediction of Milton, ‘“‘Mutual love,
the crown of all our bliss.”

Senator ROCKEFELLER has worked
tirelessly for the people of West Vir-
ginia for over thirty years. It has been
my great privilege to work alongside
him in this Chamber for the past fif-
teen years. He has been a tenacious
champion of developing economic op-
portunities for West Virginia’s work-
ers, and a compassionate, determined
voice for children, for senior citizens,
for our nation’s veterans, and for our
retired coal miners. I could not wish
for a more capable, diligent and conge-
nial colleague. I offer Senator ROCKE-
FELLER my best wishes on these happy
occasions for his family, and also my
sincere gratitude to him for his intel-
ligence, his strength of character, and
his friendship.

Congratulations again, 100 times, on
the birth of this beautiful little grand-
daughter. How proud he has to be.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
say to Senator BYRD, that was a most
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enjoyable presentation. I am glad I was
here to have an opportunity to hear it.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Although there is
no unanimous consent, we have been
moving back and forth on both sides.
Under that scenario, Senator GRAMS is
here and will make a presentation;
Senator KERRY is the next speaker.

Mr. KERRY. If I may ask, Mr. Presi-
dent, how long does the Senator from
Minnesota plan to speak?

Mr. GRAMS. Four or five minutes.

Mr. KERRY. I have no objection.

————

AFFORDABLE EDUCATION ACT OF
1999—Continued

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I come to
the floor today in support of S. 1134. I
would like to make a couple of brief re-
marks as we consider this very impor-
tant piece of legislation, the Affordable
Education Act. This is a bill that
would expand the right for parents to
save money for their children’s edu-
cation without incurring a tax liabil-
ity. Very simply, allowing parents to
put some money aside to help their
children’s education, and do it without
incurring tax liability, is a win-win sit-
uation.

The proposed new education savings
account would allow families to con-
tribute up to $2,000 per year in a sav-
ings account for a variety of public or
private education-related expenses.
Current law allows parents to save up
to $500 per year for their children’s col-
lege education without penalty. How-
ever, the expanded education savings
accounts would allow parents to save
more tax-free, and the money could
also be used for children’s kindergarten
through 12th grade education expenses
as well as college. These education sav-
ings accounts help working families,
and deserve the support of this body.

I would like to provide a Minnesota
perspective on this debate, because we
can learn from what has happened in
my home state with a similar edu-
cation initiative. S. 1134 is similar to a
tax break for working families insti-
tuted in Minnesota by former Governor
Arne Carlson.

Governor Carlson and grassroots or-
ganizations in Minnesota fought for
and won an education tax credit, en-
acted in 1997, which, like Mr. COVER-
DELL’s bill, can be used by parents to
offset the cost of certain expenses
made in the education of K-12 students
in public, private or home schools.
Thanks to Governor Carlson’s initia-
tive, low and moderate income families
in Minnesota can receive up to a $1,000
per child tax credit for qualifying ex-
penses such as tutoring, after-school or
summer academic programs, music les-
sons, textbooks, and instructional ma-
terials—to allow the children these
educational opportunities. Families
with higher incomes are not eligible
for the tax credit, but can still claim a
tax deduction for similar education ex-
penses.
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When the legislation was proposed,
various polls rated support for the tax
credit and tax deduction package be-
tween 58 percent and 72 percent of the
population of Minnesota. They sup-
ported this concept. Support for the
tax credit and deduction has remained.
In 1999, the law was expanded to raise
the income threshold for eligibility for
the tax credit to permit even more
families to participate. The 1999 bill to
expand the tax credit eligibility was
passed with Dbipartisan support—in
fact, you could even call it
“tripartisan’ support, since Governor
Ventura signed it into law. About
150,000 families are expected to take ad-
vantage of the tax credit and deduction
this year.

So in Minnesota, families have si-
multaneously been provided real tax
relief and real opportunities to expand
the education opportunities for chil-
dren. And 3 years after the initiative
was passed into law, the sky has not
fallen in Minnesota, it is not a mortal
wound to public education—in fact it
helps students in public schools as well
as private schools—and again, it be-
came popular enough that the legisla-
tive subsequently expanded eligibility
for the tax credit.

Today in the Senate, we have the op-
portunity to enact similar legislation
that helps parents help save money to
ensure that their children will get a
quality education. Parents should al-
ways be in the driver’s seat when it
comes to education decisions, and this
bill simply empowers them to do more
to help their kids get ahead. S. 1134 de-
serves our support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there has
been a long discussion here. I do not
know if I am the last in the course of
the afternoon. If I am, I apologize pro-
fusely to those who are enduring until
we are released, but I would like to
share some thoughts regarding this
bill, if I may. We are not sure what the
status will be tomorrow morning with
respect to debate or opportunity to
comment on it.

I just heard the Senator from Min-
nesota say the sky is not falling in. It
is not the end of public education for
the small amount of experiments that
have taken place in Minnesota. I am
sure that is absolutely true, looking at
the amount of money involved, maybe
$7 a year to a family using it for K-12,
because once they have put whatever
money aside they could in order to
take advantage of K-12, the amount of
interest buildup is not that great. So
obviously we are not talking about the
grandest sums of money. That is not
what is really at stake.

In point of fact, the small amount of
money is, in and of itself, an argument
against doing what we are doing be-
cause it barely makes a difference to
most of these families—though our col-
leagues who are advocating it argue
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that whatever difference it makes, it is
worth trying to make that difference.
But that obscures what is really at
stake here. It obscures the very signifi-
cant, large issues about what the Sen-
ate ought to be doing, about what the
real priorities of education in the coun-
try are, and about the inappropriate-
ness of the underlying principle on
which this bill is based.

So it does not matter how much
money, whether it is $10, $20, $30. It is
a question of whether or not we are ad-
dressing the real concerns of education;
whether or not this is what the Senate
ought to be doing as its first act of
speaking on the issue of education in
the year 2000. It is astonishing to me
that given the breadth of the education
needs of the country, and given
everybody’s acceptance that education
is perhaps the single most important
issue to the Nation, here we are, when
we could spend weeks on the critical
issue of a broad-based approach to edu-
cation, we have one little tidbit, one
little piece of bait hanging out there as
a statement of where our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle seem to want
to come from with respect to the larger
issue of education itself.

What am I talking about? In the leg-
islation, on page 5, where it talks
about a qualified elementary and sec-
ondary education expense, it says spe-
cifically that this can go to anyone
who is:

. an elementary or secondary school
student at a public, private or religious
school. . ..

This is an enormous transition for
the United States of America because
what we are talking about is a first-
time extension of a significant tax ap-
proach to secondary and elementary
school, private, and religious edu-
cation. We have historically always
drawn a critical line between higher
education and secondary and elemen-
tary education. We do that for a lot of
different reasons, not the least of
which is that the Federal Government
has never assumed fundamental re-
sponsibility as a national priority, if
you will, for every person in America
going on to higher education. Though
we hope it, we want it, we encourage it,
we have Pell grants, we have student
loans, we have all kinds of ways in
which we encourage people to do that,
but we do not have the breadth of
touch on the students because of the
great breadth of educational oppor-
tunity that has grown up privately in
the country.

That is not true in public education,
which has been a commitment for sec-
ondary and elementary schoolchildren
since this country’s founding when
Thomas Jefferson first talked about
the pillars of education; since the days
when we first made our commitment to
a public education system that would
help serve as the great melting pot/
equalizer, if you will, by which we help
to bind the country together as a coun-
try. That was going to happen, not
through divisions of wealth but, rather,
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through people knowing that by every
child in America sharing in the oppor-
tunities of public education we would
build that kind of country.

All of us understand the educational
system we have today is not per-
forming, in some places, in the way we
desire. It is, I might add, performing an
awful lot better in a lot more places
than many people want to admit. The
fact is, there are some stunningly capa-
ble, extraordinary public schools across
this country. They are providing stu-
dents for the best universities in the
Nation.

What we need to talk about on the
floor of the Senate is how we are going
to empower every public school in the
country to be able to replicate the best
practices that take place at those
other extraordinary public schools, or,
I might add, at a private school, or at
a religious school. But we do not fund
it, and that is what this legislation
seeks to do.

It is called the Affordable Education
Act. I am not sure why it is called the
Affordable Education Act because only
those who can already afford to send
their kids to a parochial or to a charter
school or some other kind of school
really are going to benefit from it. It is
hardly going to be affordable to the
families for whom the question of af-
fordability is most important. It is cer-
tainly not going to be affordable even
for those families who are already
making savings because the amount of
money they are allowed to put away
hardly makes anything affordable. Fi-
nally, it really is not affordable be-
cause it applies to so few kids.

Ninety percent of the children in
America go to school in public schools,
and nothing in this act is going to alter
that one iota. Ninety percent of the
kids in America go to school in public
schools. What we really ought to call
this act is the Alternative to Public
Education Act because that is really
what it seeks to do. It seeks to estab-
lish a new principle by which we can
come back each year and begin to build
up the amount of money that some will
fight for to put into savings accounts
so that ultimately it will grow to a suf-
ficient amount that, indeed, will be-
come the alternative to public edu-
cation for those who have the ability
to make that choice or, for various rea-
sons of abandonment of the public
school system, are encouraged to do so
as the only way to send their kids, in
their judgment, somewhere that will
make a difference.

What we ought to be talking about in
this Chamber today—in fact, every day
until we complete the task—is how we
are going to guarantee that every
school within the public school system
has a fair opportunity to make of itself
what schools in the richest commu-
nities make or schools which are the
beneficiaries of remarkable endow-
ments or parents in various parts of
the country who have enormous sums
of money and, in some cases, schools
which are not necessarily dependent on
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a significant amount of money but
which have a core group of parents and
students which allows them to behave
in a way that is different from some
schools in the inner cities or in rural
areas where it is much tougher to build
that kind of support.

The question the Senate ought to be
debating is why we are not here as our
first act trying to guarantee the real
promise of America, which is to make
certain that all of our children have an
opportunity to go to schools that will
make a difference in their lives on the
positive side of the ledger.

We have been around this sometime
before in the Senate, and it grows in-
creasingly frustrating as we contin-
ually come back with these scatter-
shot, little tidbit efforts. I know my
colleague from Georgia does not view it
as a tidbit. I know this is important to
him personally. I know it is important
to some colleagues on the other side of
the aisle. But you cannot look me or
anyone else in the eye and suggest this
can pretend to be a comprehensive ap-
proach to the education needs of this
country. If it is not, you cannot con-
vince me that this is where we ought to
begin the debate about what we are
going to do to fix the schools in the
country.

I have come to the floor and said this
to my colleague from Georgia. I do not
understand it. I know no one is going
to accuse me of not being here long
enough to understand it. I think I have
a pretty good sense of how the politics
of these issues work, and I still am
frustrated and do not understand it be-
cause I do not think we are always that
far off. Yet we continually keep talk-
ing past each other.

I heard the Senator from New Mex-
ico, Mr. DOMENICI, argue that we ought
to have a very significant increase in
the amount of money we put into edu-
cation. I am confident that when he
was Governor, the Chair understood
full well the difficulties of some of the
urban centers of the State he rep-
resents on how hard it is, based on a
low tax base, to provide for computers
or provide for sports programs in the
afternoons or for libraries that stay
open or afterschool programs or reme-
dial programs for kids who are having
trouble learning. These things do cost
money.

The fact is, there are communities in
our country that do not have a tax base
to go to. Yet we have an agrarian-based
structure that suggests we still ought
to have a school system working on
those old hours as well as on the old
funding mechanism.

Where does the money come from?
The money comes from property taxes,
except to the degree they get money
from the State treasury in either some
form of education reform or other dis-
bursement. For too many commu-
nities, they have zero ability.

In our State, we had the same tax
revolution everybody else in the coun-
try had. We had a limit on the amount
property taxes can be increased—and
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properly so, I might add. There are a
lot of families on fixed incomes. There
are a lot of senior citizens who have
paid for their homes who do not have
the income stream to support an in-
crease in revenue. There are a lot of
young families starting out who do not
have the ability to find the extra cash-
flow to pay for the property tax in-
crease that might be necessary to ade-
quately fund a really excellent school
system.

What do we do? We merrily go down
the road ourselves ignoring this funda-
mental reality.

I am with my colleagues on the other
side of the fence. I do not want to
throw money down a dark hole. I do
not want to give money to a school
system that is layered with politics, or
has an inability to hold the teachers
accountable, or does not have a struc-
ture that involves parents and has ac-
countability of what kids are learning.
I do not think anybody in the Senate
wants to do that.

So I am having difficulty under-
standing why it is we cannot find a for-
mula by which we are prepared to put
some money into the system requiring
those systems to embrace real reform,
leaving up to those systems—and this
is important—the determination of
how they will get their kids to the end
goal of a superlative education.

I do not think the Federal Govern-
ment ought to run that. I do not think
we ought to come trotting in with
some new mandate and tell people, if
you do not do this—that is not what
this is about. We are only 7 percent of
the budget of schools across this coun-
try.

Moreover, it is a steadfast principle
that none of us wants to break that
somehow the Federal Government
ought to be involved in running the
schools. We do not want that. I do not
want that. I believe in local control,
but local control has to mean also local
empowerment, local capacity, local
ability to do some of these things.

None of our colleagues can ignore the
fact that if you are a young law stu-
dent getting out of law school, one of
the better law schools in the Nation,
and you go to work in Boston or New
York, you are going to start out now at
$140,000 with the top law firms. Right
out of law school, you can earn as
much as a Senator, which may not be
an appropriate measurement of any-
thing, but that is what we are valuing.

A teacher comes out of college with
$50,000 to $100,000 of loans, which they
are required to start paying back the
minute they go to work. They are
going to start at $22,000, $21,000, $23,000,
maybe work their way into the thirties
after they have 15 years and a master’s
degree, and, depending on the school
system, they can be at some school
systems where they can get into the
sixties, but with most of them they are
in the forties after almost a career of
service.

How do we turn to any student sad-
dled with those loans in college and
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say: Ignore all those dot coms where
you can earn 60,000 bucks almost right
out of school, ignore the opportunities
of the marketplace where there is 4-
percent unemployment and you have
this extraordinary gap in all the tech-
nological fields where the greatest re-
straint on growth to our Nation is
going to be the lack of an available
skilled labor pool, and we are going to
say to kids who are facing that kind of
job market: Come teach and be a pau-
per; come teach, but forget the notion
that you can share in that cape cottage
or buy that extra car or have a longer
vacation; you are going to just eke it
out, you are going to just make it, but
we expect you to raise your family the
same way everybody else does and to
live by the rules, and so forth and so
on.

Are we crazy? We have lost all sense
of proportion if we are not willing to
try to recognize that if you are going
to value teaching, you have to value
teaching. That means valuing it by
putting a fair market value on the peo-
ple you want to have teach.

Does that mean that in exchange for
that fair market value, you had better
get your return? You bet it does. Does
that mean accountability? Yes. Does
that mean if you are not doing the job
properly, you ought to be able to be
fired? Yes. Does that mean you may
have to work longer hours in return for
that? Yes, it does.

I do not understand why we cannot
come to some kind of an agreement
that liberates every school system to
go out and be the best it can be, and to
let parents have choice, and have com-
petition within the public school sys-
tem. I am all for that. That is the best
form of accountability there is in
America—competition.

I have seen this happen. I have gone
to many blue ribbon schools and have
said: Why is this a blue ribbon school?
What is it about this school that
makes it a place where parents are
clamoring to put their kids, but you go
10 blocks away and there is a school
nobody wants to go to? You can very
quickly pinpoint real, tangible reasons
those differences exist.

Generally it begins with the prin-
cipal. There is a great principal in
every blue ribbon school I have visited.
One of the great deficits in America
today is our lack of capacity to at-
tract, in some of the more complicated
systems, the principals we really need
in the context of modern education.
Once again, that is a reflection of the
money involved. It is a reflection of the
school system, the structure, and other
kinds of things.

But we ought to be on the floor of the
Senate with a comprehensive approach
as to how we attract young corporate
chieftains, who are able to retire today
with extraordinary wealth, to perhaps
come in and be the principal of a school
for a short period of time, lending their
expertise. Ex-military officers, who re-
tire after 20, 25 years, and are still
young and have great talents in leader-
ship, could help to manage.
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I forget the name of the general out
in Seattle who passed away a year and
a half to 2 years ago who did an ex-
traordinary job of doing just that. He
became beloved in the school system
because of the leadership skills he
brought to the task.

We should have a national effort
geared to try to attract people and pull
them into these jobs. If we did that, we
could begin to create energy in our
schools where they competed with each
other. As the parents say: I want to go
over to the Driscoll school. I think
what has happened over there at that
Bartlett school is not working for my
kid, but over at the other school all the
parents are raving about the school
system. The kids are doing better in
their homework. They seem to have
more discipline. All of a sudden, the
schools are going to reverberate with
parents making that kind of choice.

This isn’t novel. There are a lot of
places in the country where that is
happening today. It is working. There
are many other ways in which we could
have a greater level of accountability
in our school system. All of this under-
scores what the real debate ought to
be.

I am also astonished that we are
quick to come to the floor of the Sen-
ate to put more money into tougher
sentencing. We will put people away for
longer periods of time in jail. We will
build more jails. We provided more as-
sistance in the crime bill to do that.
All of those things are important. But
isn’t it equally important to try to pre-
vent some of those kids from falling
into those kinds of troubled lives when
it makes a difference?

We know, to an absolute certainty,
that the time when most of these kids
get into trouble is in the afternoon
when they are out of school, unsuper-
vised, and they go back to apartments
or houses where there is no adult until
6 or 7 o’clock in the evening.

I believe it was almost 8 or 9 years
ago that the Carnegie Foundation did
an extensive study pinpointing most of
the difficulties teenagers had in the
afterschool hours—unwanted preg-
nancies, drug experimentation, trouble
on the street corners. All of these
things have occurred because they were
not in school and because schools did
not have the afterschool programs nec-
essary to provide the value-oriented
structure they need.

Ask any child psychologist in the
United States of America, ask any pe-
nologist in the United States of Amer-
ica, and they will tell you children
need structure. When you release kids
at 1:30 or 2 o’clock in the afternoon to
almost a half a day of no structure,
you are inviting the kinds of problems
we have invited in the last years. It
would be much cheaper to invest in
long-term education, afterschool pro-
grams, early childhood education, et
cetera, than to build $50,000- to $75,000-
a-year prison cells for the people we
have allowed to slip through the
cracks.
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People say: Do we really allow them
to slip through the cracks? Let me tell
you, I have visited some schools where
kids have dropped out. In America, it
used to be that you had a truancy sys-
tem. If you dropped out or you left
your school for a couple of days, teach-
ers actually cared about it. They said:
Wait a minute. Johnny is not here
today. Where is he? Somebody went
after him to find out what was going
on.

Today, in cities all across America, a
kid may not show up for school, and
nobody does anything about it. Parents
do not even know the kid did not show
up. There is no money for truant offi-
cers? There is no money to track any-
body? There is no way to do that? What
do you mean? We are the richest coun-
try on the face of this planet. We have
created more wealth in the last 10
years than at any time in American
history. We have 460-plus billionaires
in America today. We have had a sur-
plus now for the second year in a row.
We are sitting around toying with
whether or not we are going to give
seven bucks a year to people who al-
ready have money so they can send
their kid to a religious school or a pri-
vate school. What are we doing?

This place is losing its relevancy to
the real problems of America if we can-
not start at the beginning. The begin-
ning is this broad-based problem that
exists with respect to education in
America. It is rampant. We understand
that. How can our colleagues not come
to the floor and say: It really does
make a difference whether a teacher is
being asked to teach 35 kids, 40 kids, 30
kids, 28 kids, or 18 kids.

I have talked to first-grade teachers
who tell me they have kids coming into
the first grade today who cannot do the
things kids used to do when they went
to the first grade. They cannot do sim-
ple shapes. They cannot recognize col-
ors. They cannot do early numbers.
The teacher has to take that kid and
somehow mainstream that child while
managing the educational life of all
the other kids in the classroom. I chal-
lenge any of my colleagues to do that
for a day or two and see how they feel
at the end of that effort. When you
shortchange that teaching capacity,
you are shortchanging every kid in the
classroom. It has lasting impact.

I will give you another example. Not
so long ago, I visited the Castle Square
Early Child Development Center in
Boston. There are 67 Kids—infants and
toddlers—who are in the Early Child
Development Center. Of those 67 kids, I
think 98 percent are the sons and
daughters of single parents. That is a
cycle we are trying to break. We do not
want to pass that on to the next gen-
eration. The best way not to pass it on
to the next generation is to guarantee
kids have the kind of structure that
makes a difference in their lives. But
for the 67 kids who were in the early
child development center, there were
550 on the waiting list. Maybe 5, maybe
10 of the 550 will be lucky enough to
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cross the threshold of that child devel-
opment center before they have to re-
port for the first grade.

Under the law of the land, you are
supposed to report for the first grade
ready to learn. But as we are learning,
too many of these kids come to the
first grade and are not ready to learn.
So we have built a deficit into the sys-
tem before we even begin. Then we
turn around and respond by saying:
The roof is falling in on the public edu-
cation system of America. What are we
going to do about it? Well, we are going
to give kids an opportunity to go some-
where else. Where? To a private school,
to a parochial school, to a charter
school?

Mr. President, there aren’t enough
places in private schools, in parochial
schools or charter schools in this coun-
try to save a generation of American
children. We can’t build those schools
fast enough. There aren’t enough seats.
So we can talk about that as an alter-
native all we want. It is no alternative.

The alternative is to fix the public
school system where 90 percent of the
kids in this country go to school.
Again and again, I say it, 90 percent. If
we had the most ambitious program
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle could design to have a voucher or
to create some alternative, we couldn’t
take care of 5 to 10 percent of Amer-
ica’s children, let alone 90 percent. If
we want to fill those high-tech jobs, if
we want America to match the in-
creased focus of Asia, Europe, Latin
America, and other countries on edu-
cation as their primary need with re-
spect to the digital divide and the
economies of the future, if we are going
to do that, we have to pay attention to
the educational opportunities afforded
to our youngest children at the earliest
stages of life. It is incomprehensible to
me that we can’t find the capacity to
make certain that those 550 kids can
all get the Kkind of early input they
need so we can alleviate some of the
crises in our school system by sending
kids to school ready to learn.

