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SENATE—Thursday, June 29, 2000

The Senate met at 9:30 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:

Gracious God, You are never reluc-
tant to bless us with exactly what we
need for each day’s challenges and op-
portunities. Sometimes we are stingy
receivers who find it difficult to open
our tight-fisted grip on circumstances
and receive the blessing that You have
prepared. You know our needs before
we ask You, but You wait to bless us
until we ask for help. We come to You
now honestly to confess our needs.
Lord, we need Your inspiration for our
thinking, Your love for our emotions.
Your guidance for our wills, and Your
strength for our bodies. We have
learned that true peace and lasting se-
renity results from knowing that You
have an abundant supply of resources
to help us meet any trying situation,
difficult person, or disturbing com-
plexity, and so we say with the psalm-
ist, ‘“‘Blessed be the Lord, who daily
loads us with benefits.””—Psalm 68:19.
Amen.

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SLADE GORTON, a Sen-
ator from the State of Washington, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I have been asked to
announce that we will resume consider-
ation of H.R. 4762. Under the previous
order, there will be closing remarks on
the bill with a vote on final passage to
occur at approximately 9:40 a.m. and
following that vote, a vote on or in re-
lation to the Frist amendment, which
is the Frist amendment to the Labor,
HHS, and Education appropriations
bill, will occur.

I have been asked to announce that it
is the leader’s intention to finish this
bill by midafternoon and then to pro-
ceed to the Interior appropriations bill.
I note a smile by our distinguished Pre-
siding Officer. He has the Interior bill.
But that is what the script says. We
will be pushing as hard as we can to ac-
complish that and get that done. Our
distinguished leader was in a perse-
vering, strong mood last night, and I
assume he will be this morning as well.
We want people who have amendments
to come to the floor. We will work out
a schedule and work out time agree-
ments so we can meet that demanding
schedule.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

———

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986
AMENDMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 4762,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4762) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code for 1986 to require 527 organi-
zations to disclose their political activities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 7
minutes for closing remarks, with 5
minutes of that time to be under the
control of the Senator from Arizona,
Mr. MCCAIN.

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes of my 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, de-
spite the claims in the press by some
opponents of this measure, this bill is
fair and evenhanded. It affects groups
on both sides of the political spectrum.
It is not aimed at any particular group
or players in the elections. It is aimed
at getting rid of secrecy. It is not an
attempt to silence anyone. It is an at-
tempt to give the American people in-
formation. They are entitled to have
this information about the groups who
flood the airwaves with negative ads
during an election campaign.

I thank all my colleagues who sup-
ported the McCain-Feingold-Lieberman
amendment on the Department of De-
fense bill. They can be proud of what
they did. With that vote, they have
started in motion a process that has
brought us to this day, when we will
quickly pass and send to the President
for his signature a good, fair, bipar-
tisan bill that does the right thing for
the American people.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I believe in
full disclosure of who is funding polit-

ical campaigns. The public has a right
to know who is paying for the political
advertisements and direct mail that
they see. While I think this bill may
not go far enough in requiring disclo-
sure of these groups, it is a first step
and that is why I support H.R. 4762.

H.R. 4762 requires disclosure for po-
litical organizations which are tax ex-
empt under section 527 of the Internal
Revenue Code. 527 organizations which
directly advocate the election or defeat
of a particular candidate for federal of-
fice are subject to federal election cam-
paign law disclosure obligations. How-
ever, 527 organizations that do not di-
rectly advocate for the election or de-
feat of a particular candidate are not
subject to these federal election cam-
paign laws and are not obligated to dis-
close the names of their contributors
nor how they send the contributions
they receive. This bill correctly adds
disclosure requirements to these 527 or-
ganizations so that the activities per-
formed and identity of contributors to
these previously undisclosed will be
available for public scrutiny, much
like those 527 organizations that have
to disclose under the federal election
laws.

I am also glad that this bill follows
the constitutional requirement that
revenue measures originate in the
House of Representatives. If the rev-
enue measure did not originate in the
House, then any member could subject
the bill to a ‘‘blue slip,” thereby void-
ing the entire bill, not just the part of
the bill that is a revenue measure. I op-
posed an amendment similar to this
bill a few weeks ago when it was of-
fered as an amendment to the Defense
Authorization bill because adoption of
that amendment would have subjected
the Defense Authorization bill to such
a ‘“‘blue slip’”’ challenge. Since we are
taking up a House-originated revenue
measure, I do not have the concerns
which forced me to vote against the
previous amendment.

However, I do have some concerns
with this bill. First, this bill is a tax
measure and tax measures should first
be addressed by this committee of ju-
risdiction, the Finance Committee.
This we have not done. In fact, the Fi-
ance Committee was scheduled to have
a hearing on July 12, 2000 to review this
and other similar legislation dealing
with disclosure of political activity by
tax-exempt and other organizations.
This hearing will not happen now and
we will not be able to have the Finance
Committee review how effective this
legislation will be.

My second concern is that this bill
may not do enough. By only focusing
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on disclosure in one type of tax-exempt
organization and not on others, we
leave open the use of the other type of
tax-exempt organizations by those who
want to hide their contributions and
activity behind the cloak of anonymity
that these tax-exempt organizations
provide. This view is shared by the
staff of the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation.

Finally, I am concerned that this leg-
islation requires the Internal Revenue
Service to do things that it is not pre-
pared to do with regard to disclosure.
For example, under the bill reported
out of the Ways and Means Committee,
the IRS could partner with another
agency—most likely the Federal Elec-
tion Commission—to provide that the
results of the 527 disclosure to the pub-
lic. Unfortunately, this and other tech-
nical matters that were addressed in
the Ways and Means Committee bill
were not incorporated in this bill. I
fear that we will have to address these
technical issues in the future in order
to make the disclosure provisions work
to effectively provide this information
to the public.

Because this bill is a first step and
that some disclosure is better than no
disclosure, I will vote for H.R. 4762.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the Brennan
Center for Justice expressing the view
that this bill requiring disclosure by
527 organizations is constitutionally
sound be printed in the RECORD.

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

BRENNAN CENTER FOR JUSTICE,
New York, NY, June 28, 2000.

DEAR SENATOR: I am writing to express the
views of the Brennan Center for Justice at
New York University School of Law on the
constitutional validity of attempts to seek
disclosure from organizations covered by
Section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code, as
contained in the Lieberman-Levin-Daschle-
McCain Bills (S.B. 2582 and 2583).

Senate Bill 2582 seeks to completely close
the current Section 527 loophole, under
which some organizations are claiming that
they exist for the purpose of influencing
electoral outcomes for income tax purposes,
but that they are not ‘‘political committees”
for purposes of federal election law. Senate
Bill 2582 clarifies that tax exemption under
Section 527 is available only to organizations
that are ‘political committees’” under
FECA. Senate Bill 2583 is a more limited bill,
which requires Section 527 organizations to
disclose their existence to the IRS, to file
publicly available tax returns, and to file
with the IRS and make public reports dis-
closing large contributors and expenditures.

Both of these bills are constitutionally
sound. Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976),
clearly established that groups whose major
purpose is influencing elections—the opera-
tive test under both the Federal Election
Campaign Act (FECA) and under Section 527
of the Internal Revenue Code—are appro-
priately subject to federal disclosure laws. A
close textual analysis of Buckley reveals that
the Supreme Court explicitly recognized the
legitimacy of mandatory disclosure laws for
organizations whose major purpose is influ-
encing elections.
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UNDERSTANDING BUCKLEY’S DISCLOSURE
LIMITATIONS

In Buckley v. Valeo, the Supreme Court
considered the constitutional wvalidity of,
among other things, various disclosure pro-
visions that Congress had enacted on federal
political activity. In general, the Court
found mandatory disclosure requirements to
be the least restrictive means for achieving
the government’s compelling interests in the
campaign finance arena. However, the Court
believed that, while it was constitutionally
permissible to require advocacy groups that
“‘expressly advocate” for or against par-
ticular federal candidates to comply with
federal disclosure laws, advocacy groups that
engage in a mere discussion of political
issues (so-called ‘‘issue advocacy’’) cannot be
subjected to public disclosure.

The Supreme Court was concerned that
FECA could become a trap for unwary polit-
ical speakers. Advocacy groups or individ-
uals that participate in the national debate
about important policy issues might discover
that they had run afoul of federal campaign
finance law restrictions simply by virtue of
their having mentioned a federal candidate
in connection with a pressing public issue.
The Court found that FECA’s disclosure pro-
visions, as written, raised potential problems
both of vagueness and overbreadth.

Under First Amendment ‘‘void for vague-
ness” jurisprudence, the government cannot
punish someone without providing a suffi-
ciently precise description of what conduct
is legal and what is illegal. A vague or im-
precise definition of regulated political advo-
cacy might serve to ‘‘chill” some political
speakers who, although they desire to en-
gage in pure ‘‘issue advocacy,” may be afraid
that their speech will be construed as
regulable ‘‘express advocacy.’’” Similarly, the
overbreadth doctrine in First Amendment
jurisprudence is concerned with a regulation
that, however precise, sweeps too broadly
and reaches constitutionally protected
speech. Thus, a regulation that is clearly
drafted, but covers both ‘‘issue advocacy’’
and ‘‘express advocacy’’ may be overbroad as
applied to certain speakers.

The Court’s vagueness and overbreadth
analysis centered on two provisions in
FECA—section 608(e), which adopted limits
on independent expenditures, and section
434(e), which adopted reporting requirements
for individuals and groups. For these two
provisions, the Supreme Court overcame the
vagueness and overbreadth issues by adopt-
ing a narrow construction of the statute that
limited its applicability to ‘‘express advo-
cacy.” However, the Court made it abso-
lutely clear that the ‘‘express advocacy’’
limiting construction that it was adopting
for these sections did not apply to expendi-
tures by either candidates or political com-
mittees. According to the Court, the activi-
ties of candidates and political committees
are ‘‘by definition, campaign related.”” Buck-
ley, 424 U.S. at 79.

The ‘“‘express advocacy’ limitation was in-
tended by the Court to give protection to
speakers that are not primarily engaged in
influencing federal elections. However, be-
cause candidates and political committees
have as their major purpose the influencing
of elections, they are not entitled to the ben-
efit of the ‘‘express advocacy’’ limiting con-
struction. The Supreme Court never sug-
gested, as no rational court would, that po-
litical candidates, political parties, or polit-
ical committees can avoid all of FECA’s re-
quirements by simply eschewing the use of
‘“‘express advocacy’” in their communica-
tions. As discussed above, the Supreme Court
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wanted to avoid trapping the unwary polit-
ical speaker in the web of FECA regulation.
However, for political parties, political can-
didates, and political committees, which
have influencing electoral outcomes as their
central mission, there is no fear that they
will be unwittingly or improperly subject to
regulation.
* * * * *

The Buckley Court’s first invocation of the
‘“‘express advocacy’ standard appears in its
discussion of the mandatory limitations im-
posed by FECA section 608(e) on independent
expenditures. Section 608(e)(1) limited indi-
vidual and group expenditures ‘‘relative to a
clearly identified candidate’” to $1,000 per
year. The Court, in analyzing the constitu-
tional validity of the $1,000 limit to inde-
pendent expenditures by groups and individ-
uals, focused first on the issue of unconstitu-
tional vagueness. The Court noted that al-
though the terms ‘‘expenditure,” ‘‘clearly
identified,” and ‘‘candidate’ were all defined
in the statute, the term ‘‘relative to’’ a can-
didate was not defined. Buckley, 424 U.S. at
41. The Court found this undefined term to
be impermissibly vague. Id. at 41. Due to the
vagueness problem, the Court construed the
phrase ‘‘relative to’’ a candidate to mean
‘“‘advocating the election or defeat of’’ a can-
didate. Id. at 42.

Significantly, the Court did not adopt a
limiting construction of the term ‘‘expendi-
ture,” which appears in a definitional sec-
tion of the statute at section 591(f). Rather,
the Court narrowly construed only section
608(e). Id. at 44 (‘‘in order to reserve the pro-
vision against invalidation on vagueness
grounds, §608(e)(1) must be construed to
apply only to expenditures for communica-
tions that in express terms advocate the
election or defeat of a clearly identified can-
didate for federal office.’’). The limitations
under section 608(e) apply only to individuals
and groups. Id. at 39-40. Political parties and
federal candidates have separate expenditure
limits that did not use the ‘‘relative to a
clearly identified candidate’ language, see
§§608(c) & (f), which was found to be problem-
atic in section 608(e)(1).

The Court, having solved the statute’s
vagueness problem, next turned to the ques-
tion of whether section 608(e)(1), as narrowly
construed by the Court, nevertheless contin-
ued to impermissibly burden the speaker’s
constitutional right of free expression. The
Court found the government’s interest in
preventing corruption and the appearance of
corruption, although adequate to justify con-
tribution limits, was mnevertheless inad-
equate to justify the independent expendi-
ture limits. Therefore, the Court held section
608(e)(1)’s limitation on independent expendi-
tures unconstitutional, even as narrowly
construed.

In sum, in this portion of its opinion, the
Buckley Court did not adopt a new definition
of the term ‘‘expenditure’ for all of FECA.
Rather, the Court held that the limits on
independent expenditures imposed on indi-
viduals and groups should be narrowly con-
strued to apply only to ‘‘express advocacy,”’
and that these limits were nevertheless un-
constitutional even as so limited. Because
the limits on independent expenditures in
section 608(e) were ultimately struck down
by the Court, the narrowing construction of
that section became, in a practical sense, ir-
relevant.

The only other portion of the Buckley deci-
sion that raises the ‘‘express advocacy’ nar-
rowing construction is the Court’s discussion
of reporting and disclosure requirements
under FECA section 434(e). It is here that the
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Court makes it absolutely clear, in unambig-
uous language, that political committees and
candidates are not entitled to the benefit of the
narrowing ‘‘express advocacy’ construction
earlier discussed in section 608(e).

The Court begins its discussion of report-
ing and disclosure requirements, by noting
that such requirements, ‘‘as a general mat-
ter, directly serve substantial governmental
interests.” Buckley, 424 U.S. at 68. After con-
cluding that minor parties and independents
are not entitled to a blanket exemption from
FECA’s reporting and disclosure require-
ments, the Court moved on to a general dis-
cussion of section 434(e).

As introduced by the Court, ‘‘Section 434(e)
requires ‘[e]very person (other than a political
committee or candidate) who makes contribu-
tions or expenditures’ aggregating over $100
in a calendar year ‘other than by contribu-
tion to a political committee or candidate’
to file a statement with the Commission.”
Id. 74-75 (emphasis added). The Court noted
that this provision does not require the dis-
closure of membership or contribution lists;
rather, it requires disclosure only of what a
person or group actually spends or contrib-
utes. Id. at 75.

The Buckley Court noted that the Court of
Appeals had upheld section 434(e) as nec-
essary to enforce the independent expendi-
ture ceiling discussed above—section 608(e).
Id. at 75. The Supreme Court, having just
struck down these independent expenditure
limits, concluded that the appellate court’s
rationale would no longer suffice. Id. at 76.
However, the Buckley Court concluded that
section 434(e) was ‘‘not so intimately tied”
to section 608(e) that it could not stand on
its own. Id. at 76. Section 434(e), which pre-
dated the enactment of section 608(e) by sev-
eral years, was an independent effort by Con-
gress to obtain ‘‘total disclosure’ of ‘“‘every
kind of political activity.” Id. at 76.

The Court concluded that Congress, in its
effort to be all-inclusive, had drafted the dis-
closure statute in a manner that raised
vagueness problems. Id. at 76. Section 434(e)
required the reporting of ‘‘contributions”
and ‘‘expenditures.” These terms were de-
fined in parallel FECA provisions in sections
431 (e) and (f) as using money or other valu-
able assets ‘‘for the purpose of . . . influ-
encing’”’ the nomination or election of can-
didates for federal office. Id. at 77. The Court
found that the phrase ‘‘for the purpose of

influencing” created ambiguity that
posed constitutional problems. Id. at 7.

In order to eliminate this vagueness prob-
lem, the Court then went back to its earlier
discussions of ‘‘contributions’ and ‘‘expendi-
tures.” The Court construed the term ‘‘con-
tribution” in section 434(e) in the same man-
ner as it had done when it upheld FECA’s
contribution limits. Id. at 78. It next consid-
ered whether to adopt the same limiting con-
struction of ‘‘expenditure’ that it had adopt-
ed when construing section 608(e)’s limits on
independent expenditures by individuals and
groups.

“When we attempt to define ‘expenditure’
in a similarly narrow way we encounter line-
drawing problems of the sort we faced in 18
U.S.C. §608(e)(1) (1970 ed., Supp. IV). Al-
though the phrase, ‘for the purpose of . . . in-
fluencing’ an election or nomination, differs
from the language used in §608(e)(1), it
shares the same potential for encompassing
both issue discussion and advocacy of a po-
litical result. The general requirement that
‘political committees’ and candidates dis-
close their expenditures could raise similar
vagueness problems, for ‘political com-
mittee’’ is defined only in terms of amount
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of annual ‘‘contributions” and ‘‘expendi-
tures,” and could be interpreted to reach
groups engaged purely in issue discussion.
The lower courts have construed the words
‘“‘political committee’” more narrowly. 7o
fulfill the purposes of the Act they need only
encompass organizations that are under the
control of a candidate or the major purpose of
which is the momination or election of a can-
didate. Expenditures of candidates and of ‘‘po-
litical committees’’ so construed can be assumed
to fall within the core area sought to be ad-
dressed by Congress. They are, be definition,
campaign related.

“But when the maker of the expenditures
is not within these categories—when it is an
individual other than a candidate or a group
other than a political committee—the rela-
tion of the information sought to the pur-
poses of the Act may be too remote. To in-
sure that the reach of §434(e) is not
impermissibly broad, we construe ‘‘expendi-
ture” for purposes of that section in the
same way we construed the terms of §608(e)—
to reach only funds used for communications
that expressly advocate the election or de-
feat of a clearly identified candidate”. Id. at
79-80 (footnotes omitted) (emphasis added).

The Court in Buckley could not have been
more clear. When applied to a speaker that is
neither a political candidate nor a political
committee, the term ‘‘expenditure’ in sec-
tion 434(e) must be narrowly construed under
the ‘‘express advocacy’ standard. However,
when applied to organizations that have as a
major purpose the nomination or election of
a candidate, the ‘‘express advocacy’’ limiting
construction simply does not apply. The ac-
tivities of these groups are, by definition,
campaign related, and legitimately subject
to regulation under FECA.

This, of course, is the only sensible reading
of FECA. To suggest that political can-
didates, political parties, or political com-
mittees can escape FECA’s regulatory reach
by merely eschewing the use of express
words of advocacy, reduces the law to mean-
inglessness. It may be necessary, as the
Court held, to give advocacy groups that are
not primarily engaged in campaign-related
activity a bright-line test that will enable
them to avoid regulatory scrutiny. But orga-
nizations whose very purpose is to influence
federal elections need no such safety net, and
have not been given one.

IMPLICATIONS FOR REGULATION OF SECTION 527
ORGANIZATIONS

FECA’s definition of a ‘‘political com-
mittee’”” mirrors the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice’s definition of a Section 527 ‘‘political or-
ganization.” Under FECA, a ‘‘political com-
mittee’’ is, among other things, ‘‘any com-
mittee, club, association, or other group of
persons which . .. makes expenditures ag-
gregating in excess of $1,000 during a cal-
endar year.” 2 U.S.C. §431(4)(A). The term
‘“‘expenditures” includes, among other
things, ‘‘any purchase, payment, distribu-
tion, loan, advance, deposit, gift of money or
anything of value, made by any person for
the purpose of influencing any election for Fed-
eral office.” 2 U.S.C. §431(9)(A)(i) (emphasis
added).

Under the Internal Revenue Code, a Sec-
tion 527 political organization is defined as
“‘a party, committee, association, fund, or
other organization (whether or not incor-
porated) organized and operated primarily for
the purpose of directly or indirectly accept-
ing contributions or making expenditures, or
both, for an exempt function.” 26 U.S.C.
§527(e)(1) (emphasis added). An ‘‘exempt
function’ within the meaning of section 527
“‘means the function of influencing or attempt-
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ing to influence the selection, nomination, elec-
tion, or appointment of any individual to any
Federal, State, or local public office of office in
a political organization, or the election of
Presidential or Vice-Presidential electors,
whether or not such individual or electors

are selected, nominated, elected, or ap-
pointed.” 26 TU.S.C. §527(e)(2) (emphasis
added).

Thus, any organization that is a Section
527 organization is, by definition, organized
and operated primarily for the purpose of
“influencing or attempting to influence the
selection, nomination, election, or appoint-
ment of any individual” to public office. See
26 U.S.C. §527(e)(2). Such an organization sat-
isfies the ‘‘major purpose’ standard estab-
lished by the Supreme Court in Buckley, and
may therefore be subject to reasonable pub-
lic disclosure of its sources of funding for its
political activities. Buckley offered protec-
tion to issue-oriented speakers and groups
that are not organized for the explicit pur-
pose of influencing election outcomes. Sec-
tion 527 organizations, however, are subject
to reasonable mandatory public disclosure
requirements by virtue of their central mis-
sion.

CONCLUSION

There is no question that the Supreme
Court in Buckley was concerned with pro-
tecting the rights of advocacy groups and in-
dividuals to engage in constitutionally pro-
tected ‘‘issue advocacy.”” The Court was par-
ticularly concerned that the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act, as written, would be-
come a trap for unwary or unsophisticated
political speakers. However, the Court also
recognized that there are some groups of
speakers—political candidates, political par-
ties, and political committees—whose major
purpose is engaging in electoral politics. For
these speakers, there is no danger of trap-
ping the unwary, and thus, the Court pro-
vided them with no special constitutional
protection. The actions of political can-
didates, political parties, and political com-
mittees are assumed to be campaign-related,
and they are therefore appropriately subject
to federal disclosure laws.

In order to qualify for tax exempt status
under Section 527 of the Internal Revenue
Code, an organization’s primary purpose
must be to influence election outcomes. Be-
cause a Section 527 organization is, by defini-
tion, primarily engaged in political activity,
it satisfies the ‘“‘major purpose’ test promul-
gated in Buckley. Thus, there is no constitu-
tional impediment to subjecting Section 527
Committees to reasonable disclosure laws.
The ‘‘express advocacy’’ protections that the
Supreme Court promulgated in order to pro-
tect unwary political speaker, as the Court
itself explicitly recognized, have no applica-
bility in the context of an organization
whose primary purpose is engaging in elec-
toral politics. Senate Bill 2582, which clari-
fies that tax exemption under Section 527 is
available only to organizations regulated as
‘“‘political committees” under FECA, as well
as the more limited Senate Bill 2583, which
simply requires public disclosure from Sec-
tion 527 organizations, will both withstand
constitutional scrutiny.

Very truly yours,
E. JOSHUA ROSENKRANZ,
President.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
while I support the objectives of this
legislation, I regret that the Senate
has chosen to rush ahead with a vote
on this matter without following the
customary Senate procedure. This bill
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should have been referred to its com-
mittee of jurisdiction, the Committee
on Finance, and that committee ought
to have had the opportunity to con-
sider all its implications.

In fact, Chairman ROTH and I agreed
to schedule a hearing on this matter
for July 12. We contacted election and
tax law experts to ask their opinions
regarding fundamental questions sur-
rounding Section 527 organizations.

As we thought, there are constitu-
tional questions, and the possibility of
unintended consequences that might
result from this or similar legislation.
The careful examination that Senator
ROTH and I had planned is going to be
cut short by our actions today. With-
out that careful examination, we can
only hope that our conduct will with-
stand judicial scrutiny and not create
additional problems.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleagues Senators
McCAIN, FEINGOLD and LIEBERMAN in
voting to send to the President H.R.
4762, a bill that hopefully will lead to
closing one of the gaping loopholes in
our Federal campaign finance laws. I
use the words ‘“‘lead to” because we
aren’t closing the so-called 527 loophole
here today—we are forcing the disclo-
sure of the contributors who use the
loophole. Just as the disclosure of soft
money hasn’t yet ended the soft money
loophole, this disclosure won’t auto-
matically close the 527 loophole. Most
of our reform work lies ahead. But, our
action today will hopefully give us mo-
mentum toward ending both the Sec-
tion 527 loophole and the soft money
loophole.

Having been in the Senate over 20
years, now, I’ve witnessed how slow
and frustrating the legislative process
can be, and I've also witnessed how we
as an institution can come together
quickly and directly when we see a
compelling need to do so. Senators
LIEBERMAN, DASCHLE, MCCAIN, FEIN-
GoLD and I introduced legislation in
the Senate, similar to H.R. 4762, in
April of this year. With the upcoming
November elections we were ever aware
of the explosion in sham issue ad cam-
paigns by anonymous contributors
across the country that the public was
going to experience this year without
Section 527 reform. We wanted to beat
the clock and get this legislation in
place in time to have an effect on this
year’s campaigns.

With the leadership of a committed
group in the House, and a significant
bipartisan majority supporting such re-
form in the Senate, we have been able
to do that. I commend the many dedi-
cated House members and Senators
who worked to bring this vote about
over the past few weeks. The reforms
we are passing today will have a mean-
ingful effect on the campaigns being
run this year.

The Section 527 loophole allows un-
disclosed, unlimited contributions.
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These are stealth contributions—tens
of millions of dollars of stealth con-
tributions that are off the campaign fi-
nance radar screen. How does that hap-
pen—that an organization that
claims—on its own—to exist for the
purpose of influencing an election can
receive unlimited contributions and
kept them secret? Well, it happens be-
cause these organizations seeking a tax
exemption under Section 527 of the In-
ternal Revenue Service Code say one
thing to the IRS to get the tax exemp-
tion and say the opposite to the Fed-
eral Election Commission to avoid hav-
ing to register as a political com-
mittee.

The Internal Revenue Service Code
defines an organization subject to a tax
exemption under Section 527 as an or-
ganization, ‘‘influencing or attempting
to influence the selection, nomination,
election, or appointment of any indi-
vidual to any Federal, State or local
public office . . .” The Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act defines a political
committee which is subject to regula-
tion by the FEC and that means disclo-
sure as an organization that spends or
receives money ‘‘for the purpose of in-
fluencing any election for Federal of-
fice.”” So people creating these organi-
zations are claiming, with a straight
face, that they are trying to influence
an election in order to get the benefits
of one agency while representing they
are not trying to influence an election
in order to avoid the requirements of
another. We often say, ‘“You can’t have
it both ways,” but persons forming
these organizations, Mr. President,
turn that saying on its head. They are,
so far, having it both ways, and our
campaign finance system and the re-
spect and trust of the American people
in our elections and government are
paying the price.

Section 527 was created by Congress
in the 1970’s to provide a category of
tax exempt organizations for political
parties and political committees. While
contributions to a political party or
political committee are not tax deduct-
ible, Congress did provide for a tax ex-
emption for money contributed and
spent on political activities by an orga-
nization created for the purpose of in-
fluencing elections. At the time Con-
gress established the tax exemption, it
assumed that such organizations would
be filing with the FEC under the cam-
paign finance laws for the obvious rea-
son that the language for both cov-
erage by the IRS and coverage by the
FEC were the same—‘‘influencing an
election.” Consequently it was as-
sumed that Section 527 didn’t need to
require disclosure with the IRS, since
the FEC disclosure was considerably
more complete.

The legislation before us would re-
quire Section 527 organizations to file a
tax return, something they are not re-
quired to do now, and disclose the basic
information about their organization
as well as their contributors over $200.
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As good and important as this bill is,
however, it does not stop the unlimited
aspect of these secret contributions,
nor the unlimited contributions per-
mitted through the soft money loop-
hole. This victory today is but one bat-
tle in the overall campaign to enact
the McCain-Feingold bill, and I look
forward to continuing to work with my
colleagues to make that happen.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to address an issue of importance
with respect to the 527 disclosure de-
bate, and that is the constitutionality
of H.R. 4762. I assert that the 527 disclo-
sure legislation is Constitutional.

Among other things, the legislation
requires 527 organizations claiming tax
exempt status to disclose their mem-
bers who make significant contribu-
tions to support the 527’s political ad-
vocacy. Some opponents maintain that
the legislation runs afoul of the Su-
preme Court ruling in NAACP v. Ala-
bama, where as most of you know, the
NAACP was protected from having to
disclose its membership list to the Ala-
bama government

The 527 disclosure legislation com-
plies with the Constitution’s protec-
tion of freedom of association upheld
in NAACP v. Alabama. It does not re-
quire the disclosure of membership ros-
ters, per se, just the members who are
making politically related donations.
More important, it does not constitute
a significant restraint on members’
rights to associate freely.

It is important to note that the cir-
cumstances are different here than
those that surrounded the Alabama
government’s treatment of the NAACP
during the 1950°’s and 1960’s. The Su-
preme Court recognized that the mem-
bers of the NAACP had every right to
be concerned for their own and their
families’ safety if their identities were
publicly disclosed. The prospect of pub-
lic identification would have signifi-
cantly discouraged people of color from
joining the NAACP. While political
contributors to 527 organizations may
prefer to avoid public scrutiny, they
have no need to fear for their lives as
a result of that scrutiny.

That said, public safety is by no
means the principal standard by which
the 527 disclosure legislation will be
judged. In the NAACP v. Alabama deci-
sion, the Supreme Court acknowledges
that a wvalid governmental purpose
must be weighed against the tendency
for the disclosure requirement to
abridge an individual’s freedom of asso-
ciation. The decision emphasized that
the governmental purpose for disclo-
sure—in this case to prevent corrup-
tion of the American political system—
must be achieved in the most narrow
manner possible.

Like our Congressional leaders, I be-
lieve the more disclosure the better—as
long as the associated requirements are
constitutional. Focusing narrowly on
527 organizations is one thing that sets
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H.R. 4762 apart from the Smith-McCon-
nell legislation, to ensure that the leg-
islation survives a constitutional test.
I would like to submit a copy of the
Smith-McConnell legislation, the Tax-
Exempt Political Disclosure Act, into
the record.

The Smith-McConnell legislation
sweeps in business and labor organiza-
tions. As I said, disclosing their polit-
ical activities is a laudable goal. I have
advocated a similar approach, but one
that would include bright line tests to
determine precisely when contribu-
tions and expenditures would have to
be disclosed. Those bright line tests,
such as limiting the disclosure require-
ment to a time period close to an elec-
tion, are lacking in the Smith-McCon-
nell bill.

Unlike business and labor organiza-
tions, which engage in activities com-
pletely unrelated to elections, 527’s are
clearly political organizations. 527 or-
ganizations by law must have the func-
tion of influencing or attempting to in-
fluence elections. The Supreme Court
in the Buckley decision upheld federal
disclosure laws for these types of orga-
nizations. When it comes to disclosure
laws for business and labor organiza-
tions, concerns about vagueness and
overbreadth come into play.

527 organizations proliferated during
the primary campaign season. Many
had obscure names that made it hard
to guess even the types of members
funding political advocacy on behalf of
each 527, much less their identities.
Contrary to the 527’s, most labor and
business organizations have established
identities, and clear-cut positions and
purposes that go beyond funding issue
ads. Since we have no window into the
world of 527’s, a disclosure requirement
is more valid when compared with a
disclosure requirement affecting labor
and business organizations.

Unlike most, if not all, labor and
business organizations, there is no way
to determine how many members there
are in a 527. In the example I often cite,
there were only two contributors, each
funneling what appears to be at least
one million dollars into the accounts
to be used for campaign advocacy.
While we may have no idea how many
contributors there are in a 527, or how
much each contributed, you can bet
their favored candidates know.

In a press conference announcing in-
troduction of his bill, Senator McCON-
NELL admits the ‘‘dubious constitu-
tionally’’ of his proposal. In order to
regain the American public’s trust, it
is important that we support a pro-
posal we feel confident will withstand
the Court’s scrutiny. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the legislation sent
to us by the House concerning disclo-
sure for so-called ‘‘Section 527 organi-
zations™.

I want to thank the efforts of those
involved in making this day a reality,
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and that includes a bipartisan group
from both sides of the aisle and both
sides of the Hill who have taken a lead-
ership role in working toward restoring
Americans’ faith in its election system.
Senator MCCAIN’s herculean efforts and
leadership on this issue have made to-
day’s vote possible. In addition, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD’s leadership has been in-
valuable, and Senators LIEBERMAN and
JEFFORDS and Congressmen SHAYS,
MEEHAN, and CASTLE, have worked very
hard to ensure that this legislation was
both considered and passed.

I believe that disclosure of campaign
activities is the most fundamental
component of campaign finance re-
form. On the one hand, proponents of
measures like the McCain-Feingold bill
point to greater disclosure as part and
parcel of additional reforms. On the
other hand, opponents have argued
that, rather than more comprehensive
reforms, what we really need is simply
more disclosure on what we already
have. So disclosure should be common
ground where we can all come to-
gether, a point proved by the over-
whelming support for disclosure of 527
organizations in the House on a vote of
385-39.

As we Kknow, these organizations
have incorporated under the 527 section
of the tax code to get tax exempt sta-
tus to influence federal elections, but
then they argue to the Federal Elec-
tions Commission that for their pur-
poses these organizations aren’t influ-
encing federal elections, simply be-
cause they don’t expressly advocate for
the election or defeat of a particular
candidate.

Right now, they don’t have to dis-
close any of their activity—who they
are, where they get their funding, and
where they spend their money. Under
this legislation, they will have to dis-
close on all their activities, and be-
cause political activities are all they
do, that is as it should be.

It has also been expressed that if we
are to target 527’s, we should also have
increased disclosure for other organiza-
tions that engage in political activi-
ties. And I couldn’t agree more. Be-
cause the American people ought to
know who these groups are, their
major sources of funding, and where
they are spending their money if they
are working to influence a federal elec-
tion. It’s that simple.

Prior to this vote on 527’s, we were
working on legislation that would do
just that—a bipartisan, bicameral
measure that would satisfy the con-
cerns that have also been raised about
the scope of disclosure—that it not be
so broad as to cover all manner of ac-
tivities that have nothing to do with
elections.

So we crafted a bill that was neither
overly broad or vague. We narrowly
and clearly defined political activities
as those that mention a candidate for
office, targeted specifically to the can-
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didate’s electorate, within a time
frame near an election. And we only
targeted large-scale communications
s0 grassroots organizations will not be
affected.

Our framework for this expanded dis-
closure drew from an amendment that
Senator JEFFORDS and I, along with
Senators MCcCCAIN, FEINGOLD,
LIEBERMAN, and others, developed and
introduced in early 1998. Based on a
proposal developed and advanced by
constitutional scholars, our measure
was designed to withstand constitu-
tional scrutiny, address some of the
most egregious campaign abuses, and
focus on areas where we know the Su-
preme Court has already allowed us to
go—Ilike disclosure.

We’ve already been to the Senate
floor twice with this language, and I'm
proud to say that the constitutional ar-
guments made against our provision
quite simply didn’t hold water. And a
majority of the Senate went on record
in support of our provision.

In short, the three major provisions
of the bill we were working on could be
summed up as follows—disclosure, dis-
closure, and, finally, disclosure. That’s
what we’re talking about here—sun-
light, not censorship. Not speech ra-
tioning, but information.

I cannot emphasize enough that our
effort would not have prevented anyone
from making any kind of communica-
tion at any time saying anything they
want. All we said is, if you’re attempt-
ing to influence a federal election, we
ought to know who you are, your major
sources of funding, and where you’re
spending your money.

As the Brennan Center for Justice
stated to me in a letter I had included
in the RECORD in our first debate on
Snowe-Jeffords, and I quote, ‘“‘As the
Supreme Court has observed, disclosure
rules do not restrict speech signifi-
cantly. For that reason, the Supreme
Court has made clear that rules requir-
ing disclosure are subject to less exact-
ing constitutional strictures than di-
rect prohibitions on spending.” So if
the Congress is truly serious about in-
creased disclosure, there is no reason
why they should be able to support our
approach.

The fact is, we all have to disclose as
candidates, and we should. Is it unrea-
sonable when we know groups running
ads or sending out mass mailings to
the public are influencing federal elec-
tions to ask them to disclose as well?

We know, for instance, that in the
1995-1996 election cycle, the Annenberg
Public Policy Center estimates that
between $135 to $150 million was spent
by outside groups not associated with
candidates on television ads. In the
last cycle, that number jumped to be-
tween $275 to $350 million—more than
double. But what we don’t know is how
much is being spent on efforts like
mass mailings or phone banks, or who
is funding them, and this legislation is
designed to tell us.
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As for those so-called issue ads, if
any doubt remains about the real in-
tent of many of the broadcast ads we
see, the Brennan Center recently re-
leased a report on television adver-
tising in the 1998 congressional elec-
tions. What did they find? When all the
ads were evaluated in terms of how
many within two months of the general
election were actually political ads and
how many were simply discussing
issues or legislation, 82 percent were
seen as campaign ads. Eighty-two per-
cent. There’s no question what these
ads are attempting to do—yet, under
current law, they fly right under the
radar screen.

So, in short, our bipartisan approach
got at the largest abuses while answer-
ing the critics who say that what’s
good for the 527 organizations are good
for other groups and unions and cor-
porations as well. Unfortunately, we
did not reach agreement with the
House on such an approach this year—
but our work generated momentum for
consideration and passage of this 527
bill. And we must look at this as a sig-
nificant first step. Hopefully, we will
have the opportunity to build on this
legislation with the broader approach
of Snowe-Jeffords.

The passage of this bill should also
make it that much more difficult for
those who supported it to now go back
and say we shouldn’t have greater dis-
closure for other groups engaging in
political activities when Snowe-Jef-
fords is introduced next year. In other
words, what we have done with this
legislation is to throw a boulder in
what has until this point been the still
and brackish pond of the campaign fi-
nance status quo, and the ripple effect
will continue expanding ever outward.

Again, I want to thank everyone in-
volved in this great victory and I hope
we will move forward to expand our ef-
forts on campaign finance reform in
the next Congress.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I understand that
this legislation would allow the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to partner with
other Federal agencies, principally the
Federal Election Commission, in a
manner similar to that contemplated
under the bill reported by the Ways
and Means Committee. Is that under-
standing correct?

Mr. FEINGOLD. That is correct. We
want to allow the Internal Revenue
Service to enforce these disclosure
rules with the assistance and coopera-
tion of the Federal Election Commis-
sion.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, as spon-
sor, I would like to make the final
comments.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this
debate has come a long way from the
days of trying to regulate the speech of
politicians and other major players on
the American political scene. Just a
few years ago, folks on the other side
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of the aisle were trying to get taxpayer
funding for elections, spending limits
for campaigns, and regulation of any
group that mentioned a candidate in an
ad two months before an election day.
As recently as last year, there were
measures being debated in the Senate
that would have devastated the Repub-
lican Party in trying to compete with
the Democrats and with well-funded
outside groups who are almost wholly
and completely affiliated with the
Democrats—groups such as the labor
unions, the plaintiffs’ lawyers, the Si-
erra Club, and the League of Conserva-
tion Voters.

This particular bill before us will not
put Republicans at a disadvantage in
this fall election. And, of course, it will
not put Democrats at any disadvantage
because it doesn’t affect their political
affiliates, the unions and the trial law-
yers. In fact, it’s hard to tell exactly
who will be put at a disadvantage by
this bill because there are so few
groups that will actually be impacted.
So, in many respects, it is a relatively
benign and harmless bill.

But, let me be clear, there is an im-
portant constitutional principle at
stake here—even though it may only
affect a handful of groups in this coun-
try. This bill takes us down the con-
stitutionally dubious path of disclosure
related to issue advocacy, which the
Supreme Court has said, falls outside
of the boundaries of government regu-
lation. In fact, the federal courts fol-
lowing Buckley v. Valeo have routinely
struck down attempts to regulate
speech that does not expressly advo-
cate the election or defeat of a federal
candidate. Just two weeks ago, the
Second Circuit Court of Appeals struck
down the latest attempt to regulate
issue advocacy as a clear violation of
the First Amendment. Nevertheless, I
say to my Republican colleagues, par-
ticularly those who are up for election
this year, that is a pretty hard argu-
ment to explain in a political cam-
paign. The constitutional distinction
between issue advocacy and express ad-
vocacy is complex and does not get re-
duced to a campaign commercial very
easily.

So in light of the limited impact of
this relatively benign bill, I rec-
ommend to my Republican colleagues
that they vote for this bill. I will not
be voting for it because I do think the
constitutional law in this area is rath-
er clear. But, ultimately, this is not a
spear worth falling on 4 months in ad-
vance of an election. This vote will in-
sulate them against absurd charges
that they are in favor of secret cam-
paign contributions or Chinese money
or mafia money.

With regard to the few groups who
may be in the 527 area, they will have
a choice to make, either to no longer
be organized under section 527 or to go
to court. And, these groups will have to
weigh the costs and make that choice.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today,
indeed, marks a seminal day in the bat-
tle to reform our electoral system and
restore the faith of the American citi-
zenry that ours is a government of and
for the people. This is a vote for cam-
paign finance reform. If the Senate ap-
proves this legislation, it will be the
first campaign finance reform bill to
become law in 21 long years. It will be
action that is long overdue.

Whether we want to admit the fact or
not, perception has an unfortunate
tendency to become reality. And the
American people perceive the Congress
as controlled by the monied special in-
terests. If we are to ensure the public’s
faith in its Government, we must oblit-
erate that perception. This bill, al-
though admittedly a very small step, is
a step towards ending that perception.
This is a step we should be proud to
take.

This bill will not solve what is wrong
with our campaign finance system. It
will not do away with the millions of
soft money dollars that are polluting
our elections. We must yet undertake
the task of doing away with soft money
and make our Government more ac-
countable to the people we represent.

It will give the public information re-
garding one especially pernicious weap-
on that is being used in modern cam-
paigns. It is an egregious and out-
rageous insult to the very principles of
how democracies function.

The bill is fair. It affects both par-
ties. It affects interests on both sides
of the aisle. It stifles no speech. It
curbs no individual’s rights, and it is
clearly constitutional. If the Senate
approves it today, it will become law,
and the American people will be well
served.

Before I close, I again thank the
many who were involved with this
issue. Many in the House courageously
fought to pass this legislation. I thank
and note again Congressmen CHRIS
SHAYS, MARTY MEEHAN, MIKE CASTLE,
LINDSEY GRAHAM, and AMO HOUGHTON
who all worked tirelessly on this legis-
lation. If it were not for their courage
and tenacity, we would not have this
legislation before the Senate today.

In the Senate, a bipartisan coalition
of those who believe in reform refused
to relent on this matter: Senators
SNOWE and LEVIN played key roles in
ensuring we move forward. Of course, 1
must pay special note of all the work
done by Senators LIEBERMAN and FEIN-
GOLD. I am proud not only to call them
friends but partners in this crusade to
return the Government to the people. I
could be in no better company.

As I noted last night to all those who
believe in reform, today is only the
first step, but it is a great first step
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and it is, indeed, a great day for democ-
racy and a Government that is ac-
countable to the governed. I urge my
colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. President, I yield my remaining
time to the Senator from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has 25 seconds
remaining.

Mr. McCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Con-
necticut be allowed to speak for 2 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague from
Arizona whom I have come to call our
commanding officer in the war for
campaign finance reform. I am proud
to serve under him.

In this long struggle to cleanse our
campaign finance system, we are about
to achieve a victory. In a campaign fi-
nance system that is wildly and dan-
gerously out of control today, we are
about to draw a line. We are about to
establish some controls based on the
best of America’s national principles.

The campaign finance reform adopt-
ed after the Watergate scandal had two
fundamental principles: that contribu-
tions to political campaigns be limited,
and that they be fully disclosed.

These so-called 527 organizations to-
tally violate and undermine both of
those principles. Individuals, corpora-
tions, and associations can give unlim-
ited amounts to 527 organizations, and
those contributions are absolutely se-
cret, unknown to the public. The con-
tributors then audaciously enjoy a tax
benefit for those contributions. Today,
we say no more of that. Unfortunately,
contributions will continue to be un-
limited to 527 organizations, but at
least now the public will know.

As Senator McCAIN indicated, this is
not the end of the effort to reform our
campaign finance system. It is only the
beginning, but it is a significant begin-
ning. I urge my colleagues across the
aisle to support it. I thank the Chair.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is, Shall the bill, H.R.
4762, pass? The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG) is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 92,
nays 6, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 160 Leg.]

YEAS—92
Abraham Edwards Lugar
Akaka Enzi McCain
Allard Feingold Mikulski
Ashcroft Feinstein Moynihan
Baucus Fitzgerald Murkowski
Bayh Frist Murray
Bgnnett Gorton Reed
B%den Graham Reid
Bingaman Gramm Robb
Bond Grams Roberts
Boxer Grassley Rockefeller
Breaux Hagel Roth
Brownback Harkin Santorum
Bryan Hatch Sarbanes
Bunning Hollings N
Burns Hutchinson SChu.mel
Byrd Hutchison Sessions
Campbell Jeffords Shglby
Chafee, L. Johnson Smith (NH)
Cleland Kennedy Smith (OR)
Cochran Kerrey Snowe
Collins Kerry Specter
Conrad Kohl Stevens
Craig Kyl Thomas
Crapo Landrieu Thompson
Daschle Lautenberg Thurmond
DeWine Leahy Torricelli
Dodd Levin Voinovich
Domenici Lieberman Warner
Dorgan Lincoln Wellstone
Durbin Lott Wyden

NAYS—6
Coverdell Inhofe McConnell
Helms Mack Nickles

NOT VOTING—2

Gregg Inouye

The bill (H.R. 4762) was passed.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, first, I
commend my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle for their persistence in ne-
gotiating a Section 527 disclosure bill
that has passed both chambers of Con-
gress. The overwhelming vote in both
the House and Senate in support of
H.R. 4762, a bill mirroring a successful
amendment we made to the Defense
Authorization bill several weeks ago, is
an important step in fixing our broken
campaign finance reform system.

Both parties have now acknowledged
that some change in our campaign fi-
nance laws is warranted, the first such
legislative consensus on this issue
since technical changes were made in
1979 to the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1974.

A majority has agreed that Section
527 organizations need to both follow
federal campaign law and to file tax re-
turns. H.R. 4762, like our amendment to
the Defense Authorization bill, re-
quires Section 527s to disclose any con-
tributors who give more than $200, and
report any expenditures of more than
$5600. Unlike our original amendment, it
requires a Section 527 organization
that fails to disclose contributions and
expenditures to the IRS to pay a pen-
alty tax on the amounts it failed to
disclose. The amendment we made to
the Defense Authorization bill would
have removed a Section 527’s tax ex-
empt status for the same violation. Al-
though not as severe a penalty, I be-
lieve that this change in the House
version of this legislation does reflect
the spirit of the original Senate
amendment.
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Although disclosure is only part of
the solution, the passage of H.R. 4762
ensures that the public understands
what these committees are, who gives
them their money, and how they spend
that money to impact election out-
comes. This law, once signed by the
President, will close a major loophole
and stop these stealth PACs from
skirting campaign finance require-
ments, and I was pleased to vote in
support of it. However, we still have
much to do.

We cannot, and must not, rest with
this vote today. Our campaign finance
system still needs major overhaul if we
are going to reduce the influence of al-
most unlimited amounts of campaign
cash on our electoral system. Until a
majority of our citizens believe again
that our government is ‘“‘by and for”
the people, we cannot stop our battle
to reform this process. We need to pass
a ban on soft money, reduce sky-
rocketing campaign expectations, and
return our electoral process to the peo-
ple, where it belongs. The power in our
country should rest with the vote, not
with the purse.

——————

THE DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS, 2001

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 4577,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 4577) making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health, and
Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Frist modified amendment No. 3654, to in-
crease the amount appropriated for the
Interagency Education Research Initiative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are now 7
minutes of debate prior to a vote on
the Frist amendment, with 5 minutes
under the control of Senator FRIST.

The Senator from Tennessee is recog-
nized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, my
amendment fully funds the Department
of Education’s share of the Interagency
Education Research Initiative, IERI,
which is a collaborative joint research
and development education effort be-
tween the Department of Education
and the National Science Foundation
and the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development.

Quality education depends on quality
research. We need to know the answers,
if our goal is accountability and stu-
dent achievement, on what works and
what does not work. As we all know,
advances in education, as in other
fields, depend on knowing what works
and what doesn’t. If you look at our
past investments in research in the
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field of education, pre-K through 12,
our efforts have been woefully inad-
equate in terms of dollars and in the
quality of the research that has been
produced in the past.

This is a joint collaborative effort,
where we link three agencies together
and demand accountability, credi-
bility, good science, and the exactness
of science in determining what works
and what does not work. The primary
objective of this joint program is to
support the research and development
and the wide dissemination of research-
proven educational strategies that im-
prove student achievement from pre-K
all the way through 12 in the key areas
of reading, mathematics, and science.

I urge my colleagues to support this
very worthwhile investment in our
children’s education.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Tennessee for
this amendment. It is a worthwhile
amendment. It is a relatively small
sum of money. We are prepared to ac-
cept it, as we have accepted a number
of amendments where the funds are not
too high, and where we can offset it
against administrative costs. I believe
this one can be held in conference. I
can’t make an absolute commitment
because we are going to have to bal-
ance this along with many others on
the administrative cost line. But I
think it is meritorious. We are trying
to meet the leader’s deadline of final
passage by midafternoon, and in the in-
terest of time and the value of the
amendment, we are prepared to accept
it.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I yield
back my remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG) is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 161 Leg.]

YEAS—98
Abraham Breaux Conrad
Akaka Brownback Coverdell
Allard Bryan Craig
Ashcroft Bunning Crapo
Baucus Burns Daschle
Bayh Byrd DeWine
Bennett Campbell Dodd
Biden Chafee, L. Domenici
Bingaman Cleland Dorgan
Bond Cochran Durbin
Boxer Collins Edwards
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Enzi Kerry Roberts
Feingold Kohl Rockefeller
Feinstein Kyl Roth
Fitzgerald Landrieu Santorum
Frist Lautenberg Sarbanes
Gorton Leahy Schumer
graham igv};n Sessions
ramm ieberman Shelby
Grams Lincoln Smith (NH)
Grassley Lott .
Hagel Lugar Smith (OR)
Harkin Mack Snowe
Hatch McCain Specter
Helms McConnell Stevens
Hollings Mikulski Thomas
Hutchinson Moynihan Thompson
Hutchison Murkowski Thurmond
Inhofe Murray Torricelli
Jeffords Nickles Voinovich
Johnson Reed Warner
Kennedy Reid Wellstone
Kerrey Robb Wyden
NOT VOTING—2
Gregg Inouye

The amendment (No. 36564) was agreed
to.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a Helms
amendment regarding school facilities
be included in the amendment se-
quence following the Dorgan amend-
ment.

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

The Senator from Iowa.

AMENDMENT NO. 3688
(Purpose: To prohibit health insurance com-
panies from using genetic information to
discriminate against enrollees, and to pro-
hibit employers from using such informa-
tion to discriminate in the workplace)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3688 and ask for its
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
Mr. DASCHLE, for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
HARKIN, and Mr. DoODD, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3688.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we
just received the amendment. I am
going to suggest the absence of a
quorum for the moment so we can look

at it. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we
have just had a discussion, and it may
be that someone on our side of the aisle
will want to offer a second-degree
amendment. We are prepared, and have
taken the quorum call off, on the as-
surance that that opportunity will be
present.

I ask unanimous consent at this time
there be 30 minutes of debate equally
divided, and that at the end of 30 min-
utes someone on our side will have an
opportunity, if he or she chooses, to
offer a second-degree amendment.

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

The minority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, this week, we got our
first glimpse of the first rough draft of
the human genetic code.

The public-private partnership
known as the Human Genome Project
is the genetic equivalent of putting
man on the moon.

By decoding our genetic makeup, re-
searchers may soon discover how to
cure and even prevent heart disease,
cancer, birth defects, and other serious
medical conditions.

We have every reason to be hopeful
about this breakthrough. But we also
have some reason to be concerned, be-
cause genetic information—used im-
properly—can also cause great harm.

Improvements in genetic testing can
determine whether a person has an in-
creased chance of developing breast
cancer, or colon cancer, or some other
serious illness—years before symptoms
even appear.

In the right hands, that information
could save your life. In the wrong
hands, that same information could be
used to deny you insurance, a mort-
gage, or even a job.

We need to make sure this new re-
search—which has been funded largely
by American taxpayers—is used to help
America’s families, not hurt them.
That is the goal of this amendment.

Francis Collins probably knows more
about the potential of genetic testing
than anyone in the world. He is the
head of the international research
team that makes up the Human Ge-
nome Project.

Listen to what Dr. Collins said on
Monday, the day the results of the first
phase of the Human Genome Project
were unveiled:

Genetic discrimination in insurance and
the workplace is wrong and it ought to be
prevented by effective federal legislation.

He added:

If we needed a wake-up call to say that it’s
time to do this, isn’t today the wake-up call?

Dr. Collins is right. It would be an
absolute travesty if a test that could
save your life ends up costing you your
job or your financial security.

Genetic discrimination isn’t just a
theoretical possibility. It isn’t just
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something that might happen in the fu-
ture. It is already happening—even
without the information the human ge-
nome promises to uncover.

It is already happening to people like
Terri Seargent.

Terri was a model employee who was
moving up the corporate ladder—until
the day a test revealed that she carried
a gene that might—here I emphasize
“might”’—make her more susceptible
to a potentially fatal pulmonary condi-
tion.

Before her employers saw those test
results, they used to give Terri glowing
job performance reviews. But after
they saw the results, they asked her to
resign. She did, because she had no
choice, because genetic discrimination
is not clearly prohibited—in the work-
place, or anywhere else.

The solution is obvious. Dr. Collins is
right. Our laws must keep pace with
advances in science and technology. No
one should suffer discrimination solely
because of his or her genetic makeup.

Last year, the President signed an
executive order outlawing genetic dis-
crimination in the workplace for Fed-
eral employees. It is now time to ex-
pand these important protections to all
Americans.

That is why I am offering, along with
my colleagues—Senators KENNEDY,
DopD, and HARKIN—the Genetic Non-
discrimination in Health Insurance and
Employment Act as an amendment to
this bill.

Our bill has three major components:

First, it forbids employers from dis-
criminating in hiring, or in the terms
and conditions of employment, on the
basis of genetic information;

Second, it forbids health insurers
from discriminating against individ-
uals on the basis of genetic informa-
tion; and

Third, it prevents the disclosure of
genetic information to health insurers,
health insurance data banks, employ-
ers, and anyone else who has no legiti-
mate need for information of this kind.

Discrimination based on genetic fac-
tors is just as unacceptable as that
based on race, national origin, religion,
sex or disability. In each case, people
are treated unfairly, not because of
their inherent abilities but solely be-
cause of irrelevant characteristics.

Genetic discrimination, like other
forms of discrimination, hurts us all. It
hurts our economy by keeping talented
people out of the workforce and dimin-
ishes us as a people. We cannot take
one step forward in science but two
steps back in civil rights.

And we will all pay the price in in-
creased health care costs if we allow
employers or insurers to use genetic in-
formation to discriminate. If fear of
discrimination stops people from get-
ting genetic tests, early diagnosis and
preventative treatments, they may suf-
fer much more serious and more expen-
sive health problems in the long run.
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And we all have to pay for that, as
well.

Finally, genetic discrimination un-
dercuts the Human Genome Project’s
fundamental purpose of promoting pub-
lic health. Investing resources in the
Human Genome Project is justified by
the benefits of identifying, preventing
and developing effective treatments for
disease. But if fear of discrimination
deters people from genetic diagnosis,
our understanding of the humane ge-
nome will be in vain.

A CNN/Time Poll released earlier
this week, found that a full 80 percent
of the respondents said genetic infor-
mation should not be available to in-
surance companies.

And almost half of all Americans be-
lieve there will be negative con-
sequences from the Human Genome
Project. I think we ought to prove
today that they are wrong.

Let us make sure that Americans are
not afraid to take advantage of break-
throughs in genetic testing. Dramatic
scientific advances should not have
negative consequences for our health
care.

