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Gov. Mike Huckabee, Arkansas; Gov.
Frank Keating, Oklahoma; Gov. Jim
Geringer, Wyoming; Gov. Edward T.
Schafer, North Dakota; Gov. Frank
O’Bannon, Indiana; Gov. Kirk Fordice,
Mississippi; Gov. William J. Janklow,
South Dakota.

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, September 24, 1999.
Hon. MARY LANDRIEU,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: On behalf of the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, I am writing in
support of S. 25, the Conservation and Rein-
vestment Act of 1999. The Chamber has long
supported the concept that the federal gov-
ernment should share a portion of revenues
from Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) energy
production efforts with the coastal states
that may be affected by these activities.

S. 25 recognizes the contribution that
states make to national fuel production and
reducing our nation’s dependence on foreign
oil. It would direct more monies from leasing
and production activities to those states and
communities that shoulder the responsi-
bility for energy development along; their
coastlines. It would provide local commu-
nities with impact assistance funds to ad-
dress infrastructure problems and other pub-
lic service needs associated with federal off-
shore activities. It is a bipartisan conserva-
tion legislation that would help promote a
lasting legacy of natural resource steward-
ship for future generations.

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the
world’s largest business federation rep-
resenting more than three million businesses
of every size, sector, and region, applauds
your efforts to help remedy the disparity be-
tween states and the federal government in
offshore development and looks forward to
working with you to achieve this important

goal.
Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN,
Ezecutive Vice President,
Government Affairs.
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I

come to the floor today to say, as we
get down to the final days of these ne-
gotiations, even though we do not have
a bill out of the Senate or out of the
House, we do have a lot of language
that helps to show there is bipartisan
support for this effort. I am hoping the
appropriators, who are at the negoti-
ating table, will hear loudly and clear-
ly from hundreds and thousands of in-
dividuals and groups that there is a
better way to spend this money.

We realize we do not have all we
would like, but we would like the final
product of this Interior bill to come
out in a way that is reflective of the
principles I have outlined—Federal/
State partnership, coastal impact as-
sistance, full funding for land and
water, historic preservation, and wild-
life conservation, with current appro-
priated and authorized programs—not
anything new, just something a little
better, a little different, a little im-
proved.

As we are waiting for the final deci-
sions of today and how we are going to
proceed I wanted to take some time to
have these documents printed in the
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RECORD and to thank my colleagues on
this side of the aisle, particularly my
senior Senator from Louisiana, for his
tireless work; particularly Chairman
MURKOWSKI for his terrific work on this
issue as chairman of our committee;
particularly the members of the com-
mittee, Senator JOHNSON, Senator
BAYH, Senator LINCOLN, and others;
Senator SESSIONS, who has been a ter-
rific supporter.

I thank them for their work on this
bill and tell them we are moving for-
ward. We are building support and
building a bipartisan bill. Today was
good news when Chairman YOUNG and
the ranking member, GEORGE MILLER,
who had competing versions, came to-
gether and signed an agreement that is
very reflective of what I think the
American public wants us to do in this
Congress.

We may not be able to get it all done
this year, but we could make an impor-
tant downpayment, a first step towards
this historic conservation bill and
leave a real legacy for our children and
our grandchildren—not just a 1l-year
appropriation but a real legacy, as this
century ends, of which we can all be
proud and all share credit for some-
thing well done.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

The

SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I come
before the Senate today to speak about
a subject which has been the topic of
much political rhetoric in recent days:
Social Security. While there was a
time when not all in Congress acknowl-
edged this fact, Social Security’s long-
term solvency is crucial to today’s and
tomorrow’s retirees. There has never
been a more successful Government
program: Social Security has helped
cut the poverty rate of older Ameri-
cans by two-thirds. We must ensure
this program will survive well into the
21st century.

The current dispute centers on which
party is more committed to preserva-
tion of the Social Security program. I
must say that I am personally pleased
to see this development, which reflects
the fact that Social Security is truly a
consensus issue among the American
people. The current debate takes place
in the confusing world of arcane budg-
etary terminology and it is sometimes
difficult to sort out. However, in evalu-
ating the present-day claims and coun-
terclaims, the historic record clearly
shows that it is the Democratic Party
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which has consistently fought to pro-
tect the program since its inception in
the Social Security Act of 1935. And
though I could certainly be accused of
being biased on the question, I believe
that a close look will reveal unmistak-
ably that Democratic proposals to save
Social Security for future generations
greatly surpass the recent efforts of my
friends across the aisle in laying claim
to be the protectors of Social Security.