All of this is part of a mosaic: early
child education, early maternal input.
Whether a mother is able to properly
provide nutrition for a child affects a
child’s learning ability. All of these
things do. It is very fashionable by
many in the Senate to say that is the
responsibility of parents. Yes, it is. It
is the responsibility of parents. I agree.
But what do you do when there aren’t
any parents? What do you do when
there is only one parent who is work-
ing two to three jobs in order to make
ends meet because that is also what we
want them to do in America? They
can’t find the adequate child care.
They don’t have grandma and grandpa
living in the house anymore. That is
another change in America. People
don’t live that way anymore in the
United States. So we don’t have that
great continuum that came down
through generations that used to be
the great teaching mechanism. But
that is gone now. We have empty
households.
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So what do we do? We can talk about
family. We can talk about values. We
can also talk about the other great
teachers. Religion is one of the other
great teachers, absolutely. But without
the parents, too many of these kids
don’t have that either. If they are drop-
ping out of school, they don’t have the
other great teacher. So we have mil-
lions of kids, literally, around the
United States of America who don’t
have any of the three great teachers in
life. They don’t have the family teach-
er, they don’t have the organized reli-
gious teacher, and they don’t have the
teacher teacher in school because they
are at risk in dropping out.

How do we fill the gap? We don’t. We
are debating whether or not to fill a
nonexistent gap, to give some money
to people who have already made a
choice to send their kids to these
schools. That is who most benefit by
the legislation on the floor of the Sen-
ate. The people who benefit by this leg-
islation are people who can save that
kind of money. They are the people
whose kids are probably already in a
religious school or a private school.
They are the kids who are already
availing themselves of those benefits.

I am not saying to my colleague
there is no value in providing relief for
one of those parents. That is why we
voted for tax relief. That is why we
provide student loans. We do lots of
things to provide that kind of relief. I
am all for that. But let us get our pri-
orities straight.

It seems to me the first obligation of
the Senate is to come here embracing
an overall concept. I might add to my
colleague from Georgia, here we are
being asked to spend $1-plus billion, $2
billion. It is as in a vacuum. I am being
asked to give $2 billion to parents
whose kids may go to religious or pri-
vate schools without even knowing
that the rest of the budget is going to
be for any of the other things I have
talked about. Are they going to be cut?
Are we going to have less money for
after school? Are we going to have less
money for chapter 1? How much money
are we going to have in the School
Lunch Program this year? How much
money will we have for Head Start? If
I have to cut those or can’t have as
much as we ought to have, would we
then take this $2 billion and put it else-
where?

This is simply not timely. It is not
appropriate. I hope it is not a state-
ment of the full measure of priority of
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. I hope it is not.

There are other colleagues waiting to
speak. I have gone on longer than I had
intended. I hope this year can be a year
in which the Senate can find its way to
a comprehensive, across-the-aisle dia-
log, to bring ourselves together in a
spirit of compromise. So far the only
compromise I have seen with respect to
the so-called Straight A’s plan and the
approach of our friends has been on our
side of the fence. It is my hope we can
have that real dialog.
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I look forward to it and thank the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
am going to try to confine my remarks
to the proposal before the Senate. I
will make a couple of comments re-
garding my good colleague from Massa-
chusetts.

First of all, I say to him, this $7 rou-
tine is exceedingly misleading. Two or
three of his colleagues have used that.
If $7 is all we are talking about, then,
A, why get worked up about it? And, B,
if $7 per year is the only advantage out
of this account, which is four times
what the President proposed, then I
guess the President’s proposal was only
worth $2.25.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for an answer?

Mr. COVERDELL. Surely.

Mr. KERRY. I said in my comments
that the amount of money is really not
the key. I said I throw away the $7 as
not particularly moving. But the $7
comes from the Joint Tax Committee
estimate.

Mr. COVERDELL. I have seen that.
But my point is, if that is the case, it
is worth four times the President’s pro-
posal.

Mr. KERRY. I don’t agree with every-
thing President Clinton does or has
done.

Mr. COVERDELL. I understand. I
will read you another comment, the re-
marks as prepared for delivery by Vice
President AL GORE to the Minnesota
Community Technical College, where
he says:

Here is my idea: We should create new
401(k) accounts like the 401(k) plans that
help you save for retirement, but these ac-
counts will allow employers and employees
to contribute up to $2,500 for each working
person to pay for college or job training ex-
penses, money that you can save and with-
draw tax free. You could use this account for
yourself, your spouse, even your child’s col-
lege tuition.

That is identical to the proposal that
is before us.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, may I re-
spond?

Mr. COVERDELL. Sure.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me
underscore that distinction to my
friend. The Vice President, No. 1, laid
out the most comprehensive plan set
forward by anybody running for Presi-
dent of the United States. He set for-
ward a plan that included $115 million
for a trust fund over 10 years. He set
forward a plan to attract principals, to
deal with teachers’ pay, and with
standards. It was a broad-based plan,
and the section that the Senator from
Georgia refers to does not apply to pri-
vate secondary and elementary
schools. It is college and job training.

Historically—and I drew this distinc-
tion—the Congress of the United States
has always drawn a distinction be-
tween the higher education structure
and the secondary and elementary
structure. The problems I cited are pre-
cisely the reason why you need to have
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a broad-based approach before you
throw any piecemeal legislation out
there.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, let
me address that as well because the
Senator has made much of this today,
as have others. This is, of course, a
piece of legislation from the Finance
Committee. It has been vetted three
times before the Senate. It has been
passed by the Senate with 59 votes. It
is cosponsored by ROBERT TORRICELLI
of New Jersey and about 10 other
Democrats. So it is bipartisan with
broad support. It in no way suggests
that there won’t be a full debate occur-
ring on the issue when the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act comes before us, which
will be probably spring because there is
not consensus on that committee. I am
not on that committee, and I don’t
know if the Senator is or not. This
comes from the Finance Committee
and it is one component of what can be
done. It is tax policy. It is character-
ized as if some little piece is going to
somehow corrupt or become a hurdle in
front of the broader discussion that
will come with this other legislation. I
find that pretty difficult to com-
prehend, particularly in light of the
fact of previous Senate actions on the
legislation.

I think it unfair to characterize this
as a piece of legislation designed for
private schools and that it somehow
avoids public schools. That is just not
so. The same sources of information
the Senator has been quoting would
have us understand that the education
savings account will primarily benefit
public schools but not just public
schools. Seventy percent of the fami-
lies who open these accounts—and I
might point this out; the Senator cov-
ered it, too. He doesn’t consider this
the broad base and neither do I. But it
does affect 14 million families and 20
million children, which is right at
half—5 million less than half—of the
entire population—seventy percent of
those families’ children are in public
schools; 30 percent are in private
schools. The division of the money is
50/50.

In other words, half the money that
this generates flows to public schools
and half to private or, I assume, home.
That is not insignificant. That is about
$12 billion that we don’t have to appro-
priate. It is voluntarily brought for-
ward, involving those families with
their children and their needs. It is not
appropriate to characterize that as a
program designed for private schools.
Will parents who have children in pri-
vate schools use it? Yes, they will prob-
ably tend to use it more, which is why
half the money goes there. I think,
though, in terms of causing someone to
change schools, there is an implication
there will be no place for them to go. It
is not meant to make people change.

Mr. KERRY. I appreciate that my
friend from Georgia is fairminded, and
we always engage in good dialog. I ap-
preciate that. First, we are sent here to
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make choices about priorities for the
country.

Mr. COVERDELL. Right.

Mr. KERRY. Now, when I see chapter
1 unfunded, or I see urban centers
where they don’t have computers, and I
see so0 many kids in so many parts of
the country whose families can’t afford
any of the amenities that make a dif-
ference, I find it very hard as a matter
of choice to suggest that even that 50
percent is appropriately spent.

Now, I am not arguing with the Sen-
ator. I am not suggesting to him or
saying that some family in public
school may not benefit from this. I un-
derstand some public schools have uni-
form codes and a parent may be able to
go buy a portion of the uniform. I don’t
know how much $7 a year is going to
do. If you are doing it K through 12,
that is the interest. The only benefit
under the Finance Committee rule is
the tax benefit of the tax-free interest
savings. So you can withdraw the
money you have put into the savings
account, but all you are really getting
the benefit on is the tax-free compo-
nent. Say you put $500 in there and you
have to draw it out in 2 years at 6 per-
cent, or 5 percent, which is what they
are earning nowadays—these things
aren’t even marketable; none of the
major houses are marketing them, so
you are going to earn base interest on
it and you are not going to get much
money as a consequence of that. So
when you have very few resources, I
say to the Senator, what is the jus-
tification?

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator
makes my point. There is so little in-
vested on our part to cause them to do
so much. I am stunned that people
would be concerned. For this type of
investment, why would we not want to
produce the $12 billion in new resources
that we don’t have to appropriate? Peo-
ple do it on their own—not to mention
the connection that occurs between the
parent and the student.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I say to
my colleague—and he knows this full
well—there are Members of the Senate
who basically have been fighting for
years to create sort of a full-fledged
support system, through the Federal
Government, for education and/or for
schools outside the public school struc-
ture. That has been a great fight in the
Senate.

What I said is it is not the $7 that is
critical here; it is the principle. If we
adopt in the Senate a notion that we
are going to now in the United States
have a full-fledged support system for
parochial schools and religious schools
through the elementary and secondary
level, that is new. Once we have made
it $7, you are going to come back—or
someone is—and say we haven’t given
them enough; we have to give them
$5600 because that is more meaningful.
Of course, if we were willing to support
either private or religious schools pre-
viously, what would stop us from giv-
ing them more money now? That is
what this fight is about; it is not about

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the $7. Although, as a matter of choice,
I don’t see why it is we reward people
who are already capable of sending
their kids to these places and have
made that choice versus the people who
are having the hardest time making
ends meet.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 70
percent of all these funds go to families
of middle income or lower income.

Mr. KERRY. As I have said, the real
fight is the issue of this concept.

Mr. COVERDELL. I can accept it on
those terms, but I don’t believe the
fact we have not taxed that account to
be an appropriation of the U.S. Treas-
ury in support of a private or parochial
school. We have just not collected the
tax; there has been no constitutional
challenge or discussion about it. That
just won’t flow. If we have decided to
grant accounts that people’s own
money goes into and have decided we
are not going to tax the interest on it,
there is no way in the world that any-
body would find that that is a subsidy
of parochial education.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, my
friend knows full well that the famous
teacher Stanley Surrey, I think at Har-
vard Law, coined the phrase ‘‘tax ex-
penditure.” We make choices in the
Senate that if you forego a tax you ex-
pect to collect, it is an expenditure.
Now, that is a well-known principle in
terms of how we operate.

Mr. COVERDELL. It is also a fine
line that does not in any way suggest
we are making an appropriation. I ac-
cept the fact that you might argue, as
Senator WELLSTONE did earlier, that it
is money that wasn’t sent to Wash-
ington and you prefer it be sent here so
we can be involved with the distribu-
tion of it.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
my friend will acknowledge, as he has
already—I think he said that a major-
ity of this benefit will go to families in
private schools.

Mr. COVERDELL. No, I didn’t. I said
that 70 percent of the families are in
public schools. Then I said the distribu-
tion would be 50-50. The reason for that
is parents who have children in the pri-
vate schools are paying higher costs.
They are paying, of course, the taxes
for the public schools as well, and will
probably have an incentive to save
more. I think that is probably so. I sort
of think that while 70 percent are in
public schools, the distribution of 50-50
will probably be the case.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, if I may
again just quickly say the Joint Tax
Committee tells us that they arrive at
an assessment where under the legisla-
tion of the Senator from Georgia, 52
percent of the tax benefit will go to
taxpayers with children in private
schools.

Mr. COVERDELL. If the Senator is
drawing the line of the 2-percent dif-
ference and somehow that makes the
point——

Mr. KERRY. Fifty percent.

Mr. COVERDELL. I will accept that
argument.
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Mr. KERRY. For the purposes of this,
let us say it is 50 percent. I don’t un-
derstand the public policy rationale for
50 percent of this benefit that we are
going to grant going to private schools
when 90 percent of America’s children
are in public schools, and of that 90
percent, the vast majority are poorer
than those 52 percent who are going to
get the benefit. It just doesn’t make
sense.

Mr. COVERDELL. It makes sense to
the majority of the Senate, and I hope
it will be so again.

In that we are now waiting for the
Senator from Oregon, if I might close
this out.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for the dialog. It has been
helpful. I always appreciate having it
with him.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. COVERDELL. As I do.

Mr. President, this debate will con-
tinue tomorrow.

I want to reiterate that the tax sav-
ings account helps 14 million families
and 20 million children. It provides for
employer incentives to educate their
employees. One million employees will
benefit. It helps students who are in
States with prepaid tuition plans be-
cause we do not tax them. That will be
1 million students who will benefit
from the savings tuition provision. It
adopts the proposal of Senator GRAHAM
of Florida and Senator SESSIONS of Ala-
bama on State tuition and on school
construction.

Go across the face of education inso-
far as the Finance Committee is con-
cerned. It deals with tax policy. We are
not the education committee. We are
making the Tax Code friendlier to
States, communities, parents, employ-
ers, employees, and students to get a
better education, 70 percent which will
g0 to families of middle income of
$75,000 or less. It is the same means
test the President used when he cre-
ated the HOPE scholarship along with
the Congress. The only thing we do is
make it four times more powerful than
the President’s proposal.

As I said, I sort of reel from time to
time when they try to make it insig-
nificant, but then it becomes a huge
debate. They contradict themselves. If
this is only worth “$7 a year’ and is
“insignificant,”” then the President’s
proposal is only worth $2.25 because it
is one-fourth the value of these ac-
counts.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent there be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

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

TRIBUTE TO MARIE FABRIZIO
DICKINSON

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the distinguished
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and exemplary career of Marie Fabrizio
Dickinson, Chief Clerk of the Senate
Armed Services Committee. Today,
Marie achieves a notable and impor-
tant career milestone: thirty years of
continuous service with the Senate
Committee on Armed Services.

“Far and away the best prize that
life offers,” Teddy Roosevelt once re-
marked, ‘‘is the chance to work hard at
work worth doing.” During the past
thirty years, Marie has tirelessly de-
voted her professional pursuits to work
we all know to be certainly worth
doing: supporting the men and women
of the Armed Forces.

Marie began her career in 1970 as the
sole staff assistant for the Republican
minority Committee staff. In 1987,
Marie was promoted to Assistant Chief
Clerk—serving eleven years in that as-
signment. When I became Chairman of
the Committee in 1999, I was very for-
tunate to have Marie accept my re-
quest for her to serve as Chief Clerk of
the Committee.

During the last year, Marie has ex-
celled as Chief Clerk. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee has undertaken many
initiatives and issues in the 106th Con-
gress—pay and benefits reform for our
servicemembers, military operations in
the Balkans, and an end to the decade-
plus downward trend of defense spend-
ing. In each instance, at any hour of
day, or night, under Marie’s direction,
Committee administrative operations
have been flawless. The gains we have
made in support of our servicemembers
during the past year are due in no
small part to the professional acumen
and personal commitment of Marie
Dickinson.

It is no small feat to attain the dis-
tinction achieved by Marie. Less than
one percent of the employees of the
Senate serving today have thirty or
more years of service. Having sup-
ported five consecutive Chairmen prior
to me—Senators Stennis, Goldwater,
Tower, Nunn, and THURMOND—and
seven staff directors of the Armed
Services Committee, Marie is only sur-
passed in her duration of service with
the Committee by the venerable Sen-
ator STROM THURMOND.

Mr. President, I invite you and our
Senate colleagues to join me and offer
our sincere appreciation to Marie Dick-
inson for her outstanding and distin-
guished thirty years of services. I do so
with the hope that Marie will continue
her outstanding service as Chief Clerk
of the Committee on Armed Services
for many more years.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I
am pleased to join our Chairman, Sen-
ator WARNER, in congratulating and
thanking Marie Fabrizio Dickinson on
the occasion of her thirtieth anniver-
sary on the staff of the Committee on
Armed Services. This is a remarkable
milestone for Marie. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee and the Senate are
very fortunate to continue to be the
beneficiaries of her tremendous dedica-
tion and devotion to duty. In our Com-
mittee’s history, no other staff member
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has ever served longer. But this tribute
is about much more than the number
of her years in service.

A native Washingtonian, Marie was
initially appointed to the Committee
as a clerical assistant by Senator John
Stennis in 1970. In 1986, she was named
the Committee’s Assistant Chief Clerk
by Senator Barry Goldwater and in 1999
Senator Warner promoted her to Chief
Clerk. Whether managing the myriad
of details associated with military con-
struction projects, editing the Commit-
tee’s SALT II hearing transcripts, or
administering the complexities of
thousands of military and civilian
nominations, Marie has consistently
given her best to our Committee and
performed with excellence.

One of the true hallmarks of Marie
Dickinson’s service on the Committee
has been her ability to achieve success
by working with quiet yet steadfast de-
termination. If you ever need a living
reminder of the timeless virtue of let-
ting one work’s speak for itself, look
no further than Marie Dickinson.
Marie has earned the trust and respect
of those around her not because of
what she has said, but because of what
she has been able to accomplish in her
loyalty, unselfishness, and attention to
detail.

Those who know Marie know that
throughout her career on the Armed
Services Committee she has dem-
onstrated a strong commitment to
maintaining the traditions of the Com-
mittee in general and in preserving the
records of our Committee in particular.
Many of us would certainly agree with
these goals, but very few of us would be
able to actually take the steps nec-
essary day-in-and-day-out to safeguard
the records that comprise the Commit-
tee’s history. Marie’s Herculean efforts
to archive, research, compile and pro-
tect our Committee’s record will insure
that our Committee’s important work
is chronicled and documented for the
historians of the future.

Marie Dickinson has dedicated her
entire professional career to the work
of the Armed Services Committee. It is
very fitting that we take time today,
on this her thirtieth anniversary, to
pay tribute to and thank her for the
significant and lasting contributions
she has made to our work on the Com-
mittee and to the United States Sen-
ate. I hope, as I know Senator WARNER
does, and all the other Committee
Members and the staff do, that Marie
will continue to serve with us for many
more years.

———

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR DANIEL K.
INOUYE

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in my
over 33 years’ experience as a Senator
with over 30 years on Defense Appro-
priations, I have worked with a good
eight to ten Chairmen of the Armed
Services Committee and Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee and, of
course, their numerous counterparts
from the House side. One constant
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thread of dedication and stability in
our national defense has been DANIEL
INOUYE from Hawaii. His tremendous
sacrifice for the security of this nation
was recognized with a Distinguished
Service Cross. All of us engaged in
World War II will tell you that the ci-
tation deserves Medal of Honor rec-
ognition, but it was not to be because
he was a member of the Nisei fighters,
the Japanese-American unit that had
to fight the U.S. authorities first be-
fore it could fight the enemy. Now, in
peacetime, Senator INOUYE has been
the stalwart for the strong defense of
this nation.

This week, the Ambassador of Japan,
Shunji Yanai, presented Senator
INOUYE with the Grand Cordon of the
Order of the Rising Sun, one of the
Japanese government’s highest honors,
citing in particular his work fostering
good relations between the TUnited
States and Japan. I can think of no one
more deserving of this honor. Senator
INOUYE has demonstrated the same
courage, character and leadership here
in Washington that he did as a soldier.
I offer him my heartfelt congratula-
tions on this distinguished recognition.

——

MILITARY HEALTH CARE
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2000

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today,
we begin a new effort to keep our
promise of good health care for the na-
tion’s military retirees. We have an ob-
ligation to provide comprehensive
health benefits to the men and women
who put their lives on the line for our
country. This bill is a solid start. The
Military Health Care Improvement Act
of 2000 will make a significant dif-
ference in the lives of our military re-
tirees. Too often, today, those who
have served our country with honor are
left struggling to obtain and pay for
health care in their retirement. That’s
not right.

The Act will extend existing medical
demonstration programs to military
retirees who are over the age of 65. It
will also extend the Federal Employees
Health Benefit Program Demonstra-
tion for Medicare-eligible beneficiaries,
and it will enable the Secretary of De-
fense to expand the number of
TRICARE Senior Prime sites.

The expansion of the National Mail
Order Pharmacy Program will bring
welcome relief to eligible beneficiaries,
and the Pharmacy Pilot Program will
reduce pharmacy enrollment fees and
implement monthly or quarterly de-
ductible payments. I hope that in addi-
tion, we will be able to expand this pro-
vision to include retail pharmacies as
well.

The provisions for active duty family
members are also an important aspect
of this bill. Expanding the availability
of TRICARE Prime Remote to military
families will eliminate their co-pay-
ments and make the program more ac-
cessible and affordable to many more.
Improvement of the health care serv-
ices provided through TRICARE will
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help address the concerns of many re-
tirees regarding access, availability
and scheduling of appointments, claims
filing, processing and payment, and na-
tional enrollment.

This bill is an important first step
toward achieving the goal we share,
and I look forward to working closely
with my colleagues on the Senate
Armed Services Committee and in the
Senate to enact it.

———

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Tuesday,
February 22, 2000, the Federal debt
stood at $5,742,317,374,668.82 (Five tril-
lion, seven hundred forty-two billion,
three hundred seventeen million, three
hundred seventy-four thousand, six
hundred sixty-eight dollars and eighty-
two cents).

One year ago, February 22, 1999, the
Federal debt stood at $5,617,212,000,000
(Five trillion, six hundred seventeen
billion, two hundred twelve million).

Five years ago, February 22, 1995, the
Federal debt stood at $4,835,999,000,000
(Four trillion, eight hundred thirty-
five billion, nine hundred ninety-nine
million).