We have an historic opportunity to
preempt this problem. Today, Congress
should expand the scope of its anti-
discrimination laws to include a ban on
genetic discrimination. I hope that my
colleagues will join me in supporting
this important amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the remainder of my time.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, ear-
lier this week, as the leader has point-
ed out, scientists announced the com-
pletion of a task that once seemed un-
imaginable; and that is, the deci-
phering of the entire DNA sequence of
the human genetic code. This amazing
accomplishment is likely to affect the
21st century as profoundly as the in-
vention of the computer or the split-
ting of the atom affected the 20th cen-
tury. I believe that the 2l1st century
will be the century of life sciences, and
nothing makes that point more clearly
than this momentous discovery. It will
revolutionize medicine as we know it
today.

Already, genetic tests can be used to
identify and help those who are at risk
for disease, and those who are already
diagnosed. Scientists are using new
knowledge gained from the genetic
code to design better treatments for
cancer, AIDS, depression, and many
other conditions and diseases.

Tragically, the vast potential of ge-
netic knowledge to improve health
care will go unfulfilled it patients fear
that information about their genetic
characteristics will be used as the basis
for job discrimination or other preju-
dices. To realize the unprecedented op-
portunities presented by these new dis-
coveries, we must guarantee that pri-
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vate medical information remains pri-
vate and that genetic information can-
not be used for improper purposes.

I commend our leader, Senator
DASCHLE, for offering this important
amendment that would do just that. It
would give the American people the
protections against genetic discrimina-
tion they need and deserve.

The amendment would prohibit
health insurers and employers from
using predictive genetic information to
discriminate in the health care system
and the workplace. It would bar insur-
ance companies from raising premiums
or denying patients health care cov-
erage based on the results of genetic
tests, and prohibit insurers from re-
quiring such tests as a condition of
coverage. In the workplace, the amend-
ment would outlaw the use of pre-
dictive genetic information for hiring,
advancement, salary, or other work-
place rights and privileges. And, be-
cause a right without a remedy is no
right at all, this important measure
would provide persons who have suf-
fered genetic discrimination in either
arena with the right to seek redress
through legal action.

In too many cases, the hopeful prom-
ise of genetic discoveries is squandered,
because patients rightly fear that in-
formation about their genes will be
used against them in the workplace or
the health system. That fear is clearly
well-founded. Today, employers and in-
surers can and do use this information
to deny health coverage, refuse a pro-
motion, or reject a job applicant—all
in the absence of any symptoms of dis-
ease.

Although many genetic discoveries
and technologies are new, the problems
they raise with respect to discrimina-
tion in insurance and in employment
have been with us for decades.

It was clear in 1973 that new develop-
ments in genetics had the potential for
enormous good, as well as significant
harm. That’s why I worked with the
scientific community to bring together
legal scholars, medical professionals,
and scientists at the Asilomar Con-
ference Center to assess the risks and
benefits of genetics. That conference
formed the basis for laws and estab-
lished procedures for the use of genetic
technology that helped create today’s
thriving biotechnology industry.

It was clear in 1993 and 1996 that ge-
netic tests and information had the po-
tential not only to help patients, but
also to harm them. That’s why we in-
cluded protections against genetic dis-
crimination in the Health Security Act
of 1993 and the Kassebaum-Kennedy
Act of 1996. While the Health Security
Act did not become law, Kassebaum-
Kennedy did. Its protections were an
important step forward, but were far
from complete. Insurers can still use
genetic information to outright deny
coverage or charge outrageous rates to
individuals who are currently healthy,
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but may have a genetic pre-disposition
to a particular disease or condition.

And, with this week’s announcement,
it is more clear than ever before that
in the year 2000 the American people
need strong federal laws to protect
them against the malicious misuse of
genetic data. The century may have
changed, but the problem of discrimi-
nation hasn’t—and neither has my
commitment to protect the American
people from discrimination in all its
ugly forms. Discrimination is discrimi-
nation whether it’s done at the ballot
box, on a job application, or in the of-
fice of an insurance underwriter who
denies an otherwise healthy patient
the health care they need based solely
on the result of a genetic test or med-
ical history of a family member.

This is the same form of discrimina-
tion that would be evident on the ques-
tion of race. Individuals have virtually
no kind of control over their genetic
makeup. What we are saying now is,
without these kinds of protections, it
will be permissible for insurance com-
panies or for employers to say: I am
not going to hire that person because
of the genetic makeup they have, be-
cause it may mean they are going to
get sicker over time and cost me in the
workplace. Therefore, I am going to
deny that person. On the other hand, it
will require workers to take the test as
a condition for employment. And then
if they find that their genetic makeup
demonstrates some kind of proclivity
to acquire this kind of disease, they
won’t hire them. That is what is hap-
pening. They are going to find out that
the workers are not going to take the
test, which is increasingly the case, be-
cause they don’t want to risk not being
hired in a particular employment situ-
ation.

What happens is, they put themselves
at greater risk of getting the disease
because they deny themselves all the
preventive health care that could keep
them healthy and avoid getting sick
and being more useful and valuable
citizens in the community.

Fear of genetic discrimination causes
patients to go without needed medical
tests. The Journal of the American
Medical Association reported that 57
percent of women at risk for breast or
ovarian cancer had refused to take a
genetic test that could have identified
their risk for cancer and assisted them
in receiving medical treatment to pre-
vent the onset of these diseases be-
cause they feared reprisals for doing so.

As the potential for discrimination
increases, more and more Americans
are becoming concerned about the dan-
ger that employers and insurers will
misuse and abuse genetic information.
Just this week, in the aftermath of the
historic completion of the genome se-
quencing project, a new CNN-Time
magazine survey found that 46 percent
of Americans believe that sequencing
the genome would have harmful re-
sults.
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Surely, using genetic information as
a basis for discrimination would be one
of the most harmful consequences of
this remarkable scientific accomplish-
ment. Experts in genetics are virtually
unanimous in calling for strong protec-
tions to prevent such a misuse of
science. Secretary Shalala’s advisory
panel on genetic testing—consisting of
experts in the fields of law, science,
medicine, and business—has rec-
ommended unambiguously that ‘‘Fed-
eral legislation should be enacted to
prohibit discrimination in employment
and health insurance based on genetic
information.”

Dr. Craig Venter, the president of the
company that led the privately-fi-
nanced genome sequencing effort, has
testified before the Joint Economic
Committee that genetic discrimination
is ‘““the biggest barrier against having a
real medical revolution based on this
tremendous new scientific informa-
tion.”

Without strong protections, the
health and welfare of large numbers of
our fellow citizens will be unfairly at
risk. Last week, I was proud to stand
with Terri Seargeant, a woman who
carries a genetic trait that can—if un-
treated—lead to a lung disease often
called ‘‘Alpha-1 deficiency.” Let me
emphasize that this trait only carries
the potential to develop the lung dis-
ease. If persons at risk for the disorder
take a simple genetic test and are ap-
propriately treated, they can prevent
development of the disease.

Terri Seargent is such a person. She
received a genetic test that revealed
her risk for this disease, and took the
preventive measures needed to avoid
the onset of symptoms. She worked
hard at her job and received consist-
ently positive performance reviews and
salary increases. Nonetheless, her em-
ployer—who had access to her medical
files and the records of her genetic
tests—decided to terminate this hard-
working, healthy employee. What are
we to conclude except that she had
been fired on the basis of her genetic
potential for disease?

And for every Terri Seargent, who
has suffered actual discrimination,
there are millions of men and women
across the nation who are either at
risk of genetic discrimination or fear
getting tested because of possible re-
prisals in the workplace or health sys-
tem.

National Human Genome Research
Institute, ‘“‘Already, with but a handful
of genetic tests in common use, people
have lost their jobs, lost their health
insurance, and lost their economic well
being because of the misuse of genetic
information.”

Make no mistake: The potential for
genetic discrimination is growing. Al-
ready DNA ‘‘chips’ are available that
can determine a person’s genetic traits
in only a few minutes. In the near fu-
ture, genetic tests will become even
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cheaper and more widely available
than they re today. If we do not pass
legislation to ban genetic discrimina-
tion, it may become commonplace for
an employer to require such tests, and
to use the results of these tests to de-
cide which employees to hire or pro-
mote and which to deny such advance-
ment, based in whole or in part on
their perceived risk for disease.

Even now, some employers require
information about a person’s genetic
inheritance as a condition of employ-
ment or part of the job application
process. A recent American Manage-
ment Association survey of more than
2,000 companies showed that more than
18 percent of companies require genetic
tests or family medical history data
from employees or job applicants. Ac-
cording to the same survey, more than
26 percent of the companies that re-
quire this information use it in hiring
decisions.

President Clinton recognized the
need for employees to be protected
from the dangers of genetic discrimina-
tion. In an action of great vision and
wisdom, President Clinton signed an
Executive order on February 8 of this
year to ban any use of predictive ge-
netic information as a basis for hiring,
firing, promotion or any other condi-
tion of employment in the federal
workplace. With the stroke of a pen,
the President instituted for federal
workers the types of protections that
this amendment would provide for all
workers and all patients.

Our amendment is strongly sup-
ported by leading patient groups, med-
ical professional societies, and sci-
entists. The need for these kinds of
protections has been clearly and re-
peatedly endorsed by the two leaders of
the genome sequencing project and by
experts in law, medicine, and science.
A host of editorial boards have written
in favor of congressional action to pro-
tect people in this area.

In many respects, people’s genetic
composition is essentially a blueprint
of their medical past and a crystal ball
of the possibilities for their medical fu-
ture. It is difficult to imagine more
personal and more private information.
This powerful information should be
shared between patients and their doc-
tors—not their employer and their co-
workers.

The threat of genetic discrimination
faces every American, because every
American carries unique genetic char-
acteristics that indicate risk of dis-
ease. This is not about Terri Seargent.
This is about each and every one of us,
and everyone we know.

The vote cast today in this Chamber
will help determine whether the secrets
of our DNA will be used for beneficial
or for harmful purposes. Congress
should give the American people the
strong and comprehensive protection
from genetic discrimination that they
need and deserve. I urge my colleagues
to vote for this amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
understand, it is the purpose of the
Senator from Pennsylvania now to
send a second-degree amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, has
time expired for the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we
have asked people on our side who have
worked on this in the HELP Com-
mittee to come over. We believe this
amendment addresses important con-
siderations and the objectives are very
valid: to stop discrimination in em-
ployment and in health coverage.

What we would like to do is have an
opportunity to propose a second-degree
amendment and then to arrange an or-
derly debate and have the votes. That
is going to take a few minutes for us to
accomplish. In the interim, it is our
hope that we can move along and get a
short time agreement on the Ashcroft
amendment, to present that and con-
clude it. By that time, our people will
be in a position to present the second-
degree amendment. We can figure out a
time agreement and move ahead.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator
from Pennsylvania is absolutely right.
We need to move on with this issue.
However, there are a number of people
who have come to the floor. We believe
it is appropriate they be allowed to
complete their statements. It may take
a little bit of time. Senator DASCHLE
has agreed at the appropriate time to
move on this and to go to something
else. But Senator KENNEDY would like
to finish his statement. There are oth-
ers who want to speak on this issue. We
would like to stay on this issue for a
while.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has the floor.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, might
I inquire of the Senator from Nevada
how long he would like to stay on it—
for 15 more minutes?

Mr. REID. I think it will take a little
more time than that.

Mr. KENNEDY. I could just take 2
more minutes to conclude.

Mr. REID. The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. SPECTER. What I would like to
do would be to establish a parameter.
This is the kind of subject which we
could usefully debate for several days.
I would like to see what our amend-
ment is on this side. We can compare
them. Then we are in a position to
have a discussion as to how long we
ought to spend. If we are to finish this
bill this afternoon or even today, we
are going to have to move through this
amendment. We have other com-
plicated amendments coming up.
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Mr. REID. That is very appropriate.
The Senator from Massachusetts de-
sires another 5 minutes; the Senator
from Connecticut, 156 minutes; the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, 10 minutes.
Senator HARKIN also wishes to speak.

Mr. SPECTER. We just had an offer
of 10 minutes.

Mr. REID. Senator KENNEDY, 5; the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. SPECTER. Did my colleague say
5 for Senator DORGAN?

Mr. REID. Senator DORGAN wishes 7
minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. So we have a total of
22 minutes—10, 7, and 5.

Mr. REID. Yes, with the under-
standing that we will come back for
further debate on this issue at a subse-
quent time.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be an
additional 22 minutes, at which point
we will return to the Ashcroft amend-
ment. After that, we will present a sec-
ond-degree amendment and work
through the time sequence.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
understand it, CBO says the cost im-
pact of this proposal on business is neg-
ligible but a destructive impact on in-
dividuals and society of the failure to
act will be immense.

On the part of this proposal that
deals with employment, without this
kind of amendment, those who have
been responsible for the breakthrough
in terms of the sequencing of the gene
understand very well, and have stated
repeatedly, we are going to have a new
form of discrimination in employment.
We want to avoid that. Two, from a
health point of view, if people don’t be-
lieve they are going to be secure either
in employment or in getting health in-
surance, they are not going to take the
tests and they are going to, therefore,
deny themselves the kind of treatment
that is going to be available to them in
order to remain healthy. So we ought
to take these steps that this amend-
ment includes; it is essential.

We already know from what is hap-
pening today that a number of people
aren’t taking these genetic tests be-
cause they fear genetic discrimination.
This is one of the most important
health issues we are going to face in
this century. It has been identified by
those on the cutting edge of progress in
terms of the sequencing of the gene. We
should take their advice and counsel
and accept the Daschle amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to
address this amendment, but first I
want to speak to another issue. I know
people are meeting on the conference
report on the emergency supplemental.
One of the provisions being considered
is whether to add the Nethercutt lan-
guage in the House supplemental.
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I care deeply about a lot of provisions
in the supplemental, including the Co-
lombian aid package, but I want to let
my colleagues know I will use what-
ever parliamentary procedure is avail-
able to me if that language comes over
on the emergency supplemental. I
know we all want to get out of here in
the next few days. I care about the bill,
but I also care about that language. I
think it is wrong for it to be included
in the bill. I want people to know I am
serious about this. I will use whatever
procedures are available to me when it
comes to the supplemental if the
Nethercutt language is included. I am
going to meet with members of the
conference shortly and express that
view there as well.

I strongly support what Senator
DASCHLE is proposing in his amend-
ment on genetic discrimination. The
world received wonderful news this
past week that the genetic code had
been deciphered. This discovery is
breathtaking in scope, and I suspect
over the next 50 years we are going to
see it change the nature of medicine in
this country. So it is really a remark-
able occurrence, one that has been her-
alded, and properly so, for giving us the
ability to understand ourselves better.
I applaud the remarkable work done by
the NIH and Celera.

Why is it important to offer this
amendment today in the context of
this bill? As we have seen with all the
advances in technology, generally—and
it has been a remarkable decade in that
sense, with the Internet and commu-
nications technology—there is a great
unease in the country about how much
information people have about us as in-
dividuals.

We pride ourselves, I suppose, on the
notion that we protect privacy in this
country. It goes back to the founding
days of our Republic. The right of pri-
vacy is as deeply rooted in the Amer-
ican conscience as almost any other
principle I can think of. Yet, there is
this uneasy sense that with the explo-
sion of technology, too many people
have too much information about us
that they ought not to have—at least
without our permission. The idea that
people can peer into our financial
records and our medicine cabinets and
that information can be disseminated
to broad audiences, violating our sense
of privacy, is of great concern. And the
genome breakthrough raises similar
issues.

Let me share with you one anecdote.
Last year I visited Yale University to
hear about some of the genetics re-
search that is being conducted there.
One of the studies is attempting to de-
termine the likelihood of certain
women developing breast cancer by
studying twin girls. They are getting
to the point where they can determine
almost at the birth, the possibility of
individuals contracting breast cancer
as adults. It is incredible information



June 29, 2000

to have. Imagine parents of a newborn
baby knowing, because of the genetic
makeup of that child, that the baby
has a possibility of contracting breast
cancer. All of a sudden, diets change
and lifestyles change. Prevention
measures can be taken. These are the
kinds of things the deciphering of the
genome is going to be able to do for us.

It is wonderful to be able to have
that kind of information. But imagine
just that the information Yale Medical
School is uncovering becomes avail-
able, as that child gets older, to an em-
ployer or to an insurance company—
not information that the person has
contracted the disease—but just that
they might possibly do so. Just that
predisposition for a certain illnesses
can have a devastating impact on
whether than individual gets insurance
or keeps their job.

This amendment says that when it
comes to that information—the pro-
pensity for acquiring these problems—
we ought to be able to protect people in
their jobs and in their ability to re-
ceive or get health insurance.

This need not be a partisan issue.
Senator DOMENICI and I, 3 years ago,
introduced legislation similar to this
bill. We thought it was critical to bring
up and address both insurance and em-
ployment discrimination. Two years
ago, many colleagues joined our col-
league from Maine, Senator SNOWE,
who also offered strong legislation pro-
tecting patients from genetic discrimi-
nation in insurance. We have an oppor-
tunity today, with the breakthroughs
announced on Monday of this week, to
really say as a body—Republicans and
Democrats across the board—this is an
area where we are going to, early on,
establish some ground rules when it
comes to the use of genetic informa-
tion.

I see that time has expired in terms
of my few minutes.

I want our colleagues to know how
important this amendment is, and I
urge them to support it when the vote
occurs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, am I to
be recognized for 7 minutes? Is that the
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 7 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I had
intended to speak about this amend-
ment. But I am compelled to speak
about the point that the Senator from
Connecticut discussed at the start of
his comments because it is so impor-
tant, and it is timely.

At this moment, I understand there
are meetings going on right now some-
where in this building by a small group
of people who are dealing with a piece
of legislation that was cobbled to-
gether around 3 o’clock in the morning
a couple of days ago dealing with the
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issue of imposing sanctions on food and
medicine around the world, and wheth-
er that will be added to the supple-
mental bill that will be considered per-
haps later today or tomorrow. If that is
added, in my judgment, it is going to
cause significant trouble.

Here is why: The House leaders have
done what I am reminded of as the
“Moon walk”. You know the Moon
walk Michael Jackson used to do. It
looked like he was walking forward,
but he was actually going backward.
That is what they have done with re-
spect to this issue of sanctions.

Senator DoDD from Connecticut, my-
self, and others are saying we ought to
end the use of sanctions on food and
medicine anywhere in the world where
it exists. This country has imposed
sanctions on the shipment of food and
medicine. It is wrong. When we take
aim at dictators, we hit poor people
and hungry people and sick people. It is
not the best of what America stands
for.

We ought to end all sanctions on food
and medicine. Yet what was done in
the House of Representatives 2 days
ago, in my judgment, comes up far
short. In fact, in some areas, it loses
ground.

I want to point out an article in the
Washington Post. I will come later
with the legislation itself. But the
Washington Post describes this legis-
lator from Florida who opposes elimi-
nating sanctions. She said the agree-
ment will make it as difficult as pos-
sible for such sales to take place with
respect to Cuba. Why? Because they
prohibit private financing of the sale of
food to Cuba. What is that about? It
has nothing to do with good or com-
mon sense. They are not trying to get
rid of sanctions. It has everything to
do with the irrational notion about
Cuba, and that if we can somehow re-
strict the food and medicine going to
Cuba, we will enhance America’s for-
eign policy. It is crazy. It doesn’t make
any sense at all.

Here is where we have sanctions:
Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea,
and Sudan. These countries are coun-
tries that our Government has decided
are not behaving properly. I support
slapping them with economic sanc-
tions. I do not support including food
and medicine in those sanctions.

I do not support using food as a weap-
on. We are trying very hard to get rid
of this practice of using food as a weap-
on. Seventy Senators voted last year to
stop using food as a weapon.

We have a provision in the Senate ag-
riculture appropriations committee
bill that will come to the floor of the
Senate within several weeks that in-
cludes an approach that will eliminate
the use of food and medicine as part of
our sanctions.

I think we ought not give up here. We
ought to fight on behalf of our family
farmers and others to say that we want
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to abolish the use of sanctions that in-
clude food and medicine.

The proposition that was cobbled to-
gether over in the House at 2 o’clock or
3 o’clock in the morning by some peo-
ple who really do not want to do this,
have made it seem as if they have made
progress in this area. But, in fact, they
have lost ground in a couple of cases,
and especially with respect to Cuba in
a couple of other circumstances. There
will be no U.S. sales of food to Cuba.
Canadian farmers can sell to Cuba. Eu-
ropean farmers can sell to Cuba. Ven-
ezuelan farmers can sell to Cuba.

Seventy Members of the Senate said
we ought to get rid of sanctions on the
shipment of food and medicine—yes, to
all countries, including Cuba. But now
we have cobbled together a deal some-
time early in the morning by a group
of people who are going to apparently
put it on a supplemental bill so we will
have a circumstance where we don’t
solve this problem. The proposal that
fails to solve this problem was not de-
bated in the House. It was not debated
in the Senate. But it was concocted at
3 a.m. in the morning and apparently
was stuck on a supplemental appro-
priations bill. It is the wrong way to do
it.

I just talked to a farm group that
supports this. When I asked them a
question about it, they admitted they
had not read the language. They read
the paper, I guess. The implication was
that I was impeding the efforts to re-
move sanctions.

Another major farm group has just
come out in opposition to it, saying
this doesn’t solve the problem; let’s
fight to solve the problem. The prob-
lem is that we include medicine and
food as part of our sanctions.

The solution is that this country
should not include food and medicine
in sanctions that we impose on these
countries. We should not use food as a
weapon.

It is a very simple proposition. Sev-
enty Senators have already weighed in
in the Senate saying let’s stop it. If
they would allow a vote in the House,
they would get 70 percent in the House
of Representatives as well.

I hope we will not decide to cave in
on this issue. Let’s not make the per-
fect the enemy of the good. But let us
at least continue to fight. We have
some more months in this legislative
session. We have a provision coming to
the floor of the Senate in about 3
weeks that includes a real effort to
stop using food and medicine as part of
our sanctions. Let’s fight for that.
Let’s not let a couple of people who run
the other body decide for us at 3 a.m.
in the morning what we were going to
do in this circumstance.

Let’s stand up and fight for family
farmers, and let’s fight for the moral
principles that this country ought to
hold dear. We should not use food and
medicine as a weapon any longer. This
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is not about Republicans and Demo-
crats.

Both administrations in recent years
have used this approach, and they were
wrong.

The Senate was right last year with
70 votes that said let us stop it.

And what was put together over in
the House is now billed as some sort of
a compromise. It is not a compromise
at all. It falls far short of what we
ought to expect. Those of us who are
clearheaded enough believe we should
not use food and medicine as part of
economic sanctions in this country.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield?

Mr. DORGAN. Yes.

Mr. DODD. I urge people to read the
bill. Unfortunately, a lot of people do
not read the legislation. But if you
read this legislation, section 808 im-
poses a prohibition on financing U.S.
assistance. One part of this says no
more sanctions. Then it says no more
sanctions, except—‘‘Notwithstanding
any of the provisions of this law, the
export of agricultural commodities,
medicine, and medical devices to the
government of a country’—as of June
1, 2000.

These are the countries that have
been termed by the Secretary of State
to be ‘‘terrorist states.”” Those are the
very countries. The only countries that
we have sanctions against are those
countries. The very countries we say
we have sanctions against are these
countries. If you are on the list on
June 1, 2000, none of this law applies.

Second, it says on financial assist-
ance that you can’t have any Govern-
ment support for Libya, Iran, North
Korea, and Sudan. And then, on private
financing, it says no financing on the
part of the U.S. Government, any State
or local government, private person, or
entity—including, I suspect, even for-
eign financing.

This says if sanctions are coming off,
then we eliminate all means of financ-
ing it—both public and private—and we
continue with the same list that was in
effect June 1, 2000, which lists only
countries on whom we have unilateral
sanctions.

This is a bill that needs more work.
The Senate Agriculture Appropriations
Subcommittee bill is vastly superior to
this. It is a bipartisan bill that col-
leagues cosponsored, and it deserves
the consideration of this body.

For those reasons, I will strenuously
object to the sanctions being included
as part of a supplemental.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of the Daschle
amendment to prohibit genetic dis-
crimination in employment. I com-
mend the Senator for his leadership in
this area, and I thank him for bringing
this amendment to the floor.

The issue of genetic discrimination is
a timely debate in light of the recent
announcement that science has con-
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quered the genetic code. This is a
major milestone that brings us closer
to finding cure for cancer, heart dis-
ease, diabetes, Parkinsons, M.S., and a
whole host of other tragic diseases.

The science is moving ahead rapidly,
and our standards for the use of that
science must not lag behind. We must
ensure that genetic information is not
used in discriminatory ways. If we do
not take a stand prohibiting discrimi-
nation based on one’s genetic make up,
we could jeopardize the benefits offered
by science. We must ensure that our
genetic finger print is used only for
good, and not as a tool to discriminate.

I've talked to many women in my
state who are concerned about breast
cancer. They know they should under-
go genetic testing to find out if they
are predisposed to breast cancer, but
they don’t. They avoid getting tested
because they are afraid that the results
could be used against them and could
adversely affect their employment or
insurance coverage.

They are concerned that if they use
the science, it will be used against
them. Enacting a tough federal ban on
genetic discrimination will give these
women, along with thousands of other
people across the country, the peace of
mind that they can take advantage of
the latest tools of medicine without
being taken advantage of in the proc-
ess.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment now. We have made a sig-
nificant investment in genetic re-
search. Let’s make sure that we all
benefit from this investment. If we act
now, we will ensure this information is
used to treat patients and not to penal-
ize them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Missouri, Mr. ASHCROFT, is recognized
to offer an amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3689
(Purpose: To protect Social Security and

Medicare surpluses through strengthened

budgetary enforcement mechanisms)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri (Mr.
ASHCROFT), for himself and Mr. VOINOVICH,
Mr. ALLARD, Mr. GRAMS, and Mr. ABRAHAM,
proposes an amendment numbered 3689.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end, insert the following:

On page , after line , insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE

SAFE DEPOSIT BOX ACT OF 2000.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘‘Social Security and Medicare
Safe Deposit Box Act of 2000”°.

(b) PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE SURPLUSES.—

June 29, 2000

(1) MEDICARE SURPLUSES OFF-BUDGET.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
net surplus of any trust fund for part A of
Medicare shall not be counted as a net sur-
plus for purposes of—

(A) the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment as submitted by the President;

(B) the congressional budget; or

(C) the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(2) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL SE-
CURITY AND MEDICARE SURPLUSES.—Section
312 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘(g) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL
SECURITY AND MEDICARE SURPLUSES.—

‘(1) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDG-
ET.—It shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget, or
conference report thereon or amendment
thereto, that would set forth an on-budget
deficit for any fiscal year.

*“(2) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION.—It shall not
be in order in the House of Representatives
or the Senate to consider any bill, joint reso-
lution, amendment, motion, or conference
report if—

““(A) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

‘“(B) the adoption and enactment of that
amendment; or

‘“(C) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in that con-
ference report,
would cause or increase an on-budget deficit
for any fiscal year.

‘“(3) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘on-budget deficit’, when ap-
plied to a fiscal year, means the deficit in
the budget as set forth in the most recently
agreed to concurrent resolution on the budg-
et pursuant to section 301(a)(3) for that fiscal
year.”.

(3) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—

(A) POINT OF ORDER.—Section 904(c)(1) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by inserting 312(g),” after
€310(d)(2),”.

(B) WAIVER.—Section 904(d)(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by
inserting ‘‘312(g),”” after *“310(d)(2),”.

(¢c) PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE SURPLUSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 11 of subtitle II of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
adding before section 1101 the following:
“§1100. Protection of social security and

medicare surpluses

“The budget of the United States Govern-
ment submitted by the President under this
chapter shall not recommend an on-budget
deficit for any fiscal year covered by that
budget.”.

(2) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The chapter anal-
ysis for chapter 11 of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by inserting before the
item for section 1101 the following:
€“1100. Protection of social security and medi-

care surpluses.”’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect upon the date of its enactment
and the amendments made by this section
shall apply to fiscal year 2001 and subsequent
fiscal years.

AMENDMENT NO. 3690
(Purpose: To establish an off-budget lockbox
to strengthen Social Security and Medicare)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID), for
Mr. CONRAD and Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes
an amendment numbered 3690.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike all after the first word and insert
the following:

TITLE —SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-
CARE OFF-BUDGET LOCKBOX ACT OF
2000

SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Social Se-
curity and Medicare Off-Budget Lockbox Act
of 2000”°.
SEC. 2. STRENGTHENING SOCIAL SECURITY

POINTS OF ORDER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 312 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 643) is
amended by inserting at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘(g) STRENGTHENING SOCIAL SECURITY
POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in order in
the House of Representatives or the Senate
to consider a concurrent resolution on the
budget (or any amendment thereto or con-
ference report thereon) or any bill, joint res-
olution, amendment, motion, or conference
report that would violate or amend section
13301 of the Budget Enforcement Act of
1990.”.

(b) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—

(1) POINT OF ORDER.—Section 904(c)(1) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by inserting ‘312(g),”” after
€310(d)(2),”.

(2) WAIVER.—Section 904(d)(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by
inserting ‘‘312(g),”” after ‘310(d)(2),”.

(c) ENFORCEMENT IN EACH FISCAL YEAR.—
The Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended in—

(1) section 301(a)(7) (2 U.S.C. 632(a)(7)), by
striking ‘‘for the fiscal year’ through the pe-
riod and inserting ‘‘for each fiscal year cov-
ered by the resolution’’; and

(2) section 311(a)(3) (2 U.S.C. 642(a)(3)), by
striking beginning with ‘“‘for the first fiscal
year’” through the period and insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘for any of the fiscal years covered
by the concurrent resolution.”.

SEC. 3. MEDICARE TRUST FUND OFF-BUDGET.
(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) GENERAL EXCLUSION FROM ALL BUDG-
ETS.—Title III of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘“EXCLUSION OF MEDICARE TRUST FUND FROM
ALL BUDGETS

“SEC. 316. (a) EXCLUSION OF MEDICARE
TRUST FUND FROM ALL BUDGETS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the re-
ceipts and disbursements of the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund shall not be
counted as new budget authority, outlays,
receipts, or deficit or surplus for purposes
of—

‘(1) the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment as submitted by the President;

‘“(2) the congressional budget; or

‘(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985.

“(b) STRENGTHENING MEDICARE POINT OF
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the House
of Representatives or the Senate to consider
a concurrent resolution on the budget (or
any amendment thereto or conference report
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thereon) or any bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that
would violate or amend this section.”.

(2) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—

(A) POINT OF ORDER.—Section 904(c)(1) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by inserting ‘‘316,”’ after ‘313,”’.

(B) WAIVER.—Section 904(d)(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by
inserting ‘‘316,”’ after ‘‘313,”".

(b) EXCLUSION OF MEDICARE TRUST FUND
FroMm CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET.—Section
301(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(2 U.S.C. 632(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘The concurrent resolu-
tion shall not include the outlays and rev-
enue totals of the Federal Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund in the surplus or deficit totals
required by this subsection or in any other
surplus or deficit totals required by this
title.”

(c) BUDGET TOTALS.—Section 301(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C.
632(a)) is amended by inserting after para-
graph (7) the following:

‘“(8) For purposes of Senate enforcement
under this title, revenues and outlays of the
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund for
each fiscal year covered by the budget reso-
lution.”.

(d) BUDGET RESOLUTIONS.—Section 301(i) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 632(i)) is amended by—

(1) striking ¢‘SOCIAL SECURITY POINT OF
ORDER.—It shall” and inserting ‘‘SOCIAL SE-
CURITY AND MEDICARE POINTS OF ORDER.—

‘(1) SOCIAL SECURITY.—It shall’’; and

(2) inserting at the end the following:

‘“(2) MEDICARE.—It shall not be in order in
the House of Representatives or the Senate
to consider any concurrent resolution on the
budget (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on the resolution) that would
decrease the excess of the Federal Hospital
Insurance Trust Fund revenues over Federal
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund outlays in
any of the fiscal years covered by the con-
current resolution. This paragraph shall not
apply to amounts to be expended from the
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund for purposes
relating to programs within part A of Medi-
care as provided in law on the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph.”’.

(e) MEDICARE FIREWALL.—Section 311(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 642(a)) is amended by adding after
paragraph (3), the following:

‘‘(4) ENFORCEMENT OF MEDICARE LEVELS IN
THE SENATE.—After a concurrent resolution
on the budget is agreed to, it shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill,
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that would cause a decrease in
surpluses or an increase in deficits of the
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund in
any year relative to the levels set forth in
the applicable resolution. This paragraph
shall not apply to amounts to be expended
from the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund for
purposes relating to programs within part A
of Medicare as provided in law on the date of
enactment of this paragraph.”.

(f) BASELINE T0O EXCLUDE HOSPITAL INSUR-
ANCE TRUST FUND.—Section 257(b)(3) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 is amended by striking
‘‘shall be included in all” and inserting
‘‘shall not be included in any”’.

(g) MEDICARE TRUST FUND EXEMPT FROM
SEQUESTERS.—Section 255(g)(1)(B) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘““Medicare as funded through the Federal
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund.”.
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(h) BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF HOSPITAL IN-
SURANCE TRUST FUND.—Section 710(a) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 911(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and’ the second place it
appears and inserting a comma; and

(2) by inserting after ‘‘Federal Disability
Insurance Trust Fund” the following: ‘‘, Fed-
eral Hospital Insurance Trust Fund”.

SEC. 4. PREVENTING ON-BUDGET DEFICITS.

(a) POINTS OF ORDER TO PREVENT ON-BUDG-
ET DEFICITS.—Section 312 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 643) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(h) POINTS OF ORDER TO PREVENT ON-
BUDGET DEFICITS.—

‘(1) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDG-
ET.—It shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget, or
conference report thereon or amendment
thereto, that would cause or increase an on-
budget deficit for any fiscal year.

“(2) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION.—Except as
provided by paragraph (3), it shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report
if—

““(A) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

‘“(B) the adoption and enactment of that
amendment; or

‘“(C) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in that con-
ference report,
would cause or increase an on-budget deficit
for any fiscal year.”.

(b) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—

(1) POINT OF ORDER.—Section 904(c)(1) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by inserting *‘312(h),” after
“312(2),”.

(2) WAIVER.—Section 904(d)(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by
inserting ‘‘312(h),” after ‘‘312(g),”’.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3689 AND 3690

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
want to address the amendment which
I sent to the desk because for decades,
in a business-as-usual context, Wash-
ington has constantly invaded various
trust funds to spend for a variety of
purposes and programs. One of those
trust funds was the Social Security
trust fund. We spent a lot of time and
energy finding a way to protect the So-
cial Security trust fund.

Having developed at least a budget
rule to protect the Social Security
trust fund, I think it is important for
us to look to the protection of other
trust funds that are important to the
well-being of the people of this country
and to protect them as well.

One of the other trust funds which re-
markably has been invaded over and
over and over again as a source for
spending money for a variety of Gov-
ernment programs has been the Medi-
care trust fund. For over 30 years,
working people have been contributing
to the country’s welfare by paying the
taxes they owe, paying their debts, sav-
ing for the future. Those values were
rejected inside the beltway when we
went into the trust funds in order to
meet our spending desires.
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Washington tried to impose its own
rules and values on the rest of the
country. These misdirected rules—
spending beyond our means, making
promises we did not keep, misleading
the American people about how their
money is being spent—for too long
these rules were allowed to continue.
We have taken some very strong steps
in the right direction.

Last year, this Congress took the
first step toward stopping this raid on
the Social Security trust fund by en-
acting the Social Security lockbox rule
on the budget resolution. That creates
a point of order against any budget for
spending money out of what would be
called the Social Security surplus. The
Social Security surplus is pretty easy
to understand. It is defined in our ac-
counting as the amount of money that
comes into Social Security because of
Social Security taxes that aren’t re-
quired in that year to meet the obliga-
tions in that year of Social Security.

Obviously, because we have a lot of
young people working now, we have far
more money coming in than we have
going out with the relatively small
group of older Americans consuming.
In the years ahead, though, when this
bulge of young people now contributing
to the fund become consumers of the
fund, we will need a lot of the money
they are sending in. That money they
are sending in is called the Social Se-
curity surplus. For years we spent
that. I worked very hard to stop that
spending. I worked to get included in
the budget resolution a measure that
would make it out of order for the Con-
gress to spend money on other things
that was sent in by taxpayers for So-
cial Security purposes. That is the pro-
tection of the Social Security surplus.

In addition, last year Senator
DOMENICI, Senator ABRAHAM, and I
tried several times to enact a law, not
just a budget rule which we did get put
in place, but a law which would protect
Social Security proceeds as a statutory
measure. Obviously, the President
would have to sign it for it to become
a law. The President said he wanted a
Social Security lockbox, but, unfortu-
nately, despite all the words of support
for saving the Social Security surplus
and locking away the surplus, the Sen-
ate was unable to end the filibuster by
Members of the Senate who opposed us
and their President on the issue.

Despite that opposition, Congress
was able to change how business in
Washington was done on the Social Se-
curity surplus. We are far better off as
a result.

Last year, for the first time since
1957, not one penny of the Social Secu-
rity surplus was spent. Again this year,
we passed a budget resolution that will
not touch the off-budget or Social Se-
curity surplus, the Social Security
trust fund. It will also provide tax re-
lief for married couples and dedicate
over $40 billion over the next 5 years to
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provide prescription drug coverage for
needy, older Americans who receive
Medicare.

When I saw what we accomplished
last year, I knew we could, as well, pro-
tect Part A of the Medicare surplus.
Part A of Medicare is the only Medi-
care provision of which there is a trust
fund. It is not funded out of the general
revenue. It is something people pay
specifically their taxes for, with an an-
ticipation that those resources will be
available.

On November 18 of last year, I intro-
duced S. 1962, the Social Security and
Medicare Safe Deposit Box Act. I did
this because Social Security is not the
only trust fund that has been raised
over the recent years, over decades.
Over the next 5 years, taxpayers will
pay in an estimated $179 billion more
into the Medicare Part A trust fund
than will be required to sustain the
purpose of that trust fund, which is pa-
tient hospital care in Medicare.

The amendment I offer today will add
the Social Security and Medicare Safe
Deposit Box Act to this pending bill.
The Social Security and Medicare Safe
Deposit Box Act takes the Medicare
Part A trust fund off budget and cre-
ates a permanent 60-vote point of order
in the Senate and a majority point of
order in the House against any budget
resolution or subsequent bill that uses
Medicare Part A or Social Security
surpluses to finance on-budget deficits.
This amendment protects the Medicare
Part A surplus in the same way we pro-
tect the Social Security surplus. It
says that Congress and the President
cannot consider the Medicare surplus
as part of the on-budget surplus. They
can’t look to this fund for ordinary
spending. Therefore, Congress and the
President should be unable to spend
the Medicare surplus for additional
spending or for additional tax cuts.

This lockbox protects the Medicare
trust fund from the raids of the past.
This is a historic time. I hope this will
be a historic day. In this, an election
year, we have an unusual bipartisan
opportunity to support this measure. It
is not surprising that this is the right
policy. It is the right thing to do. The
House of Representatives has already
taken this step to protect the Medicare
trust fund from invasion of spending
for other Government programs. Last
week, the House passed their version, a
little different version, of the Medicare
lockbox legislation, by a vote of 420-2.
The House bill was offered by Rep-
resentative Wally Herger and opposed
by only two House Members.

Now, there are a lot of Members of
this body who will want to protect, I
believe, the Medicare trust fund sus-
taining the capacity of our Govern-
ment to provide the hospitalization we
have promised to individuals who are
eligible for Medicare. I am pleased
there are Members of this body who
join me in cosponsoring this amend-
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ment, one of whom is Senator ABRA-
HAM from Michigan. He has been active
in the lockbox movement to protect
Social Security, to make sure that So-
cial Security is not invaded for other
spending, and much of the success we
have had in protecting every dime of
Social Security in the trust fund this
year should flow to Senator ABRAHAM
of Michigan. I am pleased he has en-
dorsed this and is a cosponsor of this
measure with me in the Senate.

It is just not several Senators who
endorse this. Both the Vice President
and the President of the United States
have endorsed enactment of a Medicare
lockbox such as the one I introduced
last November. Earlier this month Vice
President GORE announced his support
for this kind of proposal. On June 13,
GORE announced he would ‘‘place Medi-
care in a lockbox so its surpluses could
only be used to pay down the national
debt and to strengthen Medicare, not
for pork barrel spending or tax cuts.”

I am pleased that the Vice President
has endorsed this Medicare lockbox. I
welcome that support. Obviously, when
he says ‘‘so its surpluses,” he is refer-
ring to the kind of thing we are talking
about—dedicated tax resources de-
signed to support the program that are
in excess of the needs of the program in
any current year.

As we have already recounted this
morning, there are 175 billion of antici-
pated such surplus that would be di-
rected toward the Medicare trust fund
for Medicare Part A, which is the only
Medicare trust fund we have. I am
pleased he would endorse this concept.
I think it is a concept that is bipar-
tisan that deserves our support.

Two days ago, the President of the
United States called for protecting
Medicare Part A surpluses through a
lockbox. Allow me to quote from the
President’s announcement. This is
from a text provided by the adminis-
tration:

President Clinton is proposing to take
Medicare off budget. This would mean that,
like the Social Security surplus, the pro-
jected $403 billion Medicare surplus would
not count toward on-budget surplus and
therefore could no longer be diverted for
other purposes. Taking the Medicare surplus
off-budget would ensure that Medicare is
protected for paying down the debt to help
strengthen the life of the Medicare Program.

So the President has recognized there
are funds specifically paid in, and that
they are in surplus of what is needed
immediately to be paid out. He has in-
dicated that for those surpluses, we
should be safeguarding them with a
Medicare lockbox.

Let me quote further from the White
House release, because I believe the
President has described the Medicare
lockbox proposal in my amendment,
which I proposed last November, in a
very simple, understandable manner:

What taking Medicare off budget
means, the administration, speaking of
itself says, is:
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The Administration projects that if cur-
rent policies are continued, Medicare Part A,
which covers hospital expenses, will run a
surplus of $403 billion from [the year] 2001
through [the year] 2010. This surplus is the
excess of Medicare income, principally from
the 2.9 percent payroll tax, combined em-
ployer and employee, over benefit payments
and administrative costs. The Medicare sur-
plus has grown from $4 billion in 1993 to $24
billion in the year 2000.

I am still quoting the President and
the statement of the White House here:

Under previous budget accounting conven-
tions, this Medicare surplus was treated as
part of the total on-budget surplus and was
thus available for new spending on other pro-
grams or tax cuts.

By taking Medicare Part A off budget, the
President proposes to make it unavailable
for other spending or tax cuts.

That is exactly what I proposed last
November. I quote again from the
White House:

Instead, the projected baseline Medicare
surplus would be used to pay down the debt.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if I
might interrupt the distinguished Sen-
ator from Missouri for a moment?

Mr. ASHCROFT. I will be happy to
yield with the understanding that at
the conclusion of this interruption I
continue to have the floor for my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, without objec-
tion.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Missouri. We
were conferring about the last amend-
ment so I was unable to be on the floor
when this debate started. We are inter-
ested in a time agreement. I have just
discussed the matter with the Senator
from North Dakota, who has the sec-
ond-degree amendment. It would be in
the managers’ interest to see if we
could limit debate to 1 hour equally di-
vided on the first-degree and second-de-
gree amendment, and then have votes
on both amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ASHCROFT. Reserving the right
to object, I do not want to object, but
I want to clarify. How much time have
I consumed already with my expla-
nation? Maybe I should ask, is the hour
in addition to what I have already
used?

Mr. SPECTER. If it is acceptable to
the Senator from North Dakota. I
hadn’t discussed that with him earlier.

Mr. ASHCROFT. What I want to do is
protect the right of my colleague, Sen-
ator ABRAHAM from Michigan, to make
remarks. I don’t want to have con-
sumed all the time. That is what I am
interested in doing. So if we can work
something out with that in mind, I am
willing.

Mr. SPECTER. I ask the Senator
from Missouri, would 15 additional
minutes satisfy you on your side?

Mr. ASHCROFT. Let’s say we would
take 20 additional minutes?
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Mr. SPECTER. I suppose we then
have 30 minutes. I discussed 1 hour
equally divided with the Senator from
North Dakota, so you would have 30
minutes and 20 minutes on the other
side?

Mr. CONRAD. That will be accept-
able if the understanding is this is ‘‘on
or in relation to,” any votes ordered
for that period?

Mr. SPECTER. We would have two
votes then on the two competing
amendments: One on the Ashcroft
amendment, and one on the Conrad
amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. That would be on or in
relation?

Mr. SPECTER. On or in relation.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ob-
ject and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Conrad
amendment and the Ashcroft amend-
ment each be considered amendments
in the first degree; that there be 30
minutes for Senator CONRAD, 20 min-
utes for Senator ASHCROFT, and that
there be votes on both of their amend-
ments with no point of order being per-
mitted, and that the time of the votes
be determined later in the day by
agreement of the leaders.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

Mr. SPECTER. The Conrad amend-
ment will be voted on first.

Mr. REID. I was talking to Senator
CONRAD. I apologize.

Mr. SPECTER. The unanimous con-
sent agreement provides that each
amendment, the Conrad amendment
and the Ashcroft amendment, be con-
sidered as amendments in the first de-
gree; that the Conrad amendment be
voted on first, that there be no points
of order raised, that Senator CONRAD
will have 30 minutes, and Senator
ASHCROFT 20 minutes, and the time of
the votes will be determined later in
the day by agreement of the leaders.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will allow us to go into a quorum
call for a minute, Senator CONRAD and
I have a couple of things about which
we want to talk. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. F1TZ-
GERALD). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, just so no-
body will get nervous, I want to talk
about the schedule. I am working with
Senator REID on a couple unanimous
consent requests that we may offer
later. But I wanted to talk about the
progress being made and what our
hopes are.

I realize this is a very big, very im-
portant bill—the Department of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation Appropriations bill. It is impor-
tant we get it done, and it is important
we have a few minutes to think
through critical amendments that are
offered. We are in that process. I thank
the managers for what they have been
doing. I urge them to keep pushing for-
ward. The number of amendments has
been substantially reduced. The ones
still pending are not easy amendments.
But I think if we can keep focused, we
can complete this very important ap-
propriations bill at a reasonable hour
today.

I urge my colleagues, when they have
an amendment, when there is an
amendment on both sides, that we find
a way to accept them both or get a
vote on both of them and let the Sen-
ate speak its will and then move on. I
think that would be the best way to do
it.

What I really want to comment on
today about this bill, and others, is
that there are Senators thinking we
are going to finish tonight and there
won’t be votes tomorrow. Senator
DASCHLE and I have been indicating for
quite some time now that that is not
going to happen. We have to complete
this bill. I still would like to go to the
Interior appropriations bill. But we
also have a very important military
construction appropriations bill with a
title II that involves emergencies. That
has to be completed and considered by
the House Rules Committee, the House
has to vote, and then it comes over
here. That could be late this afternoon
or tonight or tomorrow or later. If
there are complications, it could take
more time than that.

I assure everybody that we are going
to be in session and voting tomorrow. I
think that hoping we can wave a magic
wand and miraculously complete this
bill and the other measures by a rea-
sonable time tonight is just not likely.

I wanted to say that now. Those who
have planes booked for 10 o’clock to-
night or 10 o’clock in the morning, you
better start making other arrange-
ments, unless you are willing to miss
votes. Quite often, some Senators
think that if enough of us leave, there
won’t be votes. That is not going to be
the case this time. This work is too im-
portant. I urge my colleagues to help
us get this very important work done
in this critical week.

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield, I
say to my colleagues that I was here
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last night about 7 o’clock when the ma-
jority leader came to the floor. To say
that he was upset is an understate-
ment. I heard him clearly that there
will be no more windows for the end of
this session.

I also say to the leader that it would
be a big help to those of us on the floor
if we could shorten the time of the
votes. We wasted tremendous time yes-
terday. We wasted at least 2% hours on
votes when people weren’t here. We
waited 20, 30 minutes for Senators on
both sides. I believe that if a vote is
completed within 15 or 18 minutes, we
should go on to something else. If peo-
ple miss a vote or two, everybody’s
record will be down a little bit, and it
will be the same for everybody.

Mr. LOTT. Obviously, the Senator
from Nevada is correct. We do allow
these votes to drag on too long, and we
should be prepared to cut them off
after the 15 minutes and the 5-minute
overtime. On both sides we try to be
understanding, but the more we are un-
derstanding, the more it is abused by
our colleagues. So, for today, I will
work with Democrats and Republicans
and be prepared to cut these votes off.
It could save us a lot of time.

Let me say to the Senator from Ne-
vada, we would not be making the
progress we have made on this and
other bills without his diligence, his
presence on the floor, and the hard
work he does. I appreciate that. Last
night, even though I was disturbed
about the timing because of commit-
ments that have been made, we worked
that out and we got a lot of good work
done last night. I thank those who were
involved.

————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 2340

Mr. LOTT. I have a unanimous con-
sent request I would like to propound
now. I believe the Senators involved in
this are on the floor. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate turn to the
consideration of the NCAA gambling
bill, S. 2340, and following the report-
ing of the bill by the clerk, the com-
mittee amendments be immediately
agreed to.

I further ask consent that there be 4
hours of debate on the bill, to be equal-
ly divided in the usual form, and only
relevant amendments be in order dur-
ing the pendency of the bill.

Finally, I ask consent that following
the conclusion of the time and the dis-
position of any amendments, the bill be
advanced to third reading and passage
occur, all without any intervening ac-
tion or debate.

I know Senator REID will want to
make some comments. This is an issue
that has been pending for some time.
We have tried to find a way to have it
as an amendment on other bills. I know
Senator BROWNBACK has been diligent
and also very much interested in this
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matter, as are other Senators, includ-
ing Senator McCAIN.

Senator REID has indicated he would
like to work with us on it. But I will
let him speak for himself.

Part of what I am doing here is this:
I made a commitment to the sponsors
to try to find a way to consider this on
some bill, or freestanding at some
point. In order to complete work on the
Department of Defense authorization
bill, now that we have worked through
the disclosure issue, this issue is one
we also need to find a way to address.
That is why I am asking for this con-
sent.

Mr. President, I submit that unani-
mous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I know the deep-
ness of feeling of the Senator from
Kansas, Mr. BROWNBACK. I have spoken
to him personally. I understand how he
feels about this issue. I also feel very
strongly about this issue.

I am willing to work with the Repub-
lican leadership and my leader to try
to work out some kind of freestanding
bill so this matter can be fully debated.
This is not an appropriate time to do
it. I say respectfully to the Senator
from Kansas and the majority leader
that we simply can’t do this now.

I have been here since Thursday on
the Labor-HHS bill that is before us. I
arrived home late last night, as every-
one else did. We are trying to carve out
amendments. This is just not an appro-
priate time to do it.

I say to my friend from Kansas that
I respect how he feels about this. There
are strong feelings on this issue. This
is an issue which should be debated. At
an appropriate time, we will do that.
Therefore, I object.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nevada yield?

Mr. REID. I would be happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The majority leader has the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold his objection?

Mr. REID. I would be happy to with-
hold. I withdraw my objection.

I also say this: Seeing the Senator
from Massachusetts here floods my
mind with the work that needs to be
done in this Chamber. We need to in-
troduce the minimum wage bill. We
have the Patients’ Bill of Rights and
prescription drugs. We have things to
do on education. In addition to my per-
sonal situation, I know the Senator
from Massachusetts is concerned about
those bills.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield for just a brief obser-
vation, as I understand the request of
the majority leader, this does not in-
clude any request to bring back the re-
authorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. Did the Sen-
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ator from Nevada hear that clearly? 1
did not hear that clearly.

Mr. REID. That is true.

Mr. KENNEDY. That is not to be in-
cluded.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I did not
include that. But I would be happy to
work up an agreement where we could
bring that back and have germane
amendments on the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, have an
agreed-to list of amendments that are
germane, so we can deal with that im-
portant issue. I will be glad to work
with Senator KENNEDY or anybody else
to try to get that agreement.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if
the majority leader will be willing to
yield for a moment, I appreciate his of-
fering this unanimous consent request.
I note that we have considered a num-
ber of items on various bills—whether
it has been items on prescription drugs
or different items that have come for-
ward.

This is one that has cleared through
the committee by a strong vote of 13-
2 with wide bipartisan support. The bill
itself has broad bipartisan support
across the country. It is an important
issue. We are having a lot of difficulty
with regard to our student athletes
being involved in gambling themselves
and referees in sporting events being
involved in gambling. The NCAA and
many of the sporting groups are saying
this is a problem.

Bigger than all of that, the lead gate-
way for college students getting into
addictive gambling is through sports
wagering. What we are trying to deal
with is the one place in the country
where this remains a problem and
where it remains legal.

I think we need to have a bill up and
a vote.

I ask my colleague from Nevada—he
has been so persistent on a number of
different issues to bring up to the
floor—when can we get this one up so
we can have a set timeframe for de-
bate? If the Senator from Nevada
would like to have a long period of
time, that is fine. I am willing to go as
short as an hour equally divided. But
can we get some idea of when we could
do this?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, under the
reservation, I will not reply to the sub-
stance of the statement made by my
friend from Kansas, but there are mer-
its on both sides of this legislation. I
would be happy to work with leader-
ship to find a time to bring this bill to
the floor.

In the meantime, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.
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HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS,
2001—Continued

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I think
we are now prepared to go ahead with
the Ashcroft amendment and the
Conrad amendment.

We propounded a unanimous consent
before, but I will repeat it.

There will be two votes on amend-
ments, each treated as a first-degree
amendment. The first vote will be on
the Conrad amendment in regular
order. The second vote will be on the
Ashcroft amendment. There will be no
points of order raised. Senator
ASHCROFT will have 20 minutes because
he already had time to speak. Senator
CONRAD will have 30 minutes to speak.

I ask unanimous consent.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the only addition I
would like is that the two votes occur
at 2 o’clock. We would be happy to
have other amendments. Can we finish
the debate on this? I know Senator
LAUTENBERG, our ranking member of
the Budget Committee, wishes to
speak. Senator CONRAD wishes to speak
on this matter. There are other Mem-
bers who want to speak. I think it
would be appropriate to lock in the
time on this.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if I
might respond, we want to come back
to the Daschle amendment with the
second-degree amendment. We want to
come back to the Dorgan amendment.
We have a Helms amendment. I urge
that we defer these votes until later
when we can have 10-minute votes. Per-
haps we can get the majority leader to
crack the whip, and, as the Senator
from Nevada suggested, stay on the
floor and limit them to 10 minutes, if
we are going to finish this bill by mid-
afternoon.

Mr. REID. There is no problem with
that. I hope we do not vote before 2
o’clock on these matters.

Mr. SPECTER. We will not vote be-
fore 2 o’clock.

May we proceed, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I want to
clarify: How much time will be avail-
able on the Ashcroft amendment?

Mr. SPECTER. Twenty minutes is re-
quested.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I would only indi-
cate that I know Senator DOMENICI
wishes to speak on this issue as well.

Mr. SPECTER. Would the Senator
like 30 minutes?

Mr. ABRAHAM. I think at least that
much time.

Mr. SPECTER. We will take 30 min-
utes. It will save time in the long run.

Mr. REID. Now we have others who
wish to speak. How long does Senator
CONRAD wish to speak?
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Mr. CONRAD. As long as it takes to
persuade my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. REID. As articulate as the Sen-
ator is, that should only take 10 min-
utes.

Mr. CONRAD. I need about 20 min-
utes.

Mr. REID. We should reserve 10 min-
utes for Senator LAUTENBERG.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would
like to be able to speak about 5 min-
utes, if possible.

Mr. SPECTER. Now we are up to 35
minutes.

Mr. President, the unanimous con-
sent request is modified to 35 minutes.

Mr. REID. Now we are up to 55.

Mr. NICKLES. We want equal time. I
insist on equal time.