For example, let’s look at the com-
peting proposals to place a ‘‘lockbox’
around Social Security and see which
one truly best protects the benefits of
tomorrow’s recipients.

First, Democratic lockbox proposals
establish a Social Security and Medi-
care lockbox that precludes any por-
tion of the Social Security surplus or
any portion of the surplus reserved for
Medicare to be used for any purpose
other than to strengthen and preserve
these programs. Over the next 15 years,
the Democratic lockbox would protect
100 percent of the Social Security sur-
plus each year, and one-third of any
on-budget surplus for Medicare.

On the other hand, the Republican
lockbox proposal does not reserve any
of the projected surpluses for Medicare,
nor does it extend the life of the Social
Security trust fund, which, under their
proposals, will be insolvent in 2034.
Furthermore, in the absence of protec-
tions for Medicare, this critical pro-
gram is projected to be insolvent in
2015. Perhaps most importantly, the
Republican proposals include language
which creates a large potential loop-
hole for the lockbox protections. Spe-

cifically, if any legislation is des-
ignated as ¢‘‘Social Security reform
provisions’’—regardless of whether

such provisions help or hurt the inter-
ests of beneficiaries—lockbox surpluses
would not have to be used to pay bene-
fits and could be used for tax cuts. Fi-
nally, the Republican lockbox proposal
does not even require that such Social
Security ‘‘reform’ legislation extend
the solvency of the Social Security
program. Is this meaningful, long-term
protection for Social Security?

Some on the other side have accused
Democrats of raiding Social Security
surpluses, yet the bipartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office—whose head was
appointed by the Republican leader-
ship—has determined that spending
bills supported by the congressional
majority have already tapped into the
Social Security surplus by at least $13
billion. In belated recognition of this
fact, House Republicans have proposed
a 1.4 percent across-the-board cut in
the operating budgets of Federal agen-
cies. As a member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, I am loath to
take a step in the wrong direction just
after we have recently provided—on a
bipartisan basis—the Department of
Defense with much-needed budget re-
lief for both personnel and equipment
costs.
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But when we consider the impact of
recent congressional proposals on the
future of Social Security we must look
back no further than August 1999 when
the Republican majority pushed
through Congress a tax cut that, at the
time, I labeled a ‘‘convenient but fis-
cally irresponsible measure.” This tax
bill would have consumed virtually all
of the projected $1 trillion non-Social
Security budget surplus over the next
10 years, without setting aside any
funds for Medicare solvency. The direct
revenue loss was estimated at $792 bil-
lion over that period, and with the
sharply diminished surplus, higher in-
terest costs on the national debt would
bring the total to $964 billion. And the
projected $1 trillion surplus itself is de-
pendent on large cuts in national de-
fense, education, and other priority
programs. If one only assumes that
these programs are held at their cur-
rent levels, plus inflation, the pro-
jected 10-year surplus falls from $1 tril-
lion to $46 billion.

Clearly, enactment of this massive
tax cut, which the President appro-
priately vetoed, would have vastly
compromised and complicated our abil-
ity to preserve Social Security and
Medicare. No other action considered
in this Congress comes even close to
having this large a negative impact on
Social Security’s future.

We can continue to attempt to ‘‘one-
up’’ each other over who has the better
plan to protect the existing Social Se-
curity trust fund. In trying to set the
record straight from my own view-
point, I have spoken today from per-
haps a partisan perspective. However,
there is plenty of blame to go around
for our joint failure in this session of
Congress to use the unique opportunity
afforded by the long-sought end to
massive Federal budget deficits to
enact true Social Security reform to
protect the benefits of millions of fu-
ture recipients. The millions of Ameri-
cans who depend on Social Security for
themselves or their parents and grand-
parents, now and in the future, deserve
no less.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The 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 (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 625

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe
we have a unanimous-consent agree-
ment now. I will read it carefully, and
if there are any questions, Senator
DASCHLE may point them out. I believe
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it will be fair in the way it is going to
be handled and will allow us to com-
plete this important legislation hope-
fully by Tuesday or not later than
Wednesday of next week. It will allow
for, of course, relevant amendments
and second-degree amendments if any
will be in order to those, but it will
limit the nonrelevant amendments to
three on each side with an agreed-to
time.