Ten years ago, February 22, 1990, the
Federal debt stood at $2,992,794,000,000
(Two trillion, nine hundred ninety-two
billion, seven hundred ninety-four mil-

lion).
Fifteen years ago, February 22, 1985,
the Federal debt stood at

$1,695,818,000,000 (One trillion, six hun-
dred ninety-five billion, eight hundred
eighteen million) which reflects a debt
increase of more than $4 trillion—
$4,046,499,374,668.82 (Four trillion, forty-
six billion, four hundred ninety-nine
million, three hundred seventy-four
thousand, six hundred sixty-eight dol-
lars and eighty-two cents) during the
past 15 years.

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read a sec-
ond time and placed on the calendar.

S. 2081. A bill entitled ‘‘Religious Liberty
Protection Act of 2000.”

H.R. 6. An act to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the marriage pen-
alty by providing for adjustments to the
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standard deduction, 15-percent rate bracket,
and earned income credit and to repeal the
reduction of the refundable tax credits.

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-7605. A communication from the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United
States, transmitting the Report of the Pro-
ceedings of the Judicial Conference of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

EC-7606. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
““March 2000 Applicable Federal Rules’ (Rev.
Rul. 2000-11), received February 22, 2000; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC-7607. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States of America, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a
safeguard action relative to the import of
steel wire rod; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-7608. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Personnel Management,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the 1998 an-
nual report on Veterans’ Employment in the
Federal Government; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

EC-7609. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of the texts and background
statements of international agreements,
other than treaties; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-7610. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Security Cooperation Agency
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report con-
taining an analysis and description of serv-
ices performed by full-time USG employees
during Fiscal Year 1999; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-7611. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Management and Budget,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to its commercial activities inventory;
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-7612. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
its commercial activities inventory; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-7613. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the
list of General Accounting Office reports for
January 2000; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-7614. A communication from the Chair-
man and Chief Executive Officer, Farm Cred-
it Administration, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the Commission’s report under the Gov-
ernment in the Sunshine Act for calendar
year 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-7615. A communication from the Man-
ager, Benefits Communications, Farm Credit
Bank of Wichita, Kansas transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the annual report for the plan
year 1998 and a copy of the public account-
ant’s report for 1997 and 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-7616. A communication from the Bene-
fits Manager, CoBank transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report of the ACB Re-
tirement Plan for 1998; to the Committee on
Finance.
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EC-7617. A communication from the Chair-
man of the U.S. Merit Systems Protection
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port entitled ‘‘Competing for Federal Jobs:
Job Search Experiences of New Hires’; to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-7618. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, the report of
a retirement; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-7619. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi-
ness), transmitting, pursuant to law, the an-
nual report for fiscal year 1999 of the Na-
tional Guard Youth Challenge Program; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-7620. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual National Guard and Reserve
Component Equipment Report for fiscal year
2001; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-7621. A communication from the Dep-
uty Chief, National Forest System, Depart-
ment of Agriculture transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of rivers added to the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System by the
Omnibus Oregon and Scenic Rivers Act of
1988; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

EC-7622. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘“West Virginia
Regulatory Program’” (WV-077-FOR), re-
ceived February 18, 2000; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-7623. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Law, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Classi-
fied Information Systems Security Manual’’
(DOE M 471.2-2), received February 17, 2000;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-7624. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Law, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Con-
tractor Employee Protection Program”
(RIN1901-AA78), received February 17, 2000;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-7625. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Law, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Control
and Accountability of Nuclear Materials”’
(DOE O 474.1 and DOE M 474.1-1), received
February 17, 2000; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

EC-7625. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Law, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Classi-
fied Information Systems Security Manual’’
(DOE M 471.2-2), received February 17, 2000;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-7626. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Furilazole; Time-Limited
Pesticide Tolerance’” (FRL #6490-3), received
February 17, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-7627. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Zinc Phosphide; Exten-
sion/Amendment of Tolerance for Emergency
Exemptions” (FRL #6489-8), received Feb-
ruary 17, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.
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EC-7628. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Acrylic Graft Copolymer,
Polyester Block Copolymer and Polyester
Random Copolymer; Tolerance Exemption’
(FRL #6490-7), received February 17, 2000; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-7629. A communication from the Acting
Administrator, Farm Service Agency, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Interim Rule: Amendments to Regulations
Governing the Peanut Poundage Quota and
Price Support Programs’ (RIN0560-AF61), re-
ceived February 17, 2000; to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-7630. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Regulatory
Analysis and Development, Policy and Pro-
gram Development, Animal and Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Ports Designated for Expor-
tation of Horses; Dayton, OH” (Docket #99-
102-1), received February 17, 2000; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-7631. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Regulatory
Analysis and Development, Policy and Pro-
gram Development, Animal and Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘National Poultry Improve-
ment Plan and Auxiliary Provisions” (Dock-
et #98-096-2), received February 17, 2000; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-7632. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Regulatory
Analysis and Development, Policy and Pro-
gram Development, Animal and Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Melon Fruit Fly”’ (Docket
#99-097-1), received February 17, 2000; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-7633. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Onions Grown in South Texas: Change in
Container Requirements’” (Docket Number
FV00-959-2 IFR), received February 17, 2000;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-7634. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Almonds Grown in California; Revisions to
Requirements Regarding Credit for Pro-
motion and Advertising Activities”” (Docket
Number FV99-981-4 FIR), received February
17, 2000; to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-7635. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Olives Grown in California; Revisions to
Handling Requirements’” (Docket Number
FV99-932-3 FR), received February 17, 2000; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-7636. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
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‘““Marketing Order Regulating the Handling
of Spearmint Oil Produced in the Far West;
Revision of the Salalble Quantity and Allot-
ment Percentage for Class 3 (Native) Spear-
mint Oil for the 1999-2000 Marketing Year’
(Docket Number FV00-985-3 IFR), received
February 17, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-7637. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““Marketing Order Regulating the Handling
of Spearmint Oil Produced in the Far West;
Salable Quantities and Allotment Percent-
ages for the 2000-2001 Marketing Year”
(Docket Number FV00-959-2 IFR), received
February 14, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-7638. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Nectarines and Peaches Grown in Cali-
fornia; Revision of Reporting Requirements’’
(Docket Number FV99-916-3 FR), received
February 14, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-7639. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““Vidalia Onions Grown in Georgia; Increased
Assessment Rate’” (Docket Number FV00-
9556-1 IFR), received February 14, 2000; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-7640. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-
partment of Agriculture transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
““‘Oranges, Grapefruit, Tangerines, and tan-
gelos Grown in Florida and Imported Grape-
fruit; Relaxation of the Minimum Size Re-
quirement for Red Seedless Grapefruit”
(Docket Number FV99-905-6 FIR), received
February 14, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

———

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-409. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Idaho relative to
Federal legislative procedures; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 102

Whereas, the federal administration under
President Clinton is continually usurping
the powers reserved for the Congress of the
United States; and

Whereas, the Clinton administration is, by
administrative decree, making law and
thereby bypassing both the advise and con-
sent of the Congress; and

Whereas, these administrative laws are
being thrust upon the citizens of Idaho and
such laws are vigorously enforced by admin-
istration bureaucrats.

Now, Therefore, be it resolved by the members
of the First Regular Session of the Fifty-fifth
Idaho Legislature, the Senate and the House of
Representatives concurring therein, That we
hereby urgently and earnestly appeal to the
Congress of the United States to reclaim its
constitutional authority and responsibility
to be the law-making body of these United
States of America.

It is further resolved, That we respectfully
request the Congress to implement proce-
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dures similar to the procedure employed by
the state of Idaho which requires all rules
proposed by executive agencies to be sub-
mitted to the Legislature of the State of
Idaho for final approval before such adminis-
trative law may become effective.

Be it further resolved, That we urge the Con-
gress to limit the scope of executive orders
by subjecting such orders to congressional
approval before they may become effective.

Be it further resolved, That the Secretary of
the Senate be, and she is hereby authorized
and directed to forward a copy of this Memo-
rial to the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
Congress, and to the congressional delega-
tion representing the State of Idaho in the
Congress of the United States.

POM-410. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Legislature of the State of Idaho rel-
ative to Constitutional Conventions; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NoO. 129

Whereas, the Legislature of the State of
Idaho, acting with the best of intentions,
has, at various times, and during various ses-
sions, previously made applications to the
Congress of the United States of America to
call one or more conventions to propose ei-
ther a single amendment concerning a spe-
cific subject or to call a general convention
to propose an unspecified and unlimited
number of amendments to the United States
Constitution, pursuant to the provisions of
Article V thereof; and

Whereas, former Justice of the United
States of America Warren E. Burger, former
Associate Justice of the United States Su-
preme Court Arthur J. Goldberg and other
leading constitutional scholars agree that
such a convention may propose sweeping
changes to the Constitution, any limitations
or restrictions purportedly imposed by the
states in applying for such a convention or
conventions to the contrary notwith-
standing, thereby creating an imminent peril
to the well-established rights of the citizens
and the duties of various levels of govern-
ment; and

Whereas, the Constitution of the United
States of America has been amended many
times in the history of this nation and may
be amended many more times; without the
need to resort to a constitutional conven-
tion, and has been interpreted for more than
two hundred years and has been found to be
a sound document which protects the lives
and liberties of the citizens; and

Whereas, there is no need for, rather, there
is great danger in, a new Constitution or in
opening the Constitution to sweeping
changes, the adoption of which would only
create legal chaos in this nation and only
begin the process of another two centuries of
litigation over its meaning and interpreta-
tion.

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the members
of the First Regular Session of the Fifty-fifth
Idaho Legislature, the Senate and the House of
Representatives concurring therein, That the
Legislature does hereby repeal, rescind, can-
cel, nullify, and supersede to the same effect
as if they had never been passed, any and all
extant applications by the Legislature of the
State of Idaho to the Congress of the United
States of America to call a convention to
propose amendments to the Constitution of
the United States of America, pursuant to
the terms of Article V thereof, regardless of
when or by which session or sessions of the
Idaho Legislature such applications were
made and regardless of whether such applica-
tions were for a limited convention to pro-
pose one or more amendments regarding one
or more specific subjects and purposes or for
a general convention to propose an unlimited



S740

number of amendments upon an unlimited
number of subjects.

Be it further resolved, That the following
resolutions and memorials, be, and the same
are hereby specifically repealed, rescinded,
canceled, nullified and superseded: S.J.M. 2,
1901 Session of the Legislature; S.J.R. 2, 1927
Session of the Legislature; H.C.R. 6, 1957 Ses-
sion of the Legislature; S.J.M. 9, 1963 Session
of the Legislature; H.J.M. 7, 1963 Session of
the Legislature; S.J.M. 1, 1965 Session of the
Legislature; H.C.R. 7, 1979 Session of the
Legislature; and S.C.R. 132, 1980 Session of
the Legislature.

Be it further resolved, That the Legislature
of the State of Idaho urges the Legislatures
of each and every state which has applied to
Congress to call a convention for either a
general or a limited constitutional conven-
tion, to repeal and rescind such applications.

Be it further resolved, That notwithstanding
any other provision of this Resolution, the
Legislature hereby reaffirms its request to
the Congress of the United States of America
that the Congress of the United States pro-
pose an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States of America requiring, in
the absence of a national emergency, that
the total of all federal outlays for any fiscal
year shall not exceed the total of all federal
receipts for that fiscal year, which amend-
ment may also limit the power of Congress
to increase federal taxes, and remit it to the
several states for ratification.

Be it further resolved, That the Secretary of
the Senate be, and she is hereby authorized
and directed to send copies of this Resolu-
tion to the Secretary of State of each state
in the Union, to the presiding officers of both
houses of the Legislatures of each state in
the Union, to the President of the United
States Senate, to the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, to the
members of the Congress of the United
States representing the State and people of
Idaho, and the administrator of General
Services, Washington, DC.

POM-411. A resolution adopted by the
Board of Chosen Freeholders, County of
Ocean, New Jersey relative to ocean dump-
ing off the coast of Sandy Hook, Monmouth
County, New Jersey; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

POM-412. A resolution adopted by the
House of the Legislature of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania relative to increases
in fuel prices; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 352

Whereas, The price of a barrel of oil is $30,
up from just $11 per barrel in December 1998;
and

Whereas, According to the Consumer Price
Index, gasoline prices rose by 76.4% in 1999
and by 8.5% in December 1999 alone; and

Whereas, Gasoline pump prices at $1.29 per
gallon are at their highest levels in ten
years; and

Whereas, Based on information from the
Energy Information Administration, diesel
fuel prices in the central Atlantic region
averaged more than $1.38 per gallon the week
of January 17, 2000, and heating oil prices
averaged more than $1.10 per gallon in Penn-
sylvania for the week ending January 17,
2000; and

Whereas, These record increases in oil
prices, in some cases surpassing those exist-
ing during the Persian Gulf War, will have a
direct, serious and substantial impact on
both the Pennsylvania and national econo-
mies; and

Whereas, These oil price hikes will result
in potentially devastating economic con-
sequences for innumerable people employed
in the transportation industry in Pennsyl-
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vania, including, among others, truckers,
service station owners, diesel truck stop and
fleet center owners, heating oil retailers and
the airlines; and

Whereas, As a result, hundreds of thou-
sands of homeowners will see vast increase
in their home heating costs; therefore be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
memorialize the Congress of the United
States to call upon its investigative arm, the
General Accounting Office, to conduct a
comprehensive investigation of whether the
recent substantial increases in fuel prices
are the result of legitimate market fluctua-
tions or, at least in part, the result of collu-
sion on antitrust violations among and be-
tween oil companies; and be it further

Resolved, That the Department of Justice
of the United States is urged to immediately
commence a comprehensive investigation of
whether the recent hike in fuel prices is the
result of legitimate market fluctuations or
illegal collaboration and anti-trust law vio-
lations occurring among and between oil
companies; and be it further

Resolved, That there be an immediate in-
crease in LIHEAP eligibility requirements
from 110% of the poverty level to 135% of the
poverty level and for the Commonwealth to
provide for a $50 increase in crisis funding
from $250 to $300 per household; and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the President of the United
States, the Secretary of Energy, the pre-
siding officers of each house of Congress and
to each member of Congress from Pennsyl-
vania.

POM-413. A resolution adopted by the
House of the Legislature of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania relative to the re-
leased of funding for the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program, release of the
United States Strategic petroleum reserves
additional oil reserves from non-OPEC, and
to negotiate release of additional reserves
from non-OPEC countries or negotiate with
OPEC on additional supplies; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 344

Whereas, Fuel, in particular diesel fuel,
and home heating o0il prices have sky-
rocketed to record highs in the first weeks of
2000, threatening this Commonwealth’s citi-
zens’ well-being and safety to crisis propor-
tions; and

Whereas, Retail prices of home heating
fuel and diesel fuel in some areas of this
Commonwealth have reached $2 per gallon,
and level rack prices of diesel fuel are 106%
higher than they were in the first week of
February 1999; and

Whereas, The impact of escalating oil
prices on an industry that is operating on
narrow profit margins is being compounded
by driver shortages and other increased
costs; and

Whereas, These increases dramatically af-
fect prices for essential utility and munic-
ipal services, and increases in transportation
costs threaten jobs and could cause major
disruption of vital supplies and other goods
and services; and

Whereas, Home heating oil supplies are ex-
tremely tight, particularly in the Mid-Atlan-
tic and the Northeast, and weather forecasts
call for continued below-normal tempera-
tures; and

Whereas, Refineries in Pennsylvania and
other states must produce more home heat-
ing fuel, which may cause shortages of other
oil products such as gasoline, kerosene and
undyed diesel fuel, thereby driving up prices
accordingly; and

Whereas, the Organization of the Petro-
leum Exporting Countries (OPEC) has indi-
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cated its desire to extend existing output
cuts amounting to over 4 million barrels per
day, resulting in nearly triple prices in less
than one year, devastation to world eco-
nomic growth and inflation; and

Whereas, According to the International
Energy Agency, global oil supplies could be
as much as 3 million barrels per day below
demand in the first quarter of 2000, and as
much as 1.5 million barrels per day below re-
quirements in the second quarter; and

Whereas, A mid-January snowstorm, which
occurred in the northeast region of the
United States, triggered even faster price in-
creases in Pennsylvania, resulting in United
States light crude oil selling just 4¢ below
the $30 per barrel mark; therefore be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
urge the President of the United States and
the Secretary of Energy to take immediate
action to release emergency funding to the
State for the Low Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program (LIHEAP) and to release
the United States strategic petroleum re-
serves, negotiate release of additional oil re-
serves from non-OPEC countries or negotiate
with OPEC on additional supplies; and be it
further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to the President of the United States,
the Secretary of Energy, the presiding offi-
cers of each house of Congress and to each
member of Congress from Pennsylvania.

POM-414. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to federally funded research
using stem cells harvested from human em-
bryos; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 119

Whereas, At the start of December 1999, the
National Institutes of Health (NIH) pub-
lished proposed guidelines for federally fund-
ed research projects using stem cells har-
vested from human embryos. The NIH is
seeking public comment on the guidelines;
and

Whereas, In 1996, Congress prohibited fed-
erally funded research in which human em-
bryos are harmed or destroyed; and

Whereas, Michigan is a state with a long
legal and ethical tradition of respecting life
from its earliest stages. Michigan law pro-
hibits any research that destroys human em-
bryos. Michigan has also taken the strong
step of becoming the only state to prohibit
cloning to create human embryos for re-
search. The proposed NIH guidelines would
provide for actions that violate our state law
and are criminal activity; and

Whereas, Standards of medical ethics his-
torically have rejected justifying research in
the name of medical progress when the re-
search requires harming or destroying inno-
cent human life; and

Whereas, Numerous avenues for developing
new medical treatments from stem cells that
do not require the destruction of human em-
bryos hold great clinical promise; now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate, That we strongly
oppose the proposed guidelines of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health on federally fund-
ed research using stem cells destructively
harvested from human embryos and call on
the NIH to withdraw the guidelines and re-
draft them to comply with federal law pro-
hibiting NIH involvement in research involv-
ing the destruction of human embryos; and
be it further

Resolved, That we urge the NIH to direct
funding of stem cell research to projects that
do not use stem cells destructively harvested
from human embryos; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the National Institutes of



February 23, 2000

Health, the Secretary of the United States
Department of Health and Human Services,
the President of the United States Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
the members of the Michigan congressional
delegation, and the President of the United
States.

POM-415. A resolution adopted by the
House of the General Assembly of the State
of Indiana relative to reauthorization of the
Ryan White CARE Act; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 14

Whereas, In Indiana as of January 1, 2000,
more than 10,000 cases of the expanding epi-
demic known as AIDS—Acquired Immune
Deficiency Syndrome—have been reported;

Whereas, The state of Indiana created a di-
vision of HIV/STD within the state depart-
ment of health to proactively address issues
relating to HIV/AIDS and which now directly
administers the expenditure of federal and
state funds to combat the disease;

Whereas, Due to advancements in pharma-
ceutical therapies and an increasing focus on
early intervention and treatment, the num-
ber of individuals living with HIV has grown
significantly;

Whereas, For many, the progression from
HIV to an AIDS diagnosis has slowed consid-
erably as a result of these therapies;

Whereas, It is estimated that more than
6,000 residents of Indiana are currently living
with HIV;

Whereas, It is estimated that an additional
1,300, or 21 percent, of Hoosiers with HIV are
unaware of their condition, and hundreds
more have been diagnosed with HIV but re-
main untreated;

Whereas, It is estimated by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention that there
are 40,000 new HIV infections in the United
States each year;

Whereas, HIV/AIDS in Indiana dispropor-
tionately impacts communities of color, gay
and bisexual men, women, and economically
depressed and other underserved commu-
nities;

Whereas, In 1999, the rate of HIV disease
among whites was 7 per 100,000, while the
rate among Hispanics was 19.3 per 100,000,
and the rate among African-Americans was
44 per 100,000;

Whereas, In 1999, the rate of HIV disease
among white males was 13 per 1000,000, while
the rate among Hispanic males was 29.9 per
100,000, and the rate among African-Amer-
ican males was 59.8 per 100,000;

Whereas, In 1999, the rate of HIV disease
among white females was 1.3 per 100,000 while
the rate among Hispanic females was 8.4 per
100,000, and the rate among African-Amer-
ican females was 29.8 per 100,000;

Whereas, The rate among African-Amer-
ican females more than doubled compared to
the rate among white females from 1998 to
1999;

Whereas, As many as 16 percent of new HIV
infections occur in people under age 25; one
in eight HIV infections occurs in people
under age 22;

Whereas, Young adults ages 20-29 represent
20 percent of reported AIDS cases but rep-
resent 38 percent of newer cases of HIV infec-
tion;

Whereas, Increasingly, some individuals
have a dual diagnosis: these individuals have
been diagnosed with HIV and have also been
diagnosed with substances abuse or mental
illness, or both;

Whereas, Substance abuse is a factor in
well over 50 percent of HIV infections in
some United States cities;

Whereas, Indiana looks to the federal gov-
ernment to assist the state in meeting the
expanding health care and social service
needs of people living with HIV;
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Whereas, The Ryan White Comprehensive
AIDS Resources Emergency (CARE) Act was
first adopted by Congress in 1990;

Whereas, The Ryan White CARE Act ex-
pires September 30, 2000;

Whereas, Since its inception, the Ryan
White CARE Act has ensured the delivery of
vital medical care, treatment, and essential
support services to thousands of Hoosiers, in-
cluding medical examinations, laboratory
procedures and evaluations, pharma-
ceuticals, dental care, case management,
transportation, housing, legal assistance,
benefits education and assistance, treatment
education and adherence, and mental health
counseling;

Whereas, In more recent years, the state
has developed the Health Insurance Assist-
ance Program (HIAP) using a portion of
Ryan White CARE Act dollars to purchase
comprehensive health insurance policies for
hundreds of Hoosiers through the Indiana
Comprehensive Health Insurance Association
(ICHIA), Indiana’s high risk insurance pool,
at roughly one-half of the cost of providing
medical and pharmaceutical services under
the state’s Early Intervention Program (EIP)
and AIDS Drug Assistance Program (ADAP);

Whereas, Under federal law, the Ryan
White CARE Act is designated as the pro-
vider of last resort; therefore, it is recog-
nized as the critical safety net program for
low income, uninsured or underinsured indi-
viduals;

Whereas, The federal budget for fiscal year
2000 contains increased funding for the Ryan
White CARE Act and Indiana is expected to
receive $7,813,713 beginning April 1, 2000;

Whereas, Funding under Title II of the Ray
White CARE Act pays for care, treatment,
and social services, over 80 percent of which
are for life extending and life saving pharma-
ceuticals under the state’s AIDS Drug As-
sistance Program (ADAP), and for com-
prehensive health insurance policies under
the state’s Health Insurance Assistance Pro-
gram (HIAP);

Whereas, Title III of the Ryan White CARE
Act provides funding to public and private
nonprofit entities in Indiana for outpatient
early intervention and primary care services;

Whereas, The goal of the Ryan White
CARE Act Special Projects of National Sig-
nificance (SPNS) Program (Part F) is to ad-
vance knowledge about the care and treat-
ment of persons living with HIV/AIDS by
providing time limited grants to assess mod-
els for delivering health and support serv-
ices; SPNS projects have supported the de-
velopment of innovative service models for
HIV care to provide legal, health, and social
services to communities of color, youth,
hard to reach populations, and those with
dual diagnoses in Indiana; and

Whereas, The Midwest AIDS Training and
Education Centers (MATEC) is funded as
part of Part F of the Ryan White CARE Act;
in Indiana, MATEC trains clinical health
care providers, provides consultation and
technical assistance, and disseminates cur-
rent information for the effective manage-
ment of HIV disease: Therefore,

Be it resolved by the House of Representatives
of the General Assembly of the State of Indiana:

Section 1. That the Indiana General As-
sembly affirms its support of the Ryan White
CARE Act and urges the Congress of the
United States to expeditiously reauthorize
the Act in order to ensure that the expand-
ing medical care and support service needs of
the individuals living with HIV are met.