Mr. SPECTER. We have already had
a considerable amount of time.

Mr. NICKLES. I would be happy to
yield it back if we don’t need it. I want
equal time.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent we proceed with 45
minutes on each side to get this mov-
ing.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield myself 5
minutes.
Mr. President, I previously spent

some substantial time in talking about
the need for a Medicare lockbox. I
spent time indicating that as Social
Security is off budget, I think it would
be good to protect Medicare with a
lockbox. In addition to talking about
the common sense of not taking trust
funds and spending them for things
other than that for which they were
paid into the trust fund, I indicated
there were a broad group of people who
supported this concept, including the
Vice President, who has endorsed the
concept of a Medicare lockbox, and the
President of the United States, who
very recently has endorsed the concept
of a Medicare lockbox.

I was in the midst of reading an ex-
tensive set of points that had been
made available by the White House
supporting the concept. I believe the
concept is worthy of our support.

I think it is important that we do it
with integrity, that we don’t leave any
gaping holes or opportunities for the
lockbox to be invaded or otherwise dis-
persed. It is important we not have a
lockbox that appears to be a lockbox
that doesn’t satisfy the idea of a
lockbox.
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I hope Senators will join with me and
with an almost unanimous House of
Representatives and join the President
and the Vice President of the United
States, who have all voiced support for
this concept of a Medicare lockbox.

When I came to Washington 5 years
ago, people said it would be impossible
to balance the budget, but we did it.
They said we could not and would not
balance the budget without using the
Social Security trust fund. We have
done it. And there are those who say
we cannot and will not balance the
budget and protect Medicare Part A
surpluses. But we can and we will. We
are more than halfway to this point.
The House has voted. The President
has expressed himself in support of a
lockbox, as has the Vice President.
Now it is the Senate’s turn.

I believe the Senate will sign a Medi-
care lockbox measure. That would send
a powerful message. A lockbox amend-
ment also requires the President to
protect Medicare and Social Security
by submitting a budget that does not
spend either surplus. We make these
changes. They are beneficial changes
for the people. I call upon the Members
of this body to enact a Medicare
lockbox that is durable and strong and
real—not one with loopholes but one
that will protect Part A Medicare sur-
pluses for expenditure for their in-
tended purpose.

It is with that in mind I ask my col-
leagues to vote in favor of the amend-
ment I proposed.

I ask unanimous consent the Senator
from Michigan, Mr. ABRAHAM, and the
Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD,
be included as a cosponsors.

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield the floor and
I reserve the remainder of my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 3690

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer a lockbox amendment
with Senator LAUTENBERG and Senator
REID designed to protect Social Secu-
rity and Medicare.

This amendment is simple but impor-
tant.

First, it says we must protect Social
Security surpluses each and every
year. The budget has finally been bal-
anced without counting Social Secu-
rity, and we must make sure it stays
balanced without counting Social Se-
curity and Medicare.

Second, my amendment takes the
Medicare hospital insurance trust fund
surpluses off budget to prevent those
surpluses from being raided for any-
thing but Medicare.

According to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, the Medicare trust
fund will run a surplus of over $400 bil-
lion from the year 2001 to 2010. Taking
these surpluses off budget and locking
them away will ensure that they are
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used only for Medicare and to pay down
the debt. Taking the Medicare trust
fund off budget, as in Social Security
off budget, will ensure that these pay-
roll taxes that workers pay will be used
to meet the future demographic chal-
lenges Medicare and Social Security
face.

We have reached a bipartisan agree-
ment that Social Security belongs off
budget and that its surpluses should be
preserved solely for Social Security.
For seniors, Medicare is just as criti-
cally important for financial independ-
ence in their golden years. It is now
time to give the same protection to
Medicare that we already accord to So-
cial Security, by taking Medicare off
budget, too.

Medicare is absolutely critical to the
health and economic well-being of
nearly 40 million senior citizens. Be-
fore Medicare, many of our senior citi-
zens were one major medical event
away from poverty. Today, our seniors
enjoy the security of knowing Medicare
is there for them. We should not put at
risk Medicare because of a failure to
protect Medicare from raids for other
purposes. We have been through this on
Social Security.

The amendment I am offering says
we are going to treat Medicare the
same as we are treating Social Secu-
rity. Unfortunately, the amendment of
the Senator from Missouri fails to do
that. It suggests it is a Medicare
lockbox, but it really isn’t. When we
examine the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri, we find there is a fatal
flaw. The fatal flaw is that the Senator
from Missouri has no enforcement
mechanism for its provision taking
Medicare surpluses off budget. In fact,
it does not move Medicare off budget.
It only removes Medicare surpluses off
budget.

The result is, under the Ashcroft
amendment, no point of order would
apply against legislation that uses
Medicare surpluses for other reasons.
Under the Ashcroft amendment, the
Medicare trust fund could be depleted
for any purpose, as long as the overall
budget remained in balance. Unfortu-
nately, because of the way the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri has
been drafted, it is opening Medicare to
raids for other purposes. That is a fatal
flaw. That is what my amendment cor-
rects. My amendment takes Medicare
trust fund surpluses off budget, pro-
tecting them with points of order so
there could not be a raid on Medicare.

Let me make my point as clearly as
I can. If we look at the fiscal year 2000,
we have a unified surplus projection of
$224 billion. Social Security is in sur-
plus by $150 billion. We will not permit
that to be raided.

Medicare is in surplus by $24 billion.
We will not permit that to be raided
under my amendment. But under the
amendment of the Senator from Mis-
souri, one could take every penny of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

the $24 billion in surplus in Medicare
because the overall budget would still
be in balance. That is the fatal flaw of
the amendment of the Senator from
Missouri. The Senator does not protect
these Medicare funds if the overall
budget is in balance. I don’t know if
that was realized by the other side, but
that is a fatal flaw. That is why the
amendment of the Senator from North
Dakota, my amendment, the amend-
ment I am offering with Senator LAU-
TENBERG and Senator REID, is critically
important; we would prevent any raid
on Medicare funds.

Our lockbox is simply stronger. We
establish points of order that protect
the integrity of the Medicare trust
fund in each and every year. Our plan
was drafted to make the Medicare trust
fund status exactly the same as Social
Security. For some reason, the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri has
been drafted differently. It does not
give the full protections to Medicare
that we have given to Social Security.
Why not?

If we look at the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974, and I direct my col-
leagues to page 17, on the bottom of
that page are laid out the specific pro-
tections we provide for Social Secu-
rity. We provide them for Medicare in
the amendment that I am offering. The
Senator from Missouri has failed to do
so. He has left them out. For some rea-
son he is giving lesser protection to
Medicare than we give to Social Secu-
rity. My amendment solves that fatal
flaw that is in the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri.

In our plan, we treat Medicare simi-
lar to Social Security by excluding all
receipts and disbursements of the Fed-
eral Hospital Insurance trust fund from
budget totals. We exclude the Medicare
trust fund from sequestration proce-
dures and create parallel Budget Act
points of order to protect the surplus
in the Medicare trust fund in each and
every year.

Our plan also creates a new point of
order against legislation that would
cause or increase an on-budget deficit.
So it protects the integrity of the
Medicare trust fund and the on-budget
surplus for debt reduction. Our plan
also strengthens existing protections
for Social Security by enforcing points
of order against reducing Social Secu-
rity surpluses in each and every year.

The Ashcroft amendment is silent on
Social Security. It has verbiage there,
but there is no new protection for So-
cial Security in the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri. Our amend-
ment adds a point of order against vio-
lating the off-budget status of Social
Security and requires Social Security
revenues and outlays to be set forth for
every fiscal year in a budget resolution
rather than for only the 5 years under
current law.

In addition, we strengthen existing
points of order protecting Social Secu-
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rity by enforcing points of order
against reducing the Social Security
surplus in every year covered by the
budget resolution rather than only in
the first year and the total of all years
covered by the budget resolution as
current law provides.

The amendment I am offering with
Senator LAUTENBERG and Senator REID
is very clear: We are protecting Social
Security and Medicare in a lockbox
that has real protections, and we treat
them in the same way. Unfortunately,
the proposal of the Senator from Mis-
souri creates a difference between the
protection we provide Social Security
and the protection we provide Medi-
care. The Senator from Missouri pro-
vides much less protection for Medi-
care than we provide Social Security.
It has a fatal flaw: no enforcement
mechanism. The result is, under the
Ashcroft amendment, the Medicare
trust fund could be depleted for any
purpose as long as the overall budget
remained in balance. That is a pro-
found mistake.

The amendment of the Senator from
Missouri would allow the Medicare
trust fund surplus in the year 2000 to be
raided of every penny. We should not
allow that. That is not a lockbox; that
is a ‘‘leakbox.” We are trying to con-
struct a lockbox here to protect Medi-
care, not a figleaf that will make peo-
ple believe we protected Medicare but
really open up a gigantic loophole that
would allow for raids on Medicare as
we used to see on Social Security.

This is a defining vote. Those who
care about protecting Social Security
and Medicare, and are serious about it,
will support our amendment. Those
who want a figleaf and a press release
will be in opposition.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. Who yields
time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from North Dakota
is going to yield the time. How much
time do the proponents of the second-
degree amendment have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
ponents have 34 minutes remaining.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the second-degree
amendment, which I am pleased to be
cosponsoring with Senator CONRAD.

This amendment would establish a
lockbox to protect both Social Secu-
rity and Medicare surpluses from being
raided to pay for other programs or tax
breaks. The amendment would take
Medicare completely off-budget, and it
would add iron-clad guarantees to en-
sure that neither Social Security nor
Medicare surpluses can be used for any
other purposes.

This amendment is based on a pro-
posal first put forward last week by
Vice President GORE. And I want to
commend the Vice President for his
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leadership in this area. As he has ar-
gued so forcefully, it is wrong for Con-
gress to use Social Security or Medi-
care surpluses as a piggy bank either
for tax breaks or new spending. In-
stead, Social Security and Medicare
should be taken off the table, and out
of the Federal budget.

Social Security already is officially
off budget. That is the law. There is a
bipartisan consensus that we should
not use Social Security surpluses for
any other purpose. We all agree on
that.

But what we have not all agreed on is
that Medicare surpluses should be pro-
tected, as well.

Senate Democrats have long argued
that Medicare must be included in any
Social Security lockbox. That is why
last year, when Republicans sought to
move a lockbox that dealt only with
Social Security, we held firm and in-
sisted on our right to offer at least one
amendment. The amendment we want-
ed to offer would have added Medicare
to the GOP proposal.

But the Republicans were so opposed
to that, they pulled the bill from the
floor. In fact, this happened several
times. Each time, we Democrats in-
sisted that Medicare be part of the
equation. And, each time, Republicans
said: No.

I am hopeful that Republican opposi-
tion to protecting Medicare is soft-
ening, and I give Vice President GORE a
lot of the credit for that. He has taken
the lead and put this issue at the fore-
front of the public agenda. With the
spotlight now clearly on the Congress,
I am optimistic that we will respond.

We should not respond with half-
hearted measures, like the bill ap-
proved in the House of Representatives
or the pending Ashcroft amendment.
We should do ti right, and that means
taking Medicare completely off-budget,
with all the procedural protections now
provided to Social Security.

That is what this amendment does.

It treats Medicare just as we are al-
ready treating Social Security. It says:
Medicare, like Social Security, will
now be taken completely off of the
Government’s books. It will not be
counted in the President’s budget cal-
culations. It will not be counted in the
budget resolution, and it will not be
used as a piggy bank for tax breaks, or
for any other Government programs.

The legislation also creates points of
order against any legislation that
would deplete the Medicare Hospital
Insurance Trust Fund for any other
purpose. Similar points of order al-
ready apply for Social Security. Medi-
care deserves the same protections.

In addition, the amendment would
protect Medicare from across-the-board
cuts that could be triggered if Congress
exceeds other budgetary limits. Under
current law—the so-called ‘‘pay-as-you-
g0”’ rules—if Congress raids surpluses
either for tax breaks or mandatory
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spending, Medicare automatically gets
cut. That is not right, and that will end
under this amendment.

In addition to taking Medicare off-
budget, the amendment also strength-
ens existing rules that protect Social
Security. For example, the amendment
would establish a supermajority point
of order against any measure that
would put Social Security back on
budget, or violate the prohibition
against including Social Security in a
budget resolution.

Our amendment also strengthens ex-
isting law by requiring every budget
resolution to include Social Security
totals for each year covered in the res-
olution, and then establishing a point
of order to protect those funds in each
year. This is an improvement over cur-
rent law, which protects Social Secu-
rity surpluses in the first year of a
budget resolution, and for the entire
period of the resolution, but not in
each individual year. There is no simi-
lar provision in the pending Ashcroft
amendment.

Mr. President, I want to take a mo-
ment to comment on the Ashcroft
amendment.

The Ashcroft amendment is described
as taking Medicare offbudget, some-
thing deserving consideration. But the
proposed amendment does not really do
it. It does not fully protect Medicare.
And the public must know why it is an
inferior proposal to the second-degree
amendment proposed by Senator
CONRAD and myself.

The Conrad-Lautenberg amendment
calls for more than a surface account-
ing change. Yes, we take Medicare’s
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund off-
budget, and that’s important. But we
are also insisting that we include pro-
cedural protections against any budget
resolution or legislation that would use
Medicare funds for other purposes, and
permit undermining its solvency.

We do that by establishing a process
that will protect Medicare by requiring
a 60-vote point of order against any
legislation that would invade the trust
fund’s solvency to be used for other
purposes. Under our amendment, if you
want to use Medicare funds to pay for
tax breaks, or for anything else, you
will need those 60 votes to do it.

That is not true of the prevailing
amendment, however. The Ashcroft
amendment isn’t really able to protect
Medicare. It does establish a point of
order, a higher hurdle, that obstructs
creation of a larger budget deficit. And
that’s a good thing that will help pro-
mote debt reduction.

But preventing an on-budget deficit
is not the same thing as protecting the
Medicare Trust Fund.

For example, if legislation was pro-
posed that reduced revenues into Medi-
care’s Trust Fund and increased the
possibility of earlier Medicare insol-
vency, that legislation would not be
subject to a point of order under the
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present Ashcroft amendment. That is
because, again, the Ashcroft amend-
ment isn’t really designed to protect
the solvency of Medicare. It is only de-
signed to prevent on-budget deficits.
And that just doesn’t go far enough.

The point of all this talk about Medi-
care is to ensure that the program will
still be solvent and strong in the fu-
ture, when the baby boomers retire.
Well, if you don’t protect Medicare’s
solvency, you are really not accom-
plishing that goal.

That is why the Ashcroft amendment
is grossly inadequate and why I urge
my colleagues will instead support the
Conrad-Lautenberg second degree
amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield myself,
tially, 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, what we
have before us is a genuine lockbox
amendment by the Senator from North
Dakota, and we have a ‘‘box” amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mis-
souri. Now, notice I said ‘‘lockbox.” A
lockbox is what has been offered by the
Senator from North Dakota; no
lockbox by the Senator from Missouri.
That really is the difference.

What do I mean by ‘‘lockbox’’? What
I mean is that we are trying to treat
Medicare as we treat Social Security;
that we are going to say that in the fu-
ture, the Medicare trust fund should be
off budget, should not be counted in
budget totals, that it should be off
budget and should not in any way be
able to be tapped into by this Congress
or any succeeding Congress to pay for
any deficit, to pay for any tax cuts, to
pay for any other kind of spending in
which this Congress or any future Con-
gress wants to engage.

That is really what a lockbox is. You
take funds and you set them aside; you
put them in a box and you lock it. That
means you cannot tap into it.

That is what the American people
want us to do with Medicare and with
Social Security. This is money that
they have paid into out of payroll
taxes. This is money that has been set
aside for them for Medicare—and for
Social Security, if we are talking about
Social Security. We are only talking
about Medicare here.

The American people believe very
deeply about this; that no Congress
ought to be able to say: We want to
give a tax cut to the wealthy, and we
are going to pay for it by taking it out
of the surplus. And if the only surplus
we have is Medicare, we will take it
out of there, or, if the only surplus we
have is Social Security, we will take it
out of there.

What we are saying on the Demo-
cratic side is, no, no deal. We are going
to take Social Security and Medicare

ini-
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off budget, lock the money away, you
cannot tap into it for tax cuts or
spending or anything else.

The Senator from Missouri may
think that is what he is doing. I heard
him describe his amendment as a
lockbox, taking it out, but that is not
what his amendment does. His amend-
ment does not do that. It does not pro-
tect the Medicare trust fund from pro-
cedures that might be used by a future
Congress to pay for spending or tax
cuts totally unrelated to Medicare.

I could get into the jargon used
around here by talking about points of
order and sequestration and stuff such
as that. Who understands what all that
means, unless it is just a few of us
around here. And I am not certain all
of us understand it either.

But just to put it in simple lay terms
that the American people can under-
stand, the amendment offered by the
Senator from Missouri sort of puts the
Medicare surplus in a box. It closes the
lid. That looks pretty good, but the
next Congress or two Congresses from
now may decide: Hey, we have had a
downturn in the economy. We might
want to give a tax cut to a group. We
might want to do some spending. We
don’t have enough of a surplus in our
budget, but we do have a big surplus in
that box. In that box there is a big sur-
plus. We will just go open the lid and
scoop a little bit out. That is what the
Ashcroft amendment allows. It allows
a future Congress to open the lid on the
box, put the scoop in there, and dig
some money out for whatever that
Congress wants.

What the Conrad amendment does is
take the Medicare money our people
have paid out of their payroll taxes and
puts it in a box, just as Ashcroft does,
closes the lid, locks it, and throws the
key away. That is the difference be-
tween the Conrad amendment and the
Ashcroft amendment. What the Conrad
amendment says to a future Congress
is, if you want a tax cut for the
wealthy, if you want to spend on some
programs, go somewhere else to get the
money. You can’t pry open the box in
which we have Medicare and Social Se-
curity funds; that is to be used only for
Medicare and only for Social Security.
That is what the Conrad amendment
does.

Don’t be misled that these two
amendments are the same. They are
not the same. The American people
should not be misled. If your goal is to
set aside Medicare funds and put them
in a box but if a future Congress wants
it can go in and open the lid and scoop
some money out, vote for Ashcroft.
Maybe some people think that is legiti-
mate. Maybe some people say: Well, we
should not tie the hands of future Con-
gresses. If they want to take some of
that Medicare surplus and use it for
something, let them open the lid on the
box and take the money out.

Maybe some people here believe that.
I don’t believe that. Senator Conrad
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does not believe that because it is his
amendment. What he says is, we will
put it in that box and lock it. The only
thing you can use that money for is
Medicare, just as we should only use
Social Security for Social Security.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 7T minutes have expired.

Mr. HARKIN. How much more time
remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes remain.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will
take 1 more minute.

If you want to secure Medicare fund-
ing and you want to lock it away, you
have to vote for the Conrad amend-
ment. If, however, you want to take
Medicare funding and put it in a box
and say that future Congresses can go
in there, open the lid and take the
money out for other things, then vote
for Ashcroft. It is that simple.

I yield back whatever time I have re-
maining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
yield such time to the Senator from
Michigan as he may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I will
be brief because in many ways I am
very pleased with the direction of to-
day’s debate, particularly with the fact
that it actually will result in some
votes. We have been on the floor talk-
ing about trying to lock up Social Se-
curity on many occasions. I was seek-
ing to get a final vote on a lockbox
that I think really does do the job of
protecting Social Security. I think we
did it four times and couldn’t get to a
final vote.

Today, we are moving in the direc-
tion of getting final votes on both a
form of Social Security lockbox and on
the issue of locking up Medicare. I
think that is an important step.

While I am happy to support almost
any effort that makes it more difficult
to spend the Social Security surplus, I
do not believe that the forms offered
today go as far as we should to ensure
a permanent off-limits nature of the
Social Security surplus. I hope the
spirit which we have seen today, of
working towards giving people options
to vote, is one that we can build on,
and that I will soon have an oppor-
tunity to have a vote on the Social Se-
curity lockbox proposal on which Sen-
ator DOMENICI, Senator ASHCROFT, and
I have been working.

I think it is a very productive debate
to talk about treating the Medicare
surplus, the Part A of the Medicare
trust fund, in the same fashion. The
disagreements over details are ones
that ought to be something we can
work out.

I do not think implications of intent
with respect to the future spending of
these dollars that are being made are
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on point with the intent of the draft
Senator ASHCROFT has offered. I think
his goal is very clearly to try to pro-
tect the surplus in Social Security
from being spent, period. I think that
is his motive. I will leave it to him to
comment.

I think implications that there were
any ulterior goals in his proposal are
off the mark. In fact, I hope people will
examine more closely his longstanding
position on this issue. While it may be
now, in the middle of a Presidential
campaign, that people are talking
about a Medicare lockbox, I remember
Senator ASHCROFT talking about a
Medicare lockbox more than a year be-
fore the Presidential election and cer-
tainly months before it was an issue in
terms of the national Presidential de-
bate. As a colleague, I appreciate the
fact that he was ahead of everybody
else in trying to raise that issue on the
Senate side. We have worked together
to try to move both of these issues
today and in the past.

I want to go on record in favor of
having mechanisms in place that pro-
tect these trust funds from seeing
these dollars used for anything other
than their purpose. One hopes that
would be the outcome. If not in the
context of this legislation, then let us
be honest about it: The likelihood that
this type of amendment is going to be
able to survive the entire conference
process may be questionable. I hope by
going on record—as I suspect by the
end of this afternoon every Member of
the Senate will—in favor of locking up
both of these surpluses, we will take a
step in the direction of ultimately
achieving it. I certainly intend to come
back to the Senate and, in the context
of legislation that can get to final pas-
sage inclusive of such lockboxes, give
the Senate opportunities to support
such an effort.

As I talk to constituents in my
State, and from comments made by
people all over America, there is little
doubt that one of the most frustrating
things to people, whether they are al-
ready Social Security recipients or will
be in the future, is the fact that they
have watched as too many Social Secu-
rity surplus dollars have been spent on
other things in order to make the def-
icit appear smaller. I think they are
going to be very pleased this year when
we end the fiscal year not only with a
balanced budget but also without
spending one penny of Social Security
on anything but Social Security or the
reduction of debt. That is a sea change.

I don’t think we should lose sight of
the circumstances in which it has come
about. Senator ASHCROFT, myself, Sen-
ator DOMENICI, and others in the budg-
et process have worked to make sure
there were in place the kinds of budget
rules that precluded Social Security
surpluses from being spent on other
things. This year taxpayers who have
been so disappointed in the past that
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such moneys were used for other pur-
poses are going to receive the good
news that they were not and that they
are not going to be in the future. In-
deed, this year’s budget resolution, as
last year’s, incorporates the kinds of
rules that will protect it. I am proud to
have been involved in the drafting of
those rules.

I am glad we are back on this topic.
It may not resolve it fully, in the con-
text of the Labor-HHS appropriations
bill, but hopefully, after today, we have
at least set the precedent that we will
create these lockboxes, that we are not
going to prevent votes from being
taken on final passage of the various
options that are out there, at least to
get final votes on those options in
some context.

I look forward to bringing back an
even stronger Social Security lockbox
and for a chance to get a vote on the
version we have drafted. I would like to
have that opportunity.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? If neither side yields time,
time will be charged equally against
both sides.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may speak for 15
minutes out of order, without the time
being charged to anyone.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I know the
Senator from West Virginia has some
remarks he wants to make. We are
about to get this tangle resolved. Does
that side have any more speakers?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, with all due
respect to my friend from Georgia, if
the senior Member of the Republican
side wanted to come out and speak, we
would drop everything no matter what
we were doing. I think we should give
the Senator from West Virginia the
same opportunity.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the
question is, Is there time on your side
that we might use?

Mr. CONRAD. On this side, we have 4
minutes remaining. Obviously, we
would like to reserve some of that time
for the purpose of making a statement
at the end.

Mr. COVERDELL. How much time
remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 30 minutes remaining.

Mr. COVERDELL. Thirty minutes.
Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes of our
time to the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia and do not object to the
additional 5 minutes that would bring
him to his 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator. I apologize
for imposing myself at this moment.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

But I had noticed several quorums of
considerable length, and I thought this
might be a good time to have a state-
ment made. I thank all Senators.

“THE SEARCH FOR JESUS”’

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I found
disappointing Peter Jennings’ ‘‘The
Search for Jesus,” which aired on ABC
Monday night. The promotions for the
show promised a pilgrimage to the
roots of Christianity, but I think what
we were actually given was more of a
slide show.

All too often we are told by members
of the media that they are constrained
by time. Broadcasters divvy up air
time into 30 seconds, 60 seconds, an
hour, 2 hours, and they are constrained
by these blocks, which are further con-
strained by their ability to sell adver-
tisements to support their use of time.

In case after case, including that of
“The Search for Jesus,” too little time
is devoted to providing a serious look
at important issues. Whatever one’s
view of Jesus may be, it is hard to deny
that few, if any, other lives have so af-
fected our world and humanity as that
of Jesus Christ. Here is someone who
literally split the centuries in two.

The questions and controversies sur-
rounding His life on Earth certainly de-
serve more than the 2 hours devoted to
it by ABC. Two hours—in fact, much
less than that when one subtracts the
commercial time, which was substan-
tial—hardly scratches the surface.

The program presented many provoc-
ative ideas. A very limited number of
theologians, historians, and ordinary
folk had much to offer in the way of re-
searched information, speculation, the-
ory, heartfelt notions, and simple
faith. But they were given only seconds
here and there to provide us with what
may well have been valuable insight
and inspirational ideas. If there is a
topic that deserves plenty of time, this
is it. And, I daresay, as much as it may
also cause what to many, including
myself, is a distasteful commercializa-
tion of religion, this is a topic for
which I assume the network easily sold
loads of advertising time—as appar-
ently it did for the broadcast Monday
night. In this case, what actually aired
was light on substance, but heavy on
advertising, giving the effort the ap-
pearance, at the very least, of a high-
toned money grab.

I cannot be sure what motivated the
show, “The Search for Jesus.” Evi-
dently, Peter Jennings and staff spent
months preparing for it, conducting
interviews, researching, and traveling
to Biblical sites. But viewers were cer-
tainly done a disservice by the encap-
sulated version that the network pro-
vided. As much as any journalist may
try to let others do the talking, to give
the experts the floor, and to present a
rounded, unbiased view, when it comes
right down to it, the finished piece—ex-
cept on very rare occasions—reflects
the decisions, good or bad, of producers

12931

and editors who must slice and trim to
make their program fit into the time
frame relegated to it by the network.

The show’s conclusion—that Jesus
was a man, that he existed—comes as
no revelation to anyone who has lost
someone dear and found solace only in
the Trinity. As the program noted,
there were others before and during His
time who professed to be the messiah.
They came and went, sometimes by
execution, and their followers were ei-
ther executed alongside their leaders or
they found new ‘‘messiahs’ in whom to
place their faith. But, as the ABC show
noted, Jesus was an exception. There
was something extraordinary—one
might say miraculous—in the way that
His death promoted the proliferation of
His teachings, and in the fact that,
nearly 2,000 years after His crucifixion,
He continues to inspire followers
around the world.

There is, indeed, no need to go to the
Middle East to find Jesus. He can be
found in any West Virginia hamlet or
hollow. He can be found in the arid
West, among towering urban buildings,
and along peaceful ocean shores.

In the words of Job, that ancient man
of Uz, “Oh that my words were now
written! Oh that they were printed in a
book! That they were graven with an
iron pen and lead in the rock for ever!
For I know that my Redeemer liveth,
and that He shall stand at the latter
day upon the earth.”

I do not judge the intentions or the
views of those who helped to put to-
gether ‘“The Search for Jesus’” pro-
gram, but I know exactly where to
place my faith.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article entitled ‘“‘He’s ev-
erywhere but here,” be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, June 25, 2000]

HE’S EVERYWHERE BUT HERE
(By Tom Shales)

An essentially thankless task that proves
also to be a pointless one, ‘“The Search for
Jesus” is likely to anger many of those who
see it—and merely bore others. A two-hour
ABC News special, the documentary proceeds
from a foolhardy premise and, in the end,
doesn’t accomplish much more than a dog
chasing its tail.

And it’s not much more illuminating to
watch.

‘“Peter Jennings Reporting: The Search for
Jesus’’—yes, Jennings gets top billing over
even the Messiah—supposedly aims to dis-
cover what can be learned about ‘‘Jesus, the
man,”’ in historical rather than religious
terms. But can those two aspects of Jesus’s
life really be separated? The danger is that
what you’ll end up with is an exercise in
myth-debunking potentially offensive to de-
vout members of the Christian faith. And
that is precisely what happens.

The program, at 9 tonight on Channel 7, is
peppered with disingenuous disclaimers. “We
are very aware of our limitations,” Jennings
says at one point, though much about the
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program suggests journalistic arrogance and
hauteur. He concedes that it is difficult for a
reporter ‘‘to get the story right’ in this case,
but isn’t it rather presumptuous even to try?
A little later, when Jennings says the ques-
tion of Jesus’s divinity is ‘‘a matter of
taste,”” he sounds ridiculously nonchalant
about a topic of the deepest spiritual profun-
dity.

Devout Christians may not be the only
ones taking umbrage. Whenever Jennings pa-
rades into the Middle East, warning flags are
raised by American Jewish groups that have
objected several times to what they see as a
pro-Palestinian, anti-Israeli bias evident in
some of the anchor’s past work.

Thus one can only groan and shudder when
Jennings, later in the broadcast, opens the
old can of worms about whether ‘‘the Jews”
or the Romans are more responsible for the
crucifixion of Christ. Oh how we don’t need
to get into that again. As it turns out, the
issue is rather diplomatically skirted by one
of several guest theologians who says, tip-
toeing carefully, that ‘“‘a very narrow circle
of the ruling Jewish elite” probably did col-
laborate with the ruling Roman elite in nail-
ing Jesus to the cross.

As for the resurrection of Christ, upon
which the entirety of Christian faith rests,
Jennings notes in his cavalier style that
there is ‘‘a wide range of opinions’ about
whether it occurred. Come, now. You believe
it or you don’t. That’s the range of ‘“‘opin-
ions.” Anyone looking for scientific or his-
torical ‘“‘proof” is flamboyantly Missing the
Point.

“All but the most skeptical historians be-
lieve Jesus was a real person,” Jennings is
willing to concede. But one by one he sets
about discrediting what Matthew, Mark,
Luke and John say about the miracles and
divinity of Jesus, making a big fuss, for one
thing, over the fact that the four New Testa-
ment books contain inconsistencies in their
recountings of the story.

Did a star in the east guide the Three Wise
Men to the manger where Jesus was born? “‘I
don’t think there were Three Wise Men,” a
biblical scholar huffs, and that’s supposed to
dispel that detail. Jesus may not even have
been born in Jerusalem but rather in Naza-
reth, Jennings says; does it make a particle
of difference to the spiritual essence of the
matter?

Sometimes Jennings is content with ‘‘anal-
ysis” of the most innocuous sort. Jesus
“must have been a controversial figure” in
his own time, Jennings says. No kidding. But
mostly we get specious debunkery. Stories of
Jesus performing miracles were most likely
“invented” by ‘‘the gospel writers,” Jen-
nings tells us. Even as relatively mundane a
detail as Jesus getting a hero’s welcome
when he entered Jerusalem on Palm Sunday
is dismissed: The crowd ‘‘may have been
singing and shouting, but not necessarily for
Jesus,” one of the ‘‘experts’ opines.

It’s also suggested, despite the daring Jen-
nings pronouncement that Jesus was ‘‘con-
troversial,” that Jesus may in fact have been
“a rather minor character’ in the political
turmoil of the era.

To the credit of producer Jeanmarie
Condon, ‘“The Search for Jesus’ does contain
many visually arresting images, and the pro-
gram was for the most part beautifully shot
by Ben McCoy. There are such piquant iro-
nies as a sign warning ‘‘Danger! Mines!’’ near
a spot where it is believed John the Baptist
and Jesus himself once preached. The first
image on the screen is striking: a silhouette
of the Bethlehem skyline today, a cross atop
one building and a satellite dish atop an-
other.
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Thus the program is handsomely produced
yet stubbornly wrongheaded and bogus, often
seeming a gratuitous effort to cast doubt on
deeply and widely held beliefs. This isn’t
really proper terrain for journalists to tra-
verse. It was a bad idea to do the show and
it came out as flawed and muddled as anyone
might have dreaded.

Some of the padding in the two-hour time
slot is filled with modern, hip and usually
dreadful recordings of hymns and religious
songs. A lot of territory, physically as well
as thematically, is covered, but for little
purpose. At several of the shrines in the Holy
Land, we see tourists with video cameras
making their own personal documentaries
about a visit to the Middle East. Some view-
ers would be quite justified in wishing they
could look at those tapes rather than at
ABC’s misbegotten and misguided ‘‘Search.”’

It is a search that leads nowhere. Slowly.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

————

THE DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS, 2001
—Resumed

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
yield up to 15 minutes to the Senator
from New Mexico, the chairman of the
Budget Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very
much. I hope I don’t use all of the time
and that I can yield Senator
BROWNBACK time because he started
this great discussion with his amend-
ment, on which I support and commend
him—the Ashcroft Medicare lockbox.

I have a pretty good suspicion that
sometime soon it is going to be adopted
by the Senate. The Senator can take
great credit, being one who from the
very beginning wanted to have a
lockbox on Social Security—and even
joined in the real lockbox bill, which,
incidentally, was not the lockbox we
are considering for Social Security
today. He has been on the cutting edge
of new ways to save both the Social Se-
curity trust fund and today on the
Medicare HI part of the trust fund.

I rise to talk a little bit about the
Social Security lockbox.

First of all, everybody should think
for a minute. What kind of lockbox
must the Democrats have when they
have resisted a lockbox five times?
That was a lockbox we came up with
that the distinguished Senator from
Michigan, Mr. ABRAHAM, introduced
with me and others. And five times the
Democrats have resisted it and have
not let us pass it. That ought to put up
a little bit of a question: what is the
difference between the two, since all of
a sudden today on an appropriations
bill—which probably means amend-
ments are going to go nowhere other
than to make a little racket here—we
have two distinguished and good col-
leagues of mine adopting a Democrat
lockbox for Social Security.
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First, let me change that to six occa-
sions when we have offered a lockbox
we put together. Most people who
check for a real lockbox, in the sense of
what that word means, say ours will do
it and that others are questionable.
Others are, in one degree or another,
more easy to use in terms of violating
the lockbox and spending the money
elsewhere.

The reason they are different is that
ours is real. In the very sense of a
lockbox written into law, ours is real.

Let me essentially tell you what we
did. We calculated where the debt of
the United States would be if all of the
Social Security money were left in, if
we knew the numbers, and if we put in
law and statute the level of debt each
year for the foreseeable future. Then
we said that statute locks that money
in, except in the case of war or the case
of economic emergency—we defined
that as most economists do—and great
national disaster.

That is a lockbox. In order to spend
it, we have to have a statute, a law
that will change that level of debt that
is related to Social Security.

My friend on the Budget Committee,
Senator CONRAD, has for a long time
been a proponent of making sure we
have the debt down, and I commend the
Senator. He has been concerned about
Social Security, as have many of us.

Essentially their lockbox is an invi-
tation to waive the lockbox or, by a 60-
vote majority, get rid of it. Thus,
whatever you want you spend.

I urge, instead of the lockbox they
have before the Senate, serious consid-
eration of accepting the lockbox that
Senator ABRAHAM, Senator DOMENICI,
and Senator ASHCROFT have tendered
on six occasions. It is truly what the
senior citizens deserve when speaking
about lockbox. We should not be telling
them it is a lockbox, but it can be
waived simply on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

How simple is it? We have just
waived, for the two bills before the
Senate, the Budget Act, which pre-
cluded doing what they were doing. We
got up and said: Let’s waive it. We
could reach the point where we want to
spend Social Security and Members
could come to the floor with a vital
program and say, just as we waived the
Budget Act in order to take this off
budget, let’s waive it to spend it.

If you do the Abraham-Domenici-
Ashcroft lockbox for Social Security,
you have to introduce a bill, say we
want to change the debt limit as Social
Security impacts it. Frankly, I am
very proud to have come up with that
idea. I think my friend from Michigan
would acknowledge I came up with it. I
am very proud of him. For a long time,
he has been trying to get that voted on.
He has told people what he was for, as
Senator ASHCROFT has. We have not
had a vote.
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We tried six times to get a lockbox
vote, and we were denied it by this in-
stitution, by our fellow Senators on
the other side. Then all of a sudden, on
an appropriations bill, with a pretty
positive chance that the amendments
aren’t going anywhere because we can-
not pass this kind of an amendment on
an appropriations bill when it gets to
the House—you can take it out the
door and send it to the House, but you
are pretty sure if it is not dropped be-
fore getting to the House, it is prob-
ably dropped when you open the doors
to the conference because it does not
belong on this bill. I am not suggesting
that either amendment is being offered
knowing full well it is not going any-
where, but I am asking why doesn’t the
Senate vote on the real lockbox for So-
cial Security.

We are going to have our vote today.
I am wondering whether the Senator
might give consideration to offering
the real lockbox and see where we
stand. I ask Senator ABRAHAM what he
thinks of that idea in terms of being a
chief proponent.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I spoke on the floor
a few minutes ago and raised many of
the same inquiries the Senator has
raised. I am disappointed, after so
many efforts on our part to get a vote,
that we couldn’t.

On the other hand, I indicated I was
heartened that today at least there
seems to be a willingness to begin to
give people votes on issues relating to
the lockbox. I want to have the votes.

There is a clear distinction between
the lockbox we have authored together
and we want to have an opportunity for
that stronger lockbox to be considered.
I want it done soon. It ought to be done
on a vehicle that becomes a law.

Mr. DOMENICI. One last point in ref-
erence to the Medicare lockbox off-
budget proposal that my friends on the
other side of the aisle have offered.

There is a giant loophole that we
have never considered in the Social Se-
curity trust fund lockbox, nor is it con-
sidered in their lockbox on Social Se-
curity. Current HI law permits all
kinds of additions on the expenditure
side of Medicare.

If we leave that language in, we are
opening that trust fund instead of clos-
ing it. When we take it off budget we
open it to spend it, which, to me, seems
almost inconsistent with why we are
doing it.

I am not going to vote for either of
the Democratic lockboxes because I
think the Medicare does not work and
the Social Security is not a real
lockbox.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of New Hampshire). The Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. I say to my colleague
and my friend from New Mexico, his
last reference is to a provision that
says you can spend Medicare money for
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Medicare programs. That is so we can
have a BBA add-back, a balanced budg-
et add-back, for Medicare, as we did
last year. There is nothing mysterious
about that.

The Senator from New Mexico asked
why we weren’t supporting the lockbox
proposal he made previously. There are
two reasons: No. 1, we got a letter from
the Secretary of the Treasury saying
that could threaten default on the debt
of the United States; No. 2, our ana-
lysts indicated that could threaten So-
cial Security payments to those who
are eligible for Social Security. Those
are the reasons we have not accepted
that lockbox proposal.

I didn’t just come here today pro-
posing a lockbox. For 2 years, I have
proposed a Social Security and Medi-
care lockbox as a senior member of the
Senate Budget Committee. Frankly,
our friends on the other side of the
aisle have resisted.

If the choice is between the lockbox
proposal I have made today and the
lockbox proposal of the Senator from
Missouri on the question of which is
stronger, there is no question which is
stronger. The amendment I have of-
fered is stronger. That is because there
is a fatal flaw in the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri. He provides no
enforcement mechanism for the provi-
sion taking Medicare surpluses off
budget.

Under the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri, no point of order would
apply against legislation that could use
Medicare surpluses for other purposes.
Under the Ashcroft amendment, the
Medicare trust fund could be depleted
for any purpose as long as the overall
budget remained in balance. That is
the fact. That is the reality.

I notice the chairman of the Budget
Committee never referenced the
amendment the Senator from Missouri
has before the Senate today. Never ref-
erenced it. He talked about a lockbox
proposal they have had previously—not
about the lockbox proposal before us
today.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from New Mexico
4 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. For 10 years, we have
had a written proposal with reference
to the lockbox for Social Security and
never have we put in language that
said what their Medicare lockbox
amendment says, that the surpluses
can be used for spending related to the
programs currently in HI. As a matter
of fact, we have used the money for So-
cial Security with a lockbox, a
‘““verbal’’ like theirs, that never in-
cluded such language, and we have
spent the money on Social Security.

What I am saying is this is an invita-
tion to expansion and spending, rather
than an invitation to protecting it. We
could be making HI less solvent under
this language rather than more sol-
vent.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Michigan so
much time as he may consume up to 5
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
want to comment, in response to the
comments of the Senator from North
Dakota, the following: The Senator
from North Dakota has characterized
the stance of those of us who have not
supported his proposal for a Medicare
and Social Security lockbox as resist-
ing his efforts for 2 years. Resisting his
efforts is not, in my judgment, a proper
characterization. We have mnot sup-
ported those efforts. But what we have
done today is provided the Senator
from North Dakota a chance to have a
vote on a proposal he has worked on
and for which he has sought support. I
would like to distinguish that from
what I consider to be the accurate defi-
nition of resistance, which is to not
even give a vote to people who have a
legitimate proposal to bring to the
floor of the Senate, and I consider the
amendment Senators DOMENICI and
ASHCROFT and I drafted with respect to
a Social Security lockbox to be a le-
gitimate piece of legislation that de-
serves the same consideration that we
will soon give the Senator from North
Dakota.

I say to the Senator from North Da-
kota and his colleagues, I hope, in the
spirit with which a vote is being of-
fered on the proposal that he has
today, we will get a straight up-or-
down vote on the proposal we have
been offering because now that you
have had this chance we will see what
happens, obviously, both here and in
the conference that will follow the pas-
sage of this legislation. I would like to
have the opportunity to get a straight
up-or-down vote on the legislation that
on five or six or whatever number it is
separate occasions has been prevented
from happening. That to me would be
the difference between resistance and
lack of support.

I do not ask the Senator from North
Dakota to vote for my proposal. I hope
he and his colleagues would at least
give us an opportunity to let all of us
cast our votes up or down on it. I hope
we get that chance. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am
running out of time. The Senator from
Missouri informs me he has 20 minutes
left. I have 2 minutes left. Under the
rules, if neither of us uses time right
now, the remaining time of each of us
is used equally, which means I would
run out of time. He has indicated that
is what he would do. If T do not take
this time for my final argument, we
just lose the time. Those are the rules
of the Senate. That is fair.
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I say this. I am saying this for the
benefit of colleagues on my side who
are wondering if there is additional
time available. Clearly, there is not.

The Senator from Michigan and the
Senator from New Mexico have again
raised the question of the lockbox they
offered previously; not the lockbox on
which we are about to vote, but what
they offered previously. The reason our
side resisted that lockbox approach is
because we received a letter from the
Secretary of the Treasury from which I
quote:

Our analysis indicates that the provisions
Senators Domenici and Abraham and
Ashcroft were previously offering could pre-
clude the United States from meeting its fi-
nancial obligations to repay maturing debt
and to make Social Security benefit pay-
ments, and could also worsen a future eco-
nomic downturn.

That is the reason we resisted those
plans, because they were flawed. That
is the same reason I believe the amend-
ment I have offered today, to have a
Social Security and Medicare
lockbox—something I have proposed
for 2 years—is superior to the option
we are actually voting on today. The
reason our proposal is superior, I be-
lieve, is because it protects Medicare.
It protects it in the same way we pro-
tect Social Security: by points of order
to make certain that it is not raided.

Unfortunately, the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri does not have
that level of protection. He has less
protection for Medicare than for Social
Security. He does not have a point of
order that can apply against legisla-
tion that would use Medicare surpluses
for other purposes. The problem with
that is under the Ashcroft amendment
the Medicare trust fund could be raid-
ed, could be depleted for any purpose as
long as the overall budget remained in
balance.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
under the control of the Senator from
North Dakota has expired. Who yields
time? The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-
main 17 minutes.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Michigan as much time as he
may consume up to 5 minutes.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Missouri. I
cannot resist responding to the closing
remarks by the Senator from North
Dakota. I have to say, I interpret his
comments as saying he and his col-
leagues, because they oppose or would
vote against the lockbox proposal we
have offered so many times, would not
even let us have an up-or-down vote on
it. I think that is unfortunate.

I think the way the Senate works,
they certainly have an ability to pre-
vent votes. But so do we. I hope we will
not have to get to the point where we
have to engage both sides in those
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kinds of tactics. We have certainly
demonstrated today a willingness to
have a vote on his Social Security
lockbox proposal. The concerns he
raised in the letter that was written by
Secretary Rubin, the long-since de-
parted Secretary of the Treasury, were
in fact responded to by us in the modi-
fications that we brought in the most
recent version of this lockbox.

Certainly I am not going to get into
the merits of that at this point, but the
notion that because the Secretary of
the Treasury argues that something
could cause problems should prevent us
from having a chance to vote on an
issue—there are plenty of issues we
vote here where Cabinet members have
raised the specter of problems if such
votes or legislation were passed.

It is pretty clear to me that notwith-
standing the seemingly positive steps
taken today to give the Senator from
North Dakota an opportunity to have
his Social Security lockbox voted on,
we are still going to meet impediments
in the effort to get ours voted on. I
would put the Presiding Officer and the
Senate on notice, we are going to keep
trying. We, unfortunately, may have to
go into the sorts of tactical approaches
that cause a lot of time to be taken
when it seems to me we could accom-
modate both sides on this fairly easily.
In any event, we will keep pressing for-
ward on it.

I close by complimenting the Senator
from Missouri whose steadfast efforts
on both the Social Security lockbox as
well as the Medicare lockbox front pre-
dated the efforts of anyone else of
whom I am aware, certainly on the
Medicaid issue. He has certainly dem-
onstrated his commitment to that.
Certainly his efforts to bring these
issues to the floor deserve all our
praise and thanks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Michigan for
his kind remarks and for his commit-
ment to maintaining the integrity of
our Social Security and Medicare trust
fund. Frankly, I thank the Senator
from North Dakota for coming to the
floor to engage in the debate about a
very important issue, as well as the
other Senators who have come forward
to indicate their support for dis-
continuing—or stopping—what has be-
come a rather traditional exercise of
this Congress: spending money out of
the Medicare trust fund for other pur-
poses.

It is time for us to cease that kind of
expenditure. It is time for us to say the
trust fund, which is made up of taxes
specifically paid by working people—
you have to work to pay the Medicare
tax; it is a specific tax paid by working
people—should be off limits to other
expenditures.

I thank the Senator from North Da-
kota. I thank the Senator from Michi-
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gan. I thank the Senator from New
Mexico. I am grateful for the others—
the Senator from New Jersey and oth-
ers—who have talked about this issue.
It is a major step forward.

There are a lot of folks who have
come to the floor talking about how
they wanted this for a long time.
Frankly, we have not had this kind of
debate on protecting the Medicare
trust fund in my memory. When I filed
this legislation last November, I was
not aware of any, and I still do not
know that there is, any other legisla-
tion similar to this that had been filed
at that time. I am delighted we are
making this progress. I commend peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle for this
progress.

My amendment protects the Social
Security surplus as well. Social Secu-
rity is off budget already. My amend-
ment prohibits on-budget deficits.

The Senator from North Dakota is
talking about how durably he protects
the Medicare trust fund with a point of
order that takes 60 votes in the Senate.
I am pleased for him to embrace that
and to talk about it and say how good
it is, in part because that is the budget
rule which I proposed.

Mr. DASCHLE. Will the Senator from
Missouri yield for 30 seconds? If he will
yield for a couple of seconds, I want to
yield 5 minutes of my leader time to
the senior Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield the floor for
5 minutes of leader time for the Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I will
not take 5 minutes at this point. I want
to make the point that I appreciate the
Senator from Missouri. He is serious
and sincere about an effort to provide a
Social Security and Medicare lockbox,
but when you look at the specifics of
what he has proposed, it falls short.
There is a fatal flaw.

Let’s look at fiscal year 2000. There is
projected a $150 billion Social Security
surplus. That is protected. There is a
$24 billion projected Medicare surplus.
Under the proposal of the Senator from
Missouri, every penny of the Medicare
surplus could be taken for other pur-
poses because the protection he pro-
vides is aimed at the overall budget
being in surplus, not at the Medicare
component being in surplus. So he has
a lockbox that leaks. That is the prob-
lem.

The reason the amendment I have of-
fered, along with Senator LAUTENBERG,
the ranking member of the Budget
Committee, is superior is that it solves
that problem. We do not have a leak.
We have a budget point of order that
prevails.

In addition, the Senator from Mis-
souri does not have Social Security
protection. We do. We have additional
points of order that apply to make sure
nobody raids Social Security.
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Our colleagues are going to have a
defining vote in just a few minutes: Do
you want to have the strongest protec-
tion for Social Security and Medicare,
or do you want a weak tea version?
That is going to be the choice, and all
of us are going to be held accountable
for our votes. That is the point.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
finish my remarks on this measure
without further interruption.

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

begin—

Mr. REID. I am sorry, I was talking
with someone else. What was the re-
quest?

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I have the floor.

Mr. REID. I am sorry, I could not
hear the Senator’s request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has the floor, but
the Chair will repeat the unanimous-
consent request, which was, he be al-
lowed to finish the remainder of his
time uninterrupted.

Mr. REID. I apologize.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
tried to accommodate the Senators on
the other side. When the leader from
the other side asked for 5 additional
minutes, I interrupted my own re-
marks, and I thought it would be fair
for me to have an opportunity to spend
my time without being interrupted. I
will start over.

I commend the Senator from North
Dakota for his concern and for coming
to the floor to debate this issue. I am
delighted we have now come to a place
where we are debating ‘‘hows’ instead
of if we are going to do it—how we are
going to do it. Both of these measures
provide a 60-vote point of order, which
is a pretty high hurdle to climb over,
as a way of protecting Medicare. As a
matter of fact, that is the mechanism
that is used in the protection for Social
Security.

The Senator from North Dakota has
commended that as durable, strong,
vigorous, robust protection. It happens
to be the protection which I placed in
the law as a result of an amendment I
offered in the budget process in pre-
vious budget years so that we would
find ourselves incapable of infringing
the Social Security surplus. When we
adopted that amendment and embraced
it, we had tremendously good results.

This year, it looks as if there may be
as many as $175 billion we will save,
not spend; that we will respect instead
of invade in terms of the Social Secu-
rity surplus. That is a big positive.
Really, what both sides of the aisle are
talking about is getting the kind of ro-

President, I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

bust, strong protection for Medicare
that we have for Social Security.

I have to say how much I appreciate
the remarks of the Senator from New
Mexico, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, who talked about the fact
we need protection in the statute, not
just in the budget rules. It is lamen-
table that each time we have sought to
upgrade that protection from the budg-
et rules to a statute, there has been a
filibuster on the other side.

They now say the reason they were
filibustering—one time they said it is
because of Medicare; another time they
waved an opinion that came from the
Secretary of the Treasury. One of the
reasons the Secretary of the Treasury
indicated he would not want to support
what we were offering was they might
need to do additional spending in cer-
tain times in our economy. I under-
stand there are those who believe
wanting to spend more is a reason not
to do this, but the real reason for want-
ing to do this is to spend less, espe-
cially to spend less of the money that
is in the lockbox.

The Senator from North Dakota has
raised issues regarding the security of
the lockbox which I have proposed. A
good debate on these issues is impor-
tant and appropriate. As a matter of
fact, we want to have the strongest
lockbox we can. I would not come to
this Chamber and offer lockbox legisla-
tion that is not durable and not strong.
I do not think the Senator from North
Dakota would either. There are prob-
lems with the proposal of the Senator
from North Dakota. This particular
phrase on the fifth page of his amend-
ment beginning with the words:

This paragraph shall not apply to amounts
to be expended from the hospital insurance
trust fund—

That is, Medicare trust fund——
for purposes relating to programs within
part A of the Medicare as provided in law on
date of enactment of this paragraph.

Frankly, they may have a durable
lock on that box; they may have rein-
forced corners on the box; they may
have a stout handle on the box; but if
there is a hole in the side of the box,
we have problems.

I appreciate the Senator from New
Mexico raising this issue about poten-
tial leakage from the box. What we
should be about, though, is not trying
to find ways in which our proposals are
inadequate or whether there is a hole
in his box or whether my super-
majority point of order is as durable as
his supermajority point of order. We
should be about the business of pro-
tecting the Social Security surplus and
the Medicare surplus and doing it in a
durable way and a way which means
this Congress will not relapse into hab-
its that Congress engaged in for decade
after decade. It is time for us to respect
the need for a lockbox.

I filed the measure last November.
Last month, Vice President GORE en-
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dorsed the concept of a lockbox. This
week, 2 days ago, the President of the
United States said we ought to have a
lockbox to secure the Medicare box so
that it would not be available for
spending. I do not know what the
Treasury said last year, but I know
what the President said last week. And
I agree with that.

So it is possible to quibble here or
there about one aspect of this or the
other. It is instructive for me to know
that these amendments were not pro-
posed until I came to the floor to pro-
pose this.

I am delighted that for the first time
in my memory we are debating a Medi-
care lockbox, in conjunction with a So-
cial Security lockbox, that is durable.

May I inquire as to the time remain-
ing?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes 15 seconds remain-
ing.
Mr. ASHCROFT. So with that in
mind, I commend to the Members of
the Senate, generally, the concept of a
lockbox: a durable, secure, mechanism
that keeps this Congress from re-
engaging in activities it has engaged in
over time.

As this measure moves forward, let’s
do what we can to improve it in every
way possible. Let’s talk about a
lockbox for Social Security that is
statutory.

I was delighted to be able to put it in
the budget rules of the Senate so that
it is out of order for someone to pro-
pose spending Social Security income
trust funds for non-Social Security
purposes. But I would like to see it en-
shrined into law.

We have talked about waiving budget
points of order. Obviously, I would like
to have this be beyond a point of order.
I would be very pleased to have a law
enshrined for the way in which we
would enforce these rules.

It is with that in mind that I express
my appreciation to the Members of the
Senate and say that our objective here
is relatively uniform. From what I can
tell from arguments made on the other
side, to arguments made on this side,
we both want a lockbox. We both want
a lockbox that is durable. We want one
that does not leak. We want one that is
enforceable.

The lockbox—I think we are agreeing
today—should be one that protects not
only Social Security but Medicare.
When we get this close to this kind of
agreement on an issue that is this im-
portant, I think it is time for us to
work together.

I do not want to fight with my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle. I
want to work with them. If we are
close to having a durable Social Secu-
rity lockbox and if we are close to hav-
ing one that protects Medicare, I want
to do it.

I have been working on this for over
2 years. Early in 1999, S. 502, the Social
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Security Safe Deposit Act, was incor-
porated in the fiscal year 2000 budget
resolution, and again in the fiscal year
2001 budget resolution, with those
kinds of rules. That is why we have the
durability of at least the rules.

Finally, the Conrad amendment does
not offer stronger protection for Social
Security than the Ashcroft budget
rule. It is the same thing. It is codified.
I think we can even do better than
that. I would like to do better than
that with a statute.

While both offer the same point of
order protection for Medicare, my
amendment does not have the hole in
the side of the box and, as a result, I
think it is stronger. But, very frankly,
I want to work with folks on the other
side of the aisle who agree with me on
this issue. I am not opposed to the idea
of our working together to get it done.

So I announce to my colleagues in
the Senate, I do not think it is a dif-
ficult thing to vote for my amendment.
I think it is a very good amendment. I
do not think it is a difficult thing to
vote for the amendment on the other
side of the aisle.

I hope if we vote for these amend-
ments, and they are enacted, that we
will be able to work together toward a
solution that really helps the Amer-
ican people, that protects senior citi-
zens from having the Medicare trust
fund violated, and from having the
trust fund for Social Security violated
as well.