Mr. DASCHLE. Will the majority
leader yield on that point for a ques-
tion?

Mr. LOTT. I will be glad to.

Mr. DASCHLE. As I understand this
agreement—I went through it in de-
tail—it will allow relevant second de-
grees to relevant amendments.

Mr. LOTT. I ran into that hornet’s
nest yesterday. There are a couple rel-
evant amendments that are certainly
worthwhile and actively supported, but
they also are very much opposed by
others who want to second degree
them. Clearly, that will be in order.

I thank Senator DASCHLE for working
with me on this, since the middle of
October actually. I believe this bill can
be considered and completed. Bank-
ruptcy reform is something we cer-
tainly want to do. I know the minority
leader has indicated his desire to have
three nongermane amendments in
order to the bill from Members of his
side of the aisle. Those are relative to
East Timor, agriculture, and minimum
wage. I hope all Members would allow
us to adopt this agreement in order for
the Senate to consider and approve this
very important bankruptcy reform bill.

On our side, we will have three
amendments, also, that relate to edu-
cation, drugs, and business costs. I will
specify that in a moment.

So I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate now turn to consideration of
Calendar No. 109, S. 625, the bank-
ruptcy bill, and following the reporting
by the clerk, the committee amend-
ments be immediately agreed to and
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table en bloc.

I further ask consent that all first-
degree amendments must be filed at
the desk by 5 p.m. on the second day of
the bill’s consideration and that all
first-degree amendments must be rel-
evant to the issue of bankruptcy, and/
or truth in lending/credit card agree-
ments, with the exception of three
amendments to be offered by the mi-
nority, or his designee, relative to agri-
culture, minimum wage/taxes, and East
Timor, and three amendments to be of-
fered by the majority leader, or his des-
ignee, regarding education, drugs, and
business costs.

I further ask consent that the 5 p.m.
filing requirement apply to each of
these nonrelevant amendments and
there be a time limit of 2 hours equally
divided on each nonrelevant amend-
ment, with the exception of the agri-
culture and drug amendments on which
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there will be 4 hours each for debate,
with no second-degree amendments in
order to these six issues and no mo-
tions to commit or recommit in order.

I further ask consent that at 3 p.m.
on Monday, November 8, the minority
leader, or his designee, be recognized to
offer the amendment relative to the
issue of minimum wage, and following
the debate the amendment be laid
aside, and the majority leader, or his
designee, be recognized to offer the
amendment relative to business costs,
and that the votes occur in relation to
the amendments at 10:30 a.m. on Tues-
day, November 9, with 1 hour equally
divided prior to the vote for concluding
debate. I further ask consent that the
first vote occur in relation to the mi-
nority amendment, to be followed by a
vote in relation to the majority amend-
ment, with 4 minutes prior to each
vote for explanation.

I further ask consent that following
the disposition of all of the above-de-
scribed amendments, the bill be imme-
diately advanced to third reading, that
the Senate then proceed to the House
companion bill, H.R. 833, that all after
the enacting clause be stricken, the
text of the Senate bill as amended be
inserted, the bill be advanced to third
reading, and a vote occur on passage of
the bill, without any intervening ac-
tion, motion or debate.

Further, I ask consent that the Sen-
ate insist on its amendment, request a
conference with the House, and the
Senate bill be placed back on the cal-
endar.

Finally, I ask consent that the ex-
change of the amendments by the two
leaders on the two issues regarding
minimum wage and business costs
occur at noon on Friday. If by 3 p.m.
either Member objects to the text of
the amendments, this agreement be
null and void and the bill be placed
back on the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right
to object, and I shall not, Mr. Presi-
dent, for the information of our col-
leagues, we have exchanged some of the
amendments that have been referred to
in this unanimous-consent request.
There may be minor alterations in
these two amendments that have been
exchanged. We will not have any major
changes in our amendments. And I as-
sume that while there may be minor
alterations, we do not anticipate any
consequential alterations in the
amendments to be offered by the Re-
publicans.

I ask the majority leader if that is
his understanding relating to edu-
cation and drugs.

Mr. LOTT. First, let me clarify one
error I made. Staff informs me I did
say: “If by 3 p.m. any Member objects.”
It should say: “‘If by 3 p.m. either lead-
er objects to the text of the amend-
ments, this agreement be null and void
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