Section 2. That the Principal Clerk of the
House of Representatives transmit copies of
this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, the Senate
Majority and Minority Leaders, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and the
House Minority Leader, the Chairpersons
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and Ranking Minority Members of the Sen-
ate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions,
Appropriations, and Budget Committees, the
Chairpersons and Ranking Minority Mem-
bers of the House Commerce, Appropriations,
and Budget Committees, and to the members
of the Indiana Congressional delegation.

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr.
LoTT, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.
SANTORUM, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. ALLARD, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. REED,
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs. LINCOLN,
and Mr. KERRY):

S. 2087. A Dbill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to improve access to benefits
under the TRICARE program; to extend and
improve certain demonstration programs
under the Defense Health Program; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. CLELAND:

S. 2088. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act
and titles 23 and 49, United States Code, to
provide for continued authorization of fund-
ing of transportation projects after a lapse in
transportation conformity; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. WARNER (for himself,
Mr. LorT, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
CLELAND, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.

KENNEDY, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.
SANTORUM, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. ALLARD, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. REED, Mr.

CRAPO, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, and Mr. KERRY):

S. 2087. A bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to improve access
to benefits under the TRICARE pro-
gram; to extend and improve certain
demonstration programs under the De-
fense Health Program; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

THE MILITARY HEALTH CARE IMPROVEMENTS

ACT OF 2000

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
introducing this bill with the complete
support and, indeed, the leadership of
our distinguished majority leader, the
Senator from Mississippi, Mr. LOTT.

The Senate will recall that Senator
LoTT was one of the principal persons
who enabled the pay and other benefits
bill that was passed by the Senate, and
indeed adopted by the President, to be
introduced last year. He has exhibited
leadership on this subject throughout.
He is a former member of our com-
mittee, a very valued member. He has
kept quite active on matters relating
to not only personnel but the whole as-
pect of our national defense. I pay a
special tribute to him and also to the
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other members of our committee. In-
deed, it is a bipartisan effort at this
time in every respect to present to the
Senate this piece of legislation.

I see the distinguished chairman of
the Personnel Subcommittee of the
Senate Armed Services Committee who
will follow me in addressing this issue.

Mr. President, I will be chairing a
committee meeting of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee on the subjects of
Kosovo and China, two very trouble-
some situations in the world today, so
I am briefly going to make a few state-
ments and then ask unanimous consent
the remainder of my statement be
printed in the RECORD.

I rise to introduce a very critical
piece of legislation entitled ‘‘The Mili-
tary Medical Improvement Act of
2000.”” This legislation represents an
important and much needed first step.
I wish to carefully underline this is a
first step. It is a beginning in address-
ing the many needed requirements to
fulfill the commitments of the United
States of America through the years—
beginning in World War II—to the men
and women who have proudly worn the
uniform of our Armed Forces. It re-
lates, of course, to the military med-
ical care system, which serves not only
those on active duty but their depend-
ents and, indeed, those who have re-
tired.

I am particularly privileged to have
had the opportunity to serve with, and
to continue to work on behalf of, the
men and women of the Armed Forces
for over a half century. I was privileged
to have brief tours of active duty in
World War II and Korea. Indeed, I my-
self was a beneficiary of this care sys-
tem. I did not remain in service long
enough to get the entitlements that
come with retirement, but nevertheless
I know firsthand the value and superb
medical treatment that is offered to
the men and women of the Armed
Forces.

What we are trying to ensure is that
the same treatment and care is spread
throughout the system. A particular
part of this legislation is to go beyond
the President’s request and includes
laying a larger foundation, a larger be-
ginning series of steps, for those in the
retired community.

All of us, when we proudly raised our
hand and took the oath of office as
military persons, were given certain
assurances that we would be cared for
not only while on active duty but for
those who went on in a career—a ca-
reer, 1 stress—type of situation, that
they would get that care along with
their families for the balance of their
lives. That is the important thing that
I address today.

These men and women depend, at
various times in our Nation’s history,
on the Congress. I repeat that—not
necessarily criticism to the Com-
mander in Chief, the President—it is
not a political observation; it is simply
a fact that the Congress, at various
times in our history, has had to step
forward on its own initiative to provide
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the fulfillment of the commitments
that have been made to the men and
women of the Armed Forces.

This is one of those instances. The
President put forth in his package
those measures which he believed
began to address this problem. Now we
come along, as a coequal branch of this
Government, and lay before first the
Senate and, indeed, the House will soon
take it up similarly, our own proposals
as to how to add to the President’s
package so as to, in particular, have a
bigger foundation, a greater beginning,
to care for those men and women of the
Armed Forces, particularly in their pe-
riod of retirement.

Mr. President, as I said, I rise today
to introduce a very critical piece of
legislation, the Military Medical Im-
provement Act of 2000. This legislation
represents an important and much
needed first step—a beginning—in ad-
dressing the many complaints and con-
cerns with the military medical care
system.

I am particularly privileged to have
had the opportunity to serve with, and
to continue to work on behalf of, the
men and women of the armed forces for
over a half century. These men and
women depend, at various times in our
Nation’s history, on the Congress to
keep the commitments that were made
when they took the oath of office to
serve their nation. In most cases our
nation committed to provide health
care—for life—for military members,
their families, and retirees and their
families.

Quality military health care has been
a lifelong priority for me. I was depend-
ent on the military health care system
with brief tours as an active duty sail-
or and U.S. Marine, and later, respon-
sible for its oversight as Secretary of
the Navy. Today, I, along with the Ma-
jority Leader, Senator LOTT, Senators
DASCHLE, LEVIN, as well as others, pro-
pose legislation to meet our commit-
ment to the brave men and women who
have so honorably served their coun-
try, through a full career and those
now serving, by taking initial steps to
fulfill the obligation to provide them
with quality health care.

Last year, the Congress adopted sig-
nificant enhancements to pay and ben-
efits for our military members and
their families. Already, we are seeing
the positive impact of last year’s legis-
lative actions on recruiting and reten-
tion.

We must not stop there. Health care
remains to be addressed and is a sig-
nificant component of our military
benefit package, as well as a commit-
ment our Nation made to our service
members and their families.

Meeting our health care promise to
our service members and their families
is not only a commitment and a moral
obligation but it is also in our interest.
Today it is a key factor in recruiting
and retention. Delivery of quality
health care and the assurance that the
government meets its obligations are
key factors in the morale and retention
of our troops.
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I would like to acknowledge the ef-
forts of Secretary Cohen, Chairman
Shelton, and the Joint Chiefs in high-
lighting the many problems in meeting
the health care commitment to our
military retirees and implementing a
user-friendly medical program for all.
The legislation I am introducing today
includes the initiatives for active duty
family members included in the Presi-
dent’s budget request for fiscal year
2001. However, these initiatives do not
go far enough. The President’s request
stops short in addressing any initia-
tives for our military retirees. Military
retiree healthcare needs cannot wait
longer.

I am well aware of the promises of
lifetime health care made to those
service members with whom I served.
There is ample evidence that when
young men and women joined the
Armed Forces, they were promised
health care for themselves and their
families, for the rest of their lives in
return for career commitments. Often
this was in writing. Now, upon reach-
ing age 65, they are finding that this
commitment is often not fulfilled.

My desire is to return a sense of fair-
ness to the military health care system
by providing beneficiaries, including
Medicare-eligible military retirees, ac-
cess to health care. Under the current
system, military retirees lose entitle-
ment to military medical care at age 65
and must rely on Medicare for their
healthcare needs.

In addition, base closure and realign-
ment actions have had a significant
impact on both active duty members
and retirees by reducing the medical
infrastructure of our Armed Forces.
Our military’s hospital network has de-
creased by approximately 30 percent
since the mid-eighties, while the mili-
tary beneficiary population has grown
and aged.

Those who have so honorably served
their country believed they could de-
pend on health care provided by local
base hospitals. The Department of De-
fense capacity has become limited. We
must find other ways to meet our
health care commitment.

For our active duty members and
their families, implementation of
TRICARE, the Department of Defense’s
managed care program, has created its
own set of challenges for the Depart-
ment of Defense. As General Shelton
stated before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee on February 8, ‘‘the
program is not user friendly” and ‘‘we
need to get it right and I know we
will”’.

The first section of the bill I am in-
troducing today provides for health
care delivery to the over-65, Medicare
eligible retired military population.
Over the past 2 years, Congress di-
rected implementation of several dem-
onstration programs, for over-656 mili-
tary retirees, including Medicare sub-
vention, the Federal Employee Health
Benefits Program, and a Medicare in-
surance supplement or ‘medi-gap”’
type policy.
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One of these programs is due to ex-
pire this year, some have just started,
and other are due to start this spring.
This legislation extends the dem-
onstration programs to allow for con-
tinuity of care and assessment by the
Department of Defense and the Con-
gress to determine the most appro-
priate long term health care solutions
for these beneficiaries.

In addition, the bill allows for the ex-
pansion of the ‘‘Medicare subvention”
or TRICARE Senior Prime Program to
major medical centers throughout the
country, where the Department of De-
fense is reimbursed for care provided to
Medicare eligible beneficiaries through
agreement between the Secretary of
Defense and Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration. This authority will per-
mit TRICARE Senior Prime to grow in
these areas in which the program ap-
pears to be more promising.

Additionally, due to the low response
to the Federal Employees Health Ben-
efit Program demonstration so far, the
Secretary of Defense will be authorized
to expand the number of sites at which
this option is offered. We want to allow
a full and open evaluation of this pro-
gram.

The second section of this bill recog-
nizes and meets a major healthcare
need or our older military retirees by
providing a pharmacy benefit, which
Medicare does not provide. The legisla-
tion expands the Department of De-
fense’s mail order program to allow
participation by all beneficiaries, in-
cluding the over 65 population. Mili-
tary retirees over the age of 65 would
be asked to pay a modest deductible of
$150 per year to participate in this new
benefit. This responds to their urgent
need for pharmaceuticals for our retir-
ees—especially for those suffering from
chronic long-term conditions such as
diabetes and heart disease.

This bill recognizes the need to
quickly implement improvements to
the Department of Defense’s managed
care program, TRICARE, especially for
active duty personnel and their family
members. Chairman Shelton, and the
Service Chiefs, have been extremely
vocal in his desire to create equity in
the TRICARE program for active duty
personnel and their families. The De-
partment has recognized that improve-
ments in this area are crucial to re-
cruiting and retention and have in-
cluded two provisions in the Presi-
dent’s budget request.

Those provisions which are incor-
porated in this bill, include expanding
the TRICARE Prime Remote benefit to
family members of those active duty
personnel stationed in remote loca-
tions and elimination of co-pays for
TRICARE Prime family member who
use care outside of the military med-
ical facilities.

Defense Authorization Acts over the
past several years have included var-
ious legislative direction pertaining to
improving access, availability and
scheduling of appointments, claims fil-
ing and payment, and a single nation-
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wide enrollment program. This bill re-
inforces the previous actions of the
Congress and requires the Secretary of
Defense to accelerate implementation
of these improvements to the
TRICARE program by October 2001.

In this time of decreasing resources,
increasing costs and increasing demand
for health care services, cooperation
among the federal agencies is critical.
The Department of Defense and the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs have a
long standing, cooperative, and produc-
tive relationship. This legislation au-
thorizes additional initiatives between
DOD and the VA in the area of patient
safety, reducing medical errors and
pharmaceutical safety.

Finally, much discussion has taken
place about how to finance the mili-
tary health care program over the long
term. Specifically, the Joint Chiefs
have suggested the accrual financing of
military retiree health care might be
the most appropriate option. This leg-
islation directs the Department of De-
fense to conduct two studies to assess
the feasibility and desirability of fi-
nancing the military health care pro-
gram for military retirees on an ac-
crual basis.

Our men and women in uniform have
answered the call of their country
without hesitation or equivocation.
Commitments were made to them in
return for their service. We must fulfill
those commitments. This legislation
begins, I repeat begins, the process of
satisfying the health care needs of all
beneficiaries in a more comprehensive,
uniform and fair manner. I urge my
colleagues to support this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
commend Chairman WARNER, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia, for
his outstanding leadership on this
critically important issue. I am glad to
join the majority leader, along with
Chairman WARNER, and Senators LEVIN
and CLELAND, in the introduction of
this legislation.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague.

I am confident we will have a major-
ity of the Senate eventually as cospon-
sors on this legislation. Indeed, there
are other Senators who may have ideas
of their own, so we will work this piece
of legislation. It may be passed as a
freestanding bill. It may well be that
this legislation will be incorporated in
the annual authorization. That is a de-
cision that the distinguished majority
leader, myself, and others will make,
together with the chairman of the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee in the course of
the coming months.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. It is, indeed, en-
couraging that this issue has been
given such a high priority by the lead-
ership of the Senate and that we have
a bill—whether it passes freestanding
or whether it is incorporated in the au-
thorization bill—that is eminently do-
able this year. I think that is one of
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the hallmarks. There are others that
have grander schemes of what can be
done, but this is very achievable this
year.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Yes.

Mr. WARNER. I am not certain that
the Senator mentioned Senator
DASCHLE as a cosponsor.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I think that un-
derscores, once again, the bipartisan
nature of this legislation. I appreciate
the Senator pointing out that omis-
sion.

Like the rest of our country’s health
care system, the military health care
delivery system is in great need of re-
form. Over the years, I have met with
and heard from countless veterans,
military retirees, and their families,
who have informed me of the many and
varied problems of every aspect of the
military medical care system—includ-
ing access to proper care, dissatisfac-
tion with the current TriCare program,
loss of coverage at age 656 when they be-
come eligible for Medicare, and, espe-
cially, availability of needed pharma-
ceutical drugs.

Last month, in fact, I had the privi-
lege of leading a congressional delega-
tion overseas to visit U.S. service men
and women serving in Japan and South
Korea. The most common complaints I
heard, aside from the high OPTEMPO
that keeps families apart, were com-
plaints about the military health care
system and how it treats dependents.
Too many had trouble scheduling ap-
pointments for dependents, and too
many had trouble being reimbursed for
the cost of care provided to their loved
ones.

This is unacceptable. The men and
women who choose to wear America’s
uniform have too many other impor-
tant things to worry about than de-
pendable health care for themselves
and their families. Millions of Ameri-
cans made the sacrifice to defend our
country with the understanding that
health care would be available to them
upon retirement if they served at least
20 years. Unfortunately, for too many
military retirees this commitment has
simply not been honored.

Since the establishment of
CHAMPUS, and its successor, TriCare,
we have seen that the idea of space-
available health care at military treat-
ment facilities for military retirees is
simply not adequate.

With base closures, military
downsizing, and reduced services at
military treatment facilities, it is
nearly impossible for military retirees
to access quality health care without
having to travel hundreds of miles.

It should come as no surprise that
problems with military medicine are
often cited by troops as a key reason
for leaving the force. In fact, a GAO
study found that access to medical and
dental care in retirement was the No. 5
career dissatisfier among active-duty
officers in retention-critical special-
ties.
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One of the critical challenges now is
how best to reconfigure military health
care delivery systems so that it might
continue to meet its military readiness
and peacetime obligations at a time
when our base and force structure is
continually changing.

Let me briefly give a summary of
legislative provisions in the bill that
we are introducing.

Section A deals with our over-65 re-
tirees. It extends the demonstration
programs that have been in place. It al-
lows expansion of ‘Medicare sub-
vention,” which is critically important
as a funding stream for military retiree
health care. It allows expansion of the
Federal Employee Health Benefits Pro-
gram Demonstration—a program that I
believe will still work, though there
have been too few enrolled in it. We
need to adequately publicize it, ade-
quately promote it, and allow it to be
expanded. This bill does that.

It expands the National Mail Order
Pharmacy Program to all beneficiaries,
including Medicare-eligible bene-
ficiaries, with only a $150 deductible.
Addressing of the needs of retirees for
pharmaceuticals is probably the most
critical part of the entire bill and will
provide great relief for our military re-
tirees in the area of prescription drugs.

It directs modification to DOD’s im-
plementation of a legislatively directed
pharmacy pilot program by reducing
participation fees and alternative pay-
ment methods.

Section C deals with TriCare Prime.
It makes improvements to the TriCare
program, especially for active duty and
their family members. It requires ex-
pansion of TriCare Prime Remote for
active-duty family members of those
members in remote locations. We hear
many complaints from those who are
serving in remote locations, and who
are not near military hospitals, and
this would allow expansion of that
Prime Remote for those important
service members.

It eliminates copays for TriCare
Prime for active-duty family members,
a very important provision. It directs
improvement in business practices
used in administering provision of
health care services through the
TriCare program to include access,
availability, and scheduling of appoint-
ments; claims filing, processing, and
payment; and national enrollment. It
continues and caps previous provisions
related to custodial care.

Section D provides for further col-
laboration between the DOD and the
VA in the cooperative programs that
exist in the areas of patient safety and
pharmaceutical safety. All of these are
critically important provisions, and
there are other provisions that are
going to help our military health care
situation.

As we know, retirees especially have
had problems with access to health
care. These over-656 retirees and their
families are seeing a critical problem
develop. These beneficiaries believe—
and rightly so—that a lifetime com-
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mitment was made and that lifetime
commitment is not being honored.
Service members thought they were as-
sured free lifetime health care. This
was promised by recruiters in recruit-
ing materials as late as the 1990s. We
must honor that promise to our retir-
ees.

Our active-duty service men and
women find that access to care is very
often difficult. Young families find it
especially difficult to navigate the
often cumbersome process of getting
their young children to the care they
need. Implementation of the managed
care program appears inconsistent
across the country. Families don’t
know what to expect when they move
to different regions of the country be-
cause administration of the program
appears to be handled differently at
different locations.

We must show these active-duty serv-
ice men and women that we care. We
can do that by the passage of this bill.
I look forward to working with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to see
this legislation enacted. This is a very
doable, very achievable first step in
improving our military health care
provision for our service men and
women.

I thank the Chair for his willingness
to serve a little extra today so I could
make my comments regarding what I
think is very important legislation.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce this military
health care initiative—the Military
Health Care Improvements Act of 2000.

I am here today because the military
health care system saved my life.

Many distinguished members have
preceded me in attempting to address
this issue of ensuring that our military
members and their families are prop-
erly cared for.

As I have stated many times—and de-
voted untold hours of thought, meet-
ings, and considerations to—military
health care is the issue for those who
have served and for those who are serv-
ing, and especially those who will serve
in the military.

From my first day in the Senate, I
have considered no issue more impor-
tant in the maintenance of our mili-
tary forces than the military health
care system. I have addressed this issue
in prior legislation.

As 1 arrived in Washington, the
Tricare system of military health care
was taking hold in my State with poor
performance I might add. Of course,
much has been improved because of
this body and the Congress as a whole
responding to our constituents, and en-
suring we live up to our obligations to
our military members.

In any scholar’s opinion, our Nation’s
rise as a national power has been de-
pendent on our military power—mili-
tary power is the enabler to economic
power and well being of any country.

The underpinning to our military
power has always been and always will
be our military service members. In
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fact, Time magazine recently voted the
American GI as the Person of the 20th
Century.

We have obligations to these brave
souls and their families who serve self-
lessly and proudly.

I believe that among many other
quality of issues, the most important
of these obligations is quality military
health care. Service members serve
with distinction, in places unknown,
without question to orders, and with-
out expectations. It is up to this Con-
gress to act on legislation, and to pro-
vide the most comprehensive health
care for those members—past, present,
and future.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill with conviction. Why? Because it is
more than the right thing to do—it
must be done, if we are to fill the ranks
of our services, and if we are to live up
to the obligations of all those brave
soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen
that have given their lives for this
country so that we could enjoy this
country’s bounty.