I would like to see that done in stat-
ute as well as in the rules of the Sen-
ate. It is with that in mind that I
thank the Members of the opposition
and those who have spoken on behalf of
this amendment. I think we can work
together for a really important pur-
pose.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

All time on the Conrad amendment
and the Ashcroft amendment has ex-
pired.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I had 3
minutes of leader time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first, I
assure my colleague that my amend-
ment was not in response to his. I had
filed for an amendment yesterday. I of-
fered this amendment in the Finance
Committee yesterday. I have offered a
lockbox for Social Security and Medi-
care for 2% years—a different Medi-
care-Social Security lockbox than is
advocated here today by the Senator
from Missouri because I believe there
is a fatal flaw in the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri.

That fatal flaw is that his protection
does not work. It does not work be-
cause, under the Ashcroft amendment,
no point of order would apply against
legislation that would use Medicare
surpluses for other purposes. The result
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of that is, under the Ashcroft amend-
ment, the Medicare trust fund could be
depleted for any purpose as long as the
overall budget remained in balance.
That is the problem with the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri.

That is the reason the amendment
that I have offered is superior. It is
stronger. It provides real protection for
Medicare, by way of special points of
order against a budget resolution that
would violate the off-budget status of
Medicare Part A.

The fact is, the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri does not provide
the same protection to Medicare that
we provide to Social Security.

Now, why would we do that? If we are
serious about protecting Medicare,
wouldn’t we have the same points of
order apply to protect Medicare in the
same way that we protect Social Secu-
rity? I would hope so. Because if we do
not, the hard reality is the amendment
of the Senator from Missouri would
permit us to go and raid every penny of
the Social Security surplus or every
penny of the Medicare surplus this year
and use it for another purpose. That is
a mistake.

In addition, the Ashcroft amendment
is silent on Social Security, while the
amendment that I have offered adds a
point of order against violating the off-
budget status of Social Security.

I hope my colleagues will vote for the
Conrad-Lautenberg-Reid amendment
so we really protect Medicare in the
same way we protect Social Security.
That is what we ought to do here
today. That is the opportunity we have
here today. We ought to take it. We
ought to protect Medicare and Social
Security. We ought to adopt this
lockbox proposal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator FEINGOLD be added
as a cosponsor of my amendment.

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

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

All time on the Conrad amendment
and the Ashcroft amendment has ex-
pired.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the yeas and nays
be ordered on both amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it will be in order to order
the yeas and nays on both amend-
ments.

Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the second
vote be limited to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. SPECTER. On the time of the
votes that are about to occur, I remind
my colleagues of what Senator LOTT
said earlier today in response to what
the Senator from Nevada said, that
Senators need to be prepared to have
the time limits enforced.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3690

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to Conrad
amendment No. 3690. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG and the Senator from Kentucky
Mr. MCCONNELL) are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?—

The result was announced—yeas 60,
nays 37, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 162 Leg.]

YEAS—60
Abraham Dorgan Levin
Akaka Durbin Lieberman
Ashcroft Edwards Lincoln
Baucus Feingold Mikulski
Bayh Feinstein Moynihan
Biden Fitzgerald Murray
Bingaman Gorton Reed
Boxer Graham Reid
Breaux Harkin Robb
Bryan Hollings Rockefeller
Burns Hutchison Roth
Byrd Jeffords Sarbanes
Campbell Johnson Schumer
Chafee, L. Kennedy Smith (OR)
Cleland Kerrey Snowe
Collins Kerry Specter
Conrad Kohl Torricelli
Daschle Landrieu Voinovich
DeWine Lautenberg Wellstone
Dodd Leahy Wyden

NAYS—37
Allard Grams Nickles
Bennett Grassley Roberts
Bond Hagel Santorum
Brownback Hatch Sessions
Bunning Helms Shelby
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (NH)
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Kyl Thomas
Crapo . Lott Thompson
Domenici Lugar
Enzi Mack Thurmond
Frist McCain Warner
Gramm Murkowski

NOT VOTING—3

Gregg Inouye McConnell

The amendment (No. 3690) was agreed
to.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. SPECTER. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now proceed to vote on the
Ashcroft amendment No. 3689. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The Chair reminds the Senate that
this is a 10-minute vote by previous
order. The clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 163 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Abraham Feingold McCain
Allard Fitzgerald McConnell
Ashcroft Frist Murkowski
Bennett Gorton Nickles
Bond Gramm Roberts
Brownback Grams Roth
Bunning Grassley Santorum
Burns Hagel Sessions
Campbell Hatch Shelby
Chafee, L. Helms Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Collins Hutchison Snowe
Coverdell Inhofe Specter
Craig Jeffords Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner
NAYS—43

Akaka Edwards Mikulski
Baucus Feinstein Moynihan
Bayh Graham Murray
Biden Harkin Reed
Bingaman Hollings Reid
Boxer Johnson Robb
Breaux Kennedy Rockefeller
Bryan Kerrey Sarbanes
Byrd Kerry
Cleland Kohl Schumer

. Stevens
Conrad Landrieu N :
Daschle Lautenberg Torricelli
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Dorgan Lieberman Wyden
Durbin Lincoln

NOT VOTING—3

Gregg Inouye Leahy

The amendment (No. 3689) was agreed
to.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a Jeffords
amendment be modified to be for-
matted as a first-degree amendment. I
further ask unanimous consent that at
a time determined by the majority
leader, after consultation with the mi-
nority leader, a vote occur in relation
to the Daschle amendment No. 3688, to
be followed by a vote in relation to the
Jeffords amendment, with no other
amendments in order to either amend-
ment prior to the votes.

I further ask consent that the time
for debate prior to votes in relation to
the amendments be the following: Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, 25 minutes; Senator
DASCHLE, 25 minutes.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask if the distin-
guished manager of the bill would mod-
ify the request to allow for votes to
take place immediately following the
disposition of the debate on the two
amendments. The unanimous consent
did call for that. I assume that is the
understanding of the proponent of the
unanimous consent request.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it
would be my preference to stack these
votes at the end. We always run into
delays. We have a number of amend-
ments. If we vote in between, it is
going to add considerable time to the
bill. We will have three or four votes. It
will be my hope—it requires the Sen-
ator’s consent, of course—that we
stack the votes.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I was
asked to delay the consideration of this
amendment this morning. I said I
would. I have been attempting to ac-
commodate Senators all the way
through. We have lost a couple of Sen-
ators already. I would be compelled to
object to this unless we were able to
get the two votes immediately fol-
lowing the debate on the two amend-
ments.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it ap-
pears it will be faster to accept Senator
DASCHLE’s recommendation, so I do so.

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object—I will not object—I ask if
you could add 5 minutes for the Sen-
ator from New Mexico on this general
subject, your amendment. I ask 5 min-
utes be set aside for me.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
that Senator JEFFORDS and I be given
30 minutes each.

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

Who yields time?

AMENDMENT NO. 3691
(Purpose: To prohibit health discrimination
on the basis of genetic information or ge-
netic services)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment, amendment No.
3691, and ask unanimous consent Sen-
ators FRIST and SNOWE be added as co-
sponsors. I ask unanimous consent also
Senator ASHCROFT be added as a co-
sponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF-
FORDS], for himself, Mr. FRIST, Ms. SNOWE,
and Mr. ASHCROFT, proposes an amendment
numbered 3691.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, may
I inquire of the Chair as to the amount
of time I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 30 minutes.

The Senator from South Dakota has
30 minutes.
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Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this
week’s announcement of the comple-
tion of the rough draft of the human
genetic map is cause for both celebra-
tion and concern.

One of the challenges that comes to
mind immediately is that we must pro-
tect Americans against genetic self-in-
crimination. What we are, should not
be used against us.

This vast new storehouse of knowl-
edge must be used to advance, not re-
tard, individuals’ health and welfare.

In 1998, the Senate Labor and Human
Resources Committee held a hearing on
genetic information and health care
which proved to be one of the most im-
portant of the 105th Congress.

Following the hearing, I and Senator
FRIST, with the other members of the
HELP Committee, together with Sen-
ator MACK and Senator SNOWE, began
drafting legislation that builds on Sen-
ator SNOWE’s bill, S. 89, to ensure that
individuals would be able to control
the use of their predictive genetic in-
formation.

After a lot of hard work, we agreed to
a set of strong protections against the
use of genetic information to discrimi-
nate in health care. The results of
these efforts are reflected in the ge-
netic information provisions of The Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights Plus.

As Dr. Francis Collins, director of
the public genomic effort, pointed out
this week:

Most of the sequencing of the human ge-
nome by this international consortium has
been done in just the last fifteen months.

The pace of change is rapid, and this
issue has increased in importance since
our hearing two years ago.

Everyone in this Chamber and out-
side of it agrees we need to guard ge-
netic privacy and guard against genetic
discrimination.

Citing a study that found that 46 per-
cent of Americans thought that the
consequences of the Human Genome
Project would be negative, Dr. Craig
Venter said:

New laws to protect us from genetic dis-
crimination are critical in order to maximize
the medical benefits from genome discov-
eries.

That’s why it’s included in the Bill of
Patients’ Rights passed by the Senate
as our body of scientific knowledge
about genetics increases, so, too, do
the concerns about how this informa-
tion may be used.

There is no question that our under-
standing of genetics has brought us to
a new future. Our challenge as a Con-
gress is to enact legislation to help en-
sure that our society reaps the full
health benefits of genetic testing, and
also to put to rest any concerns that
the information will be used as a new
tool to discriminate against specific
ethnic groups or individual Americans.

Our amendment which is already in
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, addresses
the concerns that were raised at our
hearing two years ago:
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First, it prohibits group health plans
and health insurance companies in all
markets from adjusting premiums on
the basis of predictive genetic informa-
tion;

Second, it prohibits group health
plans and health insurance companies
from requesting predictive genetic in-
formation as a condition of enrollment.

Finally, it bars health plans from re-
quiring that an individual disclose or
authorize the collection of predictive
genetic information for diagnosis,
treatment, or payment purposes. A
plan or insurer may request such infor-
mation, but if it does, it must provide
individuals with a description of the
procedures in place to safeguard the
confidentiality of the information.

Our amendment is identical to the
provision adopted by the Senate last
July. We should adopt it again today.

Technology and scientific develop-
ments, stimulated by the Human Ge-
nome Project, have led to remarkable
progress in genetics and better under-
standing of alterations in genes that
are associated with diseases in humans.
We should witness extraordinary op-
portunities to diagnose, treat, and pre-
vent disease.

With the enactment of this amend-
ment, we will be able to ensure that
these breakthroughs will be used to
provide better health for all members
of our society.

A second challenge that we face is
the possibility that employers might
use genetic information to screen em-
ployees for various purposes, discrimi-
nating against one group or another
based on genetic information. This,
too, I think we should prevent.

I am not sure, and I do not think
anyone in this Chamber can be sure,
that we do not already do so. It was my
understanding that the Americans
With Disabilities Act already outlawed
genetic discrimination in employment.

That was certainly Congress’ intent
when we enacted the ADA.

I am not alone in my belief. The
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission has interpreted the ADA as in-
cluding genetic information relating to
illness, disease or other disorders and
the Supreme Court issued a decision
that provided further support for this
position.

As recently as March of this year,
EEOC Commissioner Paul Miller stated
that the ADA does indeed cover genetic
discrimination. However, if I am mis-
taken, then this just highlights the
need for further examination of the
issue.

I am also concerned that Senator
DASCHLE’s amendment contains new
statutory language that is different
from the ADA, which would result in
treating genetics differently than other
health care information.

More and more, I think this will be
an increasingly difficult line to draw.

If that is not confusing enough, there
is yet another definition of genetic in-
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formation that is part of the rule being
promulgated by the Department of
Health and Human Services to protect
individually identifiable health infor-
mation.

I want to guard against employment
discrimination, but I want to do it
right.

The Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions Committee will hold a hear-
ing in the next month or two on ge-
netic discrimination in the workplace.

In the hearing, the committee will
explore whether the ADA adequately
covers genetic discrimination in the
workplace. If we find that the ADA
does not provide adequate coverage for
genetic discrimination in the work-
place then we will work to enact legis-
lation that will provide adequate pro-
tection.

However, I think it is important that
any law we enact is in parity with the
ADA and our other employment dis-
crimination laws.

Senator DASCHLE’s amendment has
good intentions, but putting provisions
regarding genetic discrimination in
employment into an appropriations
bill, without studying the issue fur-
ther, is inappropriate. This issue de-
serves and requires a thorough discus-
sion in its own forum.

Again, I urge adoption of my amend-
ment. It has already been agreed to by
the Senate, and it is the product of two
years of thought and hard work.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we
now know what this is all about. Some
of our Republican colleagues are going
to try to convince a majority in this
body that employment ought not be in-
cluded when we consider discrimina-
tion based upon genetic character. I do
not think employment discrimination
should be treated differently from in-
surance discrimination. I do not think
people who have experienced discrimi-
nation, as we have already seen in so
many illustrations, ought to be told
they have to be concerned about their
job simply because of some genetic de-
fect.

That has already happened. We have
already seen that happen in case after
case. I described a case this morning
where Terri Seargent, who had moved
up the corporate ladder and was given
promotion after promotion, was asked
to resign when it was learned that she
had the genetic marker for ‘“‘Alpha 1.
No woman, no man, no person, no em-
ployee, should be subjected to discrimi-
nation based upon genetic characteris-
tics, and that is happening today.

ADA passed a long time ago. That
law did not envision the challenges
science presents us today. We are sim-
ply proposing that we clarify that it
should be unlawful to discriminate on
the basis of genetic information.

The bottom line question is, when it
comes down to these two proposals,
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whether we should prohibit both health
insurers and employers from using pre-
dictive genetic information in a dis-
criminatory fashion? There is agree-
ment, at least with regard to one issue:
we should prohibit health insurers
from doing it, but our Republican col-
leagues—at least the senior Senator
from Vermont—are saying we just
should not cover employers. We should
not do it because he would like to have
us believe it is already being done. Tell
that to Terri Seargent. Tell that to
myriad other people who already have
had difficulty explaining their situa-
tion, in large measure because they
have found some genetic defect.

We agree that insurance companies
should not discriminate. We agree
there should not be any tests for condi-
tions of coverage. We simply disagree
at this moment about whether or not
we ought to take what we have already
done for virtually every other form of
discrimination in this country and ex-
tend it to genetic information.

The senior Senator from Vermont
says no, he does not want to do that.
But I cannot imagine that in this day,
in this age, given what we are doing
with the genome project and our rec-
ognition of what it will mean, both
good and bad, for this country and for
our people that now is not the time to
ensure that, regardless of cir-
cumstance, we will not allow this to be
used as a means of discrimination in
the workplace.

Listen to what Francis Collins, one
of the key people who headed the inter-
national research team that makes up
the human genome project, said about
this very issue:

Genetic discrimination in insurance and
the workplace is wrong and it ought to be
prevented by effective Federal legislation.

This is from the head of the research
unit. He does not have any question
about whether or not ADA covers ge-
netic discrimination. He has already
decided. He is the head of the research
team. He said this ought to be a wake-
up call; let’s ban it today. He did not
say let’s wait for more hearings. He did
not say let’s get out there and try to
figure out a way to do it through regu-
lation. He said this ought to be a wake-
up call. That is not ToM DASCHLE; that
is not Terri Seargent who has been dis-
criminated against; that is Francis
Collins, the head of the international
research project calling upon the Sen-
ate today to ban discrimination based
upon employment. It cannot be any
clearer than that, Mr. President.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the Senator
from Tennessee 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 7
minutes.
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Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, earlier
this week we received tremendously
exciting news in that we essentially
had completion of the mapping of the
human genome. It is tremendously ex-
citing to me, both as a policymaker
but also as a physician, as someone
who has spent his life taking care of
thousands of patients because it intro-
duces a whole new way of thinking
that in the history of mankind we just
simply have not had. Now there will be
whole new ways of thinking.

I think we should salute both Craig
Venter from Celera and Francis Collins
for pioneering, for leading this great
effort, which will totally change the
way we do such things as engineer
drugs, the so-called gene drugs. Now
and into the future, we can begin to
think how we use our own genes, our
own proteins, our own metabolites in
such a way that they become the phar-
maceutical agent instead of a manufac-
tured drug.

It changes the way we will think
about organ replacement. Before 1
came to the Senate, I would make an
incision, remove a diseased heart, and
have to put in a new heart. Hopefully,
10 years from now, or 15 years from
now, when we transplant kidneys or a
pancreas, or other organs, we will be
able to engineer them based on what
we have uncovered.

A third area which this human ge-
nome project opens up, as we look to
the future, is that of genetic testing.
We have been talking about and debat-
ing the issue of genetic testing over the
last couple hours. That is where you
can take a swab, and by rubbing that
swap over an array, a pattern of DNA
that is lined up, you will be able to pre-
dict that a person has a 7b-percent
chance of getting prostate cancer 10
years from now or a 90-percent chance
a person will have breast cancer.

The potential good is the change in
behavior, the change in lifestyle, the
change in the intervention that can
come about to preempt, preclude, stop
the progress of cancer.

Unfortunately, as has been laid out
and debated today, there are potential
dangers, potential harm, if that infor-
mation is misused. Should policy-
makers address this potential abuse of
genetic information in the workplace?
There is no question; yes, we have a re-
sponsibility.

Technology has given us new tools
which give us new ways to think about
gene therapy, organ replacement, ge-
netic testing, and the treatment of
cancers and heart disease. We are obli-
gated to make sure the barriers are
lowered to take the good in the devel-
opment of science but also minimize
whatever harm there might potentially
be.

But to do that, what is our responsi-
bility? Not to have a knee-jerk reac-
tion and accept a proposal which very
few people in this body have even read,
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much less studied, discussed, and de-
bated. But first, we should focus on the
issues that we have studied, that we
have addressed in committee, that we
have debated, including the input we
have solicited from doctors, physicians,
scientists, and consumer groups, with
both sides of the aisle coming to cer-
tain agreements.

Let us start there and systematically
address these ethical-type issues which
have been introduced by this new
science just 3 days ago. Let’s not have
a knee-jerk reaction until every Sen-
ator can ask the important questions.

I agree 100 percent that we should not
discriminate in any way using pre-
dictive genetic information in the
workplace. That needs to be put first. I
think it is unfair for the other side to
say we are for discrimination in the
workplace by genetic testing. It is just
unfair. It is just unfair because we are
against that.

But to address the policies, in look-
ing at this amendment that has been
offered today by Senator DASCHLE and
his colleagues, there is a health insur-
ance section. I have read most of that
because I have had several hours to do
that. I read a little of the employment
section. The genetic privacy is very
complicated. I can tell you, we need to
discuss that a lot more.

As to the various definitions of what
a predictive genetic test is, I would
have to say, the genetic tests they are
talking about, where they are actually
talking about metabolites, I don’t
know, I will have to go out and talk to
the real experts, but they may go too
far.

So I do not want to pass a major re-
form bill that will potentially totally
underwrite or change the way we treat
people in the workplace based on defi-
nitions that I do not fully agree with
now. But I do not know enough about
it until we can talk to people broadly.

This whole expansion of penalties in
the fourth section of the bill, I do not
know exactly what we are penalizing, if
it is just that one statement of penal-
izing people who use genetic informa-
tion. First of all, it depends on what
that definition is—which I do not agree
with—but if it goes beyond that—and I
don’t know whether it does—I need to
know that.

I say all that because this amend-
ment Senator DASCHLE has offered sim-
ply has not been vetted. It has not been
discussed. I have been involved in the
genetic debates with my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle—some initial
discussions—but I can tell you, we have
not gone into any sort of detail on this
whole issue of expanding penalties in
this expanded, complicated field of ge-
netic privacy and employment.

The one area that has been men-
tioned is that of health care quality
and the use of genetic information in
health care, in the health insurance
arena.
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It is very clear that patients need to
be free to undergo genetic testing be-
cause that can influence, in a positive
way, the outcome of their health care.
If they receive information that there
is an 80-percent chance they will de-
velop breast cancer, that is likely to
change how many times they do self-
exams a week, how often they go to the
doctor, how often they get a mammo-
gram. That information should be used.
There should be no chance that infor-
mation will be used by an insurance
company to discriminate against them
in denying them insurance.

It can change lifestyle. If there is a
test with an 80-percent chance that you
will develop lung cancer, you will want
to know that. Why? Because it can
change lifestyle.

We have a bill we have debated ex-
tensively since 1996 which does just
that. Our bill, the Jeffords-Frist bill,
prohibits health insurers from requir-
ing patients to undergo genetic testing
and prohibits health insurers from
using genetic information to deny cov-
erage or set rates for currently healthy
individuals who may be at risk for a fu-
ture disease.

Again, this issue has been vetted
through the process, has been vetted
through Chairman JEFFORDS’ com-
mittee. Discussion has gone on. In 1995,
the debate in the markup of the Kasse-
baum-Kennedy bill was extensive in
numerous areas.

Mr. President, I urge our colleagues
to adopt the amendment Chairman
JEFFORDS has offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
has expired.

The Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me
just respond to a few of the arguments
posed by the Senator from Tennessee.

First of all, with regard to the tech-
nicalities to which he made reference, 1
do not know what technicalities and
what information could be murky
about what it is we are trying to do.

We simply say there should not be
any employment discrimination based
on genetic information. That is it. He
talked about these discrimination ac-
tions being subjected to a mysterious
penalty. All we have said in section 4 of
the bill is that if you think you were
discriminated against, you can go to
court and have a court make some de-
cision with regard to whether there is
discrimination or not. That is the pen-
alty. We do not prescribe any penalties.
We prescribe some degree of account-
ability. We simply say, if you think
you were discriminated against, you
get to sue, period. That is all.

On another point, let me say that the
legislation proposed by our Republican
colleagues has already been analyzed in
some detail as part of their Patients’
Bill of Rights, as the Senator from
Vermont has said.

On April 12, Senator HARKIN received
a letter from 59 health organizations
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that wrote with concern about the lan-
guage propounded in this amendment
by the Senator from Vermont. Fifty-
nine health organizations have already
said: This is not the way we ought to
do it.

They don’t need more hearings. They
don’t need more information. They
have looked at the bill. They have
come to the conclusion that if we are
going to write public policy regarding
genetic discrimination, this isn’t it.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter and names of all 59 organizations
be printed in the RECORD.

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

APRIL 12, 2000.
Hon. ToM HARKIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: In the very near fu-
ture, scientists will have deciphered the en-
tire human genetic code, providing human
beings with more information about our
health than ever before. Tests are already
available that can detect genetic traits asso-
ciated with particular diseases, and the use
of such tests is expected to increase dramati-
cally in coming years.

Genetic testing will improve our lives by
providing information on how we can pre-
vent future health problems, and cope more
effectively with unavoidable conditions. But
the ability to predict diseases through ge-
netic testing and family history opens trou-
bling questions about discrimination, par-
ticularly in employment and health care.

As you begin to consider the House and
Senate versions of managed care reform, we
write to draw your attention to Title III of
S. 1344, the Senate bill. We commend the
Senate for including provisions intended to
protect individuals from discrimination in
health insurance based on genetic informa-
tion. However, we believe that the provisions
in the Senate bill as currently crafted are in-
adequate to meet the challenges raised by
the extraordinary scientific advances of our
time.

Without comprehensive protections cov-
ering both employment and health care, pa-
tients have reason to fear that their genetic
information could be used as a basis for dis-
crimination. Many health care professionals
report that because of these fears many pa-
tients are reluctant to participate in impor-
tant clinical studies that require genetic

testing, slowing medical and scientific
progress.
The undersigned organizations, rep-

resenting patients, people with disabilities,
consumers, women’s and civil rights organi-
zations and many others, urge the conferees
to retain and improve Title III of the Senate
Bill in the final conference bill, by incor-
porating the following changes.

1. Add meaningful penalties and sanctions.
As currently drafted, the provision for pun-
ishing violators is tremendously weak. With-
out meaningful mechanisms for holding vio-
lators accountable, even the strongest ge-
netic discrimination protections become
meaningless. Victims of discrimination must
have the ability to enforce their rights in
state or federal court and to receive appro-
priate legal and equitable relief.

2. Add protections from discrimination in
employment. As currently drafted, the Sen-
ate bill bans discrimination by group health
plans and issuers, but provides no protection
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against job-based discrimination. Thus, even
if group health plans and issuers are pre-
vented from misusing genetic information,
the very same information could be used
against individuals in employment. Genetic
information must not be misused to deny
people employment opportunities.

3. Prevent unauthorized disclosure of ge-
netic information. One of the best ways to
protect people against discrimination is to
prevent the disclosure of information to
those in a position to misuse it. There is no
federal law that prohibits group health plans
or issuers from disclosing people’s genetic
information. We urge the committee to add
strong protections against disclosure of ge-
netic information.

4. Clarify plans’ limited ability to request
predictive genetic information. S. 1344 pro-
vides that a plan can request (but not re-
quire) that an individual disclose predictive
genetic information for purposes of ‘‘diag-
nosis, treatment, or payment.”” We are con-
cerned that this formulation makes it pos-
sible for plans to obtain an individual’s ge-
netic information in an overly broad set of
circumstances. This language should be re-
written to clarify that when plans are seek-
ing information related to payment for ge-
netic services received, they may only re-
quest such evidence as is minimally nec-
essary to verify that an individual received
the services. In such circumstances, only in-
dividuals within the plan or insurance com-
pany who need access to the information for
purposes of that claim should have access to
it.

5. Clarify definition of ‘‘Predictive Genetic
Information.”” As currently drafted, S. 1344’s
definition of predictive genetic information
is potentially confusing. The legislation
states that ‘“‘predictive genetic information”
means information ‘‘in the absence of symp-
toms, clinical signs, or a diagnosis of the
condition related to such information.”” This
phrasing is potentially troubling, because
‘‘diagnosis’ is a fairly broad and imprecise
term. In fact, as doctors and scientists learn
more about genetics, it is possible that
someday they will consider the presence or
absence of a particular genetic trait a ‘‘diag-
nosis.” Thus, we suggest that this phrase be
rewritten to read ‘““in the absence of symp-
toms or clinical signs, and a diagnosis’, in
order to clarify that the presence or absence
of a genetic trait should not be considered a
‘“‘diagnosis’ if the individual has no symp-
toms or clinical signs, and genetic informa-
tion would not be excluded from protection
under those circumstances.

The definition of predictive genetic infor-
mation in S. 1344 also specifically excludes
information derived from ‘‘physical tests,
such as the chemical, blood, or urine anal-
yses of the individual including cholesterol
tests; and information about physical exams
of the individual.”” This language should be
clarified so that it is clear that genetic infor-
mation derived from either physical tests or
physical exams is considered protected infor-
mation. This can be accomplished by adding
language such as ‘“‘unless the physical test
[or physical exam] reveals genetic informa-
tion.”

We would like to discuss these issues with
you further at your convenience. Please feel
free to contact Susannah Baruch at the Na-
tional Partnership for Women & Families
(202) 986-2600 if you have any questions about
this letter. We commend you on your will-
ingness to take on these critical and complex
issues, and we wish you well as the con-
ference continues its work.

American  Association of
Health Nurses, Inc.

Occupational
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American Association of People with Dis-
abilities

American Association on Mental Retarda-
tion

American Cancer Society

American College of Nurse-Midwives

American Civil Liberties Union

American Health Information Management
Association

American Heart Association

American Hemochromatosis Society

American Jewish Congress

American Nurses Association

Association of Women’s Health, Obstetric
and Neonatal Nurses

Beckwith-Wiedemann Support Network

Canavan Foundation

CARE Foundation (Cardiac Arythmia Re-
search and Education Foundation)

Center for Patient Advocacy

Coalition for Heritable Disorders of Connec-
tive Tissue

Crohn’s and Colitis Foundation of America

Digestive Disease National Coalition

DNA Dynamics

Dystonia Medical Foundation

The Ehlers-Danlos National Foundation

Genetic Alliance

Great Lakes Regional Genetics Group

Hadassah

Hemochromatosis Foundation

Intestinal Multiple Polyposis and Colorectal
Cancer (IMPACC)

Little People of America, Inc.

National Medical Journeys Network

National Association for Pseudoxanthoma
Elasticum (NAPE, Inc.)

National Association of People with AIDS

National Coalition for Cancer Survivorship

National Hemophilia Foundation

National Incontinential Pigmenti Founda-
tion

National Marfan Foundation

National Multiple Sclerosis Society

National Organization for Rare Disorders
(NORD)

National Osteoporosis Foundation

National Ovarian Cancer Alliance

National Partnership for Women & Families

National Pemphigus Foundation

National Society of Genetic Counselors

National Tay-Sachs & Allied Diseases Asso-
ciation

National Tuberous Sclerosis Association

National Women’s Health Network

National Workrights Institute

Nationl Women’s Law Center

Oncology Nursing Society

Polycystic Kidney Foundation

Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism

Ruth G. Gold

Spondylitis Association of America

Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer Foundation

The Sturge-Weber Foundation

The Title II Community AIDS National Net-
work

Tourette Syndrome Association

Union of American Hebrew Congregations

University of North Dakota School of Medi-
cine and Health Science, Division of
Med. Genetics, Dept. of Pediatrics

Xavier University Health Education Pro-
gram

Mr. DASCHLE. We have the director

of the National Human Genome Re-

search Institute who has said we have

to pass a bill immediately to bar dis-

crimination in the workplace. We have

a bill pending that will allow us to do

just that. We have another bill pending

that does not provide that protection

in terms of discrimination. Fifty-nine

health organizations, including the
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American Association of Occupational
Health Nurses, the Genetic Alliance,
the CARE Foundation, the Oncology
Nursing Society have said: Please, do
more than the legislation offered by
the Senator from Vermont.

So it isn’t just Dr. Collins, it isn’t
just Terri Seargent, it is a list of
health organizations, the likes of
which you rarely see, who have come
together to say: We ought to do better
than this.

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
senior Senator from the State of Mas-
sachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will withhold.

Mr. SPECTER. Isn’t it the rule of the
Senate that the first person seeking
recognition gets recognition and the
Senator does not have the authority to
yield to another Senator without unan-
imous consent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is under the control of the Senator
from South Dakota. He had the floor
and is in control of the time, and he
may yield time since he is on the floor
and has recognition.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, does
that ruling supersede the rule that the
first Senator seeking recognition gets
it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator was recognized and had the floor
at the time that he yielded.

The Senator from Massachusetts is
recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want
the record to show that I was on my
feet seeking recognition at the time
the Senator from South Dakota yielded
the time.

I want to take a moment of the Sen-
ate’s time to review what has happened
in terms of this policy issue in the
Human Resource Committee so there is
no confusion about it. We had a hear-
ing on genetic discrimination in health
insurance on 21 May 1998. That was a
good hearing. That was in 1998.

Then, in May of 1998, a number of us
asked the chairman of the committee
to have a further hearing about dis-
crimination in the workplace. We have
not received it. So I don’t take kindly
to those who suggest that when we
raise this issue on the Senate floor, we
are somehow acting out of order. Our
committee, the committee of jurisdic-
tion, has tried to focus attention on
the dangers of the utilization of ge-
netic information toward possible dis-
crimination for health insurance and
employment, and we have been unable
to do so. Thankfully, with the Daschle
amendment, we will have the oppor-
tunity to do so this afternoon.

The Jeffords amendment pretends to
be a half a loaf because it addresses in-
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surance, but does not address employ-
ment. But it is not a half a loaf. It is
no more than a thin crust or a thin
slice. It will not deal with the central
problem of people failing to get needed
genetic tests because of unfair dis-
crimination. That is the issue. As long
as they can lose their job and as long
as their children can be denied jobs,
this protection is no protection at all.
This program is as full of holes as
Swiss cheese. They can still require ge-
netic information. They can still dis-
close it, and there is still no meaning-
ful enforcement. An insurance com-
pany can still get the information to
the employer. There is no prohibition
on that in the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Vermont. They can still do
that.

The fact is, they are doing that. In a
1990 survey by the American Manage-
ment Association, 20 percent of em-
ployers collected family medical his-
tory information on applicants, includ-
ing genetic information. Five percent
of the employers acknowledged using
that information in hiring decisions.
We already know that employers are
using genetic information to make em-
ployment decisions. We must ensure
that employees and applicants are not
discouraged against getting those
kinds of tests. That is what this is all
about.

I ask for 1 more minute.

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield the Senator 1
more minute.

Mr. KENNEDY. As Senator DASCHLE
pointed out, there is a group of more
than 60 organizations that support the
Daschle amendment. The National
Breast Cancer Coalition is, once again,
supporting the Daschle amendment:

Passage of this amendment, and the pro-
tections it offers, are essential not only for
women with a genetic predisposition to
breast cancer, but also for women living with
breast cancer, their families, and the mil-
lions of women who will be diagnosed with
breast cancer. We strongly urge you to sup-
port this legislation.

Let us stand with the patients. Let
us stand with the victims. Let us not
stand only with the insurance compa-
nies.

That is what this issue is about. I
hope the Jeffords amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD a letter
from the National Breast Cancer Coali-
tion.

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

NATIONAL BREAST CANCER COALITION,

Washington, DC, June 29, 2000.
Senator EDWARD KENNEDY,
Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor
and Pensions (Minority), Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the
National Breast Cancer Coalition (NBCC), I
am writing to urge you to support Senators
Daschle, Kennedy, Dodd and Harkin’s Ge-
netic Nondiscrimination in Health Insurance
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and Employment Act, S. 1322, being offered
today as an amendment to the Fiscal Year
2001 Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education Departments appropriations bill.

NBCC is a grassroots advocacy organiza-
tion made up of over 500 organizations and
tens of thousands of individuals, their fami-
lies and friends. We are dedicated to the
eradication of the breast cancer epidemic
through action and advocacy. Addressing the
complex privacy, insurance and employment
discrimination questions raised by evolving
genetic discoveries is one of our top prior-
ities.

In light of the recent announcement by the
White House about the completion of initial
sequencing of the human genome, the Na-
tional Breast Cancer Coalition is cautiously
optimistic about this important step in
learning more about disease, prevention,
treatment and cure. However, while the map-
ping of the ‘‘genetic blueprint’ has potential
for great advancements in healthcare, there
is also the potential for great harm. NBCC is
committed to working to ensure that em-
ployers and health insurers do not use ge-
netic information to discriminate. Informa-
tion learned from one’s genetic blueprint
should only be used to cure and prevent var-
ious genetic diseases and cancer.

Discrimination in health insurance and
employment is a serious problem. In addi-
tion to the risks of losing one’s insurance or
job, the fear of potential discrimination
threatens both a woman’s decision to use
new genetic technologies and seek the best
medical care from her physician. It also lim-
its the ability to conduct the research nec-
essary to understand the cause and find a
cure for breast cancer.

The Kassebaum-Kennedy Health Insurance
Reform Act (1996) took some significant
steps toward extending protection in the
area of genetic discrimination in health in-
surance. But it did not go far enough. More-
over, since the enactment of Kassebaum-
Kennedy, there have been incredible discov-
eries at a very rapid rate that offer fas-
cinating insights in the biology of breast
cancer, but that may also expose individuals
to an increased risk of discrimination based
on their genetic information. For instance,
because of the discovery of BRCAl1l and
BRCAZ2, breast cancer susceptibility genes,
we now face the reality of a test that can de-
tect the risk of breast cancer. Genetic test-
ing may well lead to the promise of improved
health as we better learn how genes work.
But if women are too fearful to get tested,
they won’t be able to benefit from the
knowledge genetic testing might offer.

We commend the efforts of Senators
Daschle, Kennedy, Dodd and Harkin to go be-
yond Kassebaum-Kennedy toward ensuring
that all individuals—not just those in group
health plans—are guaranteed protection
against discrimination in the health insur-
ance and employment arenas based on their
genetic information. S. 1322 would also guar-
antee individuals important protections
against rate hikes based on genetic informa-
tion, would prohibit insurers from demand-
ing access to genetic information contained
in medical records or family histories, and
would restrict insurers’ release of genetic in-
formation.

Passage of this amendment, and the pro-
tections it offers, are essential not only for
women with a genetic predisposition to
breast cancer, but also for women living with
breast cancer, their families, and the mil-
lions of women who will be diagnosed with
breast cancer. We strongly urge you to sup-
port this legislation.
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Thank your for your support. Please do not
hesitate to call me or NBCC’s Government
Relations Manager, Jennifer Katz at (202)
973-0595 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
FRAN VIScCo,
President.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had
sought a parliamentary inquiry a few
minutes ago. I am glad to wait 5 min-
utes until Senator KENNEDY has fin-
ished his comments. I have asked the
Parliamentarian to review his rules.

There was a very heated exchange for
more than an hour back in 1987, shortly
after Senator BYRD had Senator Pack-
wood arrested, as to the practice of
having one Senator, the leader, yield
time to other Senators. I believe the
correct application of the rule is that
the first Senator who seeks recognition
is recognized and then the question
arises as to whether time will be yield-
ed to him when there is a time agree-
ment. That is the point I was making.
I have no concern about waiting 5 min-
utes or longer for another Senator. I do
have a concern about the propriety of a
Senator being recognized who first
seeks recognition.

I have sought recognition to com-
ment briefly about this legislation. I
believe the Jeffords amendment is a
solid amendment. His committee has
looked into this issue very extensively
with respect to eliminating discrimina-
tion based upon genes and medical in-
formation and research with respect to
health care.

I do think the objectives of the
Daschle amendment are sound, in seek-
ing to avoid discrimination in employ-
ment as well as in health care. I have
had an opportunity to review the
Daschle amendment very briefly. From
the review which I have made and
which staff has made, I have some
grave concerns about some of the pro-
visions which are very complicated and
which have not been subjected to hear-
ings.

Again, I think its objectives are laud-
able. I think the American people do
expect protection and confidentiality
on these issues on employment as well
as on health care.

I express my concern about our abil-
ity to handle this matter in conference
on this state of the record. I think it is
more than a matter of people’s rights
and obligations and objectives and
what we ought to have. We need to
have a bill which sticks together,
which makes sense, and which will
stand the kind of scrutiny and exam-
ination and analysis to which it will be
subjected.

One of the grave problems our legis-
lation has, when subjected to judicial
review, is that it is hard to figure out
sometimes, especially when there are
no hearings, no markups, and no anal-
ysis. I have discussed with the Senator
from Vermont the possibility of his
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committee having hearings in July. He
may have a problem with that. My sub-
committee will have hearings on this
subject so that if the Daschle amend-
ment passes and we have in conference
its consideration, we will try to work
through the complexities of this legis-
lation.

Again, I think the objectives of what
Senator DASCHLE looks to are exactly
right. I do think those people who vote
against the Daschle amendment are
going to be questioned for not having
concerns about privacy on a very im-
portant matter.

Last week we had a motion to recom-
mit this bill for prescription drugs. If
that motion had passed, I, frankly,
don’t know what my subcommittee
would have done on prescription drugs.
Our subcommittee is a very competent
subcommittee, but I don’t know that
our competence extends to legislating
on prescription drugs, taking that into
account and working that through,
which is really a matter for the Fi-
nance Committee. I have been ques-
tioned about why I was unwilling to
have the recommitment. I have said,
because I have the responsibility for
dealing with it as the manager of the
bill.

So there is a lot to recommend the
Daschle amendment in terms of objec-
tives and moving along, but I caution
my colleagues about where we end up
in terms of this bill without the hear-
ings, without the refinement, without
the analysis. I am not making any cri-
tique or criticism of the author of the
bill. Any bill which is constructed
without hearings and without markup
and without that kind of rigorous anal-
ysis has natural problems. Even with
hearings and with markup, there are
still problems that have to be worked
out.

I express my agreement with the
Senator from Vermont on his legisla-
tion, express my agreement with the
objectives of the legislation of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota, and say that
if we have it in conference, we will do
our best to try to work through the
kinds of problems and deal with this
very important issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have
immense respect for the Senator from
Pennsylvania and consider him a very
able legislator. I am disappointed that
he will be opposing my amendment
when we have our vote.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator will
yield, I ask him what makes him think
I am going to oppose his legislation?

Mr. DASCHLE. I thought he an-
nounced he intended to oppose it be-
cause we didn’t have hearings. If there
is still an opportunity to gain his sup-
port, I will give him all the time he
needs to further discuss the issue.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am
very much inclined to support the
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Daschle legislation, but I recognize the
job ahead of trying to work it through
for the reasons I have said. I think the
objectives are admirable. I am not
committed yet. I want to hear the bal-
ance of his argument. I have not stated
an intention to oppose it.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the clarification. I am de-
lighted to hear that there is still some
hope I can persuade him with the mer-
its of our legislation.

To ensure that everybody under-
stands—I think it is pretty basic—
three-fourths of the people in this
country obtain their health insurance
through their employer. Whether or
not employers may discriminate
against employees and potential em-
ployees on the basis of genetic infor-
mation, in large measure, will be deter-
mined by whether or not we write into
law a pretty simple concept. It doesn’t
take any complex legalism to say,
look, you should not discriminate
based upon genetic information, period.
If you think you are discriminated
against, you ought to have recourse in
a court of law. That is all we are say-
ing.

Now, the Jeffords amendment pro-
vides no protection against employ-
ment discrimination. That is clear. It
does not prohibit insurers from dis-
closing the results of genetic tests
without consent. That is clear. It does
not prohibit the use of predictive ge-
netic information for hiring, advance-
ment, salary, or other workplace rights
and privileges. That is clear. It doesn’t
provide persons who have suffered ge-
netic discrimination in either arena
with the right to seek redress through
a legal action. That is clear.

It is no wonder that 59 health organi-
zations have said: We have looked at
what Senator JEFFORDS is proposing
and we think you can do better. That is
no accident. They are asking us not to
support this legislation because there
is no meaningful protection in the Jef-
fords amendment.

I am all for more hearings, but it is
ironic—how many times has the major-
ity bypassed a committee to go
straight to the floor without hearings
on bills of great import? We are going
to do that as soon as we come back
from the Fourth of July recess. We are
going to vote on an estate tax provi-
sion that will cost, in the full 10-year
period, three quarters of $1 trillion; we
are going to vote on it without one
hearing, without one committee mark-
up. I will bet you we are not going to
hear the argument by the other side
that we ought to have hearings on
that. This is pretty simple. This is
basic math. If you don’t want discrimi-
nation in the workplace, vote for the
Daschle amendment.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Iowa,
Mr. HARKIN.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). The Senator from Iowa is recog-
nized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
supporting the amendment of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota because I have
been involved in this issue for a long
time. In 1989, when I was chairman of
the subcommittee that my good friend,
Senator SPECTER, chairs now, we start-
ed funding for the Human Genome Cen-
ter at NIH. So I have been involved in
this effort for a long time and am very
supportive of it.

I could not have been happier with
the announcement that came out this
week that we have now completed the
map, and they will be completing the
sequencing of the human genome. With
that, we are going to have a very pow-
erful diagnostic tool that will allow
medical practitioners to more accu-
rately assess the health of an indi-
vidual and their proclivity to come
down with an illness or a disease, or to
be more predictive of what kind of ill-
nesses to which a person might be sub-
ject.

Well, that is a very powerful diag-
nostic tool, and it is going to do a lot
to help millions of people all over this
world. There may be other spinoffs in
terms of gene therapy, and things such
as that, but I wish to focus on the diag-
nostic tool that will help people get
better control over their health care.
That is the upside.

The downside is that in the hands of
the wrong person this information
could then be used to discriminate
against a person who may have a ge-
netic predisposition toward a certain
illness. As I understand it, both of the
amendments we have before us—the
one by the Senator from Vermont and
the one by the Senator from South Da-
kota—prohibit discrimination when it
comes to insurance. Well, that is all
well and good, but that is only a part of
it.

Why the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota is the one we need
to adopt is that it also prohibits dis-
crimination in the workplace. Why is
that important? I understand that ear-
lier my friend from Vermont said we
didn’t have to be too concerned about
this because the Americans With Dis-
abilities Act covered the workplace.
Well, as the chief sponsor of the Ameri-
cans With Disabilities Act, and one
who has lived with it since its incep-
tion back in the 1980s, I say to my
friend from Vermont that some lower
courts have ruled, for example, that
breast cancer is not a disability, so the
ADA really does not cover the work-
place when you come to genetic dis-
crimination. Some lower courts have
held that breast cancer is not a dis-
ability and not covered by the ADA. If
they rule that, are they then going to
rule that the gene for breast cancer is
covered? Hardly.

So that is why I wanted to take this
time to make it clear that genetic pre-
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dispositions and disorders should be
covered in employment, because of
some of these lower court rulings re-
garding the Americans With Disabil-
ities Act. So that is why it is so impor-
tant that we have it in the workplace.

Secondly, we need to have better en-
forcement. The penalties that are in
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Vermont are toothless—$100 a
day. Well, a large business concern can
factor that into their cost of doing
business. That is not really a stiff
enough penalty.

It seems to me that if I am discrimi-
nated against, under the law, I ought
to have a private right of action; I
ought to be able to go to court and say,
wait a minute, my rights are being
abused, my civil rights are being
abused. And if we have this law that
says you can’t discriminate against
someone because of their genetic pre-
disposition, that person ought to have
a right of action. That person ought to
be able to go to court and seek redress.
So that is why I say the Daschle
amendment is the only one that really
protects people both in the workplace
and in insurance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I re-
tain the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Although many of us came into to-
day’s debate believing that the ADA
did in fact cover genetic discrimination
in the workplace, we certainly under-
stand the importance of this issue and
of the need to hold a hearing on this
issue. However, I would like to empha-
size that as recently as a few months
ago experts in employment law and, in
particular, EEOC Commissioner Paul
Miller is quoted as stating that

* % * discrimination against an employee
on the basis of diagnosted genetic predisposi-
tions toward an asymptomatic condition or
illness is covered under the ADA’s ‘‘regarded
as disabled” prong.

So it is not as if we approached this
debate believing that employees should
not be protected against genetic dis-
crimination in the workplace. We sim-
ply thought that they already were
covered.

I want to reassure my colleagues
that the HELP Committee will hold a
hearing in the near future on this issue
and that if we find that the ADA is not
providing protection to workers we will
develop and pass legislation to ensure
that genetic information is properly
protected. I yield 4 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. I thank the Senator from
Vermont.

Mr. President, I rise today with the
Senator from Vermont, chairman of
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the Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee. The matter of ge-
netic discrimination in employment
has taken on new relevance given a
number of recent events. Most notably,
the Human Genome Project announced
this week that the ‘‘rough draft’ of the
map of some 3 billion human genes has
just been completed. This just became
a sexy issue. While there are months, if
not years, of research still required to
realize the potential of this informa-
tion, we must be responsive to the
range of pros and cons regarding its
use.

The committee has spent a lot of
time developing a bill to address where
there do appear to be gaps in pre-
venting discrimination. Those gaps are
most apparent in health insurance,
where a person’s health information, as
well as his family’s health history, are
a determinant in their access to cov-
erage. This is an immediate concern
that requires our immediate response.
That is why I strongly support the
amendment being offered by Senator
FRIST, which would prohibit insurance
companies from discriminating based
on a person’s genetic makeup.

The amendment Senator DASCHLE
has offered also attempts to address ge-
netic discrimination in employment.
Unfortunately, this issue is not nearly
as clear cut. Until very recently, the
prevailing opinion among employment
discrimination experts was that ge-
netic discrimination was already cap-
tured under the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act (or ““ADA”). In fact, it is
still not clear that the ADA does not
cover genetic discrimination. Even as
recently as March 24 of this year, the
Commissioner of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, Paul
Miller, told the American Bar Associa-
tion genetic discrimination was cov-
ered under title I of the ADA. Specifi-
cally, Commissioner Miller said pro-
tect against genetic discrimination was
provided by the prong of the act which
prevents discrimination against people
who are regarded as disabled.

However, because no court has ever
ruled definitively on this issue and be-
cause of some related—but not control-
ling—recent Supreme Court cases, I un-
derstand that there may now be some
insecurity about whether genetic dis-
crimination is covered by the ADA.
And understandably, this insecurity is
being increased by the recent an-
nouncement of the Human Genome
Project.

We are sympathetic to this insecu-
rity, and I think we can all agree that
employers should not be permitted to
discriminate against employees based
on genetic information in the same
manner that employers may not dis-
criminate based on disability, gender,
race, age, and other characteristics. I
believe our committee needs to evalu-
ate the conflicting evidence as to
whether or not genetic discrimination
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is already covered under current law,
particularly in light of the recent sci-
entific developments. I support holding
a hearing on this issue as soon as pos-
sible and I understand my colleague
Senator JEFFORDS has scheduled a
hearing on this issue for July 11. We
should examine not only the question
of whether the ADA captures genetic
discrimination, but also what the im-
plications are for the numerous work-
place and work force issues that will
arise based on the availability of ge-
netics. Safety concerns and privacy
concerns being the most important.
Also, I believe we should consider ge-
netic discrimination in employment in
the broader context of the cultural im-
plications and evaluate the historical
experience with genetic information.
Researching this issue has been a 10-
year priority of the Human Genome
Project’s Ethical, Legal and Social Im-
plications (ELSI) program. I welcome
my colleagues to join the hearing proc-
ess in a bipartisan effort to address
this matter.

Given the complexity of this issue, I
believe it is critical that we not rush to
accept Senator DASCHLE’s amendment
without resolving all of these impor-
tant issues. We may determine that
new legislation is necessary to protect
against genetic discrimination—and if
it is necessary, we will work hard to
pass it. But Senator DASCHLE’S amend-
ment simply goes too far. We must be
certain that any new legislation is
comparable to existing discrimination
legislation. Senator DASCHLE’S amend-
ment is not comparable, it is much
broader.

For example, Senator DASCHLE’s
amendment would permit unlimited
damages for genetic discrimination. It
would also permit parties to com-
pletely bypass the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission—the federal
body set up to deal with employment
discrimination disputes—and go
straight to federal court. This is sig-
nificantly more extensive than the
ADA, the ADEA and title VII discrimi-
nation protections. This just makes no
sense at all. Under Senator DASCHLE’S
amendment, an individual with a ge-
netic marker showing he may at some
future point develop a genetic disease
or condition would have more protec-
tion than a paraplegic. Again I say this
makes no sense at all. And it will over-
tax federal courts and juries with high-
ly complex genetic issues and give op-
portunistic trial lawyers a jackpot.

If Senator DASCHLE has a valid rea-
son why genetics should have such sub-
stantial additional protections, I wel-
come him to come to our committee
hearing and explain them, but we
should be very careful not to rush into
such significant legislation and treat
genetic information differently than
existing diseases, disorders, and ill-
nesses. If we accept Senator DASCHLE’S
amendment, we are simply not doing
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our job. Again, I think we can all agree
that genetic discrimination should not
be permitted, but I think we should
also be able to agree not to pass legis-
lation on such a significant and impor-
tant issue without having all the prop-
er information before us. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against Senator
DASCHLE’s amendment so that we can
examine this issue through the proper
procedural channels and pass respon-
sible, reasonable legislation if such leg-
islation is necessary.

There isn’t anybody here who wants
to have any discrimination done on a
genetic basis, or any other basis, in the
workplace or in health care. We are
being lead to believe that this is a very
simple bill, and that we ought to ac-
cept it. ““‘Simple’’ is not 50 pages. Sim-
ple is the statement that the Senator
from South Dakota made. But 50 pages
to explain that means it is a lot more
complicated than the explanation we
are being given. We don’t want dis-
crimination. Quite frankly, I think one
of the reasons we are being presented
with this is a good example of why you
don’t legislate on appropriations bills
and avoid the entire process. It is a
handy way to do it. If I had a bill, that
is how I might try to do it too. But it
isn’t the right way to do it.

I hope we will step back a minute and
go through the procedure for doing a
50-page bill that covers something as
important to people as discrimination
in the workplace, or discrimination in
any other place.

If this bill passes, a person who can
find and accidentally disclose a genetic
marker will have greater protection in
the workplace than a paraplegic would.
Not only that—this allows people to
bypass the legal system. You can go
immediately to court.

This will become a turnstile for trial
attorneys. This becomes a jackpot
proposition. This will clog the courts,
if it passes. It will be a heyday. Every
single trial attorney will have their
own slot machine. That is not what we
are trying to do.

This isn’t an area that just comes
under the workplace safety and train-
ing subcommittee that I chair. It also
comes under the health committee
that Senator FRIST chairs.

It is a topic that our entire com-
mittee needs to address and will ad-
dress. But it has to be done through a
hearing process so we don’t wind up
with some of the unintended con-
sequences that I have just mentioned.

As far as the Americans With Dis-
abilities Act, on March 24 of this year,
the commissioner of the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission,
Paul Miller, told the American Bar As-
sociation that genetic discrimination
was covered under title I of the ADA. I
guess that is why this 50-page ‘‘simple”’
bill bypasses the EHqual Employment
Opportunity Commission. We shouldn’t
bypass that group. That is a bill for
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protection and for having a hearing
process for individuals. The commis-
sioner of the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission says it is cov-
ered under title I of the ADA. Maybe
there have been some decisions that
have come out since.

We can’t just be doing knee-jerk leg-
islation on an appropriations bill. This
is an issue that deserves time and con-
sideration, and a hearing that will
produce the kind of bill of which we
can be proud—the kind of bill that has
some opportunity for amendment.

I know if we were trying to pass a
bill of that magnitude and precluded
the minority from having any say-so,
or any amendment, they would raise a
little bit of a fuss, as they have on
other occasions, and as we do on occa-
sion.

I don’t believe there should be legis-
lation on appropriations bills.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have
great admiration for the Senator from
Wyoming. I have worked with him on
many issues. I never find it easy to dis-
agree with a colleague, but let me say
with regard to his argument that this
is going to be a turnstile to more law-
suits; that is the same argument used
on so many occasions and that was
used against the ADA.

I was on the floor. I remember those
debates so well. I participated in them.
They said this was going to cause a
flurry of lawsuits.

Who today would vote to repeal the
ADA? I daresay not one Senator—Re-
publican or Democrat.

He made reference to the EEOC’s po-
sition on whether the ADA covers ge-
netic discrimination. I hope they are
right. But what is wrong with making
absolutely sure they are right? That is
what this bill does. This bill isn’t com-
plicated. I know some of our colleagues
would like to point to the volume of
this amendment and say that bulk is
clear evidence of complication.

We are simply saying, as simply as
we can, that you shouldn’t discrimi-
nate in the workplace; and, if you do,
you ought to have some opportunity to
redress that problem.

I have a real concern as well about
what inaction means for research. Dr.
Craig Venter was on the Hill on several
occasions and has made several public
statements. His concern about dis-
crimination is one that we ought to be
truly appreciative of as well. Dr.
Venter, president of Celera Genomics,
said:

The biggest concern I have is genetic dis-
crimination. This would be the biggest bar-
rier against having a real medical revolution
based on this tremendous new scientific in-
formation.

Dr. Venter is worried, if we see dis-
crimination, that automatically and
almost immediately it is going to bot-
tle up his opportunity to continue the
research.

The
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I go to the next chart, and look at
what others have said. Dr. Collins,
somebody I have quoted on several oc-
casions, says:

Genetic information and genetic tech-
nology can be used in ways that are fun-
damentally unjust . . . Already, people have
lost their jobs, lost their health insurance,
and lost their economic well-being because
of the misuse of genetic information.

It doesn’t get any clearer than that.
First, you have the top researcher say-
ing they are concerned about the rami-
fications of a lack of congressional ac-
tion, not only for job discrimination,
but for research. Then you have Dr.
Collins who says we have already seen
cases where people have lost their jobs
and lost their health insurance as a re-
sult of this.

The Secretary’s Advisory Committee
on Genetic Testing was equally as con-
cerned in their public statement. Keep
in mind that this isn’t some Demo-
cratic advocate; this is the Advisory
Committee on Genetic Testing. This is
a quote:

Federal legislation should be enacted to
prohibit discrimination in employment and
health insurance based on genetic informa-
tion. . ..Without these protections, individ-
uals will be reluctant to participate in re-
search on, or the application of, genetic test-
ing.

How much more information do we
need? How many more hearings do we
have to have when you have the most
credible experts anywhere to be found,
here or anywhere else, who are plead-
ing with the Congress to do something
before it gets even worse, before more
people lose their jobs and their health
insurance, and before we see some real
ramifications with regard to medical
testing?

That is what we are doing. That is
what this amendment does. That is
why it needs to be passed this after-
noon.

I retain the remainder of my time
and yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator MACK
be added as a cosponsor of this bill.

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

Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in support of the amendment
being offered by Senators JEFFORDS
and FRIST on genetic nondiscrimina-
tion in health insurance. This amend-
ment, based on language I authored
with Senator JEFFORDS and Senator
FRIST, provides strong protection to all
Americans against the unfair and im-
proper use of genetic information for
insurance purposes.

This amendment will:

Prohibit insurers from collecting genetic
information

Prohibit insurers from using predictive ge-
netic information, such as family back-
ground or the results of a genetic test, to
deny coverage or to set premiums and rates,
and

Require insurers to inform patients of
their health plan’s confidentiality practices
and safeguards.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The need for this legislation is clear.
As Senators DASCHLE and DoODD pointed
out this morning the announcement
this week that scientists have com-
pleted their mapping of the human
gene is a remarkable and historic
event. It opens the door to new sci-
entific breakthroughs that may well
help lead us one day to the cause and
the cure for cancer, for Parkinson’s
and for Alzheimer’s disease.

This remarkable new tool has the po-
tential, unfortunately, to become a
dangerous tool. Because knowledge is
power—Mr. President—and an insur-
ance company could use genetic infor-
mation to deny insurance to an indi-
vidual because they know that the per-
son is predisposed to a particular dis-
ease or health problem.

Consider a letter that I received from
a constituent, Bonnie Lee Tucker, of
Hampden, Maine, who wrote:

I'm a third generation [breast cancer] sur-
vivor and as of last October I have nine im-
mediate women in my family that have been
diagnosed with breast cancer . . . I want my
daughter to be able to live a normal life and
not worry about breast cancer. I want to
have the BRCA test [for breast cancer] done
but because of the insurance risk for my
daughters future I don’t dare.

Another of my constituents, Dr.
Tracy Weisberg, Medical Director of
the Breast Cancer at the Maine Med-
ical Center Research Institute, told me
that while she has offered screening for
the breast cancer gene to approxi-
mately 35 women in 1997, only two
opted for the test. She said that many
of these women did not undergo testing
because of their fear of discrimination
in health insurance.

Dr. Weisberg emphasized the need for
legislation to protect patients from
this type of discrimination, so that
they could make genetic testing deci-
sions based on what they believe is best
for their health, and not based on fear.

As a legislator who has worked for
many years on the issue of breast can-
cer, and as a woman with a history of
breast cancer in her family, I am de-
lighted with the possibilities for fur-
ther treatment advances based on the
discoveries of two genes related to
breast cancer—BRCA 1 and BRCA2.
Women who inherit mutated forms of
either gene have an 85 percent risk of
developing breast cancer in their life-
time, and a 50 percent risk of devel-
oping ovarian cancer.

Although there is no known treat-
ment to ensure that women who carry
the mutated gene do not develop breast
cancer, genetic testing makes it pos-
sible for carriers of these mutated
genes to take extra precautions—such
as mammograms and self-examina-
tions—in order to detect cancer at its
earliest states. This discovery is truly
a momentous breakthrough.

But the tremendous promise of ge-
netic testing is being significantly
threatened by insurance companies
that use the results of genetic testing
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to deny or limit coverage to con-
sumers. Unfortunately, this practice is
not uncommon. In fact, one survey of
individuals with a known genetic con-
dition in their family revealed that 22
percent had been denied health insur-
ance coverage because of genetic infor-
mation.

And consider that people may be un-
willing to participate in potentially
ground-breaking research trials be-
cause they do not want to reveal infor-
mation about their genetic status. At
NIH, 32 percent of women eligible for
genetic testing for the breast cancer
gene declined to undergo testing—the
majority of those who declined cited
privacy issues and a fear of discrimina-
tion as their reason.

Mr. President, this is simply unac-
ceptable. The Jeffords, Frist, Snowe
amendment before us today will go a
long way toward putting a halt to the
unfair practice of discriminating on
the basis of genetic information, and to
ensure that safeguards are in place to
protect the privacy of genetic informa-
tion. Now it’s up to us to act by pass-
ing this amendment, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in doing just that.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from New Mexico.
I believe he has 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I point out that is
all of my time. So the Senator from
Alabama will have to ask for addi-
tional time.

Mr. DOMENICI. He and I are going to
share a little time.

Before I do that, I say to Senator
DASCHLE, believe it or not, I was the
first Senator involved in genome.
Whether people know it or not, it was
not the National Institutes of Health
that started this program. It was the
Department of Energy. In fact, the Na-
tional Institutes of Health did not
want the program, and a very distin-
guished doctor left them and went to
DOE. They came to me. The first bill
was introduced and Senator Lawton
Chiles funded it. That is the origin,
which I am going to talk with my
friend, Senator SESSIONS, about in a
minute.

Let me suggest that I don’t know
what is in the Senator’s amendment.
But I do know from the very beginning
that there has been concern about the
effect of discrimination. I don’t believe
we should go from being concerned
about the effects of discrimination to a
30- or 40-page bill that we—how big is
it? Ten. Frankly, we need to make sure
that what we are not doing is putting
genome research into a vulnerable po-
sition where it is not stable and people
do not know precisely what they can
do on it.

That is all I have to say about the
amendment.

I yield to Senator SESSIONS for a
question.
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Mr. SESSIONS. I know the Senator
has been involved in this. I am excited
s0 many others are involved with the
possibility that we can have a detailed
map of the human genome through the
identification of the 3 billion nucleo-
tide basis that make up the human ge-
nome, helping to cure diseases.

It is an exciting time. This Congress
has played an important role. I know
Dr. Charles Delisi has played a key
role. I know Senator DOMENICI, perhaps
more than any other official in govern-
ment, saw the possibilities of this sev-
eral years ago, and used the power and
leverage he had to make it a govern-
mental project of the highest priority.
I know he cares about it.

Would the Senator share with the
Senate his insight as to where we are
in the human genome at this time.

Mr. DOMENICI. But whether it is
Congress or the President, someone
should recognize formally a Ph.D.
named Dr. Charles DeLisi, the dean of
engineering at Boston University. In
the year 1986, he left the National In-
stitutes of Health in protest over their
unwillingness to proceed with a ge-
nome project of national significance.
He went to the Department of Energy.
He said there were a lot of big brains in
the Department of Energy, and maybe
they would listen and come to the
same conclusion.

They were researching genetic
projects because they were charged
with deciding the extent of radiation
incapacity generationally as a result of
the two bombs that were dropped in
Japan. The Department has all the sci-
entists. He went there. They put to-
gether a team in DOE. I am very fortu-
nate because they came to see me.
They said: Why don’t we do this since
the National Institutes of Health
doesn’t want to? Why don’t you start
it?

I got a little tiny bit of a bill
through, saying the DOE will run the
program. That was the beginning for
the National Institutes of Health. As
soon as they saw the bill introduced
saying DOE would do it, they came
running to me saying: We told Lawton
Chiles we would like to get in on it. Of
course, then we passed legislation that
said both DOE and the National Insti-
tutes of Health would run this pro-
gram.

Since then, it has been a scientific
marvel. The entire chromosome system
of human beings is mapped. Pretty
soon it will be available for scientists
investigating grave diseases. They will
have them at their fingertips in terms
of transmutation.

Perhaps we have just laid before the
public and the people of the world the
greatest wellness potential in the his-
tory of mankind. We may find locked
up genetically the secret to most dis-
eases. The scientists may pick it up
and find solutions in the next 25 or 30
years that nobody thought possible.
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Sooner or later I will have somebody
recognize Dr. Charles DelLisi. I have
spoken to him. He is a marvelous edu-
cator at a great university. President
Clinton is now aware of this and very
interested. I am very hopeful he will be
recognized. It is important people un-
derstand.

Mr. DASCHLE. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes.
Mr. DASCHLE. I compliment the

Senator from New Mexico. He truly has
been one of those leaders in the field.
In fact, I have before me S. 422 which
he introduced in the 105th Congress.
Title IV of his bill, discrimination by
employers or potential employers, is
almost exactly what is in the Daschle
amendment this afternoon.

He was one of the first to be out
there. I give him great credit for what
he has already done with his leadership
on this issue. He has given some his-
tory this afternoon about how this
started. He was here in the last Con-
gress advocating that this body oppose
discrimination in the workplace.

So that everyone knows prior to the
time they vote what it is we are talk-
ing about, the Jeffords amendment
does not prohibit insurers from dis-
criminating on the basis of genetic in-
formation in the workplace. The Jef-
fords amendment does not prohibit the
disclosure of test results without con-
sent. It does not prohibit the use of
predictive genetic information for hir-
ing. It does not ensure that those who
suffer from genetic discrimination
have the right to seek redress through
legal action. It fails on a basic level
with regards to what we ought to do
with respect to genetic discrimination.

It is on that basis I remind my col-
leagues that 59 organizations have
come forward to urge Members to say
no to legislation that fails to regulate
the workplace. Don’t listen to me. Lis-
ten to those organizations. Listen to
Craig Venter of the Clera Genomics.
Listen to Francis Collins, the director
of the National Human Genome Re-
search Institute. Listen to the editorial
writers from papers across this country
who have said, again and again, we
must pass legislation quickly before it
is too late.

This is a no-brainer. This is our op-
portunity today to say yes to Craig
Venter, to say yes to Dr. Collins, to say
yes to the organizations, and to say yes
to Terri Seargent, who has already
been victimized as a result of this. This
is our opportunity to say no to dis-
crimination in the workplace, to say
the Senate will go on record for the
first time that we will not allow any
genetic discrimination regardless of
circumstances.

I hope on a bipartisan basis our col-
leagues will join in support of this leg-
islation. The time has come. It was in-
troduced in the last Congress. It is now
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being offered in this Congress with
every expectation and hope that we can
send the clearest message possible that
we will not tolerate discrimination. We
will allow the research to go forward
without any question that the informa-
tion can be protected. That is what we
want. That is what the health organi-
zations want. That is what Terri
Seargent wants. That is what we all
should want in the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD editorials from
around the country.

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

[From the Phoenix Gazette, Dec. 17, 1996]

DNA DILEMMA: GENE TESTS CAN COST YOU

Imagine the scene: A middle-age patient,
visiting her doctor for her yearly physical,
reminds him that her mother and aunt had
breast cancer. With the patient’s consent,
her well-meaning physician decides to con-
duct a new test that will reveal whether she
carries genetic mutations that could radi-
cally increase her chances of developing
breast cancer.

The doctor submits a claim for the test to
the woman’s insurer. Before the results are
back, the insurer, seeing what the test is for,
triples the price of her coverage.

An impossible chain of events? Think
again. Several companies have begun mar-
keting tests that will tell women whether
they have the recently discovered gene
mutations that markedly increase their
risks for breast and ovarian cancer.

A Utah biotechnology company, Myriad
Genetics Laboratories, sent 100,000 cancer
specialists a glossy ‘‘resource Kit,”” boasting
of its new ‘‘gold standard’ testing for the
gene mutations. The company warns doctors
about the risks of insurance and job dis-
crimination.

But the promotional kit also tells doctors
that the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission ‘‘has in included language in the
Americans with Disabilities Act making it
unlawful to discriminate’ base on the re-
sults of genetic tests.

Peggy Mastroianni, the associate legal
counsel for the commission, dismissed this
claim, saying that it merely issued an opin-
ion, which has yet to be tested in the courts.

Some scientists and medical ethicists say
that Myriad and other companies are over-
selling these tests. Should a woman test
positive for a gene mutation, there is still no
way of knowing whether she will develop
cancer. Even if that information was avail-
able, there is no sure-fire preventive treat-
ment.

The Food and Drug Administration could
regulate genetic tests, as it regulates new
drugs. But so far the agency has declined to
become involved. And where discrimination
is concerned, many women would have little
recourse if their health insurance sky-
rocketed in cost or they lost their jobs on
the basis of a genetic test.

More than a dozen states have enacted lim-
its on insurance or employment discrimina-
tion related to genetic testing. But even in
New Jersey, where Gov. Christine Todd
Whitman signed the country’s most com-
prehensive law last month, almost half of
the insured aren’t protected, because they
belong to self-financed plans, which aren’t
subject to stringent state regulations.

At the federal level, the new Kennedy-
Kassebaum law, among other things, pro-
tects people moving between jobs from being
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dropped by health insurers because of their
genetic information. But the law doesn’t pro-
tect those with individual health insurance
from seeing their premiums raised if they
happen to carry an unlucky genetic finger-
print. It also does not protect against job
bias.

Women are not the only ones affected by
this problem. Genetic tests for other diseases
have been developed. Others are on the way.
Last month, scientists announced that they
were zeroing in on the mutant gene in hered-
itary prostate cancer.

In the last Congress, a dozen bills would
have guarded against genetic discrimination
and protected medical privacy. But even
those with some bipartisan support fell vic-
tim to a crammed legislative calendar and
insurance industry resistance.

The 105th Congress has a chance to pass
comprehensive laws protecting medical pri-
vacy and barring insurers and employers
from discriminating on the basis of genetic
information. For its part, the FDA should
regulator genetic tests. Those charged with
protecting the public welfare have to move
quickly.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 12, 2000]
GENETIC PRIVACY

President Clinton has issued an executive
order limiting the use of genetic test results
in deciding whether to hire, promote or ex-
tend particular benefits to federal employ-
ees. For now, the order will have limited sig-
nificance, since genetic testing is not yet as
common as it is likely to become. But it sets
the right example; in a not-yet-settled area
of medical ethics and privacy, it’s a pio-
neering step. The order includes a plug for a
bill by Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle
and Rep. Louise Slaughter that would im-
pose the same restraints on employers na-
tionwide as well.

The problem is that people fear—and, it
has been shown, avoid—being tested for a
predisposition to a genetic disease because
they think employers or other authorities
might penalize them for the results even if
they never develop the disease. This specific
concern is symptomatic of a larger one: the
danger that people may become less open
with their own doctors—or avoid treatment
altogether—for lack of confidence that infor-
mation about their health is any Ilonger
veiled in the traditional confidentiality.

Federal rules to protect patients’ privacy
when they give sensitive information to
their doctors are finally nearing completion;
the public comment period ends this month.
These, too, are only a start, though an ener-
getic one. They give patients a right to see
and correct their medical records, oblige all
health care providers and insurers to follow
confidentiality safeguards and set civil and
criminal penalties for violations. There are
holes that Congress ought to fill: The rules
cover only electronic transactions, and allow
a formidable array of exceptions where infor-
mation may be shared without a patient’s
consent.

Lawmakers have been slow to recognize
the broad political appeal of strengthening
medical privacy, partly because of the many
conflicting interests that are represented in
the fight over medical records. But polls
show privacy concerns rank high, and a bi-
partisan Congressional Privacy Caucus and a
Democratic privacy task force both declared
their existence Wednesday. There’s plenty
for these privacy advocates to do.
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[From the Houston Chronicle, Feb. 15, 2000]
GENE SECRETS; CLINTON RIGHT TO OPPOSE
GENETIC DISCRIMINATION

From the moment of conception, the lives
and medical futures of human beings are
greatly determined by the genes received
from their mothers and fathers.

For the genes not only determine physical
traits such as the color of a person’s eyes and
hair, but also a person’s predisposition to-
ward certain medical ailments, ranging from
heart trouble and diabetes to cancer and Alz-
heimer’s disease.

As the result of a national research effort,
doctors are within a few years of completing
a map of all the genes that make up human
beings, carefully identifying which gene does
what. The overall aim, of course, is that one
day doctors will be able to use genetic infor-
mation to treat people and make them
healthier.

That’s all well and good, as they say. Suf-
fering from diabetes? Well, the doctors will
just give you an injection of anti-diabetes
genes, and you will soon become as healthy
as a horse.

But this fascinating research, with all of
its fine promise, has a terrible negative side
if misused. Such genetic information on
John and Jane Q. Citizen—information that
they are likely to suffer from heart disease
in their 40s or colon cancer in their 50s—
could be used by employers, insurance com-
panies or others to discriminate against
them.

Employers might not hire or promote Jane
or John Q. Citizen because of the potential
displayed by their genes that some future
medical condition might cost them lost time
and higher insurance expenditures, as an ex-
ample. Insurance companies, with a person’s
gene map in their hands, might refuse to sell
that person insurance because of health
risks.

President Clinton is acting correctly in
signing an executive order barring federal
agencies from discriminating against em-
ployees based on genetic testing. And he is
also correct in urging Congress to pass legis-
lation that would ban genetic discrimination
in the private sector. Congress should attend
to this matter as soon as possible and also to
the problem of protecting individual gene
maps.

Discrimination in the workplace is wrong,
whether it is based on a person’s personal ge-
netic code or the color of his skin.

Genetic discrimination is un-American.
[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Feb. 14,
2000]

DISCRIMINATION GOES HIGH-TECH
CIVIL RIGHTS

The frightened middle-aged woman was re-
lieved she would not have to give her name.
She handed over several $100 bills, counting
them out with trembling hands. She had
never done anyuthing like this before. She
rolled up her sleeve and looked away, await-
ing the needle.

It was not a street corner drug deal, al-
though it felt like it. She was in a major
teaching hospital undergoing genetic testing
to see if she had an increased risk of con-
tracting a life-threatening disease. Along
with her fears that this glass tube identified
by number might render a deadly warning in
every unseen strand of her DNA, she also was
afraid of other threats unseen: that the test
alone might prevent her, or a family mem-
ber, from getting health or life insurance, a
job, a promotion, custody of her children, an
organ transplant; or perhaps even something
as simple as a home loan.
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As technology soars forward in the Human
Genome Project and computer science, we
will know more about ourselves than ever
before, and be less capable of keeping it to
ourselves. Medical science already has hun-
dreds of genetic tests that detect mutations
putting a person at increased risk for such
ailments as ovarian, breast, colon and pros-
tate cancers, Alzheimer’s and other, rarer
diseases. The potential for good abounds in
areas of prevention, early detection, treat-
ment and, most spectacularly, cures.

But there is also tremendous potential for
abuse. In California, a government labora-
tory had for years genetically tested govern-
ment employees for diseases, including sick-
le cell anemia, without their knowledge fol-
lowing pre-employment physicals. Even
though genetic testing does not render a di-
agnosis, only indicators of increased risk, it
has been used to deny medical insurance and
charge higher rates. Such cases led Congress
to pass legislation in 1996 outlawing genetic
discrimination in group health insurance
plans serving 50 or more employees.

But according to a Senior White House of-
ficial, many people who could benefit from
genetic testing still are deciding not to have
it, solely because they are afraid the results
will be used against them by employers and
insurers.

Last week President Bill Clinton took an
important step, issuing an executive order
that forbids federal agencies genetic testing
in any decision to hire, promote or dismiss
workers. The order protects 2.8 milllion fed-
eral employees.

There is much left to be done. Genetic in-
formation that can be gleaned from testing
will only increase, through innovations like
the biochip, which one day may be able to
map from one strand of hair a person’s entire
identity, from hair color to inquisitiveness.
Mr. Clinton challenged private sector em-
ployers to adopt similar non-discriminatory
policies. Even better is his endorsement of
Congressional legislation sponsored by Sen.
Tom Daschle, D-S.D., and Rep. Louise M.
Slaughter, D-N.Y., that would make it ille-
gal for employers to discriminate on the
basis of genetic testing.

All of us are predisposed to some illness.
No one should be penalized for discovering
what that illness might be.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Apr. 27, 1996]
GROUND RULES FOR DNA SAMPLING

Two Marine corporals were court-
martialed in Hawaii recently and convicted
of disobeying orders to give tissue samples
for a Defense Department DNA registry.

The idea behind the registry is that should
they become casualties in a future conflict,
there would be a foolproof way of identifying
their bodies. This is no frivolous concern, as
the recent exhumation of an allegedly
misidentified Vietnam War casualty in Ft.
Wayne, Ind., demonstrated.

Despite their convictions, the two Marines
got light penalties: seven days of restriction
each, letters of reprimand and no dishonor-
able discharges.

This leniency may have stemmed from the
fact that their concerns also were not frivo-
lous: They feared that, somewhere down the
line, the DNA samples could be used to their
detriment. And the Defense Department, like
the rest of American society, is only gradu-
ally evolving answers to such concerns.

Almost daily, it seems, scientists announce
that they’ve found a new gene that causes or
predisposes a person to some disease or trait.
Almost as rapidly, biotechnology companies
are developing tests to screen for those
genes.
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What those two Marines feared is what
many Americans in many other walks of life
fear: that samples given for one ostensibly
benign purpose, or the data gleaned from
such samples, may be put to other uses, not
all necessarily benign.

Earlier this month, for example, research-
ers at Harvard and Stanford universities re-
leased a study citing more than 200 cases of
“‘genetic discrimination.” Prominent among
these were cases in which insurance coverage
was denied because a member of a family had
a gene-based disorder. Employment discrimi-
nation is another common fear, along with
social ostracism.

What happens when DNA screenings be-
come readily and routinely available for a
whole range of diseases or conditions? Will
insurers be able to demand that would-be
customers submit to such screenings? Will
they be free to grant or deny coverage on the
basis of the results? (The essence of insur-
ance is, after all, assessing and balancing
risks.) What about employers—what will
they be able to demand?

By comparison with civilian society, the
military has it easy. The Pentagon can sim-
ply promulgate rules for its DNA repository,
and it recently did. Among other things,
those rules allow a service member to re-
quest that his or her DNA sample be de-
stroyed immediately upon final separation
from the military and require that the re-
quest be fulfilled within 180 days.

Civilian society must work the issue
through the process of public discussion, leg-
islative debate and legal enforcement. Laws
will have to provide tough anti-discrimina-
tion strictures and confidentiality require-
ments, with severe penalties for anyone who
violates either. Congress should get to work
on such laws quickly, because science is not
standing still.

I yield the floor and I ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3688. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we
have order, please.

Can we have the well cleared. Unless
Senators are voting, Senators should
not be in the well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Will those in the well vacate the
well.

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 164 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Akaka Daschle Kennedy
Baucus Dodd Kerrey
Bayh Dorgan Kerry
Biden Durbin Kohl
Bingaman Edwards Landrieu
Boxer Feingold Lautenberg
Breaux Feinstein Levin
Bryan Graham Lieberman
Byrd Harkin Lincoln
Cleland Hollings Mikulski
Conrad Johnson Moynihan
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Murray Rockefeller Torricelli
Reed Sarbanes Wellstone
Reid Schumer Wyden
Robb Specter
NAYS—54

Abraham Fitzgerald McCain
Allard Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Bond Grams Roberts
Brownback Grassley Roth
Bunning Gregg Santorum
Burns Hagel Sessions
Campbell Hatch Shelby
Chafee, L. Helms Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Collins Hutchison Snowe
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Jeffords Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner

NOT VOTING—2
Inouye Leahy

The amendment was rejected.
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3691

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 3691.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have not been ordered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) are
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 165 Leg.]

YEAS—58

Abraham Fitzgerald McConnell
Allard Frist Murkowski
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles
Bennett Gramm Roberts
Bond Grams Roth
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Bunning Gregg Sessions
Burns Hagel
Byrd Hatch ghe'lby

mith (NH)
Campbell Helms Smith (OR)
Chafee, L. Hutchinson
Cochran Hutchison Snowe
Collins Inhofe Specter
Coverdell Jeffords Stevens
Craig Kyl Thomas
Crapo Lieberman Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner
Feinstein McCain

NAYS—40
Akaka Edwards Mikulski
Baucus Feingold Moynihan
Bayh Graham Murray
Biden Harkin Reed
Bingaman Hollings Reid
Boxer Johnson Robb
greaux gennedy Rockefeller
ryan errey

Cleland Kerry :arbanes

chumer
Conrad Konl Torricelli
Daschle Landrieu
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Levin Wyden
Durbin Lincoln
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NOT VOTING—2
Inouye Leahy

The amendment (No. 3691) was agreed
to.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from
North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President——

Mr. KENNEDY. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. Wasn’t the Sen-
ator from North Dakota recognized?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota was recog-
nized. If the managers wish to pose an
inquiry——

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from North Dakota to
yield for a moment.

Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield for
the purpose of a question.

Mr. SPECTER. What I would like to
say for the record is that we hope to
have a unanimous consent agreement
here—we are not ready to propound
it—where the Dorgan amendment and
the Nickles amendment, which would
be ordinarily a second-degree amend-
ment, would be treated as first-degree
amendments and try to seek a time
limit of 45 minutes on each. But we un-
derstand that we are not in a position
to do that because there has not been
an adequate opportunity to review the
Nickles amendment. I wanted to make
that statement.

If the Senator from North Dakota
wants to lay his amendment down,
that is entirely appropriate. We just
hope that when we have another
amendment ready to go, either the
Helms amendment or Wellstone
amendment, we could set aside the
Dorgan amendment and proceed with
argument on something we can close
debate on, and then come back at the
earliest moment to the Dorgan amend-
ment, just as a management matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3693
(Purpose: To require a federal floor with re-
spect to protections for individuals en-
rolled in health plans)

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN], for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. GRAHAM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, Mr. KERRY, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr.
REID, and Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3693.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 92, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

SEC. . Any Act that is designed to pro-
tect patients against the abuses of managed

The
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care that is enacted after June 27, 2000, shall,
at a minimum—

(1) provide a floor of Federal protection
that is applicable to all individuals enrolled
in private health plans or private health in-
surance coverage, including—

(A) individuals enrolled in self-insured and
insured health plans that are regulated
under the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974;

(B) individuals enrolled in health insur-
ance coverage purchased in the individual
market; and

(C) individuals enrolled in health plans of-
fered to State and local government employ-
ees;

(2) provide that States may provide patient
protections that are equal to or greater than
the protections provided under such Act; and

(3) provide the Federal Government with
the authority to ensure that the Federal
floor referred to in paragraph (1) is being
guaranteed and enforced with respect to all
individuals described in such paragraph, in-
cluding determining whether protections
provided under State law meet the standards
of such Act.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Nickles
amendment be modified to be for-
matted as a first-degree amendment
and that a vote occur on the Nickles
amendment, to be followed by a vote
on the Dorgan amendment, with no
amendments in order to the amend-
ments prior to the votes. I further ask
unanimous consent that the debate
prior to the vote be 45 minutes for Sen-
ator NICKLES and 45 minutes for Sen-
ator DORGAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, we are all
operating in good faith and wanting to
move ahead. I ask if our floor staff has
seen this. I would like to, with all due
respect, reserve a minute until our
floor staff has an opportunity to see it.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
amend the request to 55 minutes on
each side.

Mr. KENNEDY. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Is that on or in relation? Do I
understand that it is their intention to
have an up-or-down vote on both of
these?

Mr. SPECTER. Up or down on both.

Mr. KENNEDY. No points of order.

Mr. NICKLES. If I may respond to
my colleague, I have no objection per-
sonally. I understand the chairman of
the Budget Committee doesn’t want
that waived. But it is not my intention
to raise a point of order on the Sen-
ator’s amendment, nor on our amend-
ment. I think the Senator from New
Mexico has a standing objection.

The
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Mr. KENNEDY. If it is the under-
standing that we treat both of them
the same way, is it agreeable with the
floor manager that the point of order
be on both so they are both treated the
same way?

Mr. SPECTER. It is.

Mr. NICKLES. I have no objection to
that.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
renew the request, and, as previously
stated, I ask unanimous consent that
there be 55 minutes on each side.

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

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
begin by describing this amendment
and why I have offered it to this bill.

Let me also say that the amendment
is not subject to a point of order. This
amendment deals with the Patients’
Bill of Rights. Quite simply, it says
that when this Congress enacts patient
protection legislation, we should pro-
tect all 161 million Americans enrolled
in private health insurance plans.

Many of us have been attempting to
get this Congress to pass a meaningful
Patients’ Bill of Rights, and so far, we
have not been successful in doing so.

As most Americans know at this
point, more and more of the American
people are being herded into HMOs and
managed care organizations which has
jeopardized the quality of health care
they receive. Too often these days, de-
cisions about their health care are
being made not by doctors but by some
accountant in an HMO or in a managed
care organization 1,000 miles away.

We have all heard stories on the floor
of this Senate about the problems pa-
tients experience when their health
care is viewed as a function of some-
one’s profit and loss, not of his or her
health care needs.

We proposed a Patients’ Bill of
Rights to address these problems. It is
rather simple legislation. It says that:

Patients should have the right to
know all of their medical options—not
just the cheapest medical options. That
ought to be a fundamental right.

Patients ought to have the right to
choose the doctor they want for the
care they mneed, including specialty
care when they need it. That ought to
be a right of patients who believe they
are covered with a health care policy.

Patients ought to have the right to
emergency room treatment and emer-
gency room care wherever and when-
ever they need it.
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Patients ought to have a right to a
fair and speedy process to resolve dis-
putes with their health care plan. And
they ought to be able to hold their
health care plan accountable if its de-
cision results in injury or death.

The Senate passed a piece of legisla-
tion last year that was called the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. Some of us called
it a patients’ bill of goods because it
was a relatively empty shell.

The House passed a Patients’ Bill of
Rights that is a good bill. It is a bipar-
tisan bill sponsored by Republican Con-
gressman Norwood and Democratic
Congressman Dingell. It passed by a
275-151 vote.

Since that time, the Senate ap-
pointed a set of conferees on October
15, and the House appointed its con-
ferees on November 3. It wasn’t until
the end of February that there was a
meeting of the conference committee.
As I said previously, the conference
committee isn’t making much
progress.

In this amendment, we deal with
only one aspect of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights and that is the question of the
number of Americans that a bill of
rights should cover. If a Patients’ Bill
of Rights is enacted by this Congress,
we propose with this amendment that
Congress will cover all of the American
people with private health insurance,
rather than just the 48 million Ameri-
cans proposed to be covered in the Re-
publican Patients’ Bill of Rights. We
believe the Patients’ Bill of Rights
should cover all 161 million Americans
in private health insurance plans, in-
cluding the 75 million people whose
employers provide coverage through an
HMO or private insurance. Unfortu-
nately, these folks are not covered in
the Republican plan. The 15 million
people with individual policies are not
covered in the majority party’s plan.
The 23 million State and local govern-
ment employees are not covered in the
majority party’s plan.

We propose that when and if Congress
passes a Patients’ Bill of Rights, that
all 161 million Americans are covered
by those provisions. Very simple.

We understand from the previous
vote held a couple of weeks ago that
the majority in the Senate do not want
to pass our Patients’ Bill of Rights. We
understand that. They voted against it.
But how about at least passing a part
of our Patients’ Bill of Rights, the part
that says everybody ought to be cov-
ered? That is what I offer today as an
amendment.

Senator REID and I held a hearing in
his home state of Nevada on the issue
of the Patients’ Bill of Rights. At the
hearing we had a mother come, the
mother of Christopher Thomas Roe.
She stood up and told us about her son.
He died October 12 of last year. It was
his 16th birthday. The official cause of
Christopher’s death was leukemia, but
the real reason he died is because he
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was denied the kind of opportunity for
patient care that he needed to give him
a chance to live. He was diagnosed with
leukemia, but he had to fight cancer
and his HMO at the same time. It is
one thing to tell a kid you have to
fight a dreaded disease, you have to
battle cancer. It is quite another thing
to tell that young child and his family:
Take on cancer and, by the way, take
on your insurance company as well.
That is not a fair fight. That is never a
fair fight.

The Roe family was told that the
kind of treatment he needed to send his
cancer into remission was experi-
mental. The family immediately ap-
pealed the health plan’s decision. The
review, which was supposed to take 48
hours during a very critical period of
this young boy’s life, took 10 days. As
the appeal dragged on, Christopher’s
condition worsened. And as Chris’s doc-
tor had known, the traditional chemo-
therapy did not work.

At the hearing, Chris’s mother,
Susan, held up a very large picture of
Christopher, about the size of this
chart. It was a picture of a strapping,
bright-eyed, 16-year-old boy. Susan
told Senator REID and I, with tears in
her eyes, how Chris turned to her one
day not long before he died and said:
Mom, I just don’t understand how they
could do this to a kid.

This is a 16-year-old boy who died
who wanted that extra chance to be
cured but whose insurance company
said no, no, no. And he died.

We all know the stories. There is the
woman who fell off a 40-foot cliff in the
Shenandoah  Mountains. She was
hauled into an emergency room uncon-
scious with broken bones and all kinds
of physical problems. She survived and
was later told by her insurance plan:
We will not cover your treatment be-
cause you didn’t have prior approval to
get emergency room care.

Or how about this young child, born
with a horrible cleft 1lip? It is hard to
look at. Dr. GREG GANSKE, a Member of
the House of Representatives in the Re-
publican Party who supports this legis-
lation, says in his practice that it is
often not considered a ‘‘medical neces-
sity’ to fix this kind of problem. Let
me show you how a child with this con-
dition looks when he receives proper
medical intervention by a skilled sur-
geon. Is there a difference? How can
anyone look at these two pictures and
say fixing this condition is not a ‘“‘med-
ical necessity’’?

The point we are making with this
amendment is very simple. Managed
care organizations hold the future of
too many patients in the palm of their
hands. Decisions are not being made by
doctors in doctor’s offices. Too often,
they are made in accountants’ offices
500 or 1,000 miles away. We are saying
that it is wrong to make medical deci-
sions a function of profit and loss. This
country can do better than that. This
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ought to be a slam dunk. The legisla-
tion that provides real protection, a
meaningful Patients’ Bill of Rights,
ought to get 100 votes in the Senate.
But we can’t get any movement on this
at all from the conference committee
charged with working out the dif-
ferences between the House and Senate
bills.

I know a few of the conferees and the
chairman of the conference committee
were saying we have made great
progress. I describe that progress in
glacial terms. At least glaciers move
an inch or two a year. It is hard to see
that this conference moves at all.

We are only asking today to say with
this amendment that if we are going to
pass a Patients’ Bill of Rights, let’s not
create a hollow vessel. Let’s create a
Patients’ Bill of Rights that provides
real protection for 161 million Ameri-
cans, not inadequate protection for 48
million Americans. If we are going to
do this, let’s do it right.

That is the amendment. We will have
a chance to vote on it. We understand
that the majority of the Senate decided
they didn’t want a real Patients’ Bill of
Rights. They wouldn’t vote for the en-
tire package, the one that provides pro-
tection for young kids such as Chris-
topher, who are fighting leukemia, or
for young people born with this severe
cleft lip deformity. So all we ask is
that whatever we are going to do with
respect to patients’ rights that we
apply it to all Americans. Everyone
ought to have the right and the oppor-
tunity to expect decent health care
coverage if they have an insurance pol-
icy. What about a Patients’ Bill of
Rights for all Americans?

I yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
issue of providing protection for Amer-
ican families has been before the Sen-
ate for the past 3 years, but we have
been unable to pass legislation that
will guarantee to the families of this
country that medical decisions that
are going to affect them and the treat-
ment of the family are going to be
made on the basis of sound medical
reasons rather than for the interests of
the HMOs. That is what this issue is all
about.

This chart indicates very clearly
what has been happening. The Senate,
in July 1999, about a year ago, passed
legislation, the Republican bill, 53-47.
This 47 was basically the Norwood-Din-
gell bill, virtually identical to the Nor-
wood-Dingell bill, which is a party-line
vote. The House passed the Norwood-
Dingell bill 275-151 in October, 1999.
Then the House and the Senate con-
ferees appointed. Now 8 months have
passed. We have nothing that has come
out of that conference.

We are going to have something now
before the Senate, offered as an alter-
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native to the Dorgan proposal, that
evidently has been drafted solely by
Republicans. Whether it includes Re-
publicans in the House of Representa-
tives or not is something we will have
to wait and see. I doubt it very much.

Why? Because just this afternoon
Congressman NORWOOD, who was the
principal sponsor of the Norwood-Din-
gell bill, said in a press conference:
What is significant about today is that
all 21 Republican sponsors of the Nor-
wood-Dingell bill are standing behind
me and each of us has declared that we
will not support any bill that does not
allow patients to choose their own doc-
tor, that does not protect all Ameri-
cans, and that does not hold the insur-
ance industry accountable for its deci-
sions. It doesn’t matter what the Sen-
ate does today. The 25 us will vote
against any bill that does not guar-
antee patients the protections they de-
serve. If the Senate passes anything
less, they are killing the bill.

That isn’t a statement made by
Democrats; that was made by Repub-
licans.

So let’s understand it. Here are the
leaders in the House of Representa-
tives, in a bipartisan effort that got a
third of the Republican Party to pass
an effective bill that we should pass,
and it failed by one vote only 2 weeks
ago. We are being denied, week after
week after week, from being able to
protect American families from being
harmed.

That statement is made by the Re-
publican Congressman. The legislation
we on this side of the aisle support is
supported by 300 organizations, includ-
ing every medical organization, every
doctor organization, every patient or-
ganization, every organization that
represents women, every organization
that represents children, every organi-
zation that cares about cancer—you
name it, they support our proposal.

Do you know who supports the other
side? The insurance industry. They
supported them before and they are
supporting them tonight. So you will
have a chance to show, on the floor of
the Senate, whether you are going to
cast your vote with those who have
been dedicated to protecting the lives
and well-being of the families in this
country, or protecting the profits of
the HMOs. That is the issue as plain
and simple as can be stated.

That is why Congressman NORWOOD, I
think, has been so courageous, because
he understands it. He was there when
the Senate considered 2 weeks ago the
Norwood-Dingell bill that failed by one
vote. He was supporting our efforts, as
was the American Medical Association.

The particular amendment that Sen-
ator DORGAN has proposed is a very
basic and fundamental amendment
that affects the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. It is the question of scope. Are
we going to cover 161 million Ameri-
cans, or are we going to cover only a
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third of those, as was covered in the
Senate Republican bill before and I
daresay will be in the Republican bill
tonight—although they have not
shared that with us, only with the staff
for a few minutes. I daresay that will
be the fact.

Here it is. They cover 48 million—
self-funded proposals. They do not
cover those fully insured; those who
are represented by Blue Cross or by
Kaiser. They don’t cover those 75 mil-
lion.

They don’t cover the individual mar-
kets, the self-employed, the farmers,
child care providers, the truckers.

They don’t cover the teachers and
the firefighters and the police officers.

We cover all 161 million. They cover
48 million. Here is a picture of Frank
Raffa, Vietnam veteran, decorated war
hero, 21 years in the fire department of
Worchester, MA. He has two children.
Do you think he is covered? No, not
covered under the Republican plan.
Why should Frank Raffa not be cov-
ered? Why should his family not be
covered, his wife and his children? He
has dedicated his life to the people of
Worchester, MA, as a firefighter and to
this country in Vietnam. But, oh, no,
the Republicans say we are not going
to cover State and county officials.

No. 2, here we have Dave Morgan,
with two of his 63 employees. He is a
pharmacist in Boston. Tonya Harris
right here, she is a pharmacy techni-
cian, a single mother of two, and
Rhonda Hines, another of Dave’s em-
ployees. She is married and has three
children. Do you think working for a
business they are going to be covered?
Absolutely not. He is a community
pharmacist. He worked hard building a
business employing 63 members of the
community. Some are in training,
some are getting advanced degrees—
are they covered? Absolutely not. Why
not? Why do you exclude those? Nor-
wood-Dingell did not exclude them,
why should we?

Finally, Leslie Sullivan, a family
nurse practitioner in the Quincy Men-
tal Health Center, a Massachusetts em-
ployee. She is not covered under the
Republican plan. She has worked hard
all her life.

I want to hear a justification from
Senator NICKLES tonight why these
people are being excluded. They can’t
get it. We have insisted, in that con-
ference, on three basic things: One, you
are going to have coverage and cover
all Americans; No. 2, you are going to
have accountability; No. 3, you are
going to have a definition of medical
necessity that is going to protect
American consumers.

At the end of 3 months of hearings, 3
months of meetings in the Nickles of-
fice—as much as I like and respect DON
NICKLES and consider him a friend, the
fact is, of the 22 differences, only 2 had
been agreed to.

I will just take 3 more minutes. Here
are the guarantees under the legisla-
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tion that the Democrats support: 22
different protections here. I would like
to hear from the other side: Which ones
don’t you want to guarantee to the
American consumers? You don’t want
to protect all of them? You don’t want
to guarantee the specialists? You don’t
want to guarantee that women that are
going to be able to go to an OB-GYN
without first going to a general practi-
tioner? You don’t want to guarantee
prescription drugs? You don’t want to
guarantee the emergency room? These
are our guarantees. This is what we
stand for. If the Republican bill em-
braces those without the loopholes, we
will support it. But if it does not, it
ought to get defeated. That vote ought
to be no, and we ought to continue to
fight in this Congress to make sure we
get a good Patients’ Bill of Rights.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I regret
our colleagues on the Democrat side of
the aisle have decided to once again try
to turn an issue, an important issue,
Patients’ Bill of Rights, into a political
theater and not legislate, not come up
with reasonable compromise. Instead,
they want votes. They want to try to
score points. I find that to be unfortu-
nate because we are working very hard
to try to come up with a responsible
product.

A compromise in the conference com-
mittee is not easy on this issue because
the differences between the House bill
and the Senate bill are significant.
They are significantly different in cost
and scope and liability. We are trying
to bridge those differences. It takes
time, it takes compromise, it takes
both sides working together.

We made a lot of progress with our
colleagues on the Democrat side, in
spite of what my good friend from Mas-
sachusetts says, a lot more progress
than 2 out of 20 items. We agreed on an
appeals process. Maybe not on every
single last letter, but by and large we
agreed on the appeals process. We in-
vited the press in; we came to an agree-
ment. It took about 2 months. I
thought it should have taken a week.
The reason why it took 2 months is be-
cause our friends on the Democrat side
always kept wanting a little bit more.
That is tough negotiating. I am not
faulting them for that. But they are
the reason why it took 2 months to
come up with an appeals process. We
basically agreed with it.

I just have to make a mention on
scope. When they say: Wait a minute,
their bill only applies to 50 million and
our applies to 161 million; it should
apply to everybody—our plan applies to
everybody covered by ERISA. That is
the plan we are amending, every em-
ployer-sponsored plan.

I know the Senator wants to overrule
the State of Massachusetts State em-
ployee plan, he wants to regulate State
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individual plans—he wants national
health care. I compliment him. He is
being consistent. He always thought
the Federal Government could do it
better than States, and he always
wanted the Federal Government to do
it instead of States. I disagree with
that. We have a disagreement. That is
one of the items we were wrestling
with in conference.

Now we have an amendment.

We tried to do this in a big fashion
last year. They had their amendments.
We had a lot of votes on amendments
last year. Senator KENNEDY lost. We
had an amendment on scope. We de-
bated that last year. The Senator from
Massachusetts lost. The majority of
the Senate said: No, we don’t want the
Federal Government to take over State
regulation of insurance. We don’t think
HCFA is very good at administering
the insurance. They have a hard
enough time in Medicare. Do we really
want them to regulate State insur-
ance? The Senate said no. The House
said yes. We were negotiating that.

Incidentally, that is one of the things
we are negotiating as we speak. But
my colleagues on the Democrat side
didn’t wait for the conference. Two
weeks ago they said: Let’s ignore the
conference. Let’s just adopt the House
position. In spite of the fact we have
reached a bicameral agreement on a lot
of patient protections, including the
appeals process which, for my col-
leagues’ information, is the backbone
of the bill. It is the most important
thing in the bill because if you do a
good job in the appeals process, you
don’t have to go to the courthouse.

The patients who need care, whether
it is the cleft palate that my colleague
continues to show in the picture—they
are going to have an appeal under the
bill that we have. They are going to get
care. It is going to be decided by a med-
ical expert totally independent of the
plan. That is going to be a binding de-
cision. The person who is denied health
care is going to have an appeal and is
going to get the health care they need
when they need it; not just go to court.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. NICKLES. No, I will not yield. I
have a lot of comments to make.
Maybe I will yield at a later time.

Instead of waiting for the conference
to work, my colleague from Massachu-
setts put the Patients’ Bill of Rights
on either the Department of Defense
authorization bill or the Defense appro-
priations bill.

There is no way in the world that bill
is ever going to come out of conference.
It was nothing but political theater. It
disrupted the conference. I told him
and my colleagues and I planned on
having a conference that day with my
Democratic colleagues. No, they en-
gaged in political theater because
maybe some people wanted to have a
headline that said: ‘‘Senate defeated
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Patients’ Bill of Rights.”” We moved to
table the amendment. The vote was 51—
48. It accomplished nothing but head-
lines for my colleagues.

Two weeks after the vote, we have
another Patients’ Bill of Rights. Maybe
we will have several and do them piece-
meal. Maybe we will do one on scope
and one on patient protections.

I tell my colleagues, this is not the
way to legislate. We are on the Labor-
HHS appropriations bill. Everyone
knows this bill is not going to come
back—maybe it will; maybe we will
pass patient protections and put it on
Labor-HHS. My colleagues put min-
imum wage on bankruptcy. Frankly, it
is a complicated effort for both bills.
Minimum wage did not belong on bank-
ruptcy and patient protections does
not belong on Labor-HHS.

Are they seriously legislating? No.
Did they come up with a serious legis-
lative proposal? They have a two-page
proposal on scope. What is the amend-
ment offered by my friend from North
Dakota? He has an amendment which
deals with scope.

My colleague talked about all these
patient protections. Guess what. They
are not in his amendment. His amend-
ment basically says: We want the Fed-
eral Government to set standards, and,
oh, States, you have to meet these
standards. If not, the Federal Govern-
ment is going to take over.

This little amendment, which looks
innocuous and is like a thematic state-
ment, says we are going to have the
Federal Government design, mandate,
and dictate benefits, and, States, if you
do not meet these dictates, we are
going to have the Federal Government
take over; HCFA will take over; you
will have to follow the HCFA standard.

This is the GAO report: Implementa-
tion of HCFA. The headline says:
“Progress slow in enforcing Federal
standards in nonconforming States.”
We have a lot of States not conforming
with existing laws where HCFA is sup-
posed to have control—ask any of your
doctors. Some people profess they want
to be helpful to doctors. Ask the doc-
tors. If we adopt the Dorgan amend-
ment, we are asking HCFA to take over
State regulation of health care. That
would be a disaster. That would not
improve quality health care. That
would duplicate State regulation, con-
fuse State regulation, and have Federal
regulators who do not have the where-
withal or the talent—they say so them-
selves. They say in this report they do
not have the talent; they cannot do it.
They are not doing it in existing law.

They have three areas in existing law
they are supposed to enforce, and they
are not doing it. This is the GAO report
saying this, not DoN NICKLES. It is fact.
And we are going to give them regula-
tion over State health care? That is ab-
surd. I know some people want na-
tional health care. They want the Fed-
eral Government to regulate health
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care in the States. I do not. I think it
would be a serious mistake.

What about scope?

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. NICKLES. I want to continue be-
fore I lose my train of thought.

What about scope? The scope pro-
posal in our bill applies to every single
ERISA-covered plan. Every employer-
sponsored plan would have an external
appeal because that is ERISA. It has
Federal remedies.

We also included in this proposal a
cause of action, a cause of action li-
ability. In case the external appeal
overturns the HMO and they do not
pay, we say you can sue the HMO. We
did not have that in the bill before. We
did not have liability. We com-
promised.

Some say the conference has not
done anything. We made a concession.
We have liability in our proposal so pa-
tients can sue HMOs. It turns out that
a lot of our colleagues want to sue
more, on every case. They want to turn
this into an invitation for litigation.
We do not.

We do have cause of action. We have
remedies allowing patients to go after
the HMO, and, frankly, the employer, if
acting as the HMO, if they are the final
decisionmaker, if they are the ones de-
nying health care, if they are the ones
causing injury, harm, damage, or
death, because of their decision to deny
health care, they can be held liable. My
point being: We have moved forward in
the conference. We have made com-
promises. We have been working.

This is not the way to legislate: We
will put, at 5 o’clock on a Thursday
afternoon, on the Labor-HHS bill and
say we are going to do part of patient
protections, we are going to pick out a
piece of it, a very significant piece.
Maybe we will do another piece tomor-
Tow.

That is not the way we are going to
do it. We offered a significant com-
prehensive proposal, one that deals
with scope, liability, patient protec-
tions, one that has an appeals process
that will apply to every single em-
ployer-sponsored plan in America. We
are going to give everybody a chance.

You will not be voting on a real pa-
tient protections bill, not the one Sen-
ator DORGAN offered as a two-page
amendment. We have an amendment
pending that is 250 pages that has real
patient protections and one we have
been working on for over a year.

Frankly, over half that language—
maybe over 70 percent of that lan-
guage—has been negotiated with our
colleagues on the Democratic side of
the aisle. It had tentatively been
signed off by Democrats and Repub-
licans, House and Senate. It has pa-
tient protections. It has an appeals
process. We have a significant proposal.
We do not have two pages. We have a
Patients’ Bill of Rights. We have rem-
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edies and cause of action where some-
one can sue an HMO or sue a final deci-
sionmaker if they are denied health
care. We have a good proposal, and I
hope my colleagues will vote for it and
against the Dorgan proposal.

We will have up-and-down votes on
both proposals, on a bill on which nei-
ther one belongs. That is not my
choice. I told my colleagues on the
Democratic side that I will agree to a
time certain and a vote on both of
these proposals sometime—dJuly, Sep-
tember. I am happy to do that. No,
they want to score points. They want
press conferences. They are not inter-
ested in patient protections. They are
interested in press conferences and po-
litical theater.

They are not interested in helping
patients. If they were interested in
helping patients, they would be work-
ing with us to resolve and compromise
in conference. Unfortunately, that is
not the case. Maybe they will have the-
ater, but we are going to give people
substance on which to vote.

Last time, when my colleague from
Massachusetts offered basically the
House-passed Dbill—let’s adopt the
House position—we said no, and we ta-
bled it. We saw the headlines: ‘‘Repub-
licans Defeat Patients’ Bill of Rights.”
Guess what. Today we are going to pass
a Patients’ Bill of Rights. We are going
to pass a Patients’ Bill of Rights and
give every single patient in America
who happens to be in an employer-
sponsored plan an appeal. If they are
denied health care by an HMO, they
will have an appeal, done by a medical
professional, an expert, using the best
medical evidence available. It is a bind-
ing decision.

If for some reason that appeal is not
adhered to nor complied with, they will
have a right to sue. They can sue their
HMO, they can sue the final decision-
maker, if it is a self-funded, self-in-
sured employer, if they make a deci-
sion to deny health care. They can sue
them in those circumstances. We are
offering real patient protections.

Time and again I have heard: We
have to have patient protections where
there is remedy against HMOs denying
health care. We do that in this bill. We
do not want people going to court; we
want them to settle it in the appeals
process so they get health care when
they need it, not through the court sys-
tem when it is too late. We want to re-
solve those cases. We want people to
get health care.

On the patient protections—about
which my colleague says the Senate
does not do anything for the firefighter
in Massachusetts, we want patient pro-
tections—we just do not think we are
protecting patients by coming up with
some facade that the Federal Govern-
ment is going to take care of them
when we know it cannot, and have the
Federal Government basically preempt
State law with national health insur-
ance.
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Look at the countries with national
health care. Do they have the quality
of health care that we do in this coun-
try? The answer is no; absolutely not.
People think we can draft these patient
protections in Washington, DC, and do
a better job than the States. I happen
to disagree. I will give some examples.

The States have done a lot with pa-
tient protections. We should not ignore
that. We should encourage it and com-
pliment it. We should encourage them
to do more. It would be presumptive.

We negotiated access to emergency
room care; direct access to pediatri-
cians; provider nondiscrimination; di-
rect access to specialists; continued
care from a physician; timely binding
appeals to an independent physician;
agreement on direct access to OB/
GYNs; agreement to improve plan in-
formation; agreement on access to out-
of-network physicians; agreement on
open discussion on treatment options
with physicians; agreement on access
to prescription drugs; and agreement
on access to cancer clinical trials.

We have made a lot of progress. My
colleagues say we have not done that.
Are we going to say the language we
drafted is so much better than any-
thing the States can do and so we have
to supersede their language? Some peo-
ple think we are the font of all wisdom.
I do not agree with that. It is absurd
for us to say that.

States have been issuing patient pro-
tections. Forty-three States have al-
ready passed patient protection bills
way ahead of the Federal Government.

I think it would be presumptuous of
us to say: We are going to draft some-
thing. We know it is better. And
States, you must comply. If you don’t
comply, the Federal Government is
going to come in to regulate.

That is a serious mistake. I do not
want to do it.

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on
the proposal that I have submitted on
behalf of myself and several others who
have worked for over a year and a half
to put together. I urge my colleagues
to vote in favor of that. And I urge my
colleagues to vote no on the Dorgan-
Kennedy amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield for one question?

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield on
your time.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 2 min-
utes for that purpose.

What is the scope of and coverage in
the Senator’s proposal, not what will
apply in terms of internal-external ap-
peals, but what is the total coverage?

Mr. NICKLES. The total coverage is,
on scope, every single employer-spon-
sored plan in America would have the
right to internal-external appeals.

Mr. KENNEDY. In terms of numbers,
what are we talking about in the NICK-
LES proposal? The initial proposal, the
first proposal, was 48 million. We are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

talking about 161 million in the Dorgan
proposal. Does the Nickles proposal in-
clude 161 million American families?

Mr. NICKLES. To answer my col-
league’s question, on the appeals proc-
ess, it applies to 131 million Americans.
We do not say we should design plans
written by the States for State em-
ployees or for city employees or indi-
viduals. Those have always been regu-
lated by the Federal Government. They
have never been regulated by ERISA,
and they aren’t regulated by them in
our bill, either.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
answer the question of the Senator
from Massachusetts. The Senator from
Oklahoma took a long while to say no.
Their proposal does not cover the 161
million Americans. It is essentially the
same proposal we have seen previously.
It falls far short of covering the major-
ity of the American people who our
proposal would cover.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Florida, Mr. GRAHAM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the
issue before us today is whether we are
going to give the American people
what I believe they expect and what
they have a right to receive which is
uniform, consistent coverage of their
fundamental rights as beneficiaries of
an HMO contract and as patients in a
health care facility as it relates to the
responsibilities of that health mainte-
nance organization.

The Senator from Oklahoma has in-
dicated he is going to submit to us a
counterproposal to the provision that
has been offered by the Senator from
North Dakota, which focuses on one of
the most fundamental issues and that
is, who is going to be covered.

It is a little difficult for us to re-
spond to the Senator from Oklahoma
since at least none of us on this side of
the aisle has had an opportunity to see
the version of the amendment that will
be offered. It is similar to seeing a bi-
plane fly by with a long sign dragging
behind its tail. That is what we see—a
long, fluttering sign that says Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. But we can’t see
any of the detail that supports that
title of a Patients’ Bill of Rights.

The question raised by the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Da-
kota is whether we should have a na-
tionwide standard or whether we
should have 50 standards.

We have already answered that ques-
tion as it relates to the 39 million
Americans who are covered by Medi-
care. We have a national standard for
all of those 39 million Americans.

We have answered that question for
the 20 to 256 million Americans who get
their health care through the Medicaid
program. All of those people are cov-
ered by a national standard.

The question is whether we are going
to provide for those people who get
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their insurance through private HMO
companies rather than through one of
these governmental programs to also
be granted the right to have a national
standard.

The amendment Senator DORGAN has
proposed would cover all 161 million
Americans with private insurance.
They will receive the same full array of
protections. The proposal that I antici-
pate from the Senator from Oklahoma
will only fund one type of insurance:
self-funded employer plans, which
cover only 48 million Americans. The
others will be left out.

I take second place to no Member of
this body in terms of my support for
federalism. I basically believe in the
principle that, where possible, deci-
sions should be made at the commu-
nity and State level. So I consider it
incumbent upon myself to answer the
question: Aren’t you being inconsistent
by now supporting a national standard
of patients’ rights? Why not leave it up
to the 50 States to decide for the 113
million Americans who have private
insurance rather than self-funded em-
ployer plans? Why shouldn’t those 113
million Americans be covered by a
State’s Patients’ Bill of Rights?