Our legislation would cover several
main health care issues for military
personnel, their families, and military
retirees, such as: expanding health care
coverage for Medicare Eligible Retirees
by extending the demonstration
projects already underway to 2005, ex-
panding the Tricare Senior Prime dem-
onstration, and expanding the Federal
Employees Health Care Benefits Pro-
gram (FEHP), demonstration for Medi-
care eligibles, that is also currently
underway; expanding the military
pharmacy programs by expanding the
national mail order pharmacy program
to Medicare-eligible beneficiaries, re-
ducing enrollment fees for the phar-
macy pilot program and implementing
deductibles and quarterly/monthly pay-
ment schedules; eliminating copays for
Tricare Prime and expanding the
Tricare remote program and improve
Tricare business practices; and grand-
father those participating the Depart-
ment of Defense home health care dem-
onstration program; and additionally,
encourage the Department of Defense
and Veterans Administration Coopera-
tive Programs already underway to ad-
dress patient safety and pharma-
ceutical safety, two key issues in
health care today. Several other legis-
lative initiatives have been introduced
this year to address health care for the
military—active duty and retirees.

In the coming weeks, the Personnel
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, which Senator
HUTCHINSON heads and of which I am
pleased to be the ranking Democrat,
will address each bill that comes to us
on the subject of military health care
reform in the hopes of finding the right
combination of each of these bills to
formulate the best final product for the
committee’s markup. I look forward to
receiving testimony on each measure,
and I look forward to working with
Senator HUTCHINSON on these impor-
tant health care initiatives. Since his
appointment to the Senate Armed
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Services Committee, I have truly en-
joyed a wonderful working relationship
with him, and I am sure that will con-
tinue. I appreciate his support and his
interest in the issue of service men and
women and their health care.

I have also been encouraged by the
bipartisan support our measure has re-
ceived, and I am happy to be working
with the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Chairman WARNER,
Ranking Member LEVIN, Majority
Leader LoTT, and Minority Leader
DASCHLE on addressing this critical
issue. This legislation continues our
work on addressing health care for re-
tirees and the active components. I am
excited at the possibility of passage of
this comprehensive legislation.

By Mr. CLELAND:

S. 2088. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act and titles 23 and 49, United States
Code, to provide for continued author-
ization of funding of transportation
projects after a lapse in transportation
conformity; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

THE ROAD BACK TO CLEAN AIR ACT
e Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am
pleased to rise today to introduce the
“Road Back to Clean Air Act”. Georgia
has one of the fastest growth rates in
the nation, specifically in the Metro-
politan Atlanta area. Although this
growth is welcomed and encouraged as
an economic boom for the region, two
of the results created by this growth
have been traffic congestion and air
pollution. Unfortunately, as we embark
into a new millennium with all of its
great possibilities, what is most noted
about Metro Atlanta is the severe
transportation problems of the region.
A recent survey found that Atlanta had
the very worst traffic congestion of
any Southern city, and Metro Atlanta
drivers have the longest average vehi-
cle miles traveled in the nation—an av-
erage of 34 miles per day. All of this
costs our economy $1.5 billion a year in
wasted time and fuel. And, this conges-
tion has been accompanied by signifi-

cant environmental problems.

To make matters even worse for the
State and Metro Atlanta, the ability of
the area to correct this problem is
complicated and constrained for two
reasons. First, Metro Atlanta is des-
ignated a ‘‘serious’ non-attainment
area under the Clean Air Act. Second,
Metro Atlanta has been in a con-
formity lapse since January 17, 1998.
Each of these designations restricts the
ability of the Metro area to implement
new transportation projects, thus hin-
dering the economic growth and qual-
ity of life in the region.

In addition, in March of last year,
the D.C. District Court of Appeals ef-
fectively ruled that Metro Atlanta’s 61
“grand-fathered’” transportation proj-
ects were illegal because they were not
in conformity with clean air require-
ments, thus calling into question some
$1 billion worth of such construction
projects. Fortunately, on June 21, 1999,
an out-of-court settlement was reached
in Atlanta relating to a similar lawsuit
filed by The Georgia Conservancy, the
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Sierra Club, and Georgians for Trans-
portation Choices. These groups indi-
cated that they did not file the suit to
kill road projects, but rather to bring
attention to the need for regional plan-
ning, air quality improvement, and
transportation alternatives. The settle-
ment allowed 17 of the 61 road projects
to move forward while declaring the re-
maining 44 ineligible.

I must express my sincerest apprecia-
tion to Transportation Secretary
Slater whose personal intervention and
commitment made this settlement
agreement possible. This was very posi-
tive news which has allowed Metro At-
lanta to finally begin to move forward
with its 17 approved projects and to re-
direct its surplus funds toward trans-
portation alternatives which will help
reduce traffic congestion and improve
air quality. In fact, as a result of the
settlement, Atlanta is soon expected to
submit its Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) which not only embodies a
new focus on more regional planning
and transportation alternatives, but
also includes most, if not all, of the
grand-fathered projects which were
halted. The difference here of course is
that these grand-fathered projects are
now incorporated into a more com-
prehensive long-range transportation
plan which takes into account Atlan-
ta’s clean air problems. This is a win-
win situation for Metro Atlanta.

However, this is a serious, serious
problem and is in large measure a prod-
uct of the very economic success which
has made, year after year, Metro At-
lanta one of the fastest growing areas
of the country. Because the problem
has been building over many years, the
planners in Metro Atlanta understand
that a solution will not occur over-
night. However, Atlanta’s experience
has highlighted the need for providing
local planners with additional flexi-
bility during a conformity lapse. It is
this experience that has led me to in-
troduce the Road Back to Clean Air
Act.

The purpose of the Road Back to
Clean Air Act is to assist metropolitan
areas, such as Atlanta, which are fac-
ing severe transportation problems
that are complicated by time-con-
suming, inflexible constraints.

First, the Road Back to Clean Air
Act codifies the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) and U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT) guid-
ance put forward as a result of the D.C.
District Court decision. The Atlanta
situation has demonstrated that these
guidelines can allow transportation
projects to move forward while ensur-
ing that local residents are protected
from the negative health effects of
dirty air.

Second, the bill provides local plan-
ners with additional flexibility to ob-
tain federal funding for beneficial
transportation projects during a con-
formity lapse. Among other projects
which could move forward during such
a lapse would be public transit and
high occupancy vehicle lanes.

The main benefit of this legislation
is that it provides transportation plan-
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ners in cities across the country with
additional flexibility in meeting their
transportation goals while preserving
the health benefits of clean air. Addi-
tionally, it has the endorsement of nu-
merous environmental groups, includ-
ing the plaintiffs in the D.C. District
Court case. Therefore, costly litigation
that can only delay Atlanta’s, and
other areas, good faith efforts to allevi-
ate traffic congestion and improve air
quality will be avoided should this leg-
islation be enacted into law.

Beyond Atlanta, other metropolitan
areas in the United States are cur-
rently or will in the future face the
constraints of non-conformity and non-
attainment as they attempt to develop
and implement their transportation
plans. I believe the Road Back to Clean
Air Act will provide these cities with
the flexibility to move forward with
vital transportation projects while at
the same time maintaining the integ-
rity of the Clean Air Act.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention and I urge your co-sponsorship
of this important legislation.e

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 279
At the request of Mr. MACK, his name
was added as a cosponsor of S. 279, a
bill to amend title II of the Social Se-
curity Act to eliminate the earnings
test for individuals who have attained
retirement age.
S. 353
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 353, a bill to provide for
class action reform, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 424
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH) and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. LOTT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 424, a bill to preserve and
protect the free choice of individuals
and employees to form, join, or assist
labor organizations, or to refrain from
such activities.
S. 512
At the request of Mr. GORTON, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 512, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to provide
for the expansion, intensification, and
coordination of the activities of the
Department of Health and Human
Services with respect to research on
autism.
S. 542
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WARNER) and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS) were added as
cosponsors of S. 542, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex-
pand the deduction for computer dona-
tions to schools and allow a tax credit
for donated computers.
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S. 661
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 661, a bill to amend title 18,
United States Code, to prohibit taking
minors across State lines in cir-
cumvention of laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions.
S. 662
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 662, a bill to amend title XIX
of the Social Security Act to provide
medical assistance for certain women
screened and found to have breast or
cervical cancer under a federally fund-
ed screening program.
S. 818
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. GRAMS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 818, a bill to require the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to con-
duct a study of the mortality and ad-
verse outcome rates of medicare pa-
tients related to the provision of anes-
thesia services.
S. 879
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
879, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a shorter
recovery period for the depreciation of
certain lease hold improvements.
S. 1007
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1007, a bill to assist in the conservation
of great apes by supporting and pro-
viding financial resources for the con-
servation programs of countries within
the range of great apes and projects of
persons with demonstrated expertise in
the conservation of great apes.
S. 1110
At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name
of the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
COCHRAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1110, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish the Na-
tional Institute of Biomedical Imaging
and Engineering.
S. 1191
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1191, a bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to pro-
vide for facilitating the importation
into the United States of certain drugs
that have been approved by the Food
and Drug Administration, and for other
purposes.
S. 1241
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1241, a bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide pri-
vate sector employees the same oppor-
tunities for time-and-a-half compen-
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satory time off and biweekly work pro-
grams as Federal employees currently
enjoy to help balance the demands and
needs of work and family, to clarify the
provisions relating to exemptions of
certain professionals from minimum
wage and overtime requirements of the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, and
for other purposes.
S. 1276
At the request of Mr. L. CHAFEE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1276, a bill to prohibit employment dis-
crimination on the basis of sexual ori-
entation.
S. 1311
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1311, a bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to establish an eleventh region
of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, comprised solely of the State of
Alaska.
S. 1638
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1638, a bill to amend the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to extend the retro-
active eligibility dates for financial as-
sistance for higher education for
spouses and dependent children of Fed-
eral, State, and local law enforcement
officers who are killed in the line of
duty.
S. 1763
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. CAMPBELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1763, a bill to amend the Solid
Waste Disposal Act to reauthorize the
Office of Ombudsman of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and for
other purposes.
S. 1800
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS), and the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1800, a bill to
amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to
improve onsite inspections of State
food stamp programs, to provide grants
to develop community partnerships
and innovative outreach strategies for
food stamp and related programs, and
for other purposes.
S. 1874
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1874, a bill to improve academic
and social outcomes for youth and re-
duce both juvenile crime and the risk
that youth will become victims of
crime by providing productive activi-
ties conducted by law enforcement per-
sonnel during non-school hours.
S. 1883
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
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sponsor of S. 1883, a bill to amend title
5, United States Code, to eliminate an
inequity on the applicability of early
retirement eligibility requirements to
military reserve technicians.
S. 1921
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1921, a bill to authorize the place-
ment within the site of the Vietnam
Veterans Memorial of a plaque to
honor Vietnam veterans who died after
their service in the Vietnam war, but
as a direct result of that service.
S. 1941
At the request of Mr. DoDD, the name
of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1941, a bill to amend the Federal Fire
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 to
authorize the Director of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency to
provide assistance to fire departments
and fire prevention organizations for
the purpose of protecting the public
and firefighting personnel against fire
and fire-related hazards.
S. 1985
At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1985, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to lower the ad-
justed gross income threshold for de-
ductible disaster casualty losses to 5
percent, to make such deduction an
above-the-line deduction, and to allow
an election to take such deduction for
the preceding or succeeding year.
S. 2003
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2003, a bill to restore
health care coverage to retired mem-
bers of the uniformed services.
S. 2015
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2015, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to provide
for research with respect to human em-
bryonic stem cells.
S. 2018
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2018, a bill to amend
title XVIII of the Social Security Act
to revise the update factor used in
making payments to PPS hospitals
under the medicare program.
S. 2021
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2021, a bill to prohibit
high school and college sports gam-
bling in all States including States
where such gambling was permitted
prior to 1991.
S. 2035
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from California
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(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2035, a bill to amend title
49, United States Code, to clarify the
application of the Act popularly known
as the ‘“Death on the High Seas Act” to
aviation incidents.
S. 2062
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, his name
was withdrawn as a cosponsor of S.
2062, a bill to amend chapter 4 of title
39, United States Code, to allow postal
patrons to contribute to funding for
organ and tissue donation awareness
through the voluntary purchase of cer-
tain specially issued United States
postage stamps.
S. 2074
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAIG), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. NICKLES), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. BROWNBACK), the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Senator
from Florida (Mr. MACK), and the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2074, a bill to
amend title II of the Social Security
Act to eliminate the social security
earnings test for individuals who have
attained retirement age.
S. 2082
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2082, a bill to establish a program
to award grants to improve and main-
tain sites honoring Presidents of the
United States.
S. CON. RES. 81
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) and the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Con. Res. 81, a concur-
rent resolution expressing the sense of
the Congress that the Government of
the People’s Republic of China should
immediately release Rabiya Xadeer,
her secretary, and her son, and permit
them to move to the United States if
they so desire.
S.J. RES. 3
At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
McCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of
S.J. Res. 3, a joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States to protect the rights
of crime victims.
S. RES. 87
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 87, a resolution commemorating
the 60th Anniversary of the Inter-
national Visitors Program.
S. RES. 128
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 128, a resolution designating
March 2000, as ‘“Arts Education
Month.”
S. RES. 253
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
names of the Senator from California
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(Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), and the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) were added as cosponsors of S.
Res. 253, a resolution to express the
Sense of the Senate that the Federal
investment in biochemical research
should be increased by $2,700,000,000 in
fiscal year 2001.

———
AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry, be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, February 23, 2000.

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

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday,
February 23, 2000, in closed session, to
receive testimony on the situation in
Kosovo.

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

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and

Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, February 23, 2000, to con-
duct a hearing on the Federal Reserve’s
first semi-annual monetary policy re-
port for 2000.

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL

RESOURCES
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, February 23, for purposes of con-
ducting a Full Committee business
meeting which is scheduled to begin at
10 a.m.

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC

WORKS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to conduct a hear-
ing to receive testimony on the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency FY 2001
budget during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, February 23, 2000, at
10:30 a.m.

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
Committee on Finance be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
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on Wednesday, February 23, 2000 at 9:30
a.m. to hear testimony regarding the
U.S.-China Bilateral Trade Agreement
on China’s Accession to the WTO.

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

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, February 23, 2000
at 9:30 a.m. to conduct an oversight
hearing on the President’s Budget Re-
quest for Indian Programs for FY 2001.

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet to conduct a hearing on
Wednesday, February 23, 2000, at 10
a.m., in SD—226.

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, February 23, 2000
at 2 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on in-
telligence matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Forest and Public Lands
of the Senate Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, February 23 at 2:30 p.m.
to conduct an oversight hearing.

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SURFACE TRANSPORTATION

AND MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Surface
Transportation/Merchant Marine Sub-
committee on the Senate Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet on Feb-
ruary 23, 2000, at 10 a.m. on AMTRAK
oversight.

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

———

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Patrick Shank of
the Senate Finance Committee be al-
lowed access to the Senate floor for the
remainder of the debate on S. 1134.

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Patricia L.
Lewis, a member of the staff of the
Committee on Armed Services, be
granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing the introduction of the Military
Health Care Improvement Act of 2000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, she has
been an invaluable assistant, as has the
staff of my committee, together with
the staff of Senator LoTT, and others
who have been working on this impor-
tant piece of legislation.

——————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

ACCESS TO FIREARM PARTS

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today in
the Detroit Free Press, there is a story
about a potential nightmare in Michi-
gan. The article alleges that Kevin
Olender, a felon convicted of assault
with a dangerous weapon was preparing
an attack on his co-workers in Farm-
ington Hills. According to the article,
Olender was able to evade background
checks required by the Brady law, by
purchasing a gun in parts. Allegedly,
Olender was only one part away from
finishing the construction of his fire-
arm, and that part was expected within
days.

In the end, investigators prevented
any shoot-out, but the article high-
lights another loophole in federal fire-
arm law that gives felons access to
firearms which would otherwise be for-
bidden. I urge my colleagues to close
this loophole and the many others in
our federal law.

I ask that the Detroit Free Press ar-
ticle about this loophole be printed in
the RECORD.

The article follows:

[From the Detroit Free Press, Feb. 23, 2000]
FELON’S GUN CHARGES SHOW NET LOOPHOLE—
POLICE SAY SUSPECT WAS ABLE TO BUY
PARTS ON-LINE
(By L.L. Brasier and Ruby L. Bailey)

With a credit card and the Internet, Kevin
Olender had everything he needed to find
parts for an assault rifle.

It was no problem, even for a felon.

Four days after Christmas last year,
Olender went shopping. He ordered a $199.95
parts package for a military-style rifle from
Interordnance, an Internet gun dealer based
in Monroe, N.C. He bought another parts
package from the firm Feb. 4.

Police and prosecutors say Olender, 40, of
Wyandotte, was preparing for an assault on
co-workers at Compuware in Farmington
Hills. He only needed one more part, known
as a receiver, to finish building a working
gun.

The part was on order, police say. But au-
thorities raided his home last Friday and ar-
rested him.

‘““He was ready to do it,” Farmington Hills
Police Chief William Dwyer said Tuesday. ‘I
think we saved a lot of lives.”

Dwyer said his investigators found evi-
dence that Olender had located the receiver,
a palm-sized part that holds pieces together
and makes the gun fire, and expected it with-
in days. Dwyer would not say how investiga-
tors determined that.

A person with a felony background is pro-
hibited from possessing a gun or ammuni-
tion. But there’s a loophole in federal law.
Though dealers cannot sell a gun without a
background check, they can sell gun parts,
weapons experts said.

Ulich Wiegand, owner of Interordnance,
said he did not check Olender’s background
when filling his order.

““No, of course not,” he said. ‘“We are not
required to because we weren’t selling him a
gun.”
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Olender was convicted in 1996 in Detroit
Recorder’s Court of a felony, assault with a
dangerous weapon, court records show. He
received five years’ probation.

Wiegand said he sells many parts packages,
but declined to say how many.

‘“You have to understand, we did not send
him guns,” Wiegand said. ‘“This is nothing
but parts, and he could do nothing with them
without a receiver.”

Wiegand said his company sells fully as-
sembled weapons only to federally licensed
firearm dealers.

But Dwyer said Olender’s easy access to
gun components on the Internet points out
the need for new laws.

‘It is like the old West, only with no sher-
iff in town,”” Dwyer said. ‘“You’ve got sexual
predators, violent people buying guns. We
need to come up with some safeguards.”

Olender is being held in the Wayne County
Jail on a charge of possessing a firearm as a
felon, and using a firearm in a felony.

Olender could face federal charges for pos-
sessing ammunition as a felon. Agents for
the federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms are investigating what charges
may be filed, said Vera Fedorak, an agency
spokeswoman.

During Friday’s raid, authorities recovered
two disassembled rifles from Olender’s base-
ment, as well as a manual for assembling the
guns. They also found hundreds of rounds of
ammunition, including steel-nosed bullets
designed to penetrate bullet-proof vests.

Investigators found that he was missing re-
ceivers, also known as frames, used to hold
the gun pieces in place.

To purchase a receiver, Olender should
have been subjected to a background check,
by law. Dwyer and others would not com-
ment further about the receiver.

Without the receiver, what Olender had
was like ‘“‘a car without a motor,” said Vic-
tor Reid, co-owner of Midwest Ordnance Gun
Shop in Royal Oak.

A receiver would cost $300 to $400, he said.
The part is regulated by the federal govern-
ment, has a serial number, and cannot be
sold without a license.

“They are virtually impossible to get ille-
gally,” said Reid, who said he does not sell
gun Kkits at the store, or on the company’s
Web site. “It’s not an item that you can just
go buy.”

The packages that Olender bought from
the North Carolina firm consisted of gun
parts from military weapons dating to the
1950s, and disassembled overseas. The pack-
ages are popular among collectors and
sportsmen, who acquire the needed receivers
through dealers, and reassemble the guns.

Police said they are investigating where
Olender got the ammunition.

Concerns about guns and the Internet have
prompted federal lawmakers to pursue legis-
lation targeting Internet sales of guns.

Hundreds of Internet sites advertise weap-
ons for sale.

Many are dealers who comply with federal
laws. But individuals often don’t, said Jim
Kessler, policy director for U.S. Sen. Charles
Schumer, D-N.Y. Schumer has sponsored a
bill that would make it illegal for anyone ex-
cept licensed gun dealers to buy and sell
guns over the Internet. The measure is pend-
ing.

“Nobody’s watching,” Kessler said. ‘‘The
Internet itself presents a giant loophole in
gun laws.”’

When searching for guns over the Internet,
buyers can’t legally make the purchase di-
rectly on-line, gun experts said.

Buyers scan Web sites where guns are ad-
vertised, then contact a dealer and complete
the purchase. The dealer must ship the weap-
on to another gun dealer, who is required to
make sure that the buyer fills out the re-
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quired forms and undergoes a background
check.

“It’s not like someone can put their credit
card in a Web site and get a gun,” said Trish
Hylton, spokeswoman for the National Rifle
Association.

She said the Internet ‘‘is like a classified
ad. The person selling and the person pur-
chasing have to abide by all the laws that
are in place.”’®

————

RETENTION OF MILITARY SERVICE
MEMBERS

e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer excerpts from three very
insightful, thought provoking articles
recently published in the U.S. Naval
Institute magazine PROCEEDINGS.
These articles were written by enlisted
service members on the very important
subject of retention of enlisted per-
sonnel in our Armed Forces. This is
one of the most critical issues facing
our military services today and I am
encouraged by the solutions our senior
enlisted personnel have offered as it
shows their deep concern for their peo-
ple, their service and their country.
Allow me to share with you some of
these perceptive views on this complex
problem:

Senior Chief Navy Counselor Paul T.
Pierce, USN writes, ‘. . . what is the
number-one reason that sailors—tal-
ented sailors, the ones we want to
keep—cite as their greatest
dissatisfier? It is not pay or even fam-
ily separation. Those issues always are
near the top, but the number one rea-
son sailors give for separating from the
service is lack of advancement oppor-
tunity.” He further states, ‘“The evi-
dence is intuitive and irrefutable that
we cannot build a force of professionals
if we afford them virtually zero ad-
vancement opportunity. It is really
that simple. . . . The fact remains that
today’s sailors are smart enough to
grasp that promises of better oppor-
tunity made through almost ten years
of draw down simply are not likely to
materialize in any meaningful way in a
‘‘steady-state’” Navy. This generation
of young sailors and junior officers be-
lieves it has stupendous opportunities
outside the Navy. Real or imagined,
that siren’s call is beckoning to them-
imploring them to leave us. At the
same time, many of them, particularly
our mid-grade, second-term enlisted
technicians, have qualities that make
them highly marketable on the out-
side. . . . If we want to make real head-
way retaining sailors, then we must
make the restoration of advancement
opportunity a readiness imperative.”’