I would like to answer that question
in the context of one of the provisions
within this bill, and that is how you
will be treated if you go to an emer-
gency room. I think it is an appro-
priate provision to use as an example
of the larger question of whether this
should be determined 50 times by the 50
States or should there be a national
consistent standard.

The emergency room happens to be
the site of the largest number of com-
plaints by patients against their HMO’s
treatment. There are more complaints
as to access, as to standard of care, and
as to care after the initial critical serv-
ices are provided, there are more com-
plaints by patients in that setting than
any other aspect of patient-HMO rela-
tionships.

The emergency room is also a setting
which is heavy with urgency and emo-
tion. That is not just watching “ER”
on television; it is the emergency room
in reality.

I have a practice of taking a different
job every month. In February of this
year, my job was working at the emer-
gency room in one of the largest hos-
pitals in Florida, St. Joseph’s Hospital
in Tampa. In that setting, I had an op-
portunity, firsthand, to see some of the
issues that an emergency room poses
for an HMO patient, such as the ques-
tion of the patient arriving and asking
the question: Am I going to be covered
for the services that I will secure from
this emergency room?

Am I entitled to access to the emer-
gency room?

It is the question of: Have I come to
the right emergency room? Should I
have gone to the emergency room that
is part of the plan of my HMO or can I
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go to this emergency room because it
is a half hour closer?

It is the question of: What is going to
happen after they stop the hem-
orrhaging and have moved into the
poststabilization period? What kind of
services can I receive, and what types
of authorization do I have to get from
my HMO to be certain that those serv-
ices are going to be paid for?

Those are very fundamental, tangible
questions that a family who is taking a
loved one to an emergency room will
want to have answered.

I suggest it would be preferable to all
of the parties involved in this urgent
transaction in an emergency room if
there were a standard set of answers,
whether you were in Tampa or Topeka
or Tacoma, WA; that you would get the
same answer. It would be beneficial to
the beneficiary, to the patient, to know
that there would be a consistent set of
standards, that he would know, for in-
stance, that he would be judged by the
standard of ‘‘the reasonable layperson’’
in terms of access, that he would not
be judged, as happens to be the case in
my own State of Florida, not by the
reasonable layperson standard, which
is the rule in Medicare and Medicaid
and most States but, rather, as he is in
Florida, by the standard of an appro-
priate health care provider making a
determination after the fact as to
whether the patient should or should
not have considered his or her condi-
tion requiring emergency room treat-
ment.

It also avoids confusion by the pro-
vider because the provider will know
that they can render services to all the
people who come into the emergency
room based on a single set of standards
in terms of what is in that individual’s
best interest.

Talking about emergency rooms spe-
cifically, as I understand it, in the pro-
vision of the Senator from Oklahoma,
rather than using the norm, which is a
1-hour period in which the HMO can de-
cide whether they will assume respon-
sibility for the patient in the emer-
gency room or allow the hospital of the
emergency room to render
poststabilization care, the Senator
from Oklahoma is going to propose
that that 1-hour standard, which is the
standard for Medicare, for Medicaid,
for most plans, is now going to be
ballooned up to 3 hours. So for a person
who has been in a serious automobile
wreck, who has had bleeding, hem-
orrhaging, who is in very serious cir-
cumstances and has been stabilized but
not yet cured or not yet cared for, we
are going to have a 3-hour period for
that individual to wait for the HMO to
decide whether it is OK for the hospital
where the injured patient is located to
provide the care there, or is the patient
going to have to be put in an ambu-
lance and carried to one of their net-
work hospitals. I don’t think that con-
fusion as to standard is good medical
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policy for the providers. It is even not
good policy for the insurance compa-
nies that have to deal with 50 different
State standards as to authorization,
length of poststabilization care, the
other issues that arise in an emergency
room.

Mr. President, as a self-declared Jef-
fersonian Federalist, this is a case in
which we need to have a national
standard because it is for the benefit of
the good health of the American peo-
ple. I urge adoption of the amendment
offered by the Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
assuming we have an informal agree-
ment to go back and forth and to try to
keep the time fairly equally divided. I
might ask of the Parliamentarian what
the division of time is remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). The Senator from Oklahoma has
40 minutes remaining, and the Senator
from North Dakota has 24 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield 7 minutes to
my colleague from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the Nickles bill a little bit
hesitantly—mot my support—because
of a conference which is underway
which pulls together bills passed by the
House of Representatives and by the
Senate wherein progress is being made
so that we can assure the American
people of a real Patients’ Bill of
Rights.

This process seems to be interrupted
time and time again, if not with bills
brought to the floor, with press con-
ferences day after day. You haven’t
seen that from this side. You have seen
us working on a very aggressive, daily
basis, in a bipartisan, bicameral way to
put together a Patients’ Bill of
Rights—a real challenge because of the
number of interests, the number of pa-
tient protection issues such as scope
and liability. We are making progress.

Because of the political theater that
seems to be the name of the play put
forth on the other side, we have our re-
sponse tonight. I am very excited about
it. I am very excited because we are
putting on the table a real Patients’
Bill of Rights which has the objectives
of returning decisionmaking back to
that doctor-patient relationship, of
getting HMOs out of the business of
practicing medicine but not having the
unnecessary mandates which need-
lessly drive the cost of health insur-
ance so high that people lose their
health insurance.

The alternative bill on the other side
of the aisle—one that was defeated last
year, a very similar bill defeated 2
weeks ago—we know would drive about
1.8 million people to the ranks of the
uninsured.

I can tell the Senate, as a physician,
as a policymaker, somebody who has
now spent more than 2 years on this
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bill, we are obligated to the American
people to present a bill which is a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights that does not un-
necessarily drive people to the ranks of
the uninsured by driving up cost. That
process is underway. It is interrupted
once again tonight.

Tonight, for the first time, we are
going to be able to put a new bill that
reflects this bicameral, bipartisan
work of the conference on the table. I
would like to concentrate a few min-
utes on the actual ten or so patient
protections that are in the bill that
Senator NICKLES has put forward.

We heard a little bit from the Sen-
ator from Florida on a Florida Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights and patient pro-
tections. We will come back and talk
about the scope of the bills a little bit
more, but in Florida there are a total
of 44 mandates that have already been
passed by the legislature and are law in
Florida today. The simple question is,
Why do we in this body think we can do
a better job when the State has juris-
diction already in putting forth man-
dates?

For example, in 1997, the State of
Florida passed a comprehensive bill of
rights, now 3 years ago. For ER serv-
ices, emergency room services, 4 years
ago they passed a Patients’ Bill of
Rights. They passed consumer griev-
ance procedures; breast reconstruction
in 1997; direct access to OB/GYNs
passed in 1998 in Florida; direct access
to dermatologists, 1997; external ap-
peals, 1997.

It comes down to the basic premise
that we believe we should write a bill
in terms of scope, in terms of the ten
patient protections that apply to those
people under Federal jurisdiction, and
not come in and say we know better
than the Governor of the Assembly of
Florida or Tennessee or Arkansas.

Very briefly, I will talk about the pa-
tient protections.

No. 1, emergency care: Under the
Nickles bill, plans must allow access to
emergency service. This provision
guarantees that an individual can go to
the nearest emergency room regardless
of whether the emergency room is in
the network, in the plan or outside of
the plan. It is the nearest emergency
room. So these press conferences where
you see pictures of people skipping to
different emergency rooms, it is not in
the bill. In this bill you go to the near-
est emergency room.

No. 2, point of service: In this bill all
beneficiaries covered by a self-insured
employer of 50 or more employees must
have a point of service option regard-
less of how many different closed panel
options an employer offers.

No. 3, access: Specialists such as an
obstetrician/gynecologist, under the
Nickles bill, patients receive a new
right for direct access to a physician
who specializes in obstetrics and gyne-
cological care for all obstetrical and
gynecological care.
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No. 4, access to pediatricians: Under
our plan, a pediatrician may be des-
ignated as the child’s primary care pro-
vider; that is, if a plan requires the des-
ignation of a primary care provider for
a child.

No. 5, continuity of care: Under the
Nickles bill, when a provider is termi-
nated from the plan network, patients
currently receiving institutional care,
if they are terminally ill, may continue
that treatment with the provider for a
period of up to 90 days.

No. 6, access to medication, a real
issue for physicians and for patients,
this whole idea of a formulary: under
the Nickles bill, health plans that pro-
vide prescription drugs through a for-
mulary are required to ensure the par-
ticipation of physicians and phar-
macists in designing the initial for-
mulary and in reviewing that for-
mulary.

If there are exceptions from that for-
mulary and a nonformulary alternative
is available, then the patient has ac-
cess to that nonformulary alternative.

No. 7, access to specialists: As a
heart and lung transplant surgeon, this
is something I believe is absolutely
critical and very important to have in
the Patients’ Bill of Rights. With the
Nickles bill, patients will receive time-
1y access to specialists when needed.

No. 8, gag rules: Under the Nickles
bill, plans are prohibited from includ-
ing gag rules in providers’ contracts or
restricting providers from commu-
nicating with patients about treatment
options.

No. 9, access to approved cancer clin-
ical trials: Again, this is very impor-
tant. We have heard a lot about the
human genome project today and the
great advances. That is good because it
gives you the ‘‘phone book.” We have
to figure out what it means. In the
same way, if you have new pharma-
ceutical agents, or treatments for can-
cer, you have to figure out whether or
not they work; therefore, access to ap-
proved cancer clinical trials. The Nick-
les bill provides coverage of routine pa-
tient costs associated with participa-
tion in approved cancer clinical trials
sponsored by the NIH, the Department
of Veterans Affairs, the Food and Drug
Administration, and the Department of
Defense.

No. 10, provider nondiscrimination:
Under the Nickles bill, plans may not
exclude providers based solely on their
license or certification from providing
services.

No. 11, after breast surgery, mastec-
tomy length of stay, and coverage of
second opinions: Plans are required,
under the Nickles bill, to ensure inpa-
tient coverage for the surgical treat-
ment of breast cancer for a time deter-
mined by the physician, in consulta-
tion with the patient.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I have a
unanimous consent request that has
been cleared now on both sides of the
aisle, if I may interrupt momentarily.

I ask unanimous consent that the
motion to waive the Budget Act for
consideration of the Gramm point of
order be withdrawn.

I further ask consent that the
Gramm point of order be temporarily
laid aside, to be recalled by the Sen-
ator from Texas, after consultation
with the majority leader and the mi-
nority leader, and the Chair rule on the
point of order immediately, without
any intervening action, motion, or de-
bate.

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

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in
support of Senator DORGAN’s proposal.
It is very straightforward, simple, and
it states categorically that all Ameri-
cans covered by health insurance
should have the protections of the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. Nothing could be
clearer or more effective and efficient
in providing protections to the Amer-
ican people, to which we all, by and
large, agree.

We have seen this proposal in the
Democratic legislation that was sub-
mitted to this Chamber. It is included
within the Norwood-Dingell legislation
in the other body. It is consistent, it is
appropriate and, frankly, it seems so
common sensical. Why should an
American citizen be denied protections
and practices and benefits because he
or she is in an ERISA plan rather than
a non-ERISA plan? ERISA is a time
and security income program created
to protect the solvency of retirement
funds and the financial aspects of these
plans. It was never intended to be a
health care plan or to define the cov-
erage for health care plans in the
United States. So on that point alone,
it seems to be an inappropriate way to
discriminate against those Americans
who have access to the protections of
the Patients’ Bill of Rights.

I have been listening to the proposals
by the Senator from Oklahoma and the
description of the Senator from Ten-
nessee and trying to understand their
proposals. My understanding is this:
They have—and Senator FRIST has an-
nounced a long list of protections and
rights, and they only apply to ERISA
plans—48 million Americans. The ap-
peals process, however, would be ex-
panded to apply to 131 million Ameri-
cans.

Now, it appears to be inconsistent,
but I think the rationale and the logic
is pretty clear. If you don’t have
rights, it doesn’t matter whether or
not you have an appeals process. If you
don’t have the rights outlined by the
Senator from Tennessee, then you
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could have the appeals process, but
what are you appealing? You are ap-
pealing nothing. It comes back to the
point that Senator DORGAN has made
so well. This issue is about scope, so
that not only do you have the right to
appeal—all Americans—but you actu-
ally have valid rights that you can in-
sist upon in an appeals process. That is
included within the Democratic pro-
posal, the Norwood-Dingell bill, and it
is significantly absent from the Repub-
lican proposal we are hearing today.

Now, the justification, of course, for
this approach—the Republican ap-
proach—is we can’t disrupt State regu-
lations, or the sanctity of State regula-
tions. However, step back and look
again. Under the pressure of Norwood-
Dingell, the pressure of Senator DOR-
GAN’s proposal, and the pressure build-
ing up month after month of trying to
bring this Patients’ Bill of Rights to
the floor for final passage—something
solid and substantive—the appeals
process has been expanded. When it
comes to appeals, we are saying we
don’t care about State regulations any-
more. That argument falls out. If we
don’t care about the appeals process
with respect to the sanctity of State
regulations, why do we care when it
comes down to fundamental rights? Or
why do you care about it in this, I
think, inappropriate, illogical, and ir-
relevant distinction between ERISA
plans and non-ERISA plans? The an-
swer is, this ERISA distinction is a
convenient dodge to avoid providing
rights for all Americans in this health
care bill.

Now, also, they talk about the fact
that the cost of these patient protec-
tions will go up dramatically. Yet the
Senator from Tennessee just an-
nounced a long list of protections that
apply to ERISA plans. Why, if these
are so onerous and costly, would we
allow them to be applied to ERISA
plans and not to other plans? The an-
swer, I think, also should be obvious. It
is that, in fact, these proposals are not
only necessary but appropriate, and
that the costs will not unnecessarily
drive people away from insurance pro-
tection.

So what we have in the Republican
proposal is based upon illogical prem-
ises, distinctions that should not be in
place with respect to ERISA or non-
ERISA, and also would create a com-
plexity that is one of the banes of our
health care system today. On this side,
and also on the bipartisan measure
adopted by the House of Representa-
tives, you have a very simple, direct
proposal that will cover every Amer-
ican—not just in the appeals process
but in the basic rights they have. I
think, in comparison, it is clear that
we should support the amendment of
the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from
Vermont.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, if we
are going to talk about improving pa-
tient care, we should talk about im-
proving quality of care. We believe
that every patient is entitled to the
best medicine available. Reducing med-
ical errors is an important part of im-
proving quality. In fact, it is a critical
issue.

The Institute of Medicine released a
report late last year, which I re-
quested. It focused our attention on
the need to reduce medical errors to
improve patient safety. The IOM report
said that more people in this country
die of medical errors than die of breast
cancer, AIDS, or motor vehicle acci-
dents—the one statistic we cannot ig-
nore. In response to this report, the
HELP Committee held four hearings.
On June 15, Senator FRIST, Senator
ENzI, and I introduced S. 2738, the Pa-
tient Safety and Errors Reduction Act.

This amendment, which is based on
our legislation, will attack the prob-
lem of medical errors in several ways.
First, it will provide a framework of
support for the numerous efforts that
are underway in the public and private
sectors. Second, it will establish a cen-
ter for quality improvement and pa-
tient safety within the agency for
health care research and quality. Fi-
nally, it will provide needed confiden-
tiality protections for voluntary med-
ical error reporting systems. These
provisions are consistent with the In-
stitute of Medicine’s recommendations.

The IOM report calls on Congress to
establish a center for quality improve-
ment and patient safety at the agency
of health care research and quality.

This Center will take the lead on pa-
tient safety research and knowledge
dissemination so that what is learned
about reducing medical errors can be
communicated across the country as
quickly as possible.

The Institute of Medicine’s report
also calls on Congress to provide con-
fidentiality protections for informa-
tion that is collected for the purposes
of quality improvement and patient
study. This is the only way to get doc-
tors and nurses to begin to voluntarily
report their errors. These protections
apply only to medical error reporting
systems and do not diminish the cur-
rent rights of injured patients. They
will still have access to their medical
records and they will still have the
same right to sue as they do now.

We heard loud and clear at our four
hearings that we need to encourage the
reporting of close calls. A close call is
a situation in which a mistake is made,
but it does not result in injury to the
patient. No harm is done, but the po-
tential for harm is there.

Many times these ‘‘close calls” or
“‘near misses’’ are the result of prob-
lems with the system. The nurse cal-
culates the dose incorrectly because
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the medication name ordered was fo-
linic acid and she is accustomed to giv-
ing folic acid. The doctor orders an in-
appropriate medication because he has
no way to know that another doctor
has given his patient a medicine that
will interact.

Studies show that mandatory sys-
tems may actually suppress rather
than encourage reporting. Punishment
of individuals who make mistakes is
not only ineffective, it is not the goal.
The goal is patient safety.

It is time that we include our health
care industry in the list of industries
that have adopted continuously quality
improvement and have taken signifi-
cant steps to reduce human errors.
Good people make mistakes. We need
to do everything we can to put the sys-
tems in place to ensure that health
care mistakes are very hard to make.

Neither the Institute of Medicine nor
Congress discovered this medical error
problem. Health care professionals
have been at work for some time in
trying to address medical errors. I hope
that by becoming a partner in this
process, the federal government can ac-
celerate the pace of reform and provide
the most effective structure possible.

I am pleased that this confidential,
voluntary, non-punitive approach to
addressing medical errors has the sup-
port of both the provider community
and their oversight agencies.

We cannot afford to wait on this
issue. The Nickles amendment will
raise the quality of health care deliv-
ered by decreasing medical errors and
increasing patient safety.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 19 min-
utes, and the Senator from Oklahoma
has 27 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Wyoming 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Oklahoma.

I, too, am distressed that we are de-
bating the scope at this point. We had
the opportunity to discuss this in a bi-
partisan way and to come up with good
solutions. We were making good
progress. We have been making good
progress. Unfortunately, the opposition
has decided that a national health care
plan is the only way to go. A national
health care plan has been defeated
around here a lot of times. I can tell
you that there are a lot of people who
do not want a national health care
plan. They do not understand a na-
tional health care plan. If I even con-
sidered one, folks wouldn’t send me
back again—not the ones from Wyo-
ming. We have a little different atmos-
phere in Wyoming than they do maybe
in Massachusetts or New York or Flor-
ida. But the people there want health
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care as bad as anywhere else. They
don’t want to be driven out of the mar-
ket by rising costs for regulations that
do not really even affect them. We
don’t have HMOs in Wyoming, except
one small one owned by doctors.

The regulations that will work for
other States in this country will not
work for Wyoming. We have an insur-
ance commissioner. His name is John
McBride. The nice thing about Wyo-
ming is if you have an insurance prob-
lem you call the insurance commis-
sioner. You can talk to him or to one
of the people who work for him. You
can call them by their first names. I
don’t have to call them ‘“Mr. Commis-
sioner.” And they will help you get
your problems straightened out. They
will help out a lot faster than using a
national health care plan that results
in a chart such as this.

Can you picture me telling the folks
in Wyoming that the insurance com-
missioner can’t help them anymore,
and to just pick the phone up and call
HIPAA? 1 don’t know the thousands
and thousands of employees who work
there. I especially don’t know any of
the thousands and thousands who they
will have to hire to do the kind of job
that the scope is calling for by our op-
ponent.

A reasonable scope that handles the
rest of the people who are not covered
by States where they can call the peo-
ple and get the same person every time
so they don’t have to explain again
their problem every single day is the
kind of service people expect. It is the
kind of service they can get, but not if
we take away States rights.

Guess what. It looks even worse for
consumers under the HCFA’s ‘‘protec-
tion,” according to a release by the
GAO on March 31 of this year.

The model the Democrats are sup-
porting for implementing the Patients’
Bill of Rights is the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act, af-
fectionately known as HIPAA. I quote
from the report:

Nearly only four years after HIPAA’s en-
actment, HCFA continues to be in the early
stages of fully identifying where enforce-
ment will be required.

There are all kinds of stories about
the Washington bureaucracy. Under
their scope, they want us to give up the
State plans in favor of this group that
is still trying to figure out where they
are going. Is that responsible? No.

There are other things that need to
be negotiated out in this bill. But that
is not an option we are being given
when they start piecemeal. Every piece
of a Patients’ Bill of Rights interacts
with the other part. When you jerk out
one part of the scope and try to do that
without talking about all of the other
parts of it that interacts with the
scope you wind up with nothing but a
mess. To try to do that in a little two-
page bill makes it look easy. We have
gone from hard on an earlier one to a
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really easy one now. And neither of
them will do it and protect the people
in my State. I suggest that it will also
not protect people in other States.

I am becoming less surprised that
after walking away from the con-
ference for the Patients’ Bill of Rights,
the Democrats are hurling accusations
about others not wanting to get a bill
done and enacted. That’s an incredibly
counter-productive reaction to giant
steps on our part toward compromise.
This conference has been long and
time-consuming, but it has been work-
ing. There is not a single reason why
we should abandon a process that is
working. Yet, politics has been invited
in, and I think the majority of us here
to highlight why that’s such a terrible
mistake. Choosing this path is a vote
to abandon patients in favor of a polit-
ical issue.

Among the handful of principles that
are fundamental to any true protection
for health care consumers, probably
the most important is allowing states
to continue in their role as the primary
regulator of health insurance.

This is a principle which has been
recognized—and respected—for more
than 50 years. In 1945, Congress passed
the McCarran-Ferguson Act, a clear ac-
knowledgment by the federal govern-
ment that states are indeed the most
appropriate regulators of health insur-
ance. It was acknowledged that states
are better able to understand their con-
sumers’ needs and concerns. It was de-
termined that states are more respon-
sive, more effective enforcers of con-
sumer protections.

As recently as last year, this fact was
re-affirmed by the General Accounting
Office. GAO testified before the Health,
Education Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, saying, ‘‘In brief, we found that
many states have responded to man-
aged care consumers’ concerns about
access to health care and information
disclosure. However, they often differ
in their specific approaches, in scope
and in form.”

Wyoming has its own unique set of
health care needs and concerns. Every
state does. For example, despite our
elevation, we don’t need the mandate
regarding skin cancer that Florida has
on the books. My favorite illustration
of just how crazy a nationalized system
of health care mandates would be
comes from my own time in the Wyo-
ming legislature. It’s about a mandate
that I voted for and still support today.
You see, unlike in Massachusetts or
California, for example, in Wyoming we
have few health care providers; and
their numbers virtually dry up as you
head out of town. So, we passed an any
willing provider law that requires
health plans to contract with any pro-
vider in Wyoming who’s willing to do
so. While that idea may sound strange
to my ears in any other context, it was
the right thing to do for Wyoming. But
I know it’s not the right thing to do for
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Massachusetts or California, so I
wouldn’t dream of asking them to
shoulder that kind of mandate for our
sake when we can simply, responsibly,
apply it within our borders. What’s
even more alarming to me is that Wyo-
ming has opted not to enact health
care laws that specifically relate to
HMOs, because there are, ostensibly,
no HMOs in the state! There is one,
which is very small and is operated by
a group of doctors who live in town,
not a nameless, faceless insurance
company. Yet, under the proposal the
Democrats insist is ‘“what’s best for ev-
erybody,” the state of Wyoming would
have to enact and actively enforce at
least fifteen new laws to regulate a
style of health insurance that doesn’t
even exist in the state!

As consumers, we should be down-
right angry at how some of our elected
officials are responding to our concerns
about the quality of our health care
and the alarming problem of the unin-
sured in this country.

It is being suggested that all of our
local needs will be magically met by
stomping on the good work of the
states through the imposition of an ex-
panded, unenforceable federal bureauc-
racy. It is being suggested that the
American consumer would prefer to
dial a 1-800-number to nowhere versus
calling their State Insurance Commis-
sioner, a real person whom they’re
likely to see in the grocery store after
church on Sundays.

As for the uninsured population in
this country, carelessly slapping down
a massive new bureaucracy that
supercedes our states does nothing
more than squelch their efforts to cre-
ate innovative and flexible ways to get
more people insured. We should be
doing everything we can to encourage
and support these efforts by states. We
certainly shouldn’t be throwing up
roadblocks.

And how about enforcement of the
minority’s proposal?

Well, almost one year ago this body
adopted an amendment that stated, ‘It
would be inappropriate to set federal
health insurance standards that not
only duplicate the responsibility of the
50 State insurance departments but
that also would have to be enforced by
the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion (HCFA) if a State fails to enact
the standard.”

Yet here we are one year later where,
not only is it being suggested that we
trample the traditional, overwhelm-
ingly appropriate authority of the
states with a three-fold expansion of
the federal reach into our nation’s
health care, they still insist on having
HCFA be in charge. HCFA, the agency
that leaves patients screaming, has
doctors quitting Medicare, and, lest we
not forget, the agency in charge as the
Medicare program plunges towards
bankruptcy.

And guess what, it looks even worse
for consumers under HCFA’s ‘‘protec-
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tion,” according to a new report re-
leased by GAO on March 31 of this year.
The model the Democrats are sup-
porting for implementing the Patient’s
Bill of Rights is the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act, af-
fectionately known as HIPAA. I quote
from the report: ‘‘Nearly four years
after HIPAA’s enactment, HCFA con-
tinues to be in the early stages of fully
identifying where federal enforcement
will be required.” Regarding HCFA’s
role in also enforcing additional federal
benefits mandates that Congress has
amended to HIPAA, the GAO states,
“HCFA is responsible for directly en-
forcing HIPAA and related standards
for carriers in states that do not. In
this role, HCFA must assume many of
the responsibilities undertaken by
state insurance regulators, such as re-
sponding to consumers’ inquiries and
complaints, reviewing carriers’ policy
forms and practices, and imposing civil
penalties on noncomplying carriers.”
And then, the GAO report reveals that
HCFA has finally managed to take a
baby step: “HCFA has assumed direct
regulatory functions, such as policy re-
views, in only the three states that vol-
untarily notified HCFA of their failure
to pass HIPAA-conforming legislation
more than 2 years ago.”’

Is this supposed to give consumers
comfort? First we should usurp their
local electoral rights or their ability to
influence the appointment of their
state insurance commissioner and then
offer up this agency as an alternative?
I’'m sure I could find a single Wyoming-
ite to clap me on the back for this kind
of public service.

I could go on at length about the
very real dangers of empowering HCFA
to swoop into the private market, with
its embarrassing record of patient pro-
tection and enforcement of quality
standards. Such as how it took ten
years for HCFA to implement a 1987
law establishing new nursing home
standards intended to improve the
quality of care for some of our most
vulnerable patients. But I think the
case has already been crystallized in
the minds of many constituents: ‘‘en-
able us to access quality health care,
but don’t cripple us in the process.”

The next, equally important issue is
that of exposing employers to a new
cause of action under a Patients’ Bill
of Rights. Employers voluntarily pro-
vide coverage for 133 million people in
this country. That will no longer be
the case if we authorize lawsuits
against them for providing such cov-
erage. This is basic math. If you add
133 million more people to the 46 mil-
lion people already uninsured, I'd say
we have a crisis on our hands. In my
mind, a simpler decision doesn’t exist.
We should not be suing employers.

Let me close by saying that the con-
ference has worked in incredible good
faith. We have come to conceptual
agreement on a bipartisan, bicameral
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basis on more than half of the common
patient protections. We have come to
bipartisan, bicameral conceptual
agreement on the crown jewel of both
bills—the independent, external med-
ical review process. Most dramatically,
the bicameral Republicans offered a
compromise on liability and scope, to
which the Democrats responded with
only rhetoric and political jabs in the
press. It is absolutely bad faith to have
done so. I think it would be regrettable
if these continued public relations
moves torpedo what, so far, has pro-
duced almost everything we need for a
far-reaching, substantive conference
product.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
take the high road and support the leg-
islative process our forefathers had in
mind, versus a public relations circus.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I have listened to this discussion, and
it is pretty interesting. It seems to me
that if you don’t want to pass a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights—perhaps for the
reason the Senator from Wyoming sug-
gested, which is that the Federal Gov-
ernment ought not to have any in-
volvement in this issue—then just say
so. Don’t come out here and describe
an alternative as if it is doing some-
thing that it is not really doing.

According to my colleague, we have a
268-page amendment. It kind of re-
minds me of the ‘“‘Honey, I shrunk the
plan’ approach, this suggestion that
what we should go back to covering 48
million people rather than 161 million
people.

The Senator from Tennessee talked
earlier about emergency room care and
a number of the patient protections we
have proposed. I hope he will respond
to my inquiry. Is it not the case that
the emergency room care provisions in
the Senator from Oklahoma’s amend-
ment applies only to about 48 million
people. Isn’t it so that two out of three
people will not be covered with the
kind of protection the Senator sug-
gested was covered in their proposal? It
seems to me it would be a much better
approach to simply say we don’t sup-
port a Patients’ Bill of Rights.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I will yield for about
15 seconds.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, emer-
gency room provisions are a good case
in point. It comes up all the time. It is
important that people have the right
to go to emergency rooms. Emergency
room provisions are important. The
Senator is exactly right. For the 51
million people who the Federal Govern-
ment regulates, we have a responsi-
bility to put emergency room provi-
sions in there. That is what the Nickles
bill does for the States.

The other people the Senator is talk-
ing about—does he know how many
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people already have specific emergency
room provisions legislated for managed
care? We do. It is not 10 States or 20
States or 30 States or 40 States. I don’t
have the exact number. I know more
than 43 States have taken care of the
emergency room provisions.

Mr. DORGAN. I understand the Sen-
ator’s answer, which is that the sub-
stitute offered by Senator NICKLES pro-
vides coverage for only about 48 mil-
lion Americans. It is the same ap-
proach they have used previously.

One can suggest that all of these pro-
tections I am proposing are covered
elsewhere. If that is the case, why does
the Senator object?

The Senator from Oklahoma seems
irritated we have raised this issue
again. Let me tell you what Congress-
man NORWOOD, a Republican serving in
the House who is a sponsor of the
House legislation, said on May 25, and
I quote: I am here to say the time’s up
on the conference committee. We have
waited 8 months for this conference
committee to approve a compromise
bill. Senate Republicans have yet to
even offer a compromise liability pro-
posal. They have only demanded that
the House conferees abandon their po-
sition.

This is a Republican saying the time
is up on the conference committee.

Let me also point out that the Sen-
ate passed, in my judgment, a poor
piece of legislation. It has the right
title but it doesn’t include the right
provisions. The House passed a good
piece of legislation, but the House lead-
ership appointed conferees to the con-
ference that voted against the House
bill. Their conferees voted against the
House bill. So the conference isn’t even
on the level.

If month after month after month
goes by and you don’t want to have a
Patients’ Bill of Rights because you
don’t believe the Federal Government
ought to be involved in this, just tell
the patients that. Say to the patients:
We don’t believe Congress ought to do
this. You should go ahead and fight
cancer and fight your HMO at the same
time. Go ahead and do that.

The fact is, we can do better. The
proposal we are offering today is very
simple. We believe that a Patients’ Bill
of Rights establishing basic rights that
patients ought to be able to expect in
dealing with their insurance company
is a proposal that ought to get 100
votes in this Congress.

There are some who say, when asked
the question, Whose side are you on?
Let us stand with the insurance compa-
nies.

We believe Members ought to stand
with the patients. There is a genuine
and serious problem in this country
with patients not getting the treat-
ment they expect, need, or deserve. Pa-
tients find themselves having to fight
cancer and their insurance company.
That is not fair.
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The question is whether this Con-
gress will do something about it. The
question is not whether this Congress
will pass a national health care plan.
That is nonsense. That is not what is
being debated. I see more shuffle and
tap dances going on around here on
this debate. The fact is, if you want to
pass a good Patients’ Bill of Rights, do
what the House did. Understand that
Dr. NORWOOD, a Republican Congress-
man, knows what he is talking about.
This conference hasn’t moved. This
conference isn’t accomplishing any-
thing. That is why we have offered this
amendment.

I yield the floor, and I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. To respond to a couple
of comments, my colleague read from a
Norwood letter that said the Repub-
lican conferees are not addressing li-
ability. We have liability on the floor
of the Senate. Mr. NORWOOD is not a
conferee. Maybe he didn’t know what
he was talking about. We have liability
on the proposal. Granted, there was not
liability in the Senate bill we passed.
There is on the bill we have before the
Senate.

When we talk about scope, we have
scope that applies to 131 million Ameri-
cans in the appeals process and liabil-
ity that they can sue their HMO.

To read a letter by a Congressman
that says the conference is not doing
anything, they don’t have liability, and
we have liability is a little misleading.

When my colleague from North Da-
kota says our proposal doesn’t have a
Federal takeover of insurance, you
might read the amendment. The
amendment on page 2 says:

(3) provide the Federal Government with
the authority to ensure the Federal floor re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) is being guaranteed
and enforced with respect to all individuals
described in such paragraph, including deter-
mining whether protections under State law
meet the standards of such Act.

In other words, the Federal Govern-
ment will run State insurance, period.
The Federal Government is going to
take over. It is in his amendment.

I think that needed to be pointed out.

I yield 10 minutes to my colleague
and conferee on this bill, the Senator
from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. I thank Senator NICK-
LES, whose leadership on this issue I
think is without equal on any issue on
which I have worked since I have been
in the Senate. I know the people of
Oklahoma, who Senator NICKLES rep-
resents, watch this on television at
home. They wonder, what is this all
about? You did, you didn’t; you did,
you didn’t. This has to be confusing.

In the limited time I have, I want to
set this debate in historical perspective
so everybody knows what this is about.
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When Bill Clinton was elected Presi-
dent, he had a goal of having the Gov-
ernment take over and run the health
care system. In fact, I have before me
the Clinton health care bill. This would
have mandated one giant, national
HMO run by the Government; HMOs
would set up health care collectives,
and of course the right people would be
chosen to decide what health care we
all needed.

If you went to your doctor, he would
have dictated, under the Clinton plan,
the kind of treatment he could give. If
he violated their guidelines because he
thought you needed it, he would be
fined $50,000.

If, under the Clinton health care bill,
you went to a doctor and said, I don’t
think all these experts are right and
my baby is sick, my baby could be
dying, I will pay you to treat my baby,
if the doctor did it, he could go to pris-
on for 5 years.

That is the health care system my
Democrat colleagues are for. The Mem-
bers who were here voted for it and
supported it. They know what they
want. They want the Government to
take over and run the health care sys-
tem. They want to herd Americans into
health care purchasing cooperatives, or
collectives, as they call them, and you
have to be a member or else you don’t
get health care in America. That is
what they want. That is where this de-
bate started.

Now, we are trying to give patients
rights in dealing with HMOs. We want
internal and external review. We want
the external review to be independent.
We want to guarantee them rights. But
there is one fundamental difference be-
tween the Democrats and us. We think
this is a delicate balance, because we
don’t want to drive up health care in-
surance costs so much that millions of
people lose their health care.

Senator KENNEDY’s bill was scored as
driving up the cost of every person’s
health care in America by over 4 per-
cent and costing 1.2 million American
families their health insurance. What
patient right is more basic than having
health insurance? They give you lots of
rights, but if you lose your health in-
surance, how do you pay for your
health care? There is the difference be-
tween them and us. We have to be con-
cerned about 1.2 million people losing
their health care; they don’t.

When Clinton said, let us take over
and run the health care system and put
everybody into these health care col-
lectives, what did he say the problem
was? The problem was that we had too
many people without health insurance.
So if their bill passed and millions of
people 1lost their health insurance,
what do you think they would say?
They would say: We have a solution;
the solution is a government takeover
of health care.

This job is easier for them than it is
for us because they don’t care if the
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baby dies, because they want to replace
it. It reminds me of that story in the
Bible. Some of you may remember it.
Two ladies had gone to bed, and during
the night one of them’s baby had died
and the other one had taken the baby.
They come before Solomon. Solomon,
in his wisdom, after listening to their
arguments, says let’s just cut the baby
in half. That is what they are saying—
cut the baby in half. Then one lady
said: OK, cut the baby in half; and the
other said: No, let her have the baby.
Then Solomon knew whose baby it was.

This is our baby. We love freedom.
We love the right of people to choose.
We love the greatest health care sys-
tem the world has ever known. We are
not going to let the Government take
over and run the health care system.
That is what this debate is about. That
is what our Democrat colleagues want.
They are willing to destroy the great-
est health care system the world has
ever known because they want the
health care system where the Govern-
ment runs it. They think it would work
better. We don’t. Neither did America
in 1993 and 1994, which is why we have
a Republican majority today.

The second issue is scope. What does
that mean? For those watching this on
television, what does ‘‘scope’” mean?
What it means is, what should this
Federal law do as it relates to the
State in which you live?

Our Democrat colleagues believe
with all their heart—they are as sin-
cere as they can be—that there is only
one place in the world where people
have really any sense: Washington, DC.
They think people in city governments
and county governments and State
governments are ignorant and
uncaring. They believe Washington is
brilliant, all-knowing, and all-caring.
So what they want to do is write one
bill in Washington and impose it on
every living person in America.

We do not agree. We do not believe
that just coming to Washington all of a
sudden makes you brilliant. In fact, it
is a long way from Washington to Wyo-
ming. It is a long way from Washington
to Texas. We joined the Union in Texas
because we wanted freedom. We didn’t
join the Union to give it up.

What is the difference between the
two bills? Their bill says we are going
to write things the way we want them,
and you are going to do it that way or
we are going to come to your State, we
are going to cut off your money, we are
going to cut off your health care, and
in some cases we are going to put you
in jail. That is their way of doing it.
You remember, in their bill if you went
to this doctor, got down on your Knees
and begged that he take your money
and treat your child, he went to prison
for it; That was in their bill, the Clin-
ton health care bill.

What we say is: Look, we will write a
basic standard for patient protections.
But what if the people in Wyoming de-
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cide, since they don’t have any HMOs—
and this bill is about dealing with
HMOs—that they should not have to
come under the Federal Government to
deal with a problem they don’t have?
They don’t think they should. I don’t
they should either.

People in Tennessee and Texas were
protecting patients before we got into
this business. They passed comprehen-
sive bills. All we are saying is our bill
applies to those not already covered.
But if people in Texas, through their
government, through their elected Rep-
resentatives, decide they appreciate
our help, they appreciate our caring,
they know we love them, they Kkind of
figure we know everything—but just in
case we are wrong, they would rather
implement their own program for their
own jurisdiction, our Democrat col-
leagues say: No, they don’t care
enough, they don’t know enough, they
are ignorant.

We do not agree. We want people in
Wyoming to be able to say: Look we
really appreciate the bill, we know you
guys want to help us, but we don’t have
any HMOs; we say they ought to have
the right to opt out.

If Tennessee says: Look, we set up
TennCare because we adopted the Clin-
ton health care bill in Tennessee—they
wish they hadn’t done it, but they did—
if they say we would rather do it our
way than your way, our Democrat col-
leagues say: What do you know? What
do you know in Tennessee? You people
in Tennessee don’t know and don’t care
about people. We want to do it for you.
We are going to tell you how to do it.

What we say is: Look, we have writ-
ten a good bill. We want everybody to
look at it very closely. In those areas
where only Federal law applies, the bill
applies. You can’t get out from under
it because there are no other protec-
tions. But if Tennessee decides in areas
where they have already passed a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights that they would
rather do it their way than our way, we
say if their elected Representatives,
their Governor, decides to do it that
way, they have the right to do it.

Is that an extreme view? Is that
somehow denying people protection? Is
freedom a denial of protection? Is keep-
ing the right to choose denying people
a basic health right? I don’t think so. I
think it enhances rights. And that is
what this debate is about.

Our Democrat colleagues with all
their hearts believe that the Govern-
ment ought to take over the health
care system and they think everything
should be done in Washington.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 7
minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is
always interesting to listen to my
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friend and colleague from Texas. But I
still am trying to find out why he is
opposed to the protections which are
included in our Patients’ Bill of Rights.
There was a lovely, wonderful state-
ment about his reservations and about
the importance of freedom to HMOs: If
we give total freedom to HMOs, the
public be damned. That is what has
happened too often. What we are talk-
ing about is the protections that are
guaranteed in a Patients’ Bill of
Rights, which is, interestingly, all the
kinds of protections he has in his
health insurance under the Federal em-
ployees program.

There is not a Member of the Senate
who has not accepted the Federal em-
ployees program, and it guarantees vir-
tually every one of these protections
we are talking about tonight with the
exception of the right to sue.

The question before the Senate to-
night is this: Are we going to insist
that whatever protections we are going
to pass in a Patients’ Bill of Rights are
going to be available and accessible to
all Americans? That is the Norwood-
Dingell bill, the bill we on our side of
the aisle favor. Whatever protections
we are going to put in ought to include
the 161 million Americans with private
health insurance. That is our principle,
that is what we stand for.

All you have to do is read the Nickles
bill and you will find out that it covers
exactly what was in the Senate Repub-
lican bill—only the 48 million Ameri-
cans who are self-insured. Whatever
protections they are talking about
cover only those 48 million.

Look at the Nickles access to pedi-
atric provision: “If a group health
plan’—that would be 123 million peo-
ple;—‘‘other than a fully insured group
plan.” Other than; that knocks out the
fully insured. It knocks all of them
out. So the guarantees on pediatric
care apply to only 48 million out of 161
million.

Go through the rest of the Nickles
bill. Go through coverage of emergency
services. It says, again, “If a group
health plan’—they are covering 123
million. The next sentence, ‘‘other
than a fully insured group health
plan.” Other than fully insured—75
million. How many are left out? Forty-
eight million. They cover the same
number of people they covered 7
months ago. That is the reality. Here it
is in their bill. Every one of these guar-
antees: If a group plan, other than a
fully insured group plan. You go for the
48 million in the legislation that is re-
jected by Dr. NORWOOD, who is the prin-
cipal health spokesman for Repub-
licans on health matters over in the
House of Representatives.

There it is. Their own language. They
cover 48 million. The Dorgan proposal
said: Whatever we are going to do, in
terms of protecting consumers, let’s
protect them all—161 million.

We are one vote away in the Senate
from passing an effective Patients’ Bill
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of Rights. The conference is a failure.
The amendment offered by the Senator
from Oklahoma does not even have the
support of the House Republicans. And
only one of the House Republican con-
ferees was a supporter of the Norwood-
Dingell bill.

There is no agreement on covering
all Americans. There is no agreement
on external appeals. There is no agree-
ment on holding health plans account-
able. There is no agreement on access
to specialists, to clinical trials, or a
host of other patient protections.
There was no agreement.

This vote today is a chance for the
Senate to make a statement. A vote for
the Dorgan amendment is a vote for
the proposition that every patient in
America is entitled to protection. Hs-
tablishment of that principle is a giant
step towards the day the Senate will
pass a true patients protection pro-
gram. A vote for the Nickles amend-
ment is a vote against patients and for
insurance companies. It is a vote for
covering less than a third of all Ameri-
cans. It is a vote for the same limited
coverage originally passed by the Sen-
ate. It is a vote for a review process
that is not truly independent. It is a
vote against meaningful account-
ability. It is a vote against access to
specialists outside a plan, even if the
specialist is the only one able to treat
that condition. It is a vote against ac-
cess to clinical trials for heart pa-
tients. It is a vote for a bill that is so
inadequate it will never pass the
House, and it will never be signed by
the President. It will not protect the
thousands of patients who are injured
every day.

It is up to the Senate. We should vote
for the principle that everyone be cov-
ered. We should vote against a plan re-
jected by every group of patients and
doctors, and by House Republicans.
And we should come back after the re-
cess and pass a real patients’ rights
bill, of which we can all be proud,
whether we are Republicans or Demo-
crats. Let’s protect patients, not
HMOs. I withhold the remainder of my
time.

Let’s protect patients, not HMOs. I
reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, how
much time remains on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 10 minutes,
and the Senator from North Dakota
has 7 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the
information of all of our colleagues, it
is my expectation we will have a vote
about 7:20 p.m. I say to the majority
leader, all time will expire by about
7:20 p.m. We are happy to vote on both
proposals. So colleagues should be on
notice to expect two rollcall votes be-
ginning at 7:20 p.m.
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I yield 5 minutes to my colleague, a
conferee on the bill, the Senator from
Arkansas, Mr. HUTCHINSON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
compliment and commend the Senator
from Oklahoma, Mr. NICKLES, for the
hard work he has done and the months
of labor he has put into this con-
ference. Anybody who has followed the
reports of what has come out of this
conference cannot honestly say it has
been glacial movement. Enormous
progress has been made. Concessions
have been made on the part of the
House conferees as well as the Senate
conferees.

This is no way to legislate and no
way to provide patient protections the
way Senator KENNEDY and Senator
DORGAN have done in parceling out a
little piece here and there. Tonight we
are going to do scope. That is not the
way to legislate. This is truly the tri-
umph of politics over policy.

I was writing as various Senators on
the Democratic side made speeches.
They spoke of a national standard, of
universal coverage, and of a national
health system. To this Senator’s mind,
they could be synonymous with a na-
tional health care system. We had that
debate. We had it in 1993. It was called
“Clinton care.” Senator GRAMM piled it
up over here, and it was about 2 feet
tall.

The American people made a judg-
ment on ‘“Clinton care.” We do not
want a national health care system,
nor is that in the best interest of
Americans.

The real debate tonight centers
around not whether we want protec-
tions for all Americans or whether we
believe we are the only ones who can
provide that protection or whether the
States have a legitimate role in pro-
viding protections for their citizens.
How many States have patient protec-
tion laws? Forty-three States have al-
ready enacted patient protection laws.

Do we not believe they have the best
interests of their citizens in mind?
What we are doing in our legislation is
providing protection where States can-
not do it where Federal jurisdiction is
legitimate. Under ERISA and self-fund-
ed plans, we do that, as we should.

I listened to my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts, Senator KENNEDY. In his
State, in 1996, they had a ban on gag
clauses. They passed a grievance proce-
dure. They, in fact, have 26 State man-
dates. Does the Senator not believe
they care about their citizens?

I heard my colleague and good friend
from Florida speak of the need for a
national system. The State of Florida
passed a comprehensive bill of rights in
1997, emergency room services in 1996.
They have 44 State mandates. Do they
not care? They care as much as we
care, and they know their State better
than we do.
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I heard my colleague from the State
of Rhode Island speak about the need
for a national health care system.
Rhode Island passed a comprehensive
consumer rights bill in 1996. They have
passed 27 mandates in Rhode Island. I
can go on and on. Forty-three States
already have a bill of rights. It is not
our place to usurp their authority. It is
not our place to take over insurance
that has traditionally and historically
been regulated at the State level. It is
wrong for us to do that.

To my colleagues I say we have a
conference in progress. It is progress. It
is working hard. It is making progress.
That is the way we should provide pa-
tient protections, not through an
amendment on an appropriations bill.

I thank my colleague, Senator NICK-
LES, for the hard work he has done and
all the conferees and look forward to
when we will have a meaningful pa-
tients’ rights bill passed into law.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, has the
Senator from Oklahoma completed his
debate? It is my intention to close de-
bate on my amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to let
my colleague close. How much time
remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 5 minutes, and
the Senator from North Dakota has 7
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield 3 minutes to
my colleague from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for bringing forward this
extremely positive proposal in the area
of patient protections. This bill has a
lot of initiatives, many of which have
been outlined very well by my col-
leagues. One that has not been high-
lighted as completely as I would like
because of time—and I want to touch
on it quickly—is the issue of liability.

When our bill initially passed the
Senate, we did not include an oppor-
tunity to sue, but we have changed
that policy. Under the bill as it is pro-
posed today, first there is a tremen-
dously positive appeals process. If a pa-
tient believes they have been aggrieved
by their HMO, they have the right to
an internal appeal and an external ap-
peal which is set up with an inde-
pendent group of physicians who will
review the case and who are knowl-
edgeable on that subject. More impor-
tantly, if a patient thinks they have
been aggrieved, under certain cir-
cumstances, they will be able to sue
that HMO. What they will not be able
to do is have an open season on the
employer.

If one looks at the proposal that has
been put forward by the other side,
they are suggesting we have an open
season on employers. The whole exer-
cise in the Patients’ Bill of Rights is
not to have open season on employers.
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It is to address inequities occurring to
people as they deal with their insurers,
specifically with health maintenance
organizations.

If we allow this open season on em-
ployers, we will simply drive people out
of insurance. Instead of improving in-
surance for individuals across the
country, individuals across this coun-
try will walk into work one morning
and their employers will say: I did not
give you this health care policy which
happens to be a very expensive event in
my day in trying to make an effective
workplace; I did not give it to you so
lawyers could use it as a game area to
bring suits against me.

Employers across this Nation are
going to simply drop their health care
insurance. They will give their employ-
ees a certificate to buy their own
health insurance or some other type of
vehicle to allow them to compete in
the marketplace. Because employers
are able to get a better price and are
able to tailor their insurance policies
more effectively to the needs of their
employees in different regions of this
country, the practical effect will be
employees get significantly much less
health care under the proposal coming
from the other side because employer
after employer will simply drop their
employees’ health insurance programs
and will allow the marketplace to com-
pete for their employees. Unfortu-
nately, the result will be the employees
will be left with the short stick.

I think that is the actual goal of the
other side. I think their real goal is to
drive up the number of uninsured
across this country. If one looks at the
pattern of activity on the other side of
the aisle, it has been to annually in-
crease the number of uninsured by rais-
ing the price of insurance in this
country.

Since this administration has been in
office, the number of uninsured has
gone up by 8 million people because the
price of insurance has gone up and up
as the other side has tried to drive up
the price of that insurance.

What is the ultimate goal? ‘‘Hillary
care.” If they put enough people on the
street, if they create enough uninsured,
inevitably they will have to claim: I
am sorry, everybody is uninsured so we
have to nationalize the system.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GREGG. I think that is a good
place to stop. I reserve the remainder
of the time on our side.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to Senator EDWARDS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I will
respond to the Senator from New
Hampshire. He argues there is a new
provision in the Republican plan that
provides for liability. That provision is
a sham. There are three points I want
to make in response.
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First is the argument that we are
creating an open season on employers.
It is simply false. Not true. A letter
from the American Medical Associa-
tion of June 23 states clearly:

The insurance industry—

And the Republican plan in this
case—
is flat wrong, and to imply otherwise is
frankly deceptive. The fact is, the bipartisan
House-passed bill would actually protect em-
ployers.

Under our bill, an employer cannot
be held responsible under specific lan-
guage unless they actively intervene in
the decision of the insurance carrier,
which never occurs. There is to reason
for it to occur. It in fact never occurs.
It is a false argument that employers
can be held liable under our proposal.
They cannot.

Second, the argument that they are
providing for liability is simply not
true. Under their plan, an insurance
company can never be held responsible
for their initial decision to deny cov-
erage. So if somebody goes to their
doctor with an emergency situation—
they need care—and the insurance
company says no, and, as a result, they
suffer a lifelong injury, a debilitating
injury, or death, the insurance com-
pany cannot be held accountable. They
can only be held accountable, can only
be held responsible, if they have ex-
hausted the internal review process
and the insurance company acted in
bad faith or if they failed to follow the
decision from the external review
board.

The bottom line is, it creates an in-
centive for the insurance company to
deny coverage in the first instance be-
cause under no circumstances can they
be held responsible, and under no cir-
cumstances can they be held account-
able. For those reasons, this provision
for HMO insurance carrier liability is
not real; it is a sham.

Our proposal provides real and mean-
ingful accountability.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Tennessee—how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield the Senator 1
minute.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, very
quickly, a vote for the Nickles amend-
ment is a vote for patient protection,
emergency room access to obstetri-
cians, pediatricians, specialists, and
clinical trials.

A vote for the Nickles amendment is
a vote for a strong internal appeals
process. If the HMO rejects the appeal
of the doctor, you can go internally. If
it is rejected again, you go to an exter-
nal appeal process. The decision made
by the external appeals process is made
by an independent physician not bound
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by how the plan may define ‘‘medical
necessity.” If the external appeal over-
rules the plan, and the plan does not
comply, you go to court. This new abil-
ity to go to court, which is what many
people believe is so important, is a new
right to sue in Federal court.

Lastly, the access provisions have
not been mentioned.

In closing, all of these mandates are
going to drive up the cost of health
care.

Access provisions in the bill include
an above-the-line deduction for health
insurance expenses, a 100-percent self-
employed health insurance deduction,
expansion of medical savings accounts,
and deductions for long-term care.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
please to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment offered by Senator DASCHLE to
the FY 2001 Labor HHS Appropriations
bill which will protect people from hav-
ing their personal, genetic information
used against them by their employers
or their health insurance companies.
The provision is identical to the legis-
lation that Senator DASCHLE intro-
duced earlier this year and which I
have also cosponsored.

If adopted, the Daschle amendment
will bar insurance companies from
raising premiums or denying patients
health care coverage based on genetic
information. Employers will also be
prohibited from using genetic informa-
tion in hiring practices. Because a
right without a remedy is not right at
all, these measures also provide an in-
dividual who has suffered genetic dis-
crimination with the right to take
legal action. This is an essential pro-
tection to ensure that discrimination
does not occur.

With the latest breakthrough earlier
this week of the Human Genome
Project in mapping human genetic
make-up, protecting Americans from
genetic discrimination—an issue that
was already important—has become
critical. We must support the advance-
ment of science and discovery through
research. But while we are embracing
these new discoveries, we must also
provide safeguards to ensure the pro-
tection of this new and potentially
very sensitive and personal informa-
tion. In order to help Americans em-
brace scientific discoveries we must en-
sure these discoveries will not cause
personal harm.

This February, in recognition of the
need to prevent abuse and misuse of ge-
netic information, President Clinton
signed an Executive Order that pre-
vents federal agencies from discrimi-
nating against workers if they discover
through genetic testing that they have
a predisposition to a disease or some
other conditions. President Clinton ex-
pressed his support for legislation to
prevent genetic discrimination which
will extend beyond the reach of the Ex-
ecutive Order. The Genetic Non-
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discrimination in Health Insurance and
Employment Act and today’s amend-
ment will allow Vermonters—and all
Americans—to undergo genetic testing
without being afraid that their em-
ployer or their insurance company will
use this information to discriminate
against them.

No one wants to find out they may be
predisposed to a certain disease and
then have to worry about losing their
job. These important measures would
give them the assurance and protection
that their personal information will be
protected and will not be used against
them.

Mr. DORGAN. Are we finished? Will I
close at this point? I have 5 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I have 1 minute.

Mr. DORGAN. I would like to close
debate on my amendment, if the Sen-
ator would like to proceed.

Mr. NICKLES. I would like to close
on ours. You have 5 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are
debating my amendment, I guess. I
have the right to close debate on my
amendment; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no right to do such.

Mr. DORGAN. All right, Mr. Presi-
dent. Let me take the 5 minutes at this
point and close debate.

Mr. President, this has been an inter-
esting discussion, but it has not been
about what is on the floor today. We
have had now a debate about the 1993
Clinton health plan. We have also had
a discussion about ‘‘Hillary care.” If
you have the interest in debating that,
hire a hall, get your own audience,
speak until you are exhausted, and
have a good time. But those are not the
subjects on the floor today. We are de-
bating the Patients’ Bill of Rights.

Some people do not want to debate
that. They certainly do not want to
talk about the facts, but this is what
we are talking about: The Patients’
Bill of Rights.

Dr. GREG GANSKE, a Republican Con-
gressman from Iowa, was just on the
floor of the Senate and he indicated
that the 258-page missive that is now
offered as a substitute will in fact
weaken HMO laws in the following
States: California, Texas, Georgia,
Washington, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Ar-
izona, and Missouri. That is not from
me; it is from Dr. GANSKE, a Repub-
lican Congressman.

By the way, let me read something
Dr. GANSKE said some time ago in a
discussion about all of these issues. He
said:

Let me give my colleagues one example
out of many of a health plan’s definition of
medically necessary services. This is from
the contractual language of one of the HMOs
that some of you probably belong to: ‘“‘Med-
ical necessity means the shortest, least ex-
pensive or least intense level of treatment,
care or service rendered or supply provided,
as determined by us.”

Contracts like this demonstrate that some
health plans are manipulating the definition
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of medical necessity to deny appropriate pa-
tient care by arbitrarily linking it to saving
money, not to the patients’ medical needs.

Some of my colleagues say we are
playing politics with this issue? Why
don’t you tell that to some of these
kids.

Dr. GANSKE described this child I
show you a picture of, a child born
with a severe cleft lip. Fifty percent of
the medical professionals in Dr.
GANSKE’s field report that they have
been told that correcting this kind of
condition is not a medical necessity.

So tell that to the kids. Tell it to
this young child, that it is not a med-
ical necessity to correct this condition.

Dr. GANSKE also shared with us what
a young child looks like who was born
with this deformity—but who has it
corrected by the right kind of surgery.
Let me show you another picture of
this child with the condition corrected.
Does anybody want to tell this child it
was not worth it?

Or maybe you want to talk to Ethan
Bedrick. Tell Ethan that this is just
politics. Ethan was born during a com-
plicated delivery that resulted in se-
vere cerebral palsy and impaired motor
function in his limbs. When he was 14
months old, Ethan’s insurance com-
pany abruptly curtailed his physical
therapy, citing the fact that he had
only a 50-percent chance of being able
to walk by age 5.

So talk to Ethan about this. You
think this is politics? Talk to Ethan. A
50-percent chance of being able to walk
by age b was deemed, quote, ‘‘insignifi-
cant,” and therefore you don’t get the
medical help you need. And some peo-
ple say: Well, it doesn’t matter. Appar-
ently, you don’t deserve it.

That is not the way health care
ought to be delivered in this country.
People ought to have basic rights. That
is why we call this a Patients’ Bill of
Rights.

The question, at the end of the day,
is: With whom do you stand?

Do you stand with the managed care
companies that have developed con-
tracts such as this, that say, ‘‘Medical
necessity means the shortest, least ex-
pensive, or least intensive level of
treatment, care, or service as deter-
mined by us,” which means that this
young child is told: Tough luck?

Or do you stand with the patients
and decide that maybe we ought to do
something, as a country, that responds
to real problems and pass a real Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights?

A fellow once told me, in my little
hometown: You never ought to buy
something from somebody who is out
of breath. There is a breathless quality
to some of the discussion I have heard
tonight. We raise the issue of a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, and instead we
hear a discussion about the 1993 health
care plan. Then we have a substitute
that is 2568 pages that kills a lot of
trees for nothing. You don’t need to
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take up 258 pages to offer an empty
plan. Offer one page, and say: We don’t
support a Patients’ Bill of Rights. Just
be honest about it. But do not try to
fool the American people any longer.

It is true we have had a few votes on
this. It is also true that there is a con-
ference committee that is supposed to
be working. But it is also true, as Dr.
Norwood and other Republican Con-
gressmen said, that the time is up and
the conference committee has not done
a thing.

No one ever accuses the Congress of
speeding. I understand that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the
time of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from OKklahoma has 1
minute.

Mr. NICKLES. I will give my col-
league an additional minute.

Let me say, I know he holds up a lot
of photographs. I think that is a crum-
my way to legislate. But I will say that
every single example he mentioned
would be covered by external appeal.
Those decisions would be made by med-
ical experts. We even put in language
that they would not be bound by the
plan’s definition of ‘‘medical neces-
sity.” They would be covered.

Pass the bill. If you want those kinds
of examples to be covered, pass the bill.
We are going to give you a chance to
vote on it tonight. I might mention,
my colleague from Tennessee says: We
have a bill that is a Patients’ Bill of
Rights-plus because we provide a lot of
things for people who cannot afford it.
We provide an above-the-line deduction
to buy health care, so more people can
buy health care. The Democrats’ pro-
posal is going to uninsure millions of
Americans.

We should not do anything that is
going to dramatically increase the
price of health care and uninsure mil-
lions of Americans, as their proposal
would do. We also don’t think HCFA,
that glorious Federal agency they are
trying to empower, should be regu-
lating all health care in the States.

I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 30 seconds.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, my col-
leagues have said we are one vote
short. We are not one vote short. Un-
less somebody changes the rules of the
Senate, the Norwood-Dingell bill is
going to need a lot more votes. It will
never pass this session of Congress.

I yield the floor and ask for the yeas
and nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I am announcing
that there will be no further votes this
evening after these two votes. I will
shortly ask unanimous consent that
the debate and votes in relation to the
following remaining amendments be
postponed to occur in a stacked se-
quence beginning at 9:15 a.m. on tomor-
row, Friday, with 2 minutes prior to
each vote for explanation. Also in the
request is a consent that no second-de-
gree amendments be in order to the
amendments prior to the votes just
outlined.

The amendments are as follows:
Wellstone No. 3674, Helms amendment
regarding school facilities, and we have
just added the Harkin amendment re-
garding IDEA.

I will also ask unanimous consent
that following those votes and the dis-
position of the managers’ amendment,
the bill be advanced to third reading
and passage occur, all without any in-
tervening action and debate.

Finally, I ask unanimous consent the
Senate insist on its amendments and
request a conference with the House
and the Chair appoint the entire sub-
committee, including the chairman
and the ranking member, as conferees.

I hope all of our colleagues will agree
to this consent. If not, the Senate will
be in session late into the day tomor-
row concluding this bill and beginning
the appropriations bill on Interior.

With that, I now propound the unani-
mous consent just outlined.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could
ask my friend to add one phrase, ‘‘any
amendments that may not be cleared
as part of the managers’ package.”

Mr. SPECTER. I make that addition.

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object, parliamentary inquiry, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas will state his inquiry.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, as I read
this unanimous consent request, the
phrase ‘‘without intervening business”
suggests to me that possibly the point
of order that has been set aside against
the bill could not be raised. I would
like to ask if that is the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s interpretation is correct.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the request be
revised to allow me to raise the point
of order. I think that was always the
intention, but I would like to be sure
that is the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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The unanimous consent request is as
amended by the Senator from Texas.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we just got
a call in the Cloakroom. Somebody has
a problem with this. We will try to
take care of it as soon as we can.
Should we go ahead with the vote?

Mr. SPECTER. Let us proceed with
the vote, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania withdraws his
unanimous consent request.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3694. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUOYE and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 166 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Abraham Frist McConnell
Allard Gorton Murkowski
Ashcroft Gramm Nickles
Bennett Grams Roberts
Bond Grassley Roth
Brownback Gregg Santorum
Bunning Hagel Sessions
Burns Hatch Shelby
Campbell Helms Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Collins Hutchison Snowe
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Jeffords Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner

NAYS—47
Akaka Edwards Lincoln
Baucus Feingold McCain
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Fitzgerald Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Boxer Harkin Reed
Breaux Hollings Reid
Bryan Johnson Robb
Byrd Kennedy Rockefeller
Chafee, L. Kerrey
Cleland Kerry Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl Schumer
Daschle Landrieu Specter
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
Durbin Lieberman Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Inouye Leahy

The amendment (No. 3694) was agreed
to.

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today
the Senate voted on yet another pro-
posal for providing patient protections
to Americans enrolled in HMOs. Unfor-
tunately, this proposal did not provide
the strong safeguards and protections
that I believe each and every American
deserves to have.
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This amendment failed on the three
key areas for meaningful patient pro-
tections—fair legal accountability for
denied care, the right of every Amer-
ican to choose their doctor, and basic
patient rights for every American not
just a limited few.

Under this amendment only a limited
number of Americans would be pro-
vided with basic patient protections in-
cluding the right for a woman to go di-
rectly to an OB/GYN and a parent to
take their child directly to receive care
from a pediatrician. Every American
should be protected from having their
doctors being ‘‘gagged” by HMO and
prevented from sharing all health care
information with them.

Another disturbing provision con-
tained in this proposal was the lack of
legal redress available to an individual
if they did not complete the internal
review process. Under this proposal if a
patient died during the internal review
process—which could take up to 14
days—then their surviving family
would have no legal recourse against
the HMO that denied or caused harm to
the deceased individual. This is simply
wrong and indefensible.

While I was disappointed in this pro-
posal there were a few provisions that
were applaudable and made an impor-
tant step towards providing stronger
protections to patients. I appreciated
the efforts that were made to make the
external review process more fair, un-
biased and accessible. In addition I ap-
plaud the attempts made to provide pa-
tients with the right to sue including a
cap on non-economic damages and no
punitive damages. Both of these are
items that I have consistently fought
for inclusion in a HMO reform bill.
People must be provided the right to
sue for damages once all means have
been exhausted but it must be done in
a manner that does not cause excessive
lawsuits and cause health care costs to
exorbitantly rise.

I am disappointed that this proposal
did not go far enough but I am hopeful
that a strong patient protection bill
can still be passed prior to Congress ad-
journing in the fall. It is the least we
can do for America’s patients.

Congress still has an excellent oppor-
tunity to show the American people
that it can and will rise above partisan
politics and find the consensus that
serves the national interest and puts
the health care needs of patients first.
This is too important an issue to allow
the influence of special interests to
prevent us from doing what is right for
all Americans and I am confident that
the leaders in both the House and Sen-
ate will continue working with the
conferees to ensure that an agreement
is reached.

AMENDMENT NO. 3693

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The question is on agreeing to
the DORGAN amendment.

Mr. BREAUX. I ask for the yeas and
nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 167 Leg.]

YEAS—47
Akaka Edwards Lincoln
Baucus Feingold McCain
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Fitzgerald Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Boxer Harkin Reed
Breaux Hollings Reid
Bryan Johnson Robb
Byrd Kennedy Rockefeller
Chafee, L. Kerrey
Cleland Kerry Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl Schumer
Daschle Landrieu Specter
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
Durbin Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—51
Abraham Frist McConnell
Allard Gorton Murkowski
Ashcroft Gramm Nickles
Bennett Grams Roberts
Bond Grassley Roth
Brownback Gregg Santorum
Bunning Hagel Sessions
Burns Hatch Shelby
Campbell Helms Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Collins Hutchison Snowe
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Jeffords Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner
NOT VOTING—2
Inouye Leahy
The amendment (No. 3693) was re-
jected.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
North Carolina wishes to be recognized
to offer an amendment.

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator from
North Carolina yield so we can get an
agreement on how to proceed for the
remainder of the night?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from North Carolina yield?

Mr. HELMS. I yield.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President I want to
take a few moments to go over the
schedule for the remainder of the night
and the morning and get a final agree-
ment on a unanimous consent request.

These were the last two votes of the
night. We want to complete the offer-
ing and debating of the remaining
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amendments that have been requested
tonight, and then we will have those
votes stacked beginning at 9:30 a.m.,
which is a little different from the
time earlier mentioned. We had dis-
cussed 9:15 a.m. and there was a request
we do that at 9:30 a.m.

I renew the unanimous consent re-
quest regarding the Labor-HHS bill
which now includes possible votes to-
morrow, Friday morning, beginning at
the amended time, 9:30 a.m., relative to
the following issues: a Wellstone
amendment regarding drug pricing; a
Helms amendment regarding school fa-
cilities; a Harkin amendment regard-
ing IDEA; a Baucus amendment regard-
ing impact aid; any amendment that is
not cleared within the managers’ pack-
age; disposition of the point of order;
and final passage of the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill.

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

Mr. LOTT. I thank my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle for their co-
operation.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, may I
address my leader?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to Senator WAR-
NER.

Mr. WARNER. Two things, Mr. Presi-
dent. The distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee
and I have a package of about a dozen
amendments which we can clear to-
night. They are agreed upon. We need
to call up the bill.

Second, we want to discuss with our
leadership the possibility of a UC
which might help move our bill along.
Can we give the general outline?

Mr. LOTT. That will be fine.

Mr. WARNER. It will take but a
minute. I ask my distinguished col-
league to generally outline what we
had in mind. I ask him to articulate it
if he can.

Mr. LEVIN. The idea would be, after
this package of cleared amendments is
adopted, we would offer a unanimous
consent agreement to limit the bill to
relevant amendments on the Ilist,
which would include Senator BYRD’s
amendment on bilateral trade because
that probably is relevant under any
circumstances.

Mr. WARNER. We think that is rel-
evant, Mr. President.

Mr. LEVIN. The amendments will
have to be on file no later than ad-
journment tomorrow for the recess.
Second-degree amendments that are
relevant would be in order even if they
are not filed. This is just preliminary.
Since the Senator from Virginia asked,
I offer this at least as a suggestion pre-
liminarily. This is what we are talking
about.

Mr. WARNER. May I add, Senator
DopD has an amendment in there
which has been cleared.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I can re-
spond to the comments, first, I want to
make very clear I feel strongly we
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should try to find a way to pass this
very important Department of Defense
authorization bill. It has a lot of provi-
sions in it, changes in the law we have
to get done. We need to do this for our
national security and for our men and
women who serve in our military.

Senator DASCHLE and I have talked
about the fact we want to work to-
gether to move it forward. That is one
of the many reasons we tried to find a
way to conclude the disclosure require-
ments of the section 527 issue. We have
achieved that. That is why I have been
working with Senator BROWNBACK to
find a way to deal with an issue that is
very important to him, NCAA gaming.
We want to get it done.

What I had in mind was for the man-
agers to continue to work and clear as
many amendments as they can, and the
week we come back—again, I have not
discussed the details of this with Sen-
ator DASCHLE, so I will not agree to
anything without us both having a
chance to check on both sides and clear
it. But I was thinking in terms of ask-
ing the managers, who have done yeo-
man’s work, to be prepared to work on
Monday night, Tuesday night, or
Wednesday night while we do other
issues during the day. I am hoping one
night will do the job but work a couple
or three nights and complete this bill
the week we come back. We are glad to
work with them toward that goal. We
want to get this bill in conference. I
think Senator DASCHLE wants to help
with that effort.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, if I
can add my thoughts, I share the view
expressed just now by the majority
leader. We really want to help the man-
agers finish their work on this bill.
They have been working on it now for
weeks. We have come a long way.

The majority leader has also indi-
cated to colleagues who have concerns
about nonrelevant amendments that
we will have an opportunity to con-
sider other vehicles immediately fol-
lowing the completion of the Defense
authorization bill so we will be able to
continue this procedure of a dual track
to allow the consideration of other
issues.

With that understanding, we want to
work with the managers to rid our-
selves of mnonrelevant amendments,
stick to those amendments which are
relevant in an effort to, as the leader
suggested, finish the bill in a matter of
a night or two. I commend the man-
agers for the effort they have made
thus far. We will work with them to see
we finish it.

Mr. WARNER. I thank our respected
leaders very much. I told my leader
and Senator LEVIN, we will work
nights, we will go right straight
through the evenings and stack such
votes that we feel are necessary. We
will achieve that.

Mr. LOTT. I yield to the Senator
from Kansas.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina has the floor.

Mr. HELMS. I yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator from
North Carolina for yielding further. I
ask his indulgence for a moment so the
Senator from Kansas can respond.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
appreciate the majority leader men-
tioning trying to work out the issue on
NCAA gaming. I hope we can get that
worked out and come to a resolution
and move the issue forward. I want to
make sure we get that one taken care
of as well.

Mr. LOTT. I thank my colleagues and
yield the floor.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, if I
can add one other thought.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina has the floor.

Mr. DASCHLE. Will the Senator
yield for 30 seconds?

Mr. HELMS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
would be remiss if I did not bring up
also the understanding the leader and I
have about further confirmation of
judges. Obviously, when we come back,
that is going to continue to be an im-
portant matter. The leader has cer-
tainly indicated a willingness to work
with us on that.

It is also with that understanding
that Senator LEVIN has some very im-
portant matters, Senator REID, and
others. I appreciate very much the ma-
jority leader’s commitment to work
with us on that as well.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if Senator
HeELMS will yield one second more, we
are going to confirm some nominations
tonight. I do note it is our intent after
we complete Labor-HHS and the
MILCON conference report to proceed
to the Interior appropriations bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

AMENDMENT NO. 3697
(Purpose: To prohibit the expenditure of cer-
tain appropriated funds for the distribu-

tion or provision of, or the provision of a

prescription for, postcoital emergency con-

traception)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
3697.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . (a) None of the funds appro-
priated under this Act to carry out section
330 or title X of the Public Health Service
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Act (42 U.S.C. 254b, 300 et seq.), title V or
XIX of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 701
et seq., 1396 et seq.), or any other provision of
law, shall be used for the distribution or pro-
vision of postcoital emergency contracep-
tion, or the provision of a prescription for
postcoital emergency contraception, to an
unemancipated minor, on the premises or in
the facilities of any elementary school or
secondary school.

(b) This section takes effect 1 day after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(c) In this section:

(1) The terms ‘‘elementary school’”’ and
‘“‘secondary school’” have the meanings given
the terms in section 14101 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 8801).

(2) The term ‘‘unemancipated minor”
means an unmarried individual who is 17
years of age or younger and is a dependent,
as defined in section 152(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent that it be in
order for me to deliver my remarks at
my seat.

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

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, Americans who follow
international news will recall that the
French Government recently created
an uproar when it authorized its public
schools to distribute the post-concep-
tion morning-after pill to girl students
as young as 12 years old.

I wish parents in our country could
be assured that such an initiative will
never see the light of day in the United
States, but no such assurance can be
made under existing circumstances.

In fact, when the French Government
announced that it would be distrib-
uting the morning-after pill in French
schools, the Alan Guttmacher Insti-
tute—the research arm of Planned Par-
enthood—recommended almost imme-
diately that the United States dupli-
cate the Western European’s approach
in handing out contraceptions to teen-
age girls.

So, isn’t it clear that attempts to
distribute the morning-after pill in
U.S. public schools are indeed under-
way in planning boards of Planned Par-
enthood?

Moreover, Americans will be alarmed
to learn that Federal law currently
gives schools the authorization to dis-
tribute these morning-after pills to
schoolchildren.

In fact, the Congressional Research
Service confirmed to me that Federal
law does, indeed, permit the distribu-
tion of the morning-after pill at
school-based health clinics receiving
Federal funds designated for family
planning services.

Simply put, this means that any
school receiving Federal family plan-
ning money is prohibited by Federal
law to place any sort of restriction on
contraception. Even parental consent
requirements.

In a handful of cases, the Federal
courts have struck down parental con-
sent laws, ruling that any Federal fam-
ily planning program trumps a State or
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county parental consent statute be-
cause Federal law prohibits parental
consent requirements—even though
Federal law says recipients of Federal
family planning money should ‘‘en-
courage family participation.” I make
this point because so many who oppose
placing restrictions on contraception—
like parental consent requirements—
run for cover under this language ‘‘en-
courage family participation’” when
they know good and well that it means
absolutely nothing in a court of law.

Let me reiterate a warning: There is
nothing in Federal law to prevent the
post-conception morning-after  pill
from Dbeing distributed on school
grounds by clinics receiving Federal
funding—regardless of whether a paren-
tal consent State statute exists.

That is why I asked the Congres-
sional Research Service to look into
whether or not school clinics are dis-
tributing the morning-after pill. What
CRS found is that there is some dis-
crepancy to the response to this ques-
tion.

For example, according to CRS, the
National Conference of State Legisla-
tures spokesman said there was no
knowledge that any school had distrib-
uted the morning-after pill. Yet, the
National Assembly on School-Based
Health Care—an organization which
works closely with HHS—told Congres-
sional Research Service that their
group has recently conducted a na-
tional survey of their members, and
that the resulting data reflected that
out of 1,200 schools, 15 percent offer
contraceptives, including the morning-
after pill.

So, you see, it is not clear as to ex-
actly what is being provided to school-
children these days. But it is clear that
we are not just talking about condoms.

Simply put, Planned Parenthood and
its cronies have been given free reign
to distribute to American school-
children whatever they so please—to
the point where schoolchildren are now
being provided extremely controversial
forms of contraception. And, in my
judgment, this has gone on far too
long.

That is why I am offering an amend-
ment today that would forbid schools
from using Federal funds from the
Labor, HHS, Education appropriations
bill to distribute the lawfully given
morning-after pill in school.

But before the guardian angels of
Planned Parenthood get themselves in
a tizzy, let me make clear precisely
what this amendment will and will not
do.

Under the proposed measure, elemen-
tary and secondary schools will be for-
bidden to use funds from the Labor,
HHS and Education appropriations bill
to distribute to school children the
morning-after pill—which is widely
considered to be an abortifacient. In
fact, many pharmacists nationwide
have refused to fill prescriptions for
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the morning-after pill because they,
too, see it as an abortifacient.

This amendment will apply only to
school clinics on school property.

Clearly, Congress simply must not ig-
nore the fact that our schoolchildren
deserve to be protected.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that two memoranda prepared by
the Congressional Research Service be
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, April 26, 2000.

To: Senator Jesse Helms

From: Kenneth R. Thomas, Legislative At-
torney, American Law Division

Subject: Application of Parental Consent Re-
quirements to Distribution of Emergency
Contraceptives in School-Based Clinics
Receiving Federal Funds

This revised memorandum is in response to
your rush request to determine whether
state parental notification statutes would
apply to the distribution of emergency con-
traceptives at a school-based clinic which re-
ceives federal funds. Specifically, you re-
quested an evaluation of whether state pa-
rental notification statutes, regulations or
policies which applied to federally funded
clinics distributing contraceptives would be
preempted.

In a series of cases in the mid-1980’s, var-
ious federal courts reviewed the application
of parental notification requirements to fed-
erally funded programs which distributed
contraception. In general, the courts found
that the application of parental notification
statutes to federally funded programs to pro-
vide contraception resulted in the frustra-
tion of the federal purpose of the statutes,
and consequently the courts invalidated such
restrictions.

There is currently no federal prohibition
on the distribution of emergency contracep-
tives at school-based clinics.

If I can be of further assistance, please con-
tact me at 7-5863.

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, April 12, 2000.

To: Honorable Jesse Helms.

From: Technical Information Specialist, Do-
mestic Social Policy Division.

Subject: School-Based Clinics.

Your office requested a memorandum de-
scribing policies of school-based clinics for
distributing emergency contraceptives (more
commonly known as the morning-after pill),
including the number of schools estimated to
be offering emergency contraception, and
any existing federal prohibitions.

We contacted three different groups for
this information:

(1) The National Assembly on School-Based
Health Care informed us that their group has
recently conducted a national survey of their
members and that data reflected that out of
1200 schools, 77% do not offer contraceptives,
15% offer contraceptives, including emer-
gency contraceptives, and the remaining 8%
offer contraceptives, but not emergency con-
traceptives. The schools offering contracep-
tives are middle schools and high schools.
The information is not yet available for pub-
lication.

(2) The National Conference of State Legis-
latures informed us that they currently have
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no knowledge of any schools distributing
emergency contraceptives through school-
based health clinics.

(3) The Healthy Schools/Healthy Commu-
nities (HSHC) Program, Health Resources
and Services Administration, Department of
Health and Human Services informed us that
HSHC does not provide direct dollars for spe-
cialized services, such as emergency contra-
ceptives, but does support school-based pro-
grams that provide full and comprehensive
health services. HSHC is administered as a
discretionary program under the Health Cen-
ters program, Section 330 of the Public
Health Service Act. Section 330 allows the
provision of voluntary family planning serv-
ices at health centers.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from North Carolina, is he fin-
ished with his prepared remarks on his
amendment?

Mr. HELMS. Yes, I am.

Has the Chair ruled on the yeas and
nays?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. HELMS. They have been ordered.

Mr. President, I am advised I should
ask unanimous consent that this
amendment of mine be laid aside and
the vote be put in regular order tomor-
row morning. I ask unanimous consent
that that be the case.

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

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 3698
(Purpose: To provide for a limitation on the
use of funds for certain agreements involv-
ing the conveyance or licensing of a drug)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from  Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE], for himself and Mr. JOHNSON,
proposes an amendment numbered 3698.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 92, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

SEC. . (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS
FOR CERTAIN AGREEMENTS.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), none of the funds
made available under this Act may be used
by the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to enter into—

(1) an agreement on the conveyance or li-
censing of a patent for a drug, or on another
exclusive right to a drug;

(2) an agreement on the use of information
derived from animal tests or human clinical
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trials that are conducted by the Department
of Health and Human Services with respect
to a drug, including an agreement under
which such information is provided by the
Department to another Federal agency on an
exclusive basis; or

(3) a cooperative research and development
agreement under section 12 of the Stevenson-
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15
U.S.C. 3710a) pertaining to a drug, excluding
cooperative research and development agree-
ments between the Department of Health
and Human Services and a college or univer-
sity.

(g) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to an agreement where—

(1) the sale of the drug involved is subject
to a price agreement that is reasonable (as
defined by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services); or

(2) a reasonable price agreement with re-
spect to the sale of the drug involved is not
required by the public interest (as defined by
such Secretary).

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to apply to
any agreement entered into by a college or
university and any entity other than the
Secretary of Health and Human Services or
an entity within the Department of Health
and Human Services.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
offer this amendment on behalf of my-
self and Senator JOHNSON from South
Dakota.

I am just going to take 1 minute to
summarize this amendment, I say to
my colleagues, and then Senator JOHN-
SON will proceed, and then I will come
back to the amendment.

Mr. President, if you just look right
here at this chart, it is very inter-
esting. Tamoxifen and Prozac are two
widely used drugs. Look at the dif-
ference between what the TUnited
States citizens pay for a vial versus
what people in Canada pay.

In our country, a United States cit-
izen pays $241 for tamoxifen; $34 in
Canada. For Prozac, in this country it
is $105; in Canada, it is $43.

What this amendment says—and I
want to go back to Bernadette Healy’s
leadership at NIH. What this amend-
ment says is that what Ms. Healy did is
the right thing to do, which is to say to
the pharmaceutical companies, when
the NIH does the research, and then the
patent is handed over to a pharma-
ceutical company, that pharmaceutical
company—since we put the taxpayer
dollars into the research—should at
least agree to provide citizens in this
country with a decent, affordable
charge; that the pharmaceutical com-
pany should agree to an affordable
price or a reasonable price which is de-
fined specifically by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services.

Again, this amendment says that
pharmaceutical companies that nego-
tiate an agreement with NIH—NIH is
doing the research, helping out, the
drug is then developed, the pharma-
ceutical company now has the patent—
must sign an agreement to sell the
drug at a reasonable price.

I do not think it is unreasonable
from the point of view of your con-
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stituents and my constituents, people
in this country who pay the taxes and
support our Government, who feel just
a little bit ripped off by the prices
today, that if we are going to put our
taxpayer dollars into the research and
into the support and then the pharma-
ceutical companies are going to get a
patent, at the very minimum they
ought to be willing to sell the drug to
people in our country at a reasonable
price defined by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services.

This amendment is all about cor-
porate welfare at its worst. It is about
being there for consumers. It is about
assuring people that their taxpayer
dollars are contributing toward some
research that will in turn contribute
toward affordable drugs for themselves
and their children.

I yield the floor to my colleague,
Senator JOHNSON of South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague from Min-
nesota, extending strong support for
his amendment.

Very simply, this amendment would
require that when companies receive
federally funded drug research or a fed-
erally owned drug, the benefits of that
research or drug be made available to
the public on reasonable terms through
what is called a ‘‘reasonable pricing
clause.”

This issue first surfaced during the
Bush administration, in fact, when the
NIH insisted that cooperative research
agreements contain a reasonable pric-
ing clause that would protect con-
sumers from exorbitant prices of prod-
ucts developed from federally funded
research.

Two weeks ago, during floor debate
in the other body on the Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education
appropriations bill, a very similar
amendment to this one was offered and
overwhelmingly accepted by nearly
three-quarters of the House of Rep-
resentatives in a bipartisan vote.

The circumstances we face today are
extraordinary. As an example, between
1955 and 1992, 92 percent of drugs ap-
proved by the FDA to treat cancer
were researched and developed by the
taxpayers through the NIH. Today
many of the most widely used drugs in
this country dealing with a variety of
critical illnesses such as AIDS, breast
cancer, and depression were developed
through the use of taxpayer-funded
NIH research. The Federal Government
funds about 36 percent of all medical
research.

The unfortunate scenario for Amer-
ican taxpayers is that oftentimes this
drug research, done at their expense, is
frequently used then by the pharma-
ceutical industry with no assurance
that American consumers will not be
charged outrageously high prescription
drug prices.
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Take the drug Taxol, for instance.
The NIH spent 15 years and $32 million
of our money, taxpayer money, to de-
velop Taxol, which is a popular cancer
drug used for breast, lung, and ovarian
cancers. Following the development of
Taxol, the drug manufacturer was
awarded exclusive marketing rights on
the drug, and Taxol is now priced at
roughly 20 times what Taxol costs the
manufacturer to produce. So a cancer
patient on Taxol will pay $10,000 a year
while it only costs the drug company
$500.

As reported by Fortune 500 magazine
earlier this year, the pharmaceutical
companies once again represent the
most profitable sector of the American
economy. On top of that, we are seeing
drug prices soaring at unimaginable
rates year after year. In the United
States, drug spending is growing at
more than twice the rate of all other
health care expenditures. Furthermore,
Americans are paying far more for pre-
scription drugs than do the people in
any other Western industrialized Na-
tion—many of these drugs manufac-
tured in the United States and the re-
search having been conducted through
American taxpayer dollars.

As an example, tamoxifen, a widely
prescribed drug for breast cancer, re-
cently received federally funded re-
search and numerous NIH-sponsored
clinical trials. Yet today the pharma-
ceutical industry charges women in
this Nation 10 times more than they
charge women in Canada for a drug
widely developed with U.S. taxpayer
support.

The evidence has shown that the
pharmaceutical companies are charg-
ing enormously high rates for drugs de-
veloped with the help of taxpayer
money. Americans then are forced to
pay twice for lifesaving drugs: first as
taxpayers to develop the drug, and
then as a consumer to bolster pharma-
ceutical profits. Once again, who is
hurt most by this? As one would ex-
pect, these costs fall hardest on those
most vulnerable and least able to bear
the burden, such as cancer patients,
AIDS patients, and the elderly.

We have to put an end to the give-
away of billions of taxpayer dollars to
finance drug research that goes on
without any assurance whatsoever that
the American taxpayers will not see a
reasonable return on their investment
in terms of affordable prescription drug
prices.

I appreciate that this amendment
may not be the silver bullet that solves
all of the problems of assuring the
American public they are receiving the
return on their investment that they
deserve. But it does serve as an impor-
tant message that this Congress is here
to protect the millions of American
consumers who have invested their
money in research to develop drugs
that they now cannot afford to buy.
Furthermore, it shows we are here to
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fight for affordable prescription drugs
for every American in this Nation.

This is one part of an overall strat-
egy that this Congress needs to enact
to assure that we have equity, to as-
sure that we have tax fairness, and to
assure that we maximize the number of
people in America who can afford their
prescriptions.

I urge my colleagues to vote for pas-
sage of this critically important
amendment tomorrow when the vote is
taken on this amendment. I commend
and applaud my colleague from Min-
nesota for his work in crafting this
amendment and bringing it before the
body.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from South Dakota.
Again, the amendment says that when
the pharmaceutical companies nego-
tiate an agreement with the NIH to de-
velop and market a drug based on tax-
payer-financed research, there must be
an agreement signed by the pharma-
ceutical companies that they will sell
the drug at a reasonable price.

This is an eminently reasonable
amendment. This amendment does not
cover extramural NIH research grants,
such as grants to universities. It does
not cover grants to universities. It does
not establish a health care price con-
trol scheme.

This amendment will reinstate the
Bush administration’s reasonable pric-
ing clause which was in effect from 1989
to 1995. This amendment directs the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to determine what is a reasonable
price. This amendment gives the Sec-
retary flexibility to waive the pricing
clause if it is in the public interest to
do so.

As my colleague from South Dakota
pointed out, a similar amendment,
which was introduced by Congressmen
SANDERS, ROHRABACHER, DEFAZIO, and
others passed the House of Representa-
tives by a 3-to-1 margin, 313 to 109. It is
because people in the country feel
ripped off by this industry. People in
the country believe that the prices
should be more reasonable. Certainly
our constituents believe that if we are
going to be funding some of the re-
search and these companies are going
to benefit from our taxpayer dollars,
then there ought to be an agreement
that these companies are going to be
willing to charge us a reasonable price.
That is not too much to ask.

This amendment is supported by
Families U.S.A., the National Council
of Senior Citizens, and the Committee
to Preserve Social Security and Medi-
care.

I ask unanimous consent that their
letters be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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FAMILIES USA,
Washington, DC.
Senator PAUL WELLSTONE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: We applaud
your amendment that would require that a
price agreement be part of agreements be-
tween NIH and companies who do research
on new drugs.

Currently, once NIH has successfully devel-
oped a new drug it signs over the commercial
rights to pharmaceutical companies that
charge American consumers as much as they
want. Americans are forced to pay twice for
lifesaving drugs, first as taxpayers to de-
velop the drug and then as consumers to the
drug companies for the product. These costs
fall hardest on those least able to bear the
burden such as seniors and the uninsured, al-
though all consumers wind up paying more
than they should have to.

Your amendment would help correct this
burdensome situation. Please let us know
how we can help make this amendment in
law.

Sincerely,
RONALD F. POLLACK,
Executive Director.
NATIONAL COUNCIL
OF SENIOR CITIZENS,
Silver Spring, Maryland, June 29, 2000.
Senator PAUL WELLSTONE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: The National
Council of Senior Citizens fully supports
your amendment to the FY 2001 Labor HHS
appropriations bill to require that the Fed-
eral government negotiate a reasonable and
fairer price for all drugs developed with pub-
lic funds. The Federal government has for
too long sold its most precious research find-
ings for a mess of pottage to the pharma-
ceutical cartels. The drug companies, in
turn, sell these findings back to the Amer-
ican people at unconscionably high retail
prices. Pharmaceutical retail price reform
must start at the source—where public drug
research and development investment has
borne fruit.

Your bill defines the public interest as re-
quiring hard bargaining by the N.I.LH. in be-
half of the public when selling patents to
drug companies. We also note that your
amendment only covers intramural N.I.H. re-
search. We call on your colleagues to support
this needed amendment.

Sincerely,
DAN SCHULDER,
Director, Legislation & Public Affairs.
NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE
SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE,
Washington, DC, June 29, 2000.
Hon. PAUL WELLSTONE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: It has come to
our attention that the Senate is likely to
consider H.R. 4577, an amendment to the
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation appropriations bill. The amendment
would require drug companies to sell drugs
at a reasonable price if the drugs were devel-
oped based on intramural research done by
the National Institute of Health. On behalf
of the members and supporters of the Na-
tional Committee to Preserve Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, I strongly support your
proposed amendment.

When pharmaceutical companies build on
NIH research they are using taxpayer
money. A Congressional Joint Economic
Committee report revealed that seven out of
the top 21 most important drugs introduced
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between 1965 and 1992 were developed with
federally funded research. Taxpayers deserve
some return on their investment in terms of
lower prices. This amendment will help to
ensure that.

We appreciate your leadership on this im-
portant issue.

Sincerely,
MARTHA A. MCSTEEN,
President.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will quote from
Ron Pollack, executive director of
Families U.S.A.:

Currently, once NIH has successfully devel-
oped a new drug it signs over the commercial
rights to pharmaceutical companies that
charge American consumers as much as they
want. Americans are forced to pay twice for
lifesaving drugs, first as taxpayers to de-
velop the drug and then as consumers to the
drug companies for the product. These costs
fall hardest on those least able to bear the
burden such as senior citizens and the unin-
sured, although all consumers wind up pay-
ing more than they should have to.

I want to simply quote from a piece
in the New York Times from April 23,
which challenged the drug industry’s
contention that R&D cost justify the
prices they charge the American con-
sumer. That is what we keep hearing,
that it is the R&D cost. That is why
they have to charge so much. I quote
from the New York Times piece of
April 23:

The industry’s reliance on taxpayer-sup-
ported research—characterized as a ‘‘sub-
sidy’” by the very same economists whose
work the industry relies on—is common-
place, the examination also found. So com-
monplace, in fact, that one industry expert
is now raising questions about the compa-
nies’ arguments.

The expert, Dr. Nelson Levy, a former head
of research and development at Abbott Lab-
oratories, who now works as a consultant for
industry and the Federal Government on
drug development, bluntly challenged the in-
dustry’s oft-repeated cost of developing the
drug. “That it costs $500 million to develop a
drug,” Dr. Levy said in a recent interview,
““is a lot of bull.”

Finally, the examination found that
Federal officials have abandoned or ig-
nored policies that could have led to
lower prices for medicines developed
with taxpayer dollars. That is partly
because the Government has lost track
of what drugs have been invented with
its money, and partly, officials say, be-
cause the industry has resisted any
Government effort to insist that they
charge people—our constituents—a rea-
sonable price. As Dr. Bernadine Healy,
a former Director of the NIH, said in a
recent interview, ‘“We sold away Gov-
ernment research so cheap.”

Again, it is not a new issue. During
the Bush administration, the NIH,
from 1989 to 1995, insisted there be
some reasonable pricing clause. There
was heavy pressure from the pharma-
ceutical industry. They abandoned this
practice. We are saying that we ought
to be going back to it.

There are multiple factors contrib-
uting to the prescription drug cost cri-
sis in our country today. I realize that
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this reasonable pricing clause is not a
panacea for these egregiously high
drug costs for America’s seniors—and,
for that matter, for families in our
country—but this amendment makes it
clear the Congress will not allow tax-
payers to spend all of the money for
this kind of research and then not get
any kind of break in return.

For the most part, most of the drugs
that are developed with taxpayer
money are then given over to the phar-
maceutical industry with no assurance
whatsoever that Americans will not be
charged outrageously high prices—in
fact, no assurance that they won’t be
charged the highest prices in the world.
Tamoxifen is a very important drug to
women struggling with breast cancer.
This is what a prescription costs that
is getting filled. In Canada, it is $34. In
the United States, it is $241. Prozac is
$43 in Canada, and in the U.S. it is $105.

Here is the next chart. This amend-
ment will ensure that we get some fair
return on our investment and that we
don’t get the highest prices for medica-
tions in the world. Let me restate that.
I don’t think it ensures that, but it can
only help. I have given some examples
up here. Let me simply point out to
colleagues that the cost of prescription
drugs has skyrocketed. Our people in
this country this past year paid 17 per-
cent more.

Let me also point out that we are
paying the highest costs for pharma-
ceutical drugs of any people anywhere
in the world— exorbitant prices. I have
this chart—The Fleecing of America—
just to look at some of the profits of
companies. Let me give some exam-
ples: entertainment companies, $4.2 bil-
lion; airline companies, $4.7 billion; oil
companies are doing pretty well right
now at $13.6 billion; auto companies,
$15.4 billion; the drug companies, $20
billion.

As the Fortune 500 magazine said,
this past year has been a ‘‘Viagra”
kind of year for these drug companies.
But do you know what. It is the con-
sumers who paid the price. We are
charged the highest prices of any coun-
try in the world, and I think it is time
to say to the pharmaceutical compa-
nies that enough is enough.

This industry has opposed every
measure that has been introduced in
this Congress to try to lower prices and
to provide a decent prescription drug
benefit to senior citizens. Frankly, I
hate talking about it in terms of senior
citizens because there are a lot of
working families being hurt by this.

I think the amendment we have in-
troduced tonight is a small step, but I
think it is a step in the right direction.
It is not unreasonable to say to these
companies that if we are going to fi-
nance the research, if NIH is going to
do the research, if you are going to get
valuable data and information from
NIH to use to develop your drugs, and
you are going to get the patent, at the
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very least you have to agree to charge
a reasonable price.

That is all this amendment says.
This is what we did under Dr. Healy’s
leadership. The pharmaceutical compa-
nies hated it. They were able to knock
it out sometime around 1995. But do
you know what. A lot has changed, I
say to Democrats and Republicans
alike, since 1995. People in our States
are absolutely furious about the prices
they are being charged by the pharma-
ceutical industry. This industry has
basically become a cartel. I wish there
were a lot of free enterprise. I wish
there were a lot of competition. But
that is not so. They basically have ad-
ministered prices; they basically have
price gouged; and they have made an
immense amount of profit—an exorbi-
tant amount of profit—based upon the
sickness and misery and illness of peo-
ple. That, in and of itself, is an obscene
proposition.

This amendment goes after the worst
of corporate welfare. This amendment
is eminently reasonable, and I hope
that my colleagues will support it.

Again, I point out the support of
Families U.S.A. I think I will read
from the letter of the National Council
of Senior Citizens:

The National Council of Senior Citizens
fully supports your amendment to the
FY2001 Labor HHS appropriations bill to re-
quire that the Federal government negotiate
a reasonable and fairer price for all drugs de-
veloped with public funds.

Ask the people back home. Do any of
our constituents think it is unreason-
able for us to ask these companies that
benefit from our taxpayer dollars and
benefit from Government research to
charge our citizens, our constituents, a
reasonable price?

They go on to say:

The Federal Government has for too long
sold its most precious research findings for a
mess of pottage to the pharmaceutical car-
tels. The drug companies, in turn, sell the
findings back to the American people at un-
conscionably high retail prices. Pharma-
ceutical retail price reform must start at the
source—where public drug research and de-
velopment investment has borne fruit.

Finally, from the National Com-
mittee to Preserve Social Security and
Medicare:

On behalf of the members and supporters of
the National Committee to Preserve Social
Security and Medicare, I strongly support
your proposed amendment.

When pharmaceutical companies build on
NIH research they are using taxpayer
money. A Congressional Joint Economic
Committee report revealed that seven out of
the top 21 most important drugs introduced
between 1965 and 1992 were developed with
federally funded research. Taxpayers deserve
some return on their investment in terms of
lower prices. This amendment would help to
ensure that.

This amendment would help to en-
sure that, and I don’t know why the
Senate tomorrow morning cannot go
on record saying that when we, a Gov-
ernment agency supported by taxpayer
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dollars, by our constituents, do the re-
search, provide the data, provide the
information to these companies, which
in turn get a patent for the drug, those
companies will sign an agreement that
they will charge the citizens in this
country a reasonable price.

They make all the arguments about
how they need all of these exorbitant
profits for their research. But there is
not a shred of evidence to support that.
Their profits are so exorbitant that it
goes way beyond any cost of research.
We all know that. That is what is be-
hind the record profits they make.

They make these arguments that I
cannot believe—that if NIH is going to
force us to sign an agreement, since we
benefit from your research and the tax-
payer money, we will charge people a
reasonable price, then we may not even
be willing to do this research. That is
blackmail, or white mail, or whatever
you want to call it. It is outrageous.
These companies dare to say to the
NIH—or dare to say to the Govern-
ment, or to our constituents—if the
Government says to the pharma-
ceutical companies that get the re-
search dollars, do the work and re-
search and get the patent, that they
should charge a reasonable price, we
might not do the research at all,
enough is enough.

My final point: I think this is a re-
form issue as well. I think Senators
vote their own way. But, honest to
God, I think, at least speaking as a
Senator from Minnesota, I am just
tired of the way in which—if Fanny
Lou Hammer were on the floor she
would say ‘‘sick and tired”’—this indus-
try pours the dollars in, makes these
huge contributions, has all of these
lobbyists, has all of this political
power, and is so well represented to the
point where they believe they run the
Congress. They do not.

This amendment with very similar
language passed the House of Rep-
resentatives by a huge margin. Very
similar language, the same proposition,
and the same subject matter passed the
House of Representatives by a huge
margin.

I hope tomorrow on the floor of the
Senate there will be a strong vote for
this amendment that I bring to the
floor with Senator JOHNSON of South
Dakota.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it is just
simply wrong that Americans are
forced to pay extraordinarily high
prices for prescription drugs and then
have to cross the border to Canada and
Mexico to buy those drugs manufac-
tured in the United States at far lower
prices. It is simply wrong. But it is
doubly wrong when the U.S. taxpayers
have paid for part of the research that
produced those very same prescription
drugs.
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Many of us have constituents who go
to Canada just for this purpose; they
are unable to afford prescription drugs
here in the United States. Sometimes
they go great distances to cross the
border to Canada or to Mexico in order
to buy prescription drugs at prices
they can afford.

We did a survey of a number of pre-
scription drugs. These are seven of the
most popular prescription drugs. We
took a look at those seven drugs and
then did a survey of the cost of those
prescription drugs in Michigan and in
Ontario across the border. Premarin,
$23.24 in Michigan, $10.04 in Ontario;
Synthroid, $13 compared to $8; Prozac,
$82 compared to $43; Prilosec, $111 com-
pared to $48; Zithromax, $48 compared
to $28; Lipitor, $63 compared to $42;
Norvasc, $76 compared to $41.

When particularly seniors—some-
times by the busload—gather together,
drive to a border point, and cross the
border to get a 30- or 60-day supply of
prescriptions, and then come back into
Michigan or other States with prescrip-
tion drugs that they cannot afford to
buy in their own hometown, something
is fundamentally wrong with that sys-
tem.

These are the percentages of those
top seven drugs. The U.S. prices are
above the Canadian prices based on
that survey. That was a survey of
prices in Detroit compared to Ontario
across the border.

For the first one, Premarin, the U.S.
price is 131 percent higher than the Ca-
nadian price; Synthroid is 63 percent
higher than for Ontario purchasers;
Prozac is 878 percent higher for Ameri-
cans than for Canadians; Prilosec is 132
percent higher; for Zithromax, Ameri-
cans are paying 674 percent more than
Canadians; Lipitor is 51 percent more
than for Canadians; and Norvasc is 783
percent more than for Canadians.

That is unconscionable. It is wrong.
It is infuriating. It is costly. We have
to do something to change the system
that allows this to happen. But it is
doubly wrong when U.S. taxpayers
have paid for part of the research that
produced those very same prescription
drugs.

I don’t know which of these par-
ticular prescription drugs were pro-
duced with U.S. taxpayer dollars or
partly with U.S. taxpayer dollars. I
don’t have that data. But that is not
the point of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. For the drugs
produced with U.S. taxpayer dollars,
there should be an agreement that the
manufacturer will charge a fair price
as determined by the Department of
Health and Human Services.

That is a very reasonable approach,
it seems to me. There are other ap-
proaches which have been suggested to
address this issue. I think there are
other approaches also worthy of con-
sideration. But the approach before us
today is an approach which I believe is
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eminently fair, which simply says if
you want to use taxpayer dollars in
your research, that you make sure
your pricing system is fair to Ameri-
cans who helped to fund that very re-
search.

I hope we will adopt the amendment
of the Senator from Minnesota. I think
it is a fair approach. It is based on the
contribution Americans have made to
the creation of the very prescription
drugs which too many Americans find
they cannot afford.

We want pharmaceutical companies
to be profitable. We want pharma-
ceutical companies to engage in robust
research and development. But we do
not and should not, as Americans, pay
the share of research and development
that consumers in other countries
should be shouldering. We can’t afford
to subsidize other countries, and it is
particularly wrong where we have
originally done some of the subsidy of
the very research and development
which produced the drug which is now
sold for so much less in those other
countries.

I commend the Senator from Min-
nesota. I support his amendment. I
hope we will adopt it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Michigan for
his remarks. I am very proud to have
his support.

AMENDMENT NO. 3699
(Purpose: To fully fund IDEA)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send
my amendment to the desk on the Indi-
viduals With Disabilities Education
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is laid aside. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
himself, and Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an
amendment numbered 3699.

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 60, line 16, strike ‘‘$7,357,341,000""
and insert ‘$15,800,000,000°".

On page 60, line 19, strike °$4,624,000,000"’
and insert ‘‘$13,071,659,000".

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is a
very simple amendment. It is very
straightforward. It does not include a
lot of pages of text. All it does is fully
fund the Individuals With Disabilities
Education Act. By passing this amend-
ment, we meet our goal of paying 40
percent of the average per pupil ex-
penditure.

For years, many on both sides of the
aisle have agreed that the Federal Gov-
ernment should increase our support
for States’ efforts to provide children
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with disabilities a free and appropriate
public education. With this amendment
we can do just that.

Congress enacted the Education for
All Handicapped Children Act, which is
now known as IDEA, for two reasons.
To establish a consistent policy of
what constitutes compliance with the
equal protection clause of the 14th
amendment with respect to the edu-
cation of kids with disabilities, and to
help States meet their constitutional
obligations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to add Senator WELLSTONE as a CO-
sponsor.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there
has been a lot of misperception about
IDEA. That misperception is amplified
in statement after statement until it
almost becomes a state of fact that
IDEA is a Federal mandate on the
States. I hear it all the time: a Federal
mandate that is not fully funded.

IDEA is not a mandate of the Federal
Government on the States. The fact
that the Federal courts have said if a
State provides a free and appropriate
public education to its children—and
States don’t have to do that—but if a
State provides a free and appropriate
public education for all of its kids, it
cannot discriminate on the basis of
race, it cannot discriminate on the
basis of sex, or national origin, and in
two court cases the court said it can-
not discriminate on the basis of dis-
ability.

Simply because a child has a dis-
ability doesn’t relieve the State of its
obligation under the equal protection
clause to provide that child a free and
appropriate public education.

In 1975, the Congress said because
this would be such a burden on the
States, we will pass national legisla-
tion to help the States meet their con-
stitutional obligation to educate kids
with disabilities. That is what IDEA is.
The Federal Government said, OK, if
you meet these certain requirements,
you will be eligible for IDEA for this
money. If we had no legislation at all,
if there were no Individuals With Dis-
abilities Education Act, the States
would still have to fund the education
of kids with disabilities—not because
the Federal Government says so, but
because the Constitution of the United
States says so. As long as a State is
providing a free public education to
other kids, they have to provide it to
kids with disabilities. It is not a Fed-
eral mandate. It is a constitutional
mandate.

We have said in the Federal Govern-
ment, when we passed IDEA, we will
help. Furthermore, we said in the au-
thorizing legislation, that it would be a
goal of the Federal Government to pro-
vide for 40 percent of the cost of the av-
erage per pupil expenditure for all
other kids. We have never reached that
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40 percent. It was a goal then. It is still
a goal. Senators on both sides of the
aisle talked about meeting this goal.
Now we have the opportunity to do so.

My amendment is a win-win situa-
tion for everyone. We are able to fully
fund both the IDEA and our general
education priorities so that all Kkids,
with and without disabilities, get the
education they deserve and they are
guaranteed by the Constitution of the
United States.

Over the past b years, I have worked
hard with my colleagues on the Appro-
priations Committee to more than dou-
ble the appropriation for Part B of
IDEA. This year we have included an
additional $1.3 billion. Senator SPEC-
TER and I, in a bipartisan fashion,
worked very hard to get this increase.
Because of the amendment offered by
Senator JEFFORDS yesterday and the
statements made on the floor, it be-
came clear to me that there is a strong
will on both sides of the aisle to fully
fund IDEA to meet that 40-percent ob-
ligation.

Now we can step up to the plate and
do it. This week the OMB informed us
that the non-Social Security surplus
will reach up to $1.9 trillion over the
next 10 years. I believe we ought to use
these good economic times to prepare
for the future.

So, Mr. President, as I said, OMB has
informed us we are going to have $1.9
trillion over the next 10 years in non-
Social Security surplus. That means
we can use some of this for a lot of dif-
ferent things: Pay down the national
debt, shore up Social Security, Medi-
care, and make appropriate invest-
ments in education. One of the most
appropriate investments we can make
is to fully fund the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act. But there
are a lot of other ways we can help pay
for this. For example, we could save
dollars by cracking down on Medicare
waste fraud and abuse. The HHS In-
spector General said last year, Medi-
care made $13.5 billion in inappropriate
payments. Eliminating that waste
alone would more than pay for the en-
tire IDEA expenditure. Yet the House-
passed Labor-HHS bill actually cuts
the funding for detecting waste, fraud
and abuse. I hope we can take care of
that in conference. My point is we have
a lot of waste, fraud, and abuse in
Medicare we can cut out to help pay for
this.

We have a lot of other things we can
do also: Cutting out Radio Marti, and
TV Marti; spending by Government
agencies on travel, printing and sup-
plies and other items could be frozen.
This could save $2.8 billion this year,
about $12 billion over 5 years. Pentagon
spending could be tied to the rate of in-
flation. This would force the Pentagon
to reduce duplication and other ineffi-
ciencies. This change would save tax-
payers $9.2 billion this year alone; $69
billion over 5 years. Enhancing the
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Government’s ability to collect student
loan defaults would be $1 billion over 5
years.

The reason I cite these examples is to
show there is a lot of waste and a lot of
spending we can tighten down on to
help pay for IDEA. We have the sur-
plus, however. All this money that we
found out there—as we go through this
year, you wait and see, transportation
will take a little bit of that money;
housing will take a little bit of that
money; defense will take a big chunk of
that; the Finance Committee will have
tax provisions—they want to do away
with all the estate taxes now. That will
take away a big chunk. I hope we don’t
pass it but I assume something will
come through.

There is a big surplus out there and
bit by bit special interests are going to
come and take some of it away. Now is
our time to get in there and say we are
going to take enough to fully fund the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act. We can do it. We have the money
to do it. And, if I listened correctly to
my friends on both sides of the aisle,
we seem to have the will to do it.

I just point out a range of organiza-
tions fully support full funding. It is
one of the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation top priorities. The Education
Task Force of the Consortium for Citi-
zens With Disabilities advocates full
funding. The National School Boards
Association just sent me a letter last
week requesting an increase in funding
for IDEA.

In January of 1997 the majority lead-
er, Senator LOTT, announced that fully
funding IDEA was a major component
of the Republican agenda. Later, Sen-
ator GORTON said that failure to fully
fund IDEA is fundamentally wrong—
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, May 13, 1997.

In January of 1998 the majority lead-
er and other Republican Senators held
a major press conference to announce
they were going to introduce a bill, S.
1590, that would, among other things,
fully fund IDEA.

Senator COVERDELL said the resolu-
tion of the issues in that bill were:

As important a battle as the country has
ever dealt with.

On his Web site, Senator GREGG from
New Hampshire, who has always been a
proponent of fully funding IDEA said
that:

He will continue to lead the fight to have
the Federal Government meet its commit-
ment to fund 40 percent of the special edu-
cation costs.

On his Web site, Senator SANTORUM
of Pennsylvania supports full funding
for IDEA.

Last night, Senator VOINOVICH of
Ohio said it is about time we paid for 40
percent of IDEA. That was last night.

And last night Senator JEFFORDS,
with whom I have worked many years
on this issue, said:

This body has gone on record in vote after
vote that we should fully fund IDEA.
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Senator JEFFORDS also said:

If we can’t fully fund IDEA now with budg-
et surpluses and the economy we have, when
will we do it? I do not believe that anyone
can rationally argue that this is not the
time to fulfill that promise.

The reason I opposed the JEFFORDS
amendment last night, and I said so
openly last night in debate, is because
his amendment would have taken
money out of class-size reduction and
out of funding for school modernization
and construction to fund IDEA. I said
we should not be robbing Peter to pay
Paul. We need to reduce class sizes. We
need school construction money.

In fact, some of the biggest bene-
ficiaries of school construction and
modernization are kids with disabil-
ities.

Now we have an opportunity to fully
fund IDEA because we have these big
surpluses, as I said, $1.5 trillion on-
budget surpluses over the next 10
years, not counting Social Security. To
fully fund IDEA would amount to less
than 6 percent of that over the next 10
years. And, like I said before, we
wouldn’t have to touch the surplus if
we just implemented one of my pro-
posals to close up special interest tax
loopholes, eliminate wasteful govern-
ment spending, including Pentagon
waste, or deal with Medicare waste,
fraud and abuse. If you want to give a
gift to the States this year, if you real-
ly want to help our local school dis-
tricts, this is the amendment with
which to do it, to fully fund IDEA once
and for all.

I yield for any comments or sugges-
tions my colleague from Minnesota
might have.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am going to be very brief. Staff is here,
and it is late. It has been a long week.
I can do this in a couple of minutes. I
wanted to stay with Senator HARKIN
because I think this amendment goes
right to the heart of what we are
about. It is a win-win-win-win amend-
ment. I do not know how many times I
said “win.” It is a win for us because
we should match our budgets and our
votes with the words we speak. Just
about everybody on the floor of the
Senate said they are for the Federal
Government meeting this commitment
of 40 percent funding of IDEA. It is also
a win for children with special needs. It
is about children. We ought to do well
for all of our children.