Master Chief Machinist’s Mate James
P. Russell, USN writes, ‘“‘Recognizing
what sailors need is not an easy task.
Sailors will always tell you they want
more money. If we continue to chase
the sailor’s paycheck as the retention
tool of choice, we will reach a point
where we no longer can afford the
price. It is unreasonable to expect that
the Navy will be able to meet the perks
and extras from our competition. It is
the intangibles that will make the sail-
or stay for a career. We have things to
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offer that no company on earth can
match: the opportunity to make a dif-
ference; structured guidance and sup-
port throughout a career; responsi-
bility at a level unmatched anywhere;
a retirement plan that is guaranteed to
be there at the end of a career; respect
recognized throughout the world; the
chance to grow and develop in an envi-
ronment that is tolerant of mistakes;
camaraderie that cannot be matched
by any corporation; and an opportunity
to experience all this in a global envi-
ronment.

The person who needs to be able to
transmit the knowledge of those perks
to the sailor, and to make sure they
are available, is that sailor’s chief.
Sailors are happiest when: they have a
clearly defined mission; have owner-
ship of their work environment; are
held to fair, consistent and sensible
standards; their families live in a
clean, safe, and relatively comfortable
location; and they receive recognition
and pay that reflect the importance of
what they do for their country. As the
Navy leadership focuses on the first
and the last, the responsibility of fight-
ing for the rest lies squarely on the
shoulders of the chief. The bottom
line? Keep sailors happy and they will
stick around.”

And finally, Master Sergeant Michael
M. Green, USAF writes, ‘“‘Our military
and political leadership express serious
concern for the ever-growing retention
and recruiting problems facing the en-
listed force, and have initiated mod-
erate pay improvements to help resolve
these problems. Much more can and
must be done, however, to address the
real financial needs and expectations of
our enlisted warriors. The chief short-
falls of the current pay structure are in
basic pay, the basic allowance for sub-
sistence (BAS) and education incen-
tives.” He concludes, ‘“‘There are innu-
merable reasons why patriots choose
and continue to serve in our nations
military. There are significantly fewer
reasons why they opt to leave. Finan-
cial compensation is the chief concern
to both young recruits and old
wardogs. Fashioning a more equitable
pay and allowance structure will great-
ly entice tomorrow’s warriors into
service as well as to keep today’s en-
listed force serving proudly. . Our
enlisted force is not composed of sec-
ond-class citizens. It is a collection of
the guardians of our nation and our na-
tional interests. It is time they are
compensated that way.”

These veterans have poignantly put
forward their thoughts on a most dif-
ficult issue in an honest and sincere
fashion. Mr. President, I thank you for
the opportunity to share their views
with you and the Nation they serve.e

———

IN HONOR OF JIMMY DON HUDSON

e Mr. BREAUX, Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator LANDRIEU, I rise with
great sorrow on the passing of Jimmy
Don Hudson of Monroe, Louisiana. He
was a friend to me, Senator LANDRIEU
and all those who knew him.
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It has been said that Jimmy Don had
a gift that made everyone think they
were his best friend. A dedicated hus-
band and father, Jimmy Don worked
hard every day for the people of Mon-
roe and the state of Louisiana.

A tireless public servant, Jimmy Don
served on numerous boards and com-
missions. He was president of the
Tensas Basin Levee District. He also
held leadership roles on, to name a few,
the Monroe Chamber of Commerce, the
Governor’s Commission on Higher Edu-
cation, the Monroe Downtown Eco-
nomic Development District, the West
Monroe Boys and Girls Club, the
United Way of Northeast Louisiana and
the Ouachita Council on Aging.

Jimmy Don also served his country
in the Vietnam War. As a helicopter
pilot, he logged more than 1,000 hours
of flight time while making sure both
wounded and able-bodied American sol-
diers were out of harm’s way. After his
tour of duty, Jimmy Don continued his
military service in the Army National
Guard until 1996, logging an additional
2,800 hours of seat time.

Mr. President, some say the best peo-
ple die at an early age. This is cer-
tainly true in Jimmy Don’s case. Al-
though he only spent 52 years with us
on this earth, his legacy will live for-
ever. Senator LANDRIEU and I extend
our condolences to his wife Pam, and
sons Brandon and Gabe. Jimmy Don
will be sorely missed.

I have attached an editorial written
by Keith Prince of the Monroe (La.)
News-Star that describes Jimmy Don
well, and request it be included fol-
lowing my statement.

[From the Monroe (La.) News-Star]
(By Keith Prince)
HUDSON WAS ABLE TO MAKE EVERYONE FEEL
LIKE HIs BEST FRIEND

It’s never easy to say goodbye.

It is even more difficult when it is someone
in the prime of life, at the very pinnacle of
his professional and personal life.

Jimmy Don Hudson fits that description
perfectly.

Why his heart failed last Saturday night
while in Washington, D.C., attending Mardi
Gras festivities is unknown. An avid pilot,
Hudson had passed a flight physical exam
just two weeks ago.

All we do know today is that countless
friends feel a very real loss and have his wife,
Pam, and sons, Brandon and Gabe, in their
thoughts and prayers.

There’s a lot of great qualities that we will
all remember about Jimmy Don, but the list
should start with the tremendous dedication
he had for his family. He spent a lot of time
with his sons and it shows, said longtime
friend George Luffey.

The uniqueness of this man is his rare abil-
ity to easily handle the boundary of business
associate-friend that some people never fig-
ure out.

Jimmy Don was capable of being both a
very effective and successful ambassador for
BellSouth and at the same time make every-
one he knew feel special.

The comment Sunday by State Rep.
Francis Thompson summed up Jimmy Don
perfectly. He had that gift of making every-
one think they were his best friend.

Personally, anytime we visited I walked
away feeling better. He was always positive,
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uplifting and you had no doubt he was inter-
ested in you and what you had going on.

Very unassuming, Hudson had moved
steadily up the ranks in the corporate world
of BellSouth, and I suspect that the company
long ago recognized the same qualities that
all the rest of us grew to appreciate in this
man.

He began at what was then South Central
Bell working summers in the coin depart-
ment while a student at Northeast Louisiana
State College.

Except for a highly decorated tour of duty
with the Army during the Vietnam War,
Hudson never left the telephone company
and next month would have marked his 28th
year there.

Linda Williams had worked with Jimmy
Don in the public relations office at
BellSouth since he moved into that depart-
ment in 1985, and she doesn’t remember a bad
moment.

He was very kind-hearted and wonderful to
work with. He was always trying to help oth-
ers and never sought out any recognition for
it. He loved life and I think he made a real
difference in the lives of many in our com-
munity.

Hudson also made a major difference for
many wounded American soldiers during the
Vietnam War. After going through ROTC at
the college and graduating in 1969, he en-
tered the Army as a second lieutenant and
later served as an aviation platoon leader
and helicopter pilot in Vietnam. One of his
assignments was to rescue U.S. soldiers
downed in the field.

He wouldn’t talk much about that, but I
understand he had over 1,000 combat hours
and was one of the best helicopter pilots over
there, said Luffey.

Of course, it is impossible to characterize
Jimmy Don Hudson without recalling his
sense of humor. He was the master of come-
backs, said Luffey. You might think you had
him pinned down with a comment but he was
always able to get in the last word.

One of Hudson’s lifelong friendships began
when, as a high school student, he worked
for Jackie Neal, then the director of parks
and recreation for the city of Monroe.

He did whatever we needed—mow grass,
line off the fields, umpire a little. He was
something else. I've always said Jimmy Don
is the only person I ever fired twice in one
day. First he and Petey Smith got two
trucks stuck, and later I needed him and fi-
nally found him playing basketball at one of
the recreation centers, Neal recalled.

Later Neal and Hudson officiated football
games together for 10 years. We finally gave
that up, and he began playing golf in his
spare time. He’s been like a little brother to
me. We talked on the phone or saw each
other often. Any time I've ever been sick,
Jimmy Don would call every day.

I can’t tell you how much I will miss him,
added Neal.

And, so will everyone else lucky enough to
have known Jimmy Don Hudson.e

———

AFRICAN AMERICAN HISTORY
MONTH

e Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise
today in honor and acknowledgment of
African American History Month, a
great tradition honoring and cele-
brating African Americans. This 74
year tradition, proposed by Dr. Carter
G. Woodson, a son of former slaves,
seeks to broaden our vision of the
world, the legacy of African Americans
in our nation’s history, and their role
in our nation’s future.
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When Dr. Woodson, the Father of
Black History, was earning his bach-
elor’s and master’s degrees at the Uni-
versity of Chicago, this country had
only the slightest respect for people of
color. Dr. Wilson’s devotion to ensur-
ing that Blacks would escape ‘‘the
awful fate of becoming a negligible fac-
tor in world thought” was ridiculed
and attacked. However, in the end he
prevailed and pioneered the celebration
of Negro History Week, now Black His-
tory Month. The theme for this year’s
celebration is ‘‘Heritage and Horizons:
The African American Legacy and the
Challenge of the 21st Century.”

The African American legacy in my
home state of Illinois is great. Illinois
is the birthplace of prominent African
American writers such as Ellis Cose,
Charles Johnson and Lorraine
Hansberry. Illinois’ native sons, James
Cleveland and Miles Davis, are two of
the world’s greatest musical composers
who transcend racial lines. And beloved
daughter of Illinois, Katherine
Dunham, dancer and choreographer,
continues to bring the tradition of
great African dance to a wide audience.

In addition to a rich history in the
arts, African American Illinoisans also
have played a significant role in state,
local and federal government. Con-
sider, for example, John Jones, the
first African American elected to any
public office in Cook County; Floy
Clements, the first woman elected to
the Illinois legislature; Harold Wash-
ington, former mayor of Chicago; and
Carol Moseley-Braun, the first African
American woman elected to the United
States Senate. These African Ameri-
cans, like those who have come before
them, continue to shape our nation’s
history and inspire new generations of
African Americans.

Today’s African Americans have
made great strides and overcome a va-
riety of color barriers. The unemploy-
ment rate for African Americans has
fallen from 14.2% in 1992 to 8.3% in 1999,
the lowest annual level on record. The
real wages of African Americans have
risen rapidly, over 5% in the past two
years. Moreover, while the African
American child poverty rate is still too
high, it fell to 36.7% in 1998, the lowest
level on record. However, as these data
suggest, there is still more work to be
done.

The rate of firearm-related injuries is
still unacceptably high. Racial
profiling on our highways and in our
airports and housing developments
continues to be a serious problem. The
rising cost of tuition continues to place
ethnic minorities at an academic and
economic disadvantage. The poor con-
ditions and quality of too many of our
schools keep children from low socio-
economic households from breeching
the digital divide. Racial disparities in
mental health and health care are per-
vasive in our society. And in the Chi-
cago metropolitan area, after a two
year decline, the number of reported
AIDS cases has jumped 24 percent. Al-
though African Americans represent
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13% of the US population, they account
for more than half of new HIV infec-
tions.

AIDS knows no boundaries. This
month, as we examine and reflect on
the legacy and challenges of African
Americans, we must not forget our
brothers and sisters in Africa. Approxi-
mately 23.3 million adults and children
are infected with HIV in sub-Saharan
Africa, which has about 10% of the
world’s population but nearly 70% of
the world’s infected people. I recently
witnessed the devastation of this dead-
ly virus first hand—isolation, preju-
dice, and a multitude of new orphans.
This month, as we celebrate the herit-
age and horizons of African Americans,
we must ask ourselves, what is on the
horizon for our African brothers and
sisters?

These are just some of the problems
which require our attention if we are
to fulfill the dreams of visionaries like
Dr. Woodson, Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr., and other African Americans who
continue to serve as role models for all
Americans. Dr. Woodson believed in
looking back in order to look forward.
In this special month that seeks to
learn from the past and shape our fu-
ture, we need to examine how to build
on the legacy of hope left to us from
those who have gone before us.

As we move forward into this new
millennium, let us extend Dr.
Woodson’s mission past the month of
February and make it part of the fabric
of our lives. Let us look to our fore-
fathers, no matter what their race,
creed, or color, and unite in our diver-
sity to build one America and to build
a world where every child has hope for
the future.e

————

THE BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA
90TH ANNIVERSARY

e Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to the Boy Scouts
of America on the occasion of the 90th
anniversary of its founding.

From its beginning in 1911, the Boy
Scouts has grown in size to more than
five million active members in 1999. In
the 90 years since its origination, the
Boy Scouts has influenced more than
100 million boys, young men, and
women. Minnesota scouting officials
estimate that in my home state, more
than 100,000 young people participate in
the program today.

Using goal setting and team building,
Boy Scouts develop skills to overcome
obstacles through trial and error.
Whether earning their next merit
badge or learning how to properly
interact with the environment, Boy
Scouts are able to translate what they
have learned through the program into
their families, churches, and commu-
nities.

Let me also take a moment to com-
mend the almost 500,000 adult volun-
teers, including 24,000 Minnesotans,
who serve as leaders for the Boy
Scouts. Both men and women serve the
Boy Scouts in various capacities rang-
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ing from unit leaders to merit badge
counselors. The Boy Scouts of America
would certainly not be possible if it
were not for the efforts of these stal-
wart volunteers.

Although times have changed, fads
come and go, the Boy Scouts continue
to be an effective tool in training our
nation’s youth. Through the Scouts’
core values of helping other people at
all times and keeping themselves phys-
ically strong, mentally awake, and
morally straight, scouts impact our
communities in many ways. Students
who have been through the Boy Scout
program and have adopted these values
as their own are needed now more than
ever before.

Over the years, the Boy Scouts have
produced many of the country’s most
respected civic, professional, and com-
munity leaders. Right here in the Sen-
ate, 66 of my fellow colleagues have
served as a scout, a leader, or in some
cases, both. With all that the Boy
Scouts have done for our country, I
hope its next 90 years will be as produc-
tive as these first 90 have been.

On this 90th anniversary of the
founding of the Boy Scouts of America,
I wish my very best to the Boy Scouts,
not only in Minnesota, but to Scouts
across our great Nation.e

———

AMERICAN HEART MONTH

e Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize February as Amer-
ican Heart Month. As its sponsoring or-
ganization, the American Heart Asso-
ciation (AHA) plays a major role in ad-
vocacy at both the national and local
levels through activities to increase
public awareness of health concerns.
Their messages this month is ‘“Be an
American Heartsaver! Know the warn-
ing signs of heart attack. Call 9-1-1.
Give CPR.”

These three simple steps are aimed at
reducing the number of lives lost every
day—nearly 700—because the victims
were unable to reach a hospital in
time. The harsh fact is that cardio-
vascular diseases are the number one
killer of men and women. In 1997, 34
percent of deaths from cardiovascular
disease occurred prematurely, before
the victims reached age 75. In total,
more than 953,000 deaths were due to
cardiovascular disease in 1997; 47 per-
cent of those victims were women and
53 percent men.

During American Heart Month, thou-
sands of AHA volunteers across the
country canvass neighborhoods to raise
funds and provide educational informa-
tion about cardiovascular diseases and
stroke. This is where the AHA makes
its mark through its steadfast pursuit
to reduce disability and death from
cardiovascular diseases and stroke. By
educating the American public about
the early warnings signs of heart at-
tacks and stroke, the members and vol-
unteers of the AHA know that individ-
uals will be better prepared to save
themselves—and others around them.
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The AHA has produced educational
kits for Americans of all ages. Accord-
ingly to the AHA, helping children un-
derstand the early warning signs of
heart problems can have a tremendous
impact when their family is concerned.
Cardiopulmonary resuscitation classes
provide Americans, regardless of their
age, with the tools to assist in cardiac
emergencies.

With the many advances medical
science has experienced, the list of
measures we can take in prevention of
cardiovascular disease continues to
grow. Controlling high blood pressure
and cholesterol, becoming active
through regular exercise, and stopping
smoking are some of the easiest steps
to reducing the risk of cardiovascular
disease.

The AHA has emphasized these meas-
ures in the hopes of reducing cardio-
vascular disease, stroke, and the risk
of these diseases by 25 percent over the
next eight years. In addition, the AHA
runs an Active Partnership program
for cardiac patients to help them take
responsibility for reducing their car-
diovascular risks in the future.

My state of Minnesota has long been
on the frontline of health care and a
Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention study released last week indi-
cated Minnesota as having the lowest
occurrence of cardiovascular disease
among women nationwide. We must
continue to reduce the occurrence of
cardiovascular disease in Minnesota,
but the study suggests we are already
heading in the right direction.

As American Heart Month comes to a
close, I commend the American Heart
Association and its army of volunteers
for putting their hearts to work to see
that the hearts of others continue to
beat a little bit longer and a little bit
stronger. They join a long list of health
care-related organizations, profes-
sionals, and industries making Min-
nesota a healthier place to live.®

————
NATIONAL ENGINEERS WEEK

e Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to those men and
women who have made the world we
live in a better place through advances
in engineering. Since 1951, the week
that includes George Washington’s
birthday has been dedicated as Na-
tional Engineers Week (EWeek) to in-
crease public awareness and apprecia-
tion of the engineering profession and
technology. Our first president began
his career with agricultural, military,
and land surveying skills leading to his
later recognition as the nation’s ‘‘first
engineer.”

Last year’s EWeek summit on ‘“The
Business of Diversity’’ gathered more
than 100 business, government, and en-
gineering leaders in Washington to find
ways to increase the number of women
and minorities in today’s engineering
workforce. This year, February 20-26
will be filed with activities designed by
engineers for future engineers.
Through national and local activities,
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students, women, and minorities are
the focus of a campaign designed to in-
terest them in a future in engineering.

“Discover E’ is a program in which
engineers visit K-12 classrooms to an-
swer questions and interact with stu-
dents in designing and building small
projects. The Future City Competition
is for seventh and eight grade students,
and the National Engineering Design
Challenge is a high school program in-
volving teams of students, teachers,
and engineer mentors. All of these ac-
tivities are geared toward introducing
students in an interactive, hands-on
way to engineering basics and open
their eyes to the engineering inven-
tions that are part of their daily lives.

Hundreds of 3M engineers in Min-
neapolis/St. Paul and throughout the
country will visit local schools. In Min-
neapolis, 3M is organizing a reception
involving some of the minority engi-
neering student groups at the Univer-
sity of Minnesota and other local col-
leges. There, 3M engineers will talk
about career planning and other experi-
ences. Also in Minneapolis, The Works,
a museum for the entire family, makes
learning about technology interesting,
understandable, and fun. The Works
was created in 1995 with many hands-
on, minds-on exhibits about technology
centered on kids ages 5-15.

Schools have traditionally focused
their teachings on the body of sci-
entific knowledge, oftentimes neglect-
ing the process of discovery that engi-
neers use to help create new advances
for our modern world. With the support
of sponsors like 3M and NASA, pro-
grams during EWeek integrate this
process of discovery and the use of
technology into mathematics, science,
language arts, and other topics. I am a
strong supporter of exposing our chil-
dren to the world around them and
hope this awareness will get them in-
volved and spark their interest in the
future of engineering.

EWeek also recognizes the countless
engineers who have influenced nearly
every aspect of our lives as a result of
their dedicated work and the numerous
technological advances they inspired.
These contributions were honored at a
luncheon in Washington on February 22
naming the 20 Greatest Engineering
Achievements of the 20th Century. The
winners were chosen for their impact
on the quality of life in the 20th Cen-
tury, and range from the harnessing of
electricity to computer, telephones,
and even air conditioning.

These are just a few of the many
events planned across America this
week to urge today’s youth from all
backgrounds to consider a career in en-
gineering. As someone who, early in
my career, worked for an engineering
firm, I appreciate this effort tremen-
dously. I wish to send out my thanks to
everyone who helps make the EWeek
events possible, and the field of engi-
neering exciting and entertaining.e
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APPOINTMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, pursuant to provisions of
Public Law 106-79, appoints the fol-
lowing Senators to the Dwight D. Ei-
senhower Memorial Commission: The
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
REED).

———————

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY,
FEBRUARY 24, 2000

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until the hour of 11:30 a.m. on
Thursday, February 24. I further ask
unanimous consent that on Thursday,
immediately following the prayer, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, the morning hour be deemed ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then proceed to a vote
on the Iran nonproliferation bill as
under the previous order.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will convene at 11:30 a.m. on
Thursday and immediately proceed to
a vote on final passage of H.R. 1883, the
Iran nonproliferation bill. Following
the vote, the Senate will resume con-
sideration of S. 1134, which we have
been discussing this afternoon, the edu-
cation savings account bill. The Senate
may also turn to any other legislative
or Executive Calendar items cleared
for action. Members are reminded that
the first vote for tomorrow will occur
at 11:30 a.m. and further votes are ex-
pected throughout the day.

————

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask that the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order following the remarks of
Senator WYDEN of Oregon.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

———

THANKING SENATOR COVERDELL

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he
leaves the floor, I thank the Senator
from Georgia for graciously expediting
my opportunity to speak this after-
noon. I know he has been dealing with
a bill of great importance to him. I
thank him for his thoughtfulness this
afternoon.

———
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS
AFFORDABILITY

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, for many
months now I and other Members of
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the Senate have been coming to the
floor of this body to talk about the
need for prescription drug coverage for
our older people under Medicare.

We have been going through case his-
tories of stories we have been hearing
from our States. I have been describing
the many older people I am hearing
from in Oregon where after they are
finished paying their prescription drug
bill, they only have a couple hundred
dollars for the rest of the month to live
on.

I talked about instances where older
people at home in Oregon are actually
breaking their Lipitor pills. Lipitor is
an important cholesterol-lowering
drug. A lot of the seniors at home in
Oregon can’t afford to take these vital
medicines, and they are actually hav-
ing to break them in half in order to
try to meet their health care needs. It
is just outrageous to think that in a
country as rich and as powerful and
good as ours so many of our seniors
walk on this economic tightrope.

I have come to the floor repeatedly
over the last few months to talk about
the need for bipartisan legislation that
would address the needs of older people
and secure important Medicare cov-
erage for them.

I believe there is now genuine inter-
est in reconciling the several bills be-
fore the Senate on this issue and a real
opportunity to enact good legislation
that can generate overwhelming sup-
port in this body and get the senior
citizens of this country the help they
need.

I have spoken, for example, with the
Democratic leader, Senator DASCHLE,
several times this week on this subject.
He is very interested in bringing Sen-
ators with varying approaches on this
issue together so we find the common
ground to get help for older people.

I especially want to praise my col-
league from Maine, our friend, Senator
SNOWE. She and I have worked together
for 14 months now—for more than a
year starting with the budget resolu-
tion last year—to come up with a bi-
partisan plan to address this enormous
need of older people.

Before I describe some of the new
cases we are getting from seniors
across the country, I will talk about
some areas where I think there is com-
mon ground, the common ground I
have heard Senator DASCHLE and oth-
ers talking about in recent days. For
example, I think Senators overwhelm-
ingly believe there ought to be a sig-
nificant role for marketplace forces in
the delivery of this benefit. Certainly
we differ about the details. We recog-
nize that. I will not have the last word
on this subject. I think virtually all
Senators believe there ought to be a
significant role for marketplace forces
on this issue.

Second, I think there is over-
whelming support for the proposition
that this program ought to be a vol-
untary program. Senators and others
have learned the lesson from the cata-
strophic care bill when a lot of the
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older people in this country said: This
is something I am already getting; I
don’t want it required; I think my
money can be spent better elsewhere.

This time, I see Senators with vary-
ing political philosophies desiring to
make sure this benefit is voluntary.

I think Senators overwhelmingly are
interested in making sure this pre-
scription drug coverage for older peo-
ple is consistent with long-term Medi-
care reform. Many want to have com-
prehensive Medicare reform in this ses-
sion of Congress. It may still be doable.
I prefer going that route. If it is not
possible to have comprehensive Medi-
care reform, I can tell Members that
Senator SNOWE and I have teamed up
over the last several months in an ef-
fort to make sure the prescription drug
coverage program is consistent with
long-term Medicare reform.

Finally, we want to make sure this
benefit is adequately funded. In the
last session of Congress, 54 Members of
the Senate voted for the Snowe-Wyden
amendment with respect to funding.
We brought together Senator
WELLSTONE, Senator ABRAHAM, Senator
KENNEDY, Senator SANTORUM, Senators
of all political philosophies of both po-
litical parties. Mr. President, 54 voted
for allocating dollars for a prescription
drug program. There is an opportunity
now to find the common ground.

I want to describe a few of the ac-
counts I have heard from at home that
made it clear to me why it is so impor-
tant that Senators come together and
enact this program for the elderly. I
heard recently from an elderly woman
in Deschutes County in central Oregon.
She is 83 years old; she lives at her sis-
ter’s. She and her 79-year-old husband
take 12 drugs to cover diabetes, hyper-
tension, and a variety of ailments.
Their sole source of income is Social
Security. They spend nearly 25 percent
of their income now on prescription
drugs.

In Clatsop County, a retired couple in
their seventies from Warrenton, OR, is
spending $450 a month on prescription
drugs. If they have another increase in
their supplemental insurance—and we
all know the vast majority of seniors
have these supplemental policies, and
we all know in almost every instance
they go up—this older couple has told
me they will have to stop taking their
medication altogether.

An older woman in Coos County,
aged 75, getting by on only $813 a
month, is spending well over $200 of
that $800 on prescription medicine.

I could go on with these cases. I have
done that on more than 20 occasions in
the last few months on the floor of the
Senate, trying continually to bring be-
fore the body 3 or 4 cases that high-
light how great the need is and how im-
portant it is we address this issue.

I believe the President of the United
States wants this issue addressed in a
bipartisan way. I have talked with him
about this subject. He recognizes how
urgent it is that seniors get this cov-
erage. I think he made it clear in the
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State of the Union Address he wants to
work with Members of Congress of both
political parties to get this done.

We have accomplished a great deal in
the last 14 months. Fourteen months
ago when Senator SNOWE and I brought
this issue to the Budget Committee, I
think we were essentially looked at as
well-meaning souls but people who just
did not have much of a prospect of see-
ing this go forward. Now we see the
issue of prescription drug coverage as
one of the two or three most pressing
domestic issues. The American people
are disgusted.

Our job now—and I commend Senator
DASCHLE, but I know there are a num-
ber of colleagues on the other side of
the aisle who feel the same way—is to
reconcile these various bills. We want
to make sure we build on private
health insurance.

There has been a lot of talk in the
last few days about whether private
health insurance companies would be
interested in this program. Having
talked with them at home in Oregon,
they are definitely going to be inter-
ested in this program because what we
envisage doing, what essentially all the
bills envisage doing, is having the Gov-
ernment pick up the prescription drug
portion of a senior’s private health in-
surance program. That is what is going
to go on here. We will not set up new
bureaucracies and redtape. We will be
looking at an effort to have this pro-
gram pick up the prescription drug por-
tion of a senior’s private health insur-
ance. We want to use marketplace
forces to the greatest possible extent.
We want older people to have bar-
gaining power in the marketplace.

Right now, Medicare does not cover
prescriptions, but the older person who
walks into a pharmacy perhaps in
Rhode Island, Oregon, or any other
part of the country and does not have
prescription drug coverage, in effect,
has to subsidize the big buyers of pre-
scription medicine. If, for example, you
are a younger worker and have the
good fortune of having a company
health plan that covers prescription
drugs, that company plan can go out
and negotiate a discount. The senior,
without any coverage, walks into the
pharmacy, doesn’t get that same rate,
and in effect has to actually subsidize
those who do have the good fortune of
having a health plan where they can
have some real bargaining power. That
is not right. Vulnerable seniors deserve
a fair shake. They deserve to be able to
secure their medicine at an affordable
price.

I believe the cases I brought to the
floor of the Senate tonight again show
how urgent the need is for this benefit.
I believe there are colleagues on both
sides of the aisle who want to reconcile
the various bills that have been intro-
duced on this issue. I have teamed up
with Senator SNOWE on this matter
now for 14 months. We don’t think we
have the last word on this issue. We
want to work with colleagues to find
the common ground, to get the help to
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older people that they deserve. Senator
DASCHLE has told me a number of times
recently that is what he wants to do. I
believe colleagues on the other side of
the aisle wish to do so as well.

The hour is late. I do not want to
keep the Senate in any longer than
necessary, but I intend to keep coming
back to the floor, bringing to the Sen-
ate these truly poignant cases of how
great the need is in this country to
cover prescription drug costs of the Na-
tion’s older people.

I look forward to working with the
Presiding Officer of the Senate, a new
Member of this body, and one from a
very special family, in my opinion, be-
cause his father was so kind to me as a
new Senator. I know he shares many of
the same concerns I have, that we ad-
dress this issue in a bipartisan fashion.

I am going to keep coming back to
the floor of the Senate talking about
why this is so important and why it is
so important for the Senate to bring
these various bills together.

With that, I yield the floor.

—————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
adjourned until 11:30 a.m. on Thursday,
February 24, 2000.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:20 p.m.,
adjourned until Thursday, February 24,
2000, at 11:30 a.m.

———

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate February 23, 2000:
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

THOMAS M. SLONAKER, OF ARIZONA, TO BE SPECIAL
TRUSTEE, OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN
INDIANS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, VICE PAUL N.
HOMAN.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

MICHELLE ANDREWS SMITH, OF TEXAS, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, VICE HOWARD
MONROE SCHLOSS, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

E. ASHLEY WILLS, OF GEORGIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MIN-
ISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLEN-
IPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
THE DEMOCRATIC SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF SRI LANKA,
AND TO SERVE CONCURRENTLY AND WITHOUT ADDI-
TIONAL COMPENSATION AS AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF MALDIVES.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LORETTA E. LYNCH, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNITED
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW
YORK FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS VICE ZACHARY W.
CARTER, RESIGNED.

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVAL RESERVE TO THE GRADE
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be rear admiral (lower half)

CAPT. PETER L. ANDRUS, 0000
CAPT. STEVEN B. KANTROWITZ, 0000
CAPT. JAMES M. MCGARRAH, 0000
CAPT. ELIZABETH M. MORRIS, 0000

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT (IDENTIFIED
BY AN ASTERISK (*)) UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS
624, 628, AND 531:

To be major
TERRANCE A. HARMS, 0000
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* FREDERICK E. SNYDER, JR, 0000
KRISTA K. WENZEL, 0000

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be commander

STAN M. AUFDERHEIDE, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be commander

MICHAEL T. BOURQUE, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES
NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be commander

MARIAN L. CELLI, 0000
ELIZABETH B. GASKIN, 0000
JEANNE Y. LING, 0000

To be lieutenant commander

MIGUEL A. FRANCO, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be lieutenant commander

WILLIAM R. MAHONEY, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be lieutenant commander

STEPHEN R. SILVA, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES
NAVAL RESERVE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be captain

GRAEME ANTHONY BROWNE, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED
STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531:

To be commander
JOHN P. LABANC, 0000
To be lieutenant commander

DAN C. HUNTER, 0000
JERRY K. STOKES, 0000

To be lieutenant

JOHN L. GRINOLD, 0000
JAMES P. INGRAM, 0000
JAMES P. LESIAK, 0000
EDWARD P. NEVILLE, 0000
LANDON C. SMITH, 0000
MICHAEL R TASKER, 0000

To be lieutenant (junior grade)

CRAIG D. ARENDT, 0000
ROBERT E. ASMANN, 0000
WILLIAM B. BANGERT, 0000
CHRISTOPHER F. BEAUBIEN, 0000
KEVIN S. BROWN, 0000

JERRY C. CROCKER, 0000
NICHOLAS A. CZARUK, 0000
GARY L. DURDEN, 0000
PATRICK W. FINNEY, 0000
BRET M. GRABBE, 0000
ROBERT C. HICKS, 0000
KATHRYN E. HITCHCOCK, 0000
ADAM R. HUDSON III, 0000
ROBERT H. KELLER, 0000
JOHN R. MARTIN, 0000
RICHARD T. MCCARTY, 0000
SCOTT W. MCGHEE, 0000
THOMAS D. MCKAY, 0000
STEPHEN E. MONGOLD, 0000
TODD D. MOORE, 0000

TODD J. NETHERCOTT, 0000
MATTHEW S. PEDERSON, 0000
DEREK J. PURDY, 0000
EDWARD J. ROBLEDO, 0000
ADAM SCHNEIDER, 0000
FORREST S. YOUNT, 0000

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO
THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211:

To be colonel

JAMES M. DAPORE, 0000
RICHARD PARKER, 0000
MICHAEL J. WILSON, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 1552 OR 12203:

To be colonel

JAMES W. HUTTS, 0000
TIMOTHY J. HYLAND, 0000
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BRONISLAW A. ZAMOJDA, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES
ARMY AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT IN THE MED-
ICAL SERVICE CORPS (MS) AND, MEDICAL CORPS (MC), AS
INDICATED, UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531, 624,
AND 3064:

To be lieutenant colonel
PAUL R. HULKOVICH, 0000 MS
To be major

MICHAEL A. WEBER, 0000 MC

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
IN THE MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC-
TIONS 624 AND 3064:

To be major

SCOTT R. ANTOINE, 0000 MC
VINCENT G. BECKER, 0000 MC

BAL R. BHULLAR, 0000 MC

JON M. BRUCE, 0000 MC

SELLAS P. COBLE, 0000 MC
THOMAS R. COOMES, 0000 MC
MARC D. DAVIS, 0000 MC

JAMES M. DITOLLA, 0000 MC
JASON R. DITTRICH, 0000 MC
CHARLES R. DOWNEY, JR., 0000 MC
TRAVIS A. DUGAN, 0000 MC
SAMUEL J. EALLONARDO III, 0000 MC
JONATHAN C. EUGENIO, 0000 MC
TODD A. FARRER, 0000 MC
EDMUND W. HIGGINS, 0000 MC
PHILIP G. HIRSHMAN, 0000 MC
CHEUK Y. HONG, 0000 MC
ELIZABETH D. KASSAPIDIS, 0000 MC
DAVID C. KOTTRA, 0000 MC
ALEXANDER A. KUCEWICZ, 0000 MC
ALEX LOBERARODRIGUEZ, 0000 MC
MATTHEW J. MARTIN, 0000 MC
VINCENT M. MESSBARGER, 0000 MC
TODD A. MILLER, 0000 MC
CAROLYN Y. MILLERCONLEY, 0000 MC
MARY V. MIRTO, 0000 MC

CHARLES A. MULLINS, 0000 MC
JOHN F. NICHOLSON, 0000 MC
SHAWN D. PARSLEY, 0000 MC
ROBERT L. RICHARD, 0000 MC
PAUL E. RIECK, 0000 MC

BRIAN A. SAUTER, 0000 MC
FREDERICK K. SWIGER, 0000 MC
SHAWN A. TASSONE, 0000 MC
ALBERT W. TAYLOR, 0000 MC
WILLIAM WARLICK, 0000 MC

DAVID C. WELLS, 0000 MC

WARREN T. WITHERS, 0000 MC
PATRICK J. WOODMAN, 0000 MC

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED
STATES ARMY NURSE CORPS (AN), MEDICAL CORPS (MC),
DENTAL CORPS (DE), MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS (SP),
VETERINARY CORPS (VC), AND JUDGE ADVOCATE GEN-
ERAL’S CORPS (JA) UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531
AND 3064:

To be colonel

MARTHA C. LUPO, 0000 AN
INDIRA WESLEY, 0000 MC
JOHN M. WESLEY, 0000 MC

To be lieutenant colonel

KAREN L. COZEAN, 0000 SP
MICHAEL E. FARAN, 0000 MC
TODD R. GRANGER, 0000 DC
WARREN S. MATHEY, 0000 VC
CHRISTINE M. PIPER, 0000 AN
PHILLIP R. PITTMAN, 0000 MC
DAVID SCHUCKENBROCK, 0000 VC
CALVIN Y. SHIROMA, 0000 DC
RAY N. TAYLOR, 0000 DC

To be major

SUSAN C. ALTENBURG, 0000 AN
MORGAN L. BAILEY, 0000 AN
ELIZABETH A. BOWIE, 0000 AN
WILFREDO CORDERO, 0000 AN
DEBRA R. COX, 0000 AN

SYLVIA R. DENNIS, 0000 AN
MARGARET L. DIXON, 0000 AN
JOANN S. DOLEMAN, 0000 AN
ANN M. EVERETT, 0000 AN
DOROTHY F. GALBERTH, 0000 AN
CHRISTINE D. GARNER, 0000 AN
ROBERT C. GERLACH, 0000 DC
BENNY F. HARRELL, 0000 AN
WALT HINTON, 0000 AN
EMMONS V. HOLBROOK, 0000 AN
BARBARA M. KELTZ, 0000 AN
DANIEL O. KENNEDY, 0000 AN
DOROTHY J. LEGG, 0000 AN
PATRICIA A. MERRILL, 0000 AN
JOSEPH M. MOLLOY, 0000 SP
DEBRA A. RAMP, 0000 AN
DORIS A. REEVES, 0000 AN

LUE D. REEVES, 0000 AN
CATHERINE F. RYAN, 0000 AN
ROBERT SAVAGE, 0000 AN
ADORACION G. SORIA, 0000 AN
KAREN A. SPURGEON, 0000 AN
BENJAMIN STINSON, 0000 AN
PALACESTINE TABSON, 0000 AN
IRENE E. WILLIFORD, 0000 AN
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To be captain

ERIC D. AGUILA, 0000 MS
DEBORAH ALBRECHT, 0000 MS
ELENA ANTEDOMENICO, 0000 MS
JENNIFER BAGER, 0000 MS
TROY R. BAKER, 0000 MS
JEFFREY A. BANKS, 0000 MS
THAD J. BARKDULL, 0000 MS
PATRICK A. BARRETT, 0000 JA
SANAZ BAYATI, 0000 MS
JEREMY T. BEAUCHAMP, 0000 MS
AMIT K. BHAVSAR, 0000 MS
ROBERT E. BLEASE, 0000 MS
ANDREW S. BOSTAPH, 0000 MS
JONATHAN K. BRANCH, 0000 AN
ANNAMAE CAMPBELL, 0000 AN
DANIEL W. CARLSON, 0000 MS
MARK G. CARMICHAEL, 0000 MS
AMBROSE M. CARROLL, 0000 AN
MICHAEL E. CLARK, 0000 AN
CORINNE M. CONROY, 0000 MS
JOHN H. CRADDOCK, 0000 JA
LISA E. CROSBY, 0000 AN
FREDERICK DAVIDSON, 0000 AN
DANNY R. DENKINS, 0000 AN
DAVID H. DENNISON, 0000 MS
RONALD D. DESALLES, 0000 AN
THOMAS E. ELLWOOD, 0000 MS
JODY L. ENNIS, 0000 AN

SUSAN K. ESCALLIER, 0000 JA
STEPHANIE FOSTER, 0000 MS
TRAVIS C. FRAZIER, 0000 MS
DENNIS J. GEYER, 0000 MS
MICHAEL A. GLADU, 0000 AN
BRIAN L. GLADWELL, 0000 MS
BLONDELL S. GLENN, 0000 AN
JAMES W. GRAHAM, 0000 MS
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SHERI K. GREEN, 0000 MS
WILLIAM GRIEF, 0000 MS
BRITNEY GRIMES, 0000 MS
MICHAEL HAMILTON, 0000 MS
KWASI L. HAWKS, 0000 JA
BRIAN A. HEMANN, 0000 MS
JEFFREY HIRSCH, 0000 MS
RICHARD W. HUSSEY, 0000 MS
JERRY K. IZU, 0000 MS

EDGAR JIMENEZ, 0000 AN
DAVID E. JOHNSON, 0000 MS
JEREMY D. JOHNSON, 0000 MS
SAMUEL L. JONES, 0000 AN
RYAN J. KENEALLY, 0000 MS
JULIE S. KERR, 0000 MS

JULIE M. KISSEL, 0000 MS
STUART R. KOSER, 0000 AN
MICHAEL L. KRAMER, 0000 JA
MICHAEL KRASNOKUTSKY, 0000 MS
GREGORY T. LANG, 0000 MS
JENNIFER L. LAY, 0000 MS
JOHN P. LAY, 0000 MS
WALTER S. LEITCH, 0000 MS
ANDREW H. LIN, 0000 MS
BRIAN F. MALLOY, 0000 MS
JASON D. MARQUART, 0000 MS
LAURA N. MARQUART, 0000 MS
SCOTT F. MC CLELLAN, 0000 MS
KARIN L. MCELROY, 0000 MS
JENNIFER H. MC GEE, 0000 JA
VALENCIA B. MEZA, 0000 MS
STEVEN C. MILLER, 0000 AN
BEVERLY J. MORGAN, 0000 AN
PHILIP S. MULLENIX, 0000 MS
SEAN W. MULVANEY, 0000 MS
KEVIN M. NAKAMURA, 0000 MS
KENNETH J. NELSON, 0000 MS
DUC H. NGUYEN, 0000 JA

JOHN P. O BRIEN, 0000 AN

JASON A. PATES, 0000 MS
THERESA A. PECHATY, 0000 AN
SYLVIA F. PEREZ, 0000 AN

JOSE PEREZVELAZQUEZ, 0000 AN
AMERICA PLANAS, 0000 AN
RICHARD D. REED, 0000 MS
CAROLYN RICHARDSON, 0000 AN
ERIC R. RICHTER, 0000 MS
CHRISTOPHER RIVERA, 0000 AN
TERRY W. ROBERTS, 0000 AN
KEVIN K. ROBITAILLE, 0000 JA
MATTHEW M. RUEST, 0000 AN
HARLAN I. RUMJAHN, 0000 MS
MAUREEN A. SALAFAI 0000 AN
JOHN D. SCHABER, 0000 MS
PAULA 1. SCHASBERGER, 0000 JA
JOHN K. SHIN, 0000 JA

JAMES E. SIMMONS, 0000 AN
NETTA F. STEWART, 0000 AN
NEIL STOCKMASTER, 0000 MS
JUANITA STOKES, 0000 SP
BURTON L. STOVER, 0000 AN
CHRIS A. STRODE, 0000 MS
DREW A. SWANK, 0000 JA
DOUGLAS M. TILTON, 0000 MS
EVELYN TOWNSEND, 0000 AN
GEORGE VONHILSHEIMER, 0000 MS
JEAN E. WARDRIP, 0000 MS
CHRISTOPHER WARNER, 0000 MS
SYLVIA V. WATERS, 0000 MS
THOMAS M. WERTIN, 0000 MS
DAVID A. WESTON, 0000 AN
RONALD L. WHITE, 0000 MS
GRACE F. WIETING, 0000 AN
RONALD V. WILSON, 0000 AN
GARY H. WYNN, 0000 MS
CHARLES L. YOUNG, 0000 JA
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
February 24, 2000 may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

FEBRUARY 25

9:30 a.m.
Governmental Affairs
Investigations Subcommittee
To continue hearings to examine the day
trading industry and its practices.
SD-342
Armed Services
Strategic Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 2001
for the Department of Defense and the
Future Years Defense Program, focus-
ing on the Department of Energy’s Na-
tional Nuclear Security programs; to
be followed by a closed hearing (SR-
232A\).
SR-222
10 a.m.
Foreign Relations
Western Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Nar-
cotics and Terrorism Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the proposed emer-
gency anti-drug assistance to Colom-

bia.
SD-419
FEBRUARY 28
2p.m.
Commission on Security and Cooperation
in Europe

To hold hearings to examine Kosovo’s
displaced and imprisoned.
B-318, Rayburn Building
Armed Services
Strategic Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 2001
for the Deparment of Defense and the
Future Years Defense Program, focus-
ing on Ballistic Missile Defense pro-
grams.
SR-222

FEBRUARY 29

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and
Recreation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget estimate for fiscal year
2001 for the operation of the National
Park Service system.
SD-366
Armed Services
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 2001
for the Department of Defense and the
Future Years Defense Program, focus-
ing on military strategy and oper-
ational requirements.
SH-216
Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Labor, Department of
Health and Human Services, and De-
partment of Education.
SD-124
Appropriations
Legislative Branch Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for the fiscal year 2001 for the
Architect of the Capitol, General Ac-
counting Office, and Office of Compli-
ance.
SD-116
10 a.m.
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-
ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Justice.
SD-192
Budget
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
2001 for nuclear non-proliferation,
stockpile stewardship, and other en-
ergy programs.
SD-608
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine the AOL/
Time Warner merger.
SD-226
10:30 a.m.
Foreign Relations
To hold hearings on the future of the
International Monetary Fund and
International Financial Institutions.
SD-419
2p.m.
Judiciary
Technology, Terrorism, and Government
Information Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the threats
of cyber attacks.
SD-226
Judiciary
Criminal Justice Oversight Subcommittee
To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on the Judiciary’s Sub-
committee on Crime to examine inter-
net denial of service attacks and the
federal response.
2141, Rayburn Building

Appropriations
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re-
lated Agencies Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the as-
sistance to producers and the farm
economy.
SD-138
2:30 p.m.
Indian Affairs
Business meeting to consider pending
committee business.
SR-485
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget estimates for fiscal year
2001, focusing on the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice.
SD-366

MARCH 1

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on the Na-
tional Association of Public Adminis-
trators’ Report on Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs Management Reform.
SR-485
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Business meeting to markup S. 2, to ex-
tend programs and activities under the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, and to consider pending
nominations.
SD-430
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
2001 for the Indian Health Service, De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices.
SD-124
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency,
and Chemical Safety Board.
SD-138
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget estimates for fiscal year
2001, focusing on the Department of the
Interior.
SD-366
10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on the
legislative recommendation of the Dis-
abled American Veterans.
345 Cannon Building
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine Cuba’s op-
pressive government.
SD-226
1p.m.
Environment and Public Works
Fisheries, Wildlife, and Drinking Water
Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s pro-
posed rules regarding changes in the
total maximum daily load and NPDES
permit programs pursuant to the Clean
Water Act.
SD-406

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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2p.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Navy
and Marine Corps programs.
SD-192
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine contractual
mandatory binding arbitration.
SD-226

MARCH 2

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on leg-
islative recommendations of the Jew-
ish War Veterans, Paralyzed Veterans
of America, Blinded Veterans Associa-
tion, and the Non Commissioned Offi-
cers Association.
345 Cannon Building
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget estimates for fiscal year
2001, focusing on the Department of En-
ergy.
SD-366
10 a.m.
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-
ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of State.
S-146, Capitol
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the imple-
mentation of the Driver’s Privacy Pro-
tection Act, focusing on the positive
notification requirement.
SD-192
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To hold hearings to examine the Finan-
cial Accounting Standards Board’s
pooling accounting regulation.
SD-628
Judiciary
Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business.
SD-226
2:30 p.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-
committee
To hold oversight hearings on the United
States Forest Service’s proposed revi-
sions to the regulation governing Na-
tional Forest Planning.
SD-366
Armed Services
SeaPower Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 2001
for the Department of Defense, focus-
ing on shipbuilding procurement and
research and development programs
and the Future Years Defense Pro-
gram.
SR-222

MARCH 7

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on the
legislative recommendations of the Re-
tired Enlisted Association, Gold Star
Wives of America, Military Order of
the Purple Heart, Air Force Sergeants
Association, and the Fleet Reserve As-

sociation.
345 Cannon Building
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Appropriations
Legislative Branch Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Sec-
retary of the Senate, and the Sergeant
at Arms.
SD-124
10 a.m.
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-
ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, Drug En-
forcement Administration, and Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, all
of the Department of Justice.
SD-192
Appropriations
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re-
lated Agencies Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Food
and Drug Administration.
SD-138

MARCH 8

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, and the Of-
fice of Science and Technology Policy.
SD-138
10 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on med-
ical programs.
SD-192

MARCH 9

10 a.m.
Judiciary
Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business.
SD-226
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the Department of
Transportation Program oversight.
SD-124

MARCH 10

9:30 a.m.

Armed Services
Readiness and Management Support Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 2001
for the Department of Defense and the
Future Years Defense Program, focus-
ing on the Service’s infrastrutre ac-
counts and Real Property Maintenance
Programs and the National Defense

Construction Request.

SR-222

MARCH 15
10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on the
Legislative recommendation of the

Veterans of Foreign Wars.
345 Cannon Building
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MARCH 21

10 a.m.
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-
ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Fed-
eral Communications Commission and
the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion.
S-146, Capitol

MARCH 22

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
2001 for the Forest Service, Department
of Agriculture.
SD-124
10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on the
Legislative recommendation of the
Vietnam Veterans of America, the Re-
tired Officers Association, American
Ex-Prisoners of War, AMVETS, and the
National Association of State Direc-
tors of Veterans Affairs.
345 Cannon Building

MARCH 23

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.
SD-138
10 a.m.
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-
ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration of the Department of
Commerce, and the Securities and Ex-
change Commission.
S-146, Capitol
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on the Mone-
tary Policy Report to Congress pursu-
ant to the Full Employment and Bal-
anced Growth Act of 1978.
SH-216

MARCH 29

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs
Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business; to be followed by
hearings on S. 1967, to make technical
corrections to the status of certain
land held in trust for the Mississippi
Band of Choctaw Indians, to take cer-
tain land into trust for that Band.
SR-485
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
2001 for the Department of the Interior.
SD-124
10 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Air
Force programs.
SD-192
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MARCH 30

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment.
SD-138

APRIL 4

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
2001 for the Bureau of Indian Affairs
and Office of the Special Trustee, De-
partment of the Interior.
SD-138

APRIL 5

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs
To hold hearings on S. 612, to provide for
periodic Indian needs assessments, to
require Federal Indian program evalua-
tions.
SR-485
10 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Army
programs.
SD-192
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APRIL 6

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.
SD-138

APRIL 11

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
2001 for the Department of Energy.
SD-138

APRIL 12

10 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on mis-
sile defense programs.
SD-192

APRIL 13

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration.
SD-138
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APRIL 26

10 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2001 for the De-
partment of Defense.
SD-192

SEPTEMBER 26

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on the
Legislative recommendation of the
American Legion.
345 Cannon Building

POSTPONEMENTS

MARCH 15

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs
Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business; to be followed by
hearings on the proposed Indian Health
Care Improvement Act.
SR-485

APRIL 19

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs

Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business; to be followed by
hearings on S. 611, to provide for ad-
ministrative procedures to extend Fed-
eral recognition to certain Indian

groups.
SR-485
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Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S705-S754

Measures Introduced: Two bills were introduced,
as follows: S. 2087-2088. Page S741

Affordable Education Act: Senate began consider-
ation of S. 1134, to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to allow tax-free expenditures from
education individual retirement accounts for elemen-
tary and secondary school expenses, and to increase
the maximum annual amount of contributions to
such accounts. Pages S716-36

Senate will continue consideration of the bill on
Thursday, February 24, 2000.

Appointments:

Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Commission:
The Chair, on behalf of the President pro tempore,
pursuant to provisions of Public Law 106-79, ap-
pointed Senators Inouye and Reed to the Dwight D.
Eisenhower Memorial Commission. Page S751

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Thomas M. Slonaker, of Arizona, to be Special
Trustee, Office of Special Trustee for American Indi-
ans, Department of the Interior.

Michelle Andrews Smith, of Texas, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of the Treasury.

E. Ashley Wills, of Georgia, to be Ambassador to
the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka, and
to serve concurrently and without additional com-
pensation as Ambassador to the Republic of
Maldives.

Loretta E. Lynch, of New York, to be United
States Attorney for the Eastern District of New
York.

4 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.

Routine lists in the Air Force, Army, Navy.

Pages S753-54
Measures Placed on Calendar: Page S738
Communications: Pages S738-39
Petitions: Pages S739-41

Statements on Introduced Bills:
D110

Pages S741-45

Additional Cosponsors: Pages S745-47

Authority for Committees: Page S747

Additional Statements: Pages S748-51

Privileges of the Floor: Pages S747-48

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m., and ad-
journed at 6:20 p.m., until 11:30 a.m., on Thursday,
February 24, 2000. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S751.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

WATER QUALITY

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Com-
mittee concluded hearings on water quality as it per-
tains to agriculture and forestry, and related provi-
sions of S. 2041, to amend the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act to exempt discharges from certain
silvicultural activities from permit requirements of
the national pollutant discharge elimination system,
focusing on the Environmental Protection Agency’s
proposed regulations with regard to the Total Max-
imum Daily Load program and the National Pollut-
ant Discharge Elimination System Program, after re-
ceiving testimony from Senator Thomas; Carol
Browner, Administrator, and J. Charles Fox, Asso-
ciate Administrator for Reinvention, both of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency; Dan Glickman, Sec-
retary, Richard Rominger, Deputy Secretary, and
James Lyons, Under Secretary for Natural Resources
and Environment, all of the Department of Agri-
culture; James A. Kraft, Plum Creek Timber Com-
pany, Seattle, Washington, on behalf of the Amer-
ican Forest and Paper Association; Paul Johnson,
Iowa Department of Natural Resources, Des Moines;
Roberta H. Savage, Association of State and Inter-
state  Water Pollution Control Administrators,
Washington, D.C.; Robert W. Adler, University of
Utah College of Law, Salt Lake City; and John Bar-
rett, Edroy, Texas, on behalf of the Texas Coastal
Coordination Council and the Management Com-
mittee of the Gulf of Mexico Program.
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KOSOVO

Committee on Armed Services: Committee concluded
closed hearings to examine the situation in Kosovo,
after receiving testimony from Walter B. Slocombe,
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; and Vice
Adm. Scott A. Fry, USN, Director, Operations Di-
rectorate, and Rear Adm. Lowell E. Jacoby, USN,
Director, Intelligence Directorate, both of the Office
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

MONETARY POLICY REPORT

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Committee concluded hearings on the Monetary Pol-
icy Report to Congress pursuant to the Full Employ-
ment and Balanced Growth Act of 1978, after re-
ceiving testimony from Alan Greenspan, Chairman,
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System.

AMTRAK

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation and Merchant
Marine concluded oversight hearings on the financial
outlook of the National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion (Amtrak), focusing on the findings of the Am-
trak Reform Council report, after receiving testi-
mony from Kenneth M. Mead, Inspector General,
Department of Transportation, Wisconsin Governor
Tommy G. Thompson, Madison, on behalf of the
Amtrak Reform Board; Gilbert E. Carmichael, Am-
trak Reform Council, and William W. Millar,
American Public Transportation Association, both of
Washington, D.C.; and Catherine L. Ross, Georgia
Regional Transportation Authority, Atlanta.

BUSINESS MEETING

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
ordered favorably reported the following business
items:

H.R. 2862, to direct the Secretary of the Interior
to release reversionary interests held by the United
States in certain parcels of land in Washington
County, Utah, to facilitate an anticipated land ex-
change;

H.R. 2863, to clarify the legal effect on the
United States of the acquisition of a parcel of land
in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve in the State of
Utah; and

S. 1936, to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to sell or exchange all or part of certain administra-
tive sites and other National Forest System land in
the State of Oregon and use the proceeds derived
from the sale or exchange for National Forest System
purposes, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

Also, Committee completed its review of those
programs which fall within the committee’s jurisdic-
tion as contained in the President’s proposed budget
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for fiscal year 2001, and agreed on recommendations
it will make thereon to the Committee on the
Budget.

WHITE RIVER NATIONAL FOREST

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land Management
held oversight hearings on the progress on revisions
of the White River National Forest Land and Re-
source Management Plan, focusing on biological di-
versity, recreation, travel management, roadless area,
management, special areas, and timber harvest, re-
ceiving testimony from Senator Allard; Lyle Laverty,
Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region, Forest
Service, Department of Agriculture; Randy Parsons,
White River Forest Alliance, and Beverly Compton,
Aspen Wilderness Workshop, both of Carbondale,
Colorado; John Swartout, Colorado Governor’s Policy
and Initiatives Office, and Jerry Abboud, Colorado
Off-Highway Vehicle Coalition, both of Denver;
Stan Broome, Club 20, Grand Junction, Colorado;
Tom C. Stone, Eagle County Board of Commis-
sioners, Eagle County, Colorado; Gary J. Severson,
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments,
Silverthorne; Andy Daly, Vail Resorts, Inc., Vail,
Colorado; Vera Smith, Colorado Mountain Club,
Golden; and Dorothea Farris, Pitkin County Com-
mission, Aspen, Colorado.
Hearings recessed subject to call.

EPA BUDGET

Committee on Environment and Public Works: Com-
mittee concluded oversight hearings on the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fiscal year 2001
for the Environmental Protection Agency, after re-
ceiving testimony from Carol M. Browner, Adminis-
trator, Environmental Protection Agency, who was
accompanied by several of her associates.

CHINA WTO ACCESSION

Committee on Finance: Committee held hearings on the
U.S.-China Bilateral Trade Agreement on China’s ac-
cession to the World Trade Organization, receiving
testimony from Charlene Barshefsky, United States
Trade Representative; Steve Van Andel, Amway Cor-
poration, Ada, Michigan, on behalf of the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce; William D. Ellis, Southern
Mills, Inc., Union City, Georgia, on behalf of the
American Textile Manufacturers Institute; Chris-
topher B. Galvin, Motorola, Inc., Schaumburg, Illi-
nois; and Jeffrey M. Swain, Townsends, Inc., Wil-
mington, Delaware, on behalf of the National Chick-
en Council and the USA Poultry and Egg Export
Council.
Hearings recessed subject to call.
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UNBORN VICTIMS OF VIOLENCE

Committee on the Judiciary: Committee held hearings
on S. 1673, to amend titles 10 and 18, United
States Code, to protect unborn victims of violence,
receiving testimony from Representative Graham,;
Eleanor D. Acheson, Assistant Attorney General, Of-
fice of Policy Development, Department of Justice;
Gerard V. Bradley, University of Notre Dame, South
Bend, Indiana; Ronald H. Weich, Zuckerman,
Spaeder, Goldstein, Taylor and Kolker, and Juley A.
Fulcher, National Coalition Against Domestic Vio-
lence, both of Washington, D.C.; Lt. Col. Michael ]J.
Davidson, USA, Army Judge Advocate, Third U.S.
Army, Fort McPherson, Georgia; Shiwona Pace, Lit-
tle Rock, Arkansas; William Croston, Charlotte,
North Carolina; and Joseph P. Daly, Middletown,
Ohio.
Hearings recessed subject to call.

INDIAN PROGRAMS BUDGET

Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded
hearings on the President’s proposed budget request
for fiscal year 2001 for Indian programs, focusing on
health care, housing, education, government, and law
enforcement, after receiving testimony from Kevin
Gover, Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Indian
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Aftairs; Michel E. Lincoln, Deputy Director, Indian
Health Service, Department of Health and Human
Services; Jacqueline Johnson, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development for Na-
tive American Programs; Michael Cohen, Assistant
Secretary of Education for Elementary and Secondary
Education; Jonathan M. Orszag, Assistant to the Sec-
retary and Director, Policy and Strategic Planning,
Department of Commerce; Mark C. Van Norman,
Director, Office of Tribal Justice, Department of
Justice; Susan Masten, National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians, and Christopher D. Boesen, National
American Indian Housing Council, both of Wash-
ington, D.C.; Julia Davis, Northwest Portland Area
Indian Health Board, Portland, Oregon; John W.
Cheek, National Indian Education Association, Alex-
andria, Virginia; and Eddie F. Brown, Washington
University George Warren Brown School of Social
Work, St. Louis, Missouri.

INTELLIGENCE

Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed

hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony

from officials of the intelligence community.
Committee will meet again tomorrow.

House of Representatives

Chamber Action

The House was not in Session. The House will
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, February 29 for
morning-hour debates.

Committee Meetings

No committee meetings are scheduled.

Joint Meetings
CYBER-THREATS AND THE U.S. ECONOMY

Joint Economic Committee: Committee concluded hear-
ings to examine the threat of cyber-terrorism and
hackers to both the United States high-tech infra-
structure and private sector, after receiving testimony
from Vinton G. Cerf, MCI WorldCom, Ashburn,
Virginia, on behalf of the Information Technology
Association of America; Roger C. Molander, RAND,
and Daniel T. Kuehl, National Defense University
School of Information Warfare and Strategy, both of
Washington, D.C.; Stephen E. Cross, Carnegie Mel-
lon University Software Engineering Institute, Pitts-

burgh, Pennsylvania; Fred Cohen, Sandia National
Laboratories, Livermore, California; and Mark Graff,
Sun Microsystems, Palo Alto, California.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
FEBRUARY 24, 2000

(Committee meetings arve open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation, to hold hearings on proposed budget estimates for
fiscal year 2001 for the Department of Defense, focusing
on safety initiatives, 10 a.m., SD—124.

Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, to hold hearings
on proposed supplemental appropriations for fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000 for foreign assistance to Co-
lombia, 10:30 a.m., SD-192.

Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State, and the
Judiciary, to hold hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 2001 for the Department of Commerce, 11
a.m., SD-138.

Committee on Armed Services: to hold hearings to examine
national security implications of export controls, and on
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S. 1712, to provide authority to control exports, 10 a.m.,
SD-419.

Subcommittee on Personnel, to hold hearings on pro-
posed legislation authorizing funds for fiscal year 2001
for the Department of Defense and the future years de-
fense program, focusing on recruiting and retention with-
in DOD and the Military Services, 2:30 p.m., SR—222.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: Sub-
committee on Housing and Transportation, to hold over-
sight hearings on HUD’s Community Builders’ Program,
9:30 a.m., SD-628.

Full Committee, to hold hearings on the nomination
of Kathryn Shaw, of Pennsylvania, to be a Member of the
Council of Economic Advisers; and Jay Johnson, of Wis-
consin, to be Director of the Mint, 2 p.m., SD-628.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to hold hear-
ings to examine the high cost and low supply of home
heating oil, crude oil, and transportation fuels, 9:30 a.m.,
SH-216.

Subcommittee on Forests and Public Land Manage-
ment, to hold hearings on S. 1722, to amend the Mineral
Leasing Act to increase the maximum acreage of Federal
leases for sodium that may be held by an entity in any
1 State; H.R. 3063, to amend the Mineral Leasing Act
to increase the maximum acreage of Federal leases for so-
dium that may be held by an entity in any one State; and
S. 1950, to amend the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 to
ensure the orderly development of coal, coalbed methane,
natural gas, and oil in the Powder River Basin, Wyoming
and Montana, 2:30 p.m., SD-366.
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Committee on  Environment and Public Works: Sub-
committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, to hold
hearings on proposed legislation authorizing funds for fis-
cal year 2001 for the Army Corps of Engineers, 10 a.m.,
SD—406.

Committee on Finance: to hold hearings to examine
Medicare reform, focusing on prescription drug costs for
seniors, 10 a.m., SD-215.

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine the AIDS crisis in Africa, 2:30 p.m., SD-419.

Committee on  Governmental Affairs: Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations, to hold hearings to examine
the day trading industry and its practices, 9:30 a.m.,
SD-342.

Select Committee on Intelligence: to hold closed hearings on
pending intelligence matters, 2 p.m., SH-219.

Committee on the Judiciary: business meeting to consider
H.R. 1658, to provide a more just and uniform procedure
for Federal civil forfeitures; S. 2042, to reform the process
by which the Office of the Pardon Attorney investigates
and reviews potential exercises of executive clemency; S.
577, to provide for injunctive relief in Federal district
court to enforce State laws relating to the interstate trans-
portation of intoxicating liquor; and other pending cal-
endar business, 10 a.m., SD—226.

Committee on Small Business: to hold hearings on the
President’s proposed budget request for fiscal year 2001
for the Small Business Administration, 9 a.m., SR—428A.

House

No committee meetings are scheduled.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
11:30 a.m., Thursday, February 24 12:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 29
Senate Chamber House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate will vote on final passage =~ Program for Tuesday: To be announced.
of H.R. 1883, Iran Nonproliferation Act; following

which, Senate will continue consideration of S. 1134, Af-

fordable Education Act. Also, Senate may consider any

other cleared legislative or executive business.
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Support Team by sending Internet e-mail to gpoaccess@gpo.gov, or a fax to (202) 512-1262; or by calling Toll Free 1-888-293-6498 or (202)
512-1530 between 7 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. Eastern time, Monday through Friday, except for Federal holidays. 1 The Congressional Record paper
and 24x microfiche will be furnished by mail to subscribers, free of postage, at the following prices: paper edition, $179.00 for six months,
$357.00 per year, or purchased for $3.00 per issue, payable in advance; microfiche edition, $141.00 per year, or purchased for $1.50 per issue
payable in advance. The semimonthly Congressional Record Index may be purchased for the same per issue prices. Mail orders to:
Superintendent of Documents, P.O. Box 371954, Pittsburgh, PA 15250-7954, or phone orders to (202) 512-1800, or fax to (202) 512-2250. Remit
check or money order, made payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or use VISA, MasterCard, Discover, or GPO Deposit Account.
T Following each session of Congress, the daily Congressional Record is revised, printed, permanently bound and sold by the Superintendent
of Documents in individual parts or by sets. {With the exception of copyrighted articles, there are no restrictions on the republication of
material from the Congressional Record.
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