Maybe it is because I am getting a
little older and have six grandchildren,
but I think all children are beautiful
and all children have potential and all
children can make contributions. We
should do everything we can to nurture
and support them. That is what this
program has been about.

The Senator from Iowa has been, if
not the leader, one of the great few
leaders from early time on for kids
with special needs. It is also a win be-
cause I do think our States and school
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districts, if we can do better by way of
our investments, I say to Senator HAR-
KIN, will not only be able to live up to
this commitment but will have more
resources to invest in other priority
areas. One of the things that has trou-
bled me is, the Senator talked about
the surplus. What is it over 10 years,
$1.9 trillion?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, $1.5 tril-
lion, non-Social Security.

Mr. WELLSTONE. It is $1.5 trillion
non-Social Security over the next 10
years. Some of what has been discussed
is a zero-sum gain, whether we are
faced with the choice of do you support
low-income kids with title I or do you
support IDEA or do you support a
lower class size or do you support try-
ing to get more teachers into our
schools, or do you support rebuilding
crumbling schools. I believe we have a
chance right now with the surplus,
with these additional resources, to
make these decisive investments. I
cannot think of anything more impor-
tant than making this investment in
children and education.

My last point is, all of us—and I will
even make this bipartisan, seeing Sen-
ator CHAFEE presiding, whom I think
cares deeply about children and edu-
cation, just like his dad did, and I
mean that sincerely—we are all going
to have to make some decisions about
consistency.

It is like the old Yiddish proverb:
You can’t dance at two weddings at the
same time. We cannot do everything.
Some people want to put yet more into
tax cuts, including Democrats, more
here and more there. Ultimately, we
have to decide what is most important.
We have this surplus and we have the
opportunity. We have had all the de-
bate and discussion, and now we have
an opportunity, with this amendment—
of which I am proud to be a cosponsor—
to match our votes with our rhetoric.
We should do that. I hope there is a
strong vote for this from Democrats
and Republicans. I am proud to be a co-
sponsor. I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for his words of support,
not only tonight but for all the time I
have known him and all the years he
has been in the Senate for making kids
and education, especially special needs
kids, one of his top priorities.

I could not help but think when I was
listening to the Senator speak, this
vote on this amendment—I do not
mean to puff it up bigger than it is. We
are going to be faced the remainder of
this year with vote after vote on what
to do with that surplus. We may dis-
agree on whether it is the estate tax
cut or marriage penalty—whatever it
might be. There might be other things
coming down the pike, and we will
have our debates and disagreement, but
it seems to me that before we get into
all that, we ought to do something for
our kids with disabilities and we ought
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to do something that is right and is
supported broadly, in a bipartisan way,
and supported by our States.

I can honestly say to my friend from
Minnesota, if every Senator voted for
this amendment, they would not get
one letter, one phone call taking them
to task for their vote in support of this
amendment. I believe I can say that
without any fear that I would ever be
wrong; that no Senator, whoever votes
for this amendment, would ever get one
letter or one phone call from anyone
saying they voted wrong. I believe that
because it is so widely supported.

Then we can go on with our other de-
bates on tax cuts and other issues with
the surplus and how we will deal with
it.

At this point in time, let us say we
are going to take this little bit and in-
vest it in the Individuals With Disabil-
ities Education Act and, once and for
all, meet that 40-percent goal, and we
will not have to be talking about it
anymore.

As I said, this is a very simple and
very straightforward amendment, but I
will admit, for the record, it is going to
take 60 votes. I understand that. It will
take 60 votes, but I believe if Senators
will just think about what they have
said about IDEA and fully funding it
and think about that big surplus we
have and all of the demands that will
be made on that surplus in the future,
they just might think: Yes, we ought
to carve out a little bit right now and
put it into IDEA. It would help our
States and our schools and, most of all,
help our families who have special
needs children who may not have all of
the economic wherewithal to give their
kids the best education.

As I understand it, this is the first
vote up or down vote on fully funding
IDEA ever. Let’s make it our last.

I thank the Senator from Minnesota
for his support. I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
to commend Chairman STEVENS, Chair-
man ROTH, and Chairman SPECTER for
their commitment to working in con-
ference to restore funding to the Social
Services Block Grant (Title XX), the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies (TANF) program and for the State
Children’s Health Insurance Program
(S-CHIP). These programs provide a
vital safety net for our most vulnerable
citizens.

The Social Services Block Grant pro-
gram provides critical services for
abused children, low-income seniors,
and other families in need of assist-
ance. For example, my own State of
Vermont uses 80 percent of its Title XX
funds to help abused and neglected
children. Much of this money goes to
assist the roughly 300 children in foster
care in our State. This block grant was
created under the Reagan Administra-
tion to provide States with a source of
flexible funding to meet a variety of
human service needs. It was the suc-
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cess of the Social Services Block Grant
that paved the way for welfare reform.

When welfare reform was passed,
Congress made several agreements
with the states. One such agreement
was that funds for the Social Services
Block Grant would be reduced to $2.38
billion with States permitted to trans-
fer up to 10 percent of allocated TANF
funds into the block grant to ‘‘make up
the difference.”

Since making that agreement in 1996,
Congress and the Administration have
repeatedly cut the funds appropriated
for the Block Grant to its current year
funding level of $1.775 billion. I am
grateful that there is a strong commit-
ment to maintain this year’s funding
level in conference. However, the re-
duction of the amount of TANF funds
that States can transfer also must be
addressed. Vermont is one of several
States which transfer the entire 10 per-
cent that is allowable under TANF. Un-
fortunately, even with full use of the
transferability, many states are no
longer able to make up for the repeated
reductions in Social Service Block
Grant funds.

I believe that the amount of TANF
funds that States are permitted to
transfer should not be cut in half, as
current law requires, but should be in-
creased to help mitigate the loss of
Title XX funds that States have experi-
enced since the 1996 agreement. The
commitment to restore Social Services
Block Grant funds to the current level
is a good first step, but we should keep
in mind that it is just a first step.

In creating the TANF program, the
Federal Government limited the
amount of welfare funds that would be
provided to States in exchange for giv-
ing States more flexibility in the use of
those funds. The booming economy
combined with successful State efforts
to move more people from welfare to
work have allowed States to reduce the
costs of welfare. Congress urged States
to save a portion of their TANF grants
for the inevitable ‘“‘rainy day’ when ad-
ditional funds would be needed. Many
States did save part of their TANF al-
location, and Congress has threatened
to reduce the TANF allocations prom-
ised to the States, because the funds
have not been fully expended. I thank
Senators STEVENS, ROTH, and SPECTER
for their commitment to uphold the
promises we made in 1996 during con-
ference negotiations on the Labor-HHS
appropriations bill.

My home State of Vermont has an
unparalleled track record in extending
health insurance coverage to children
and families, and the S-CHIP has
played a key part in contributing to
this success. While Vermont has
achieved its enrollment goals for this
program to date, it continues to reach
out to enroll eligible children. Restora-
tion of the S-CHIP funding is essential
for Vermont and other States in order
for them to continue enrolling children
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in this program. It is essential for Con-
gress to keep its commitment to the S—
CHIP program, otherwise States are
not likely to continue their aggressive
outreach and enrollment efforts and
children may be left without health
care.

I believe strongly that it is impor-
tant for Congress to keep its agree-
ments with the States—-particularly
regarding the Social Services Block
Grant, TANF, and S-CHIP. The success
of States in implementing these pro-
grams and the extent to which Con-
gress and the administration maintain
promised funding levels for these crit-
ical programs will help determine the
future of State block grants.

How can we expect States and advo-
cates to agree to flexible block grant
initiatives, if Congress cannot fulfill
its promise to maintain adequate fund-
ing?

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I would
like to make a statement concerning
the Federally funded research that is
conducted at the various Centers for
Disease Control (CDC) around the
country.

February of this year I met with the
Director of the CDC, Jeffrey Koplan.
CDC was highlighted in newspaper arti-
cles concerning the misuse of research
funds targeted for hantavirus disease.
Because of the presence of this disease
in our state, as with other neighboring
states, I am very concerned at the lack
of accountability from the CDC.

I expressed my concern for the cor-
rect utilization of funding for the dis-
ease research programs that are man-
dated by Congress. I stressed the im-
portance of CDC’s accountability and
obligation to carry out the letter of
our laws. Mr. Koplan assured me that
they have taken measures to complete
a full audit of the misdirected funds
and that they will follow the intent of
Congress in the future.

Being a member of Congress, I for
one can fully understand that the proc-
ess of appropriating funds for research
is complicated at best. Although Con-
gress designates specific funds for cer-
tain diseases, there are several levels
of bureaucracy through which the dol-
lars must pass before they are received
by the appropriate agency. This still
does not account for an agency’s lack
of dedication in meeting congressional
direction that is law. Part of my re-
sponsibility as a U.S. Senator is the
oversight of various agencies and their
accountability to Congress to carry out
the language of our laws.

Hantavirus outbreaks have rapidly
affected the U.S., reaching as far as
Vermont. Most recently, a 12-year-old
girl who lives in Loveland—my home-
town—was diagnosed with the disease.
Doctor’s believe she may have con-
tracted the disease while visiting a
ranch in Arizona last April. Once
hantavirus is contracted it can be any-
where from one week to as little as one
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day before symptoms appear. Once
symptoms are prevalent, it rapidly pro-
gresses to respiratory distress as the
lungs fill with fluid.

Colorado has had 23 cases of
hantavirus since 1998—with three cases
already this year. It is time to act with
no further delay by the CDC labora-
tory.

I hope that the CDC has worked out
it’s problems and will carry out what
Congress expects of an agency.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
today to describe why I opposed the
amendment offered by the senior Sen-
ator from Arizona, Mr. McCAIN, to this
legislation on the issue of schools and
libraries blocking children’s access to
certain materials on the Internet, and
supported the alternative amendment
on this topic offered by Senator
SANTORUM.

The McCain amendment prohibits
schools and libraries from receiving
federal funds under the E-Rate pro-
gram if they do not install software to
block children’s access to two specific
kinds of information: materials that
are obscene and materials that con-
stitute child pornography. The
Santorum amendment contains a simi-
lar prohibition on funding, but gives
the local community the flexibility to
decide what materials are inappro-
priate for children’s viewing and to im-
plement a comprehensive policy on mi-
nors’ Internet use if they want to con-
tinue to receive the E-Rate. I feel that
local communities, not the federal gov-
ernment, should decide what materials
are suitable for children’s viewing.
Wisconsin communities may want to
address or restrict whether children
have access to adult chat rooms even
though the chat may not be about
child pornography or may not contain
technically obscene topics of conversa-
tion. They also may want to restrict
whether they post identifying informa-
tion or photographs of students on
school sponsored web sites. I simply
feel that these decisions are best made
locally.

Second, I am concerned that the
McCain amendment imposes an addi-
tional cost to obtain filtering software
upon schools and libraries without ade-
quate input from those institutions.
The McCain amendment relies upon
the technical fix of filtering and im-
poses filtering software on all com-
puters in a facility. The Santorum
amendment allows a school or library
to determine which computers are
available for student access and then
install blocking software upon those
computers. Software licensing costs
are not inexpensive, and requiring that
software be installed on every machine
may be financially difficult for small
communities.

Finally, though I am concerned
about protecting children on the Inter-
net, I am also concerned about the con-
stitutionality of blocking material on
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the Internet for adult computer users.
The Santorum amendment allows com-
munities to develop common sense So-
lutions to protect the rights of adults
to access information over the Internet
in a place like a public library. A Wis-
consin community could decide, under
the Santorum amendment, for exam-
ple, that it wanted to have a locked
room in its public library with com-
puters in it that only adults could use
to access the Internet and not install
blocking software on those machines.
There are ways to block children’s ac-
cess to computers that are structural,
Mr. President, like a locked door, that
would still protect the First Amend-
ment right of adults. These options are
not available under the McCain amend-
ment.

I appreciate the Senate’s interest in
protecting children from inappropriate
material on the Internet, but I feel
that the McCain amendment does not
go far enough to ensure that local gov-
ernments, libraries, schools, and indi-
viduals rights are protected.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank Chairman SPECTER and ranking
member, Senator HARKIN, for working
with me to see that funding is in-
creased for the Perkins Loan Cancella-
tion Program. I filed an amendment
that would have increased the level of
the Perkins Loan Cancellation Pro-
gram by $30 million to $90 million. I am
very appreciative that the committee
increased funds for this valuable pro-
gram by $30 million—especially given
the terrible budget constraints on this
bill. I am especially thankful that the
Managers of this bill have agreed to
raise the appropriation by another $15
million. This will get the government
half way to where it needs to be to re-
imburse Perkins Revolving Funds for
what they have lost to the Loan Can-
cellation Program. It is an important
step.

The reason I asked for more is sim-
ple. If we give the extra $30 million, the
federal government can pay back what
it owes to the universities and colleges
for the loans that have been canceled.
This amendment would simply fulfill
its IOUs to the Perkins program. Mr.
President, we have a $1.9 trillion sur-
plus, it is ironic and probably an over-
sight that we are still in debt to Amer-
ica’s colleges and universities that pro-
vide loans to low income students, but
it is a debt that I think we can and
should repay. That is why I am thank-
ful for the Managers’ efforts, and that
is why I will continue to push for the
full $90 million in the future.

Both the cancellation program and
the Perkins Loan Program are seri-
ously undermined if the government
does not fulfill its debt obligations to
the universities and colleges that
choose to administer it.

The Perkins Loan Program (formerly
called the National Defense Student
Loan Program) provides long-term,
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low-interest (6% per year) loans to the
poorest undergraduate and graduate
students. 256 percent of the loans go to
students with family incomes of $18,000
or less, and 83% of the loans go to stu-
dents with family incomes of $30,000 or
less. Since its inception, 11 million stu-
dents received $15 billion in loans
through the Federal Perkins Loan Pro-
gram. In the academic year 1997/98,
698,000 students received Perkins loans.

Perkins is exceptional because it is a
public/private partnership that
leverages taxpayers’ dollars with pri-
vate sector funding. The yearly Federal
contribution to Perkins Loans revolv-
ing funds leverages more than $1 bil-
lion in student loans. This is because
Perkins Loans are made from revolving
funds, so the largest source of funding
for Perkins Loans is from the repay-
ment of prior-year loans.

The Perkins Loan Cancellation Pro-
gram entitles any student who has re-
ceived a Perkins loan who enters
teaching, nursing and other medical
services, law enforcement or volun-
teering to cancel their loans. This past
year, more than 45,000 low income stu-
dents who chose to enter these impor-
tant professions were able to have their
loans canceled. Last year, 26,000 teach-
ers, 10,500 nurses and medical techni-
cians, 4,000 people who work with high-
risk children and families, 4,000 law en-
forcement and 700 volunteers had their
loans canceled under this program.

This year, thanks to the efforts of
Senator DURBIN and others, it looks
like we may be able to expand the pro-
fessions eligible for cancellation to in-
clude public defenders.

The value of Perkins loans is enor-
mous. Since 1980 to 1998, the cost of
higher education has almost tripled,
leading to a decline in the purchasing
power of federal grant programs. The
maximum Pell grant this year is worth
only 86% of what it was worth in 1980,
making the Perkins program, and all
loan programs, a more important part
of low income students’ financial aid
packages.

The value of the cancellation pro-
gram is also enormous. It provides the
lowest income people who want to
enter public service a small break from
the crushing debts they incur attend-
ing higher education. Offering loan
cancellation also highlights the need
for well-trained people to enter public
service and honors those who choose to
enter public service. This is the kind of
incentive and reward we should be
doing more of and I thank the Senate
for accepting my amendment earlier
that would provide Stafford loan for-
giveness for child care workers.

Mr. President, I am here today be-
cause the future of both of these pro-
grams is in great jeopardy because we
are unable to repay the universities’
revolving funds what they are owed for
the cancellation program. There are
colleges that receive only 47% of what
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they are owed by the government.
They are given the rest on an I0U.

Because Perkins loans are funded
through revolving loans, the people
who end up paying the price for this
IOU are low income students who are
eligible for Perkins loans in the future.
As loans are canceled, and the govern-
ment is unable to reimburse the revolv-
ing funds, there is less and less money
available in the funds to generate new
loans. It is estimated that 40,000 fewer
students will be eligible for Perkins
loans because of the declining money
available in the revolving fund.

When you combine the pressure from
the unfulfilled government obligations
with recent cuts to the Perkins pro-
gram in general, I believe that both
these key programs are at risk. Con-
gress has cut the yearly Federal con-
tributions to the Perkins Loans revolv-
ing funds by $58 million since fiscal
year 1997. Since 1980, the Federal Gov-
ernment’s contributions have declined
by almost 80%. 900 colleges and univer-
sities around the country have cut
their Perkins programs at least in part
because they were not economically
viable. In MN, colleges such as Metro
State University have ended this valu-
able program in large part because
they cannot afford to keep it going.

This means one thing and one thing
only. There are less and less loans
available for the lowest income stu-
dents. The $15 million the manager’s
package will provide will go far to re-
verse this situation.

Reducing the number of loans avail-
able is not the direction we want to be
going given what we know about the
rising importance of college education
and the increasing need for financial
aid.

A study from Minnesota indicates
that for every $1 that is invested in
higher education, $5.75 is returned to
Minnesota’s economy. A 1999 Depart-
ment of Education study indicates that
the real rate of return on investment
in higher education is 12% based on
earnings alone. This does not include
savings on health care and other fac-
tors. Further, a recent poll found that
91% of the American Public agree that
financial aid is an investment in Amer-
ica’s future (Student Aid Alliance,
1999).

The numbers indicate that this is
true. In 1998, men who had earned a
bachelors degree earned 150% more
than men who had received only a high
school diploma. Women earned twice as
much. (NCES, ‘“‘Condition of Education,
2000, 2000). College graduates earn on
average $600,000 more in their lifetime
than people with only a high school di-
ploma. (US Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census, 1994.

Despite the obvious benefits of in-
vestments in higher education, funding
is declining. Since 1980 to 1998, the cost
of higher education has almost tripled,
leading to a decline in the purchasing
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power of federal grant programs. The
maximum Pell grant this year is worth
only 86% of what it was worth in 1980,
making the Perkins program a more
important part of low income students’
financial aid package. Yet, the num-
bers of institutes of higher education
offering the Perkins Loan Program has
declined by 80% over the past 20 years.
During the last decade, student aid
funding has lagged behind inflation,
yet in the next ten years, more than 14
million undergraduate students will be
enrolled in the nation’s colleges and
universities, an increase of 11 percent.
One-fifth of these students are from
families below the poverty line. Many
of them are the first in their families
to go to college.

The effect of the decline in funding
has a disproportionate impact on low
income students—the very students
that Perkins is designed to help. Stud-
ies show that an increase in tuition of
$100 lowers the enrollment of low in-
come students by 1%. (McPherson and
Shapiro, 1998). In Minnesota, students
from families that make $50,000 per
year or more are three times as likely
to attend a four year college as stu-
dents from families who make $30,000
per year or less (and I remind my col-
leagues that 83% of Perkins loans
would go directly to these students
with incomes less than $30,000.) Fur-
ther, more than 1/3 of students who
enter college drop out. Often this is be-
cause they cannot afford to continue.

The Perkins Loan Program is vital to
helping these low income students
enter and stay in college. It would be a
shame if the program failed because
the government failed to pay univer-
sities back the money it owes this val-
uable program. By increasing the ap-
propriation for the cancellation pro-
gram, the managers have taken a
strong step toward getting the govern-
ment out of debt. I am also committed
to seeing that this program is fully
funded in the future. We have on-budg-
et surpluses of $1.9 trillion. We should
use this appropriation to ensure that
we are not in debt to the 40,000 fewer
students who will not receive the Per-
kins loans they once could have be-
cause the federal government did not
meet its obligation to pay for its own
cancellation program.

These are America’s poorest students
who are simply trying to afford a col-
lege education. With a $1.9 trillion sur-
plus, we owe it to them to pay it back.

——
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to a period of morning
business and return to the pending
business when I complete these re-
marks.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.
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Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak in morning business for
10 minutes.

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

——
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, before
the Senate are the appropriations bills
which provide the funding for edu-
cation, health, and training programs.
As I have mentioned over the past few
days, I respect the work by Senator
SPECTER and Senator HARKIN in trying
to shape that proposal. We have some
differences, even within the limited
budget figures that were allocated, in
areas we feel were shortchanged. We
tried to bring some of those matters to
the floor yesterday.

On the issues of making sure we will
reach out in the areas of recruiting
teachers, providing professional devel-
opment for teachers, and mentoring for
teachers, we received a majority of the
Members of the Senate. I believe it was
51 votes. A majority of the Members
felt that should be a higher priority
than designated. Even in the majority
party, there is a clear indication, par-
ticularly against the backdrop of the
announcements made in the past 2 days
with these enormous surpluses, that
one of the priorities of the American
people is investing the surpluses in the
children of this country.

I think that is something that needs
to be done. We are going to proceed
during the course of this day on
amendments which I think are very
important. The next one, which will be
offered by Senator DASCHLE to deal
with issues of genetic discrimination
and employment discrimination, is
very important. We will go on, as has
been agreed to by the leaders.

But as we are going through this de-
bate, I cannot remain silent on the al-
locating of resources. We are hopeful,
as a result of the action of the Presi-
dent of the United States, there will be
a different form and shape of this ap-
propriations bill by the time it comes
back from the conference, or by the
time it is actually enacted in the fall.
We are not giving the priorities in the
areas of education, and I must say even
in the health area, that I think the
American people want and deserve. The
principal reason for that is there is an
assumption within the Republican
leadership that there will be a tax
break of some $792 billion. So if you are
going to write that into the budget, or
parts of that into the budget, you are
going to squeeze other programs. That
is really what has happened.

I daresay that at a time when we are
gaining increased awareness and under-
standing about what actually helps
children expand their academic
achievement and their accomplish-
ments, as a result of some dramatic re-
ports, which I find compelling—and ac-
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tually self-evident—we find we are
really not taking the benefits of those
reports and using them in ways that
can benefit the greatest number of
children in this country.

I think again of the excellent presen-
tations of the Senator from Wash-
ington, Mrs. MURRAY, when she spoke
time and time again about the impor-
tance of smaller class sizes. She re-
ferred again and again to the excellent
studies done in Tennessee with thou-
sands of children, going back to 1985,
that resulted in smaller class sizes, and
we find that children have made very
significant progress.

I remember Senator MURRAY men-
tioning the SAGE Program in Wis-
consin, which has been enacted in re-
cent years. I myself met these past
weeks with members of the school
board, parents and teachers out in War-
saw, WI, who participated in that pro-
gram and commented about the impor-
tance of investing in children with
smaller class sizes. So we know this is
something that works. If we are going
to have scarce resources, we ought to
give focus and attention to something
that works, as Senator MURRAY has
pointed out. I think she brings credi-
bility to this issue because she is a
former school board member and a
former first grade teacher herself. She
has been in the classroom and knows
what works. We have been very fortu-
nate to have her presentation on this
issue and her enthusiasm for it.

We also know, looking over the re-
cent history, that we have actually had
bipartisan support for smaller class
sizes. We saw yesterday her amend-
ment was not successful, but it was
very closely fought in a divided Senate,
and I am hopeful, with the strong sup-
port of the Senate, we can finally per-
suade Congress, as we have in the past,
to move ahead in that direction.

We have to understand this legisla-
tion is going to go to the House of Rep-
resentatives, which has seen a very siz-
able reduction in its commitment to
the funding of these various programs.
Whatever we do here is going to be
knocked back significantly. That is
why many of us were very hopeful we
could go ahead and add some additional
resources so at least coming out of the
conference we would have something
worthy of the children of this country.
But we have been unable to do that. We
have to look back over the years and
see what has happened, ultimately, in
allocating funding resources in the
area of education when have had Re-
publican leadership. We hear a great
deal about the importance of investing
in children, but the tragic fact is that
it is not reflected in the requests by
the Republicans either in the House or
the Senate in recent years.

I remember very clearly the 1995 re-
scission because I remember the debate
in 1994, when we had a rather signifi-
cant enhancement in our investment in
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children. The ink was hardly dry, the
results were in, and the results of 1994
and 1995 were that we had a very vig-
orous debate on rescinding money that
had already been appropriated and
signed by the President. After the ex-
traordinary efforts made by the Repub-
lican leadership to actually rescind
those funds, we had those rescissions in
1995.

Then the House bill in 1996 was $3.9
billion below what was actually en-
acted in 1995. Then in 1997, the Senate
bill was $3.1 billion below the Presi-
dent’s request; the House and Senate
bill in 1998 was also below the Presi-
dent’s request. This was a time when
the Republicans were trying to abolish
the Department of Education.

I think most parents feel it is impor-
tant to have a Cabinet Member sitting
in the Cabinet room so that every time
the President of the United States
meets with the Cabinet to make deci-
sions on priorities, there will be some-
one in there to say, ‘“What are we
going to do on education, and particu-
larly education that is going to affect
the elementary and secondary school-
children of this country, particularly
at a time when we have exploding num-
bers of children who are going into our
classrooms?”’

Nonetheless, what we continue to
see, in 1999, is the House was $2 billion
below the President’s request; in 2000,
$2.8 billion below the President’s re-
quest; and in 2001, $2.9 billion below the
President’s request. This is what has
happened.

Members ask: ‘“Why do the Demo-
crats try to force these issues? Why
don’t we just go ahead and accept what
these appropriations committees have
done?” They try to defend their posi-
tions with all these facts about what is
really happening out there in edu-
cation, but when you add them all up,
this is what you are finding: The Fed-
eral share of education funding has de-
clined. If you look at higher education,
from 1980 to 1999, the federal share de-
clined from 15.4 percent to 10.7 percent.

If you look at elementary-secondary
education, from 1980 to 1999, we see a
decline from 11.9 percent to 7.7 percent.
Only 7.7 percent of every dollar spent
locally is Federal money, and this is
perhaps the lowest figure we have had
in elementary-secondary education. In
terms of the amount of our budget,
which is $1.8 trillion, this is less than
one percent. It is less than one penny
per dollar. If you combine the elemen-
tary and higher education, you may be
getting close to two pennies. That, I
think, is what concerns many of us,
particularly at a time when we are
finding out the total number of chil-
dren is increasing.

We recognize there should be a part-
nership among the Federal, State, and
local governments in enhancing aca-
demic achievement. We have learned
important lessons: Smaller class sizes
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work and better trained teachers work.
Take the two States that have invested
in teachers: North Carolina and Con-
necticut. They are seeing dramatic re-
sults in academic achievement.

We have been fighting to provide the
resources to do that. That is what the
debate is about. We have, I think, dem-
onstrated to this body and, hopefully,
the American people the seriousness of
our purpose in allocating resources to
what the American families want, and
they want to invest in children and
education. We believe that is quite
preferable to the large tax breaks
which have been included in the overall
budget. We will continue this battle.

I yield the floor.

——————

THE RURAL RECOVERY ACT OF
2000

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, yester-
day I introduced the Rural Recovery
Act of 2000 to help address the eco-
nomic malaise that has gripped certain
rural areas of our country. The legisla-
tion will authorize the Department of
Agriculture to provide grants to rural
communities suffering from out-migra-
tion and low per-capita income.

Rural areas of our nation continue to
experience an erosion in their eco-
nomic well-being. Statistics bear out
the decline in rural economic activity,
but they fail to fully capture the
human suffering that lies just beyond
the numbers. Economic downturns lead
to the migration away from farm-de-
pendent, rural communities, further
stifling economic opportunities for
those left behind. The 1990 Census high-
lighted these migratory trends, and I
anticipate that similar trends will be
captured by the 2000 Census, as well.

In short, the prosperity from which
many Americans have benefited from
during the past decade has left many
rural areas standing by the wayside. If
this trend continues, more and more
young people will be forced to leave the
towns they grew up in for opportunities
in urban areas. In towns like Webster,
Eureka, and Martin, South Dakota, we
are seeing farm families broken up,
populations decline, and main street
businesses close their doors. While
there is no doubt that economic growth
in our urban areas has benefited our
nation, the disparity of economic de-
velopment between our rural and urban
areas cannot be ignored. If nothing is
done to address the economic chal-
lenges facing these areas, we will jeop-
ardize the future of rural America.

That is why I have introduced legis-
lation to provide the nation’s rural
areas with the resources necessary to
make critical investments in their fu-
ture and, by doing so, to create eco-
nomic opportunities that will help
them sustain a valuable and important
way of life. It also will help rural areas
provide basic services at times when
they are losing a significant part of
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their tax base. While federal agencies,
such as the United States Department
of Agriculture’s Office of Rural Devel-
opment and the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, provide assist-
ance for rural development purposes,
there are no federal programs that pro-
vide a steady source of funding for
rural areas most affected by severe
out-migration and low per-capita in-
come. For these areas, the process of
economic development is often most
arduous. This legislation will provide
the basic, long-term assistance nec-
essary to aid the coordination efforts
of local community leaders as they
begin economic recovery efforts and
struggle to provide basic public serv-
ices.

County and tribal governments will
be able to use this federal funding to
improve their industrial parks, pur-
chase land for development, build af-
fordable housing and create economic
recovery strategies according to their
needs. All of these important steps will
help rural communities address their
economic problems and plan for long-
term growth and development.

Mr. President, I believe this legisla-
tion holds great potential for revital-
izing many of our nation’s most ne-
glected and vulnerable areas. I urge my
colleagues to support its enactment.

—————

COMMEMORATING SENATOR DAN-
IEL INOUYE: RECIPIENT OF THE
CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF
HONOR

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my fellow Senators in
honoring Senator DANIEL INOUYE with
the Congressional Medal of Honor. This
man is a representative of our nation
who has persevered through war, de-
bate, and many hard fought campaigns.
I have had the pleasure of working
with Senator INOUYE and applaud my
colleagues for bestowing this great
honor upon him.

Senator DANIEL INOUYE is a Veteran
of World War II and was a captain in
the Army with a Distinguished Service
Cross (the second highest award for
military valor), a Bronze Star, a Purple
Heart with cluster, and several other
medals and citations. Serving in the
Senate almost 40 years, Senator INOUYE
is also the first Congressman from the
state of Hawaii. His courage in combat
is a testament to the Senator’s true
commitment to his country and to
freedom. Serving on the Defense Appro-
priations Committee, I know how much
Senator INOUYE cares about the protec-
tion of our country and his profes-
sionalism and dedication to finding a
balance for defensive spending. His dili-
gence and dedication speak for them-
selves and I am proud to serve our
Armed Forces with a man of this cal-
iber near the helm.

I have also had the pleasure of work-
ing with Senator INOUYE on the Indian
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Affairs Committee for over 20 years
and know first hand that his bravery
did not cease on the battlefield, but
still continues today. When he was
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Indian Affairs, Senator INOUYE was
highly regarded among tribal leaders
for his efforts to re-establish their sov-
ereignty over their own people and
their own affairs. Tribal leaders con-
sider Senator INOUYE to be a true lead-
er and friend to the Indian people to
this day. I thank Senator INOUYE for
his leadership and dedication to service
to our country, and I thank him for his
friendship and example.

Mr. President, inscribed on the medal
is the word ‘“Valor.” Senator INOUYE is
one of the most valiant men I know. I
praise the Members of Congress for
honoring him and hope that our young
people may see that it takes courage,
bravery, and valor to enjoy the free-
dom which so many men like Senator
INOUYE fought to protect. Thank you,
once again, to Senator INOUYE for your
example, and thank you to all of the
veterans who have served to protect
liberty and justice.

—————

VICTIMS OF GUN VIOLENCE

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, it
has been more than a year since the
Columbine tragedy, but still this Re-
publican Congress refuses to act on
sensible gun legislation.

Since Columbine, thousands of Amer-
icans have been killed by gunfire. Until
we act, Democrats in the Senate will
read some of the names of those who
lost their lives to gun violence in the
past year, and we will continue to do so
every day that the Senate is in session.

In the name of those who died, we
will continue this fight. Following are
the names of some of the people who
were killed by gunfire one year ago
today.

June 29, 1999: Rokisha Denard, 18,
Trenton, NJ; Herman Eastorly, 79, St.
Louis, MO; Scott M. Echoles, 27, Chi-
cago, IL; William Hunter, 33, Nashville,
TN; Elton James, 28, New Orleans, LA;
Craig Jones, 28, New Orleans, LA; Ber-
nard Lathan, San Francisco, CA; Jack-
ie Lee Nabor, 39, Detroit, MI; Billy J.
Phillips, 43, Chicago, IL; Richard Rog-
ers, 16, Fort Wayne, IN; Sidney Wilson,
14, Fort Wayne, IN; Tonya Tyler, 24,
Nashville, TN; Unidentified male, 16,
Chicago, IL.

———

POSITION ON VOTES

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I was
absent from the Senate last Thursday
afternoon to attend the high school
graduation of my daughter. Kelsey. I
missed two different votes, and I would
like to state for the RECORD, how I
would have voted in each instance.

I would have voted ‘‘yes’ on rollcall
vote number 141, the third reading of
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the Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act for the fiscal year 2001.

I would have voted ‘‘yes’ on rollcall
vote number 142, the motion to in-
struct the Sergeant at Arms during the
consideration of HR 4577, the Labor-—
HHS-Education Appropriations Act for
fiscal year 2001.

I also was unavoidably detained due
to a family commitment on the
evening of June 27, and I missed one
vote during that time. I would have
voted ‘‘yes’” on rollcall vote number
149, Senate amendment number 3610, a
McCain amendment as amended to HR
4577, the Labor-HHS-Education Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2001.

——

SEPARATING THE FACTS FROM
THE PARTISAN RHETORIC

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this
statement is part of my continuing ef-
fort to bring clarity to the facts under-
lying the oversight investigations on
campaign finance being pursued by
Senator SPECTER within the Sub-
committee on Administrative Over-
sight and the Courts. Staying focused
on the facts becomes even more impor-
tant as the volume of the political
rhetoric continues to increase.

Although oversight is an important
function, there are obvious dangers of
conducting oversight of pending mat-
ters. Applying, or seeming to apply, po-
litical pressure to pending matters has
real consequences, which we are now
seeing first-hand. Recently, the Judici-
ary Committee received requests for
information from the defense attorney
for Wen Ho Lee, a criminal defendant
facing charges of improperly
downloading classified information
from computers at Los Alamos Nuclear
Laboratory. Mr. Lee’s defense attorney
wants the Republican report on this
matter, as well as other documents
gathered during oversight, presumably
to aid his defense or at least to get po-
tential impeachment materials for pro-
spective government witnesses.

Just today we learned that the Com-
mittee has now also been dragged into
the pending case of Maria Hsia, a
criminal defendant who was recently
convicted of campaign finance viola-
tions and is awaiting sentencing. Ms.
Hsia’s attorney apparently found the
questioning of the Justice Department
prosecutor in charge of her case at last
week’s hearing so offensive that it is
now the basis for a claim that Ms.
Hsia’s sentencing should be delayed be-
cause to set a sentencing date now
would only serve political purposes.

Indeed, at a hearing of the Specter
investigation on June 21, 2000, a Repub-
lican member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee queried Robert Conrad, the cur-
rent head of the Justice Department
Campaign Financing Task Force about
the Hsia sentencing, despite Conrad’s
statements that he could not properly
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discuss pending matters. The Repub-
lican member stated that he expected
Conrad to pursue Hsia’s sentencing vig-
orously, and asked whether the govern-
ment had filed a sentencing memo-
randum. After Conrad explained that
the sentencing submissions had not yet
been made, the Republican member
stated: “I would expect that you would
pursue vigorously the sentencing phase
of that case and that you personally
would oversee it . . . I have seen some
cases previously involving these very
matters in which I believe the Depart-
ment of Justice was not sufficiently
aggressive toward sentencing.”” He then
expounded his view that the ‘only
way’’ a person convicted at trial could
get a downward departure at sen-
tencing is to cooperate fully and stated
“I would expect that you would treat
this like any other case, that unless
the defendant was prepared to testify
fully and completely and provide infor-
mation that you can verify, that you
would not accept a recommendation of
any downward departure.” These com-
ments clearly conveyed the Republican
member’s view that Maria Hsia should
be treated harshly at sentencing,

The Specter investigation has broken
long-standing precedent and routinely
demanded documents and testimony
involving ongoing criminal matters. 1
have warned repeatedly that such in-
terference risks that prosecutions may
be compromised, more work will be
generated for prosecutors, and political
agendas will appear to take precedence
over effective and fair law enforce-
ment. Nevertheless, at Senator SPEC-
TER’S request, the majority on the Ju-
diciary Committee has approved sub-
poenas in a number of ongoing criminal
cases, including Wen Ho Lee, Peter
Lee, who remains on probation and
under court supervision, multiple cam-
paign finance cases and investigations,
and the Loral/Hughes matter.

With respect to the Loral/Hughes
matter, the Judiciary Committee ap-
proved issuance of a subpoena on May
11, 2000, to the Justice Department for
““any and all” Loral and Hughes docu-
ments, over the objection of Wilma
Lewis, the United States Attorney in
D.C., which is conducting the inves-
tigation. Ms. Lewis explained that the
United States Attorney’s Office has
‘“‘an open active investigation’ into al-
legations of the unlicensed export of
defense services and that thousands of
documents in the possession of her of-
fice could be responsive to the pending
requests from this Committee. Ms.
Lewis explained that her office is at an
“important point” in the investigation
and will be making ‘‘critical prosecu-
torial decisions and recommendations’
in the near future. She noted that if
this Committee were to subpoena re-
sponsive documents from her office,
not only would we adversely affect the
investigation from a litigation stand-
point, we also would be diverting the

12977

attention of the key prosecutors in
that case. Instead of working diligently
to conclude their investigation, these
prosecutors would now be required to
sift through thousands of documents
and to redact those documents to pro-
tect grand jury material. The majority
on the Senate Judiciary Committee re-
fused to honor the U.S. Attorney’s re-
quest and approved the subpoena.

The subject of the Vice President’s
attendance at coffees was the focus of
inquiry at the Judiciary Committee’s
recent hearing with the Attorney Gen-
eral this week. In summary, the Vice
President indicated in response to gen-
eral questions during an interview with
Justice Department prosecutors on
April 18, 2000, that he had no concrete
recollection of attending the coffees
though may have attended one briefly.
He fully acknowledged the fact that
coffees took place and explained his
understanding of their purpose.

Two days after the interview, on
April 20th, the Vice President’s attor-
ney, James Neal, sent a letter to
Conrad clarifying the Vice President’s
recollection since he had not been ad-
vised before the interview that this
subject matter would come up. Neal ex-
plained that the Vice President ‘‘un-
derstood your questions about Coffees
to concern the Coffees hosted by the
President in the White House.”” Based
upon a record review, the Vice Presi-
dent ‘‘was designated to attend four
White House Coffees. The Vice Presi-
dent hosted approximately twenty-one
Coffees in the Old Executive Office
Building. He did not understand your
questions to include the OEOB Cof-
fees.” Indeed, Conrad refers repeatedly
in his questions on this subject to
“White House coffees’ or ‘“White House
hosted . . . coffees”.

There is absolutely nothing unusual
about witnesses in depositions or even
in testimony at Congressional hearings
supplementing or clarifying the record
after the completion of their testi-
mony. In fact, this common practice is
embodied in Rule 30 of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, which grants
deponent thirty days after the tran-
script is available to review the tran-
script and recite any changes in the
testimony given. The same rules apply
to depositions taken in criminal mat-
ters, under Rule 15(d) of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure.

At the June 27th Judiciary Com-
mittee hearing, one Republican mem-
ber asserted that ‘‘there is a question
of the coffees,”” without identifying the
question. To the extent this implies
that there is something wrong with
clarifying a record with a letter short-
ly after providing testimony, this can
be summed up as just more partisan
haze.

GUN TRAFFICKING REPORT

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, last week
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
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Firearms (ATF) released a new report
about the illegal firearms market. The
ATFE’s report documents 1,630 criminal
investigations involving firearms traf-
fickers for the time period between
July 1996 and December 1998. These
trafficking investigations led to the re-
covery of more than 84,000 illegal fire-
arms and the prosecution of more than
1,700 defendants.

The ATF report provides significant
insight in to the gun trafficking trade.
The investigation reveals that too
many loopholes in our national frame-
work for firearms distribution permits
traffickers to divert legal guns to the
illegal marketplace. The
vulnerabilities in our law, identified by
the ATF, are a result of corrupt federal
firearms licensees, who were associated
with only 10 percent of the investiga-
tions in the report but accounted for
nearly half of the firearms involved, a
staggering 40,000 guns; gun shows,
which supplied channels for 26,000 guns,
the second highest number of illegally
trafficked firearms in the investiga-
tion; straw purchasers, who bought and
transferred firearms to unlicensed sell-
ers or prohibited users; unlicensed sell-
ers, who were not required to conduct
Brady background checks or maintain
records of their sales; and firearms
theft.

Mr. President, we can no longer af-
ford to ignore the deficiencies in our
federal firearm laws. Gun trafficking
gives criminal users and young people
access to tens of thousands of illegal
guns. If Congress wants to reduce fire-
arm trafficking, then first and fore-
most, we must close the gun show loop-
hole. Secretary Lawrence Summers,
who oversees the ATF explained ‘‘This
report . . . shows that we must do more
to close every trafficking channel,
starting with closing the gun show
loophole . . .” Furthermore, we must
increase criminal penalties for traf-
fickers and crack down on corrupt fed-
eral firearms licensees, straw pur-
chasers, and unlicensed sellers. I urge
Congress to pay attention to this re-
port and pass sensible gun measures
that will end the deadly flow of fire-
arms to the illegal marketplace.

I request an article be printed in the
RECORD entitled ‘‘The Biography of a
Gun,” which explains how a single gun
makes the transition from legal to ille-
gal commerce.

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

[From the New York Times, Apr. 9, 2000]
THE NATION—THE BIOGRAPHY OF A GUN
(By Jayson Blair and Sarah Weissman)

In America, more than 200,000 guns are
traced by law enforcement each year. This is
the story of one of those weapons—named
after its serial number—No. 997126, a 12-shot,
9 millimeter Jennings semi-automatic.

The gun, made mostly of plastic, was man-
ufactured in 1995, at a factory near John
Wayne International Airport in Costa Mesa,
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Calif. It is now wrapped in plastic, locked in
a police property clerk’s office near the New
York State Supreme Court building in down-
town Brooklyn. In between, the gun is be-
lieved to have been used in at least 13
crimes—including the murder of 2 people and
the wounding of at least 3 others in the
Brownsville section of Brooklyn.

The dead were a 16-year-old boy who was
sitting on top of a mailbox and a 48-year-old
shopkeeper who was the father of 4 children.
The injured were a man who got in the way
during a robbery, a Jehovah’s Witness from
Chicago who had moved to Brooklyn to do
volunteer work, and a rookie New York City
police officer.

In New York, about 6 in 10 murder victims
are killed with firearms.

No. 997126 is 6 inches long and weighs 16
ounces. It was made at the Bryco Arms
plant, where more than 200,000 inexpensive
handguns are manufactured each year.

Byrco is owned by Janice Jennings, the
former daughter-in-law of George Jennings,
who founded the first in what became a clus-
ter of Southern California gun manufactur-
ers known collectively as the Ring of Fire.

From Byrco, the gun was shipped to B.L.
Jennings, Inc., a Carson City, Nev., dis-
tributor owned by George Jennings’s son and
Janice’s ex-husband, Bruce. No. 997126 was
bought by Acua Sport Corporation, a feder-
ally licensed wholesaler in Bellefontaine,
Ohio. Acua sold it, for about $90, to Classic
Pawn and Jewelry, Inc. in Chickamauga, Ga.

In August 1998, Classic resold the gun to a
Georgia woman for about $150. Investigators
believe that the woman was buying the 9
millimeter gun as a straw purchaser on be-
half of Charles Chapman. He was prohibited
by federal law, because of a previous felony
conviction, from purchasing firearms. Inves-
tigators say they believe Mr. Chapman drove
the firearm to New York, where it was sold
to a member of the Bloods gang. And that is
how, investigators say, the gun got to
Demeris Tolbert.

The police say No. 997126 was recovered
when Mr. Tolbert was arrested on the roof of
the Howard Houses after the shooting of a
New York police officer, Tanagiot Benekos,
who was looking for suspects in the killing
of a pawnbroker earlier that afternoon.

Mr. Tolbert had been paroled the previous
January after serving three years of a nine
year sentence for drug possession. Prosecu-
tors say that after the New York City Police
Department’s ballistics laboratory linked
the gun to slugs recovered from the earlier
shootings, Mr. Tolbert, 32, of Brownville con-
fessed.

Investigators say he also took responsi-
bility for a 1990 shooting of a clerk at an
East New York bodega, the 1991 killing of a
Crown Heights security guard, four other
shootings and an attempted murder.

The Brooklyn District Attorney’s office
has charged him with murder, attempted
murder and attempted murder of a police of-
ficer.

The ballistic information and serial num-
ber were matched against a Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco and Firearms database, which
prompted a federal gun-smuggling investiga-
tion. Special Agent Edgar A. Domenech, who
oversees the bureau’s New York and New
Jersey division, said the A.T.F. traced the
weapon and 30 others to Charles Chapman.
He is being held, along with alleged accom-
plices, on charges of gun trafficking and con-
spiracy to illegally purchase firearms and
transport them for sale to criminals in New
York, where more stringent laws bar the sort
of wholesale purchases permitted in Georgia.
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Howard Safir, the New York City police
commissioner, has proposed tighter, uniform
national licensing regulations, and the an-
nual registration of firearms to hold owners
accountable for the illegal sales of weapons
they purchase.

——

SOCIAL SECURITY
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want-
ed to draw the attention of the Senate
to an important funding issue that is
pending in the Senate version of the
Labor/HHS Appropriations bill. The
funding level for Social Security ad-
ministrative expenses doesn’t receive
much attention, but it is critical to the
effective delivery of Social Security
benefits to those who are entitled to
them.

Social Security administrative ex-
penses are actually partially funded
from the Social Security trust funds,
and they ensure that the programs ad-
ministered by the Social Security Ad-
ministration are delivered to the
American public in an efficient, time-
ly, and professional manner. In addi-
tion, SSA maintains records of the
yearly earnings of over 140 million U.S.
workers and provides them with annual
estimates of their future benefits. The
agency will also administer the Ticket
to Work Program, and the administra-
tive workload associated with the Re-
tirement Earnings Test.

I am concerned that the level of fund-
ing contained in the Labor/HHS Appro-
priations bill is not sufficient, and does
not recognize the administrative chal-
lenges Social Security will be facing in
the near future. Last year the Social
Security Administration provided serv-
ice to 48 million people. In 2010 SSA
will be providing services to 62 million
people, due to the retirement of many
baby boomers. During this same period,
the SSA will lose nearly half of its
staff to retirement, including many in-
dividuals who staff the offices located
in our states and who work directly
with the public.

In North Dakota, there have been
large staff reductions in some of my
state’s main SSA offices. These short-
ages have affected timely completion
of continuing disability reviews, and
service delivery has been difficult to
maintain for those who live in rural
areas.

The Social Security Advisory
Board—a Dbipartisan Congressionally
mandated Board—recently issued a re-
port on ‘“How the Social Security Ad-
ministration Can Improve Its Service
to the Public,” which stated that
‘“‘there is a serious administrative def-
icit now in that there is a significant
gap between the level of services the
public needs and that which the agency
is providing. Moreover, this gap could
grow to far larger proportions in the
long term if it is not adequately ad-
dressed.”

The Senate Labor/HHS bill includes a
funding level that is $123 million below
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the President’s request. I hope that as
the appropriations process moves for-
ward, the Congress will work to ensure
an adequate level of funding for SSA
administrative expenses.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
today to celebrate National Dairy
Month, and the wonderful history of
our nation’s dairy industry. During
June Dairy Month we in Wisconsin
take a special opportunity to celebrate
Wisconsin dairy’s proud tradition and
heritage of quality. This month pro-
vides an opportunity for all Wisconsin-
ites—both those on and off the farm—a
special time to reflect on the historical
importance, and future of America’s
dairy industry.

This month is especially important
to my home state of Wisconsin, Amer-
ica’s Dairyland. What many of my col-
leagues may not know is that Wis-
consin became a leader in the dairy in-
dustry well before the 1930°’s when it
was officially nicknamed America’s
Dairyland. It was soon after the first
dairy cow came to Wisconsin in the
1800’s that we began to take the dairy
industry by storm.

In fact, before Wisconsin was even a
state, Ms. Anne Pickett established
Wisconsin’s first cheese factory when
she combined milk from her cows with
milk from her neighbor’s cows and
made it into cheese.

Over the past month, Wisconsinites
have recognized this proud tradition by
holding over 100 dairy celebrations
across our state, including dairy break-
fasts, ice cream socials, cooking dem-
onstrations, festivals and other events.

These functions help to reinforce the
consumer’s awareness of the quality
variety and great taste of Wisconsin’s
dairy products and to honor the pro-
ducers who make it possible.

Unfortunately, the picture for pro-
ducers has not been that bright. Dairy
prices for this year’s National Dairy
Month, along with most of the first
half of this year, have reached all
times lows.

Low milk prices—the lowest since
1978—are wreaking havoc on Wiscon-
sin’s rural communities. In addition to
these low prices, dairy farmers are also
facing month to month price fluctua-
tions of up to 40 percent.

What is so troublesome is that farm-
ers are experiencing these low prices
while the retail price continues to in-
crease. In fact, thanks to a 20 percent
jump last year in the retail price, the
farm retail price spread for dairy prod-
ucts has more than doubled since the
early 1980s.

Because of this concern, earlier this
year, Senator LEAHY and I asked the
General Accounting Office to conduct a
thorough investigation into the in-
creasing disparity between the prices
dairy farmers receive for their milk,
and the price retail stores charge for
milk.

In the study, GAO will focus its at-
tention on the impact of market con-
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centration in the retail, milk proc-
essing, procurement and handling in-
dustries and describe the potential
risks of any such concentration for
dairy farmers and federal nutrition
programs.

Specifically, we asked the GAO to
identify the factors that are depressing
the price farmers receive for their
milk, and why this trend has persisted
while retail prices continue to rise.
After all, this trend defies economic
expectations, and frustrates the aspira-
tions of hardworking farmers, with no
apparent benefit to consumers.

During June Dairy Month, the dairy
industry also called for mandatory
price reporting for manufactured prod-
ucts. In early June, the sudden dis-
covery of 24 million pounds of butter
shined the spotlight on the need for an
effective reporting system for storable
dairy products .

The Chicago Mercantile Exchange
(CME), which tracks domestic butter
stocks, discovered a new warehouse
that hadn’t been reporting its butter
inventory. When this huge quantity of
butter was finally reported, prices went
down sharply, and so did the dairy in-
dustry’s faith in the reporting system
for storable dairy products.

Wall Street would never put up with
this kind of reporting errors in its mar-
kets, and neither should the agri-
culture industry.

Regardless of where the dairy indus-
try chooses to get its information,
through the National Agricultural Sta-
tistics Service or the Chicago Mer-
cantile Exchange, that information
must be accurate. These costly mis-
takes happen because the current re-
porting system is voluntary, leaving
room for serious errors.

To address this growing concern,
Senator CRAIG and I introduced the
Dairy Market Enhancement Act of
2000, which takes the next step toward
fair and accurate reporting. It would
mandate reporting by dairy product
manufacturing plants, would subject
that reporting to independent
verification, and would require the
USDA to ensure compliance with the
mandatory reporting and verification
requirements.

Our bill also would direct the Com-
modities Futures Trading Commission
to conduct a study on the reporting
practices at the CME and report its
findings to Congress.

We must also ensure that America’s
dairy farmers are put on a level play-
ing field in the world economy. As I
travel to each county in Wisconsin, I
hear a growing concern over efforts to
change the natural cheese standard to
allow dry ultra-filtered milk in natural
cheese.

Our dairy farmers have invested
heavily in processes that make the best
quality cheese ingredients, and I am
concerned about recent efforts to
change the law that would penalize
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them for those efforts by allowing
lower quality ingredients to flood the
U.S. market.

Senator JEFFORDS and I introduced
the Quality Cheese Act of 2000 to re-
spond to the call of our nation’s dairy
farmers.

Our legislation would disallow the
use of so called ‘‘dry” ultra-filtered
milk—milk protein concentrate and
casein—in natural cheese products, and
require USDA to consider the impact
on the producer before any other
changes may be made to the natural
cheese standard.

I recognize that these efforts are only
a step in the right direction.

In addition to addressing the in-
creased market concentration, enact-
ing mandatary price reporting, and
protecting the natural cheese standard,
Congress must also provide America’s
dairy farmers with a fair and truly na-
tional dairy policy and one that puts
them all on a level playing field, from
coast to coast.

—————

TESTIMONY BY THE SECRETARY
OF THE SMITHSONIAN INSTITU-
TION

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this week
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration held an oversight hearing on
the Smithsonian Institution and re-
ceived testimony from the new Sec-
retary, Lawrence M. Small. Although
he has only served in this capacity for
a short 6 months, it is already clear
that Secretary Small’s vision for the
Smithsonian will have a lasting impact
on this uniquely American institution.

Secretary Small envisions the
Smithsonian as ‘. . . the most exten-
sive provider, anywhere in the world, of
authoritative experiences that connect
the American people to their history
and to their cultural and scientific her-
itage.” In other words, the Smithso-
nian documents who and what we are
as Americans. And not surprisingly,
over 90 percent of all visitors to the
Smithsonian come from the United
States.

Who are these visitors and what
makes the Smithsonian such a draw?
They are families who come to see the
relics of our history, such as the
Wright brothers’ flyer or the Star
Spangled Banner which moved Francis
Scott Key to pen our national anthem.
They are school children who are learn-
ing about the ancient inhabitants of
this land, whether dinosaurs or insects.
They are young parents retracing the
pilgrimage to our nation’s Capitol that
they made as children. They are new
immigrants and Americans of all ages
who come to see the treasures that are
housed in America’s attic.

There are nearly 141 million objects
in the Smithsonian’s collections, fewer
than 2 million of which can be dis-
played at any given time in the 16 mu-
seums that make up the Smithsonian.
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On average, there are nearly 39 million
visitors a year to the Smithsonian’s
museums and the national zoo. The
fact is, 3 of the most visited museums
in the world are right here on the mall.

They are the Smithsonian’s Air and
Space Museum, the Natural History
Museum and the Museum of American
History. And yet even with those amaz-
ing numbers, Secretary Small advised
the Rules Committee this week that he
believes the Smithsonian can do even
better in making the Smithsonian ac-
cessible to the public, both in terms of
the quality and quantity of the exhib-
its and the condition of the physical
space.

But all of this popularity comes at a
price, and that price is the physical
wear and tear on the Smithsonian’s
buildings and exhibits. The buildings of
the Smithsonian are in and of them-
selves historic monuments and land-
marks within our nation’s capital. The
Smithsonian Castle, a fixture on the
mall since the cornerstone was laid in
1847, receives nearly 2 million visitors a
year, even though it houses no mu-
seum.

The oldest building, the Patent Office
Building, houses the National Portrait
Gallery and the National Museum of
American Art. Construction of this
Washington landmark was begun in
1836 and was the third great public
building constructed in Washington,
following the Capitol and The White
House.

The National Museum of Natural His-
tory, home to the Hope Diamond and
the Smithsonian elephant, opened its
doors in 1910. This year, nearly 1.3 mil-
lion visitors toured this museum in the
month of April alone. The popularity of
these grand and historic buildings is
taking its toll, and they are quite sim-
ply in need of significant renovation
and repair.

Secretary Small is committed to pre-
serving not only the aging buildings of
the Smithsonian, but to upgrading the
exhibits as well to ensure that they
provide a continuing educational expe-
rience. He is in the process of devel-
oping a 10-year plan to facilitate the
necessary restorations and renovation.

These buildings are part of the his-
toric fabric of this capital city, and it
would be very short-sighted of Con-
gress not to provide for their adequate
maintenance and repair. I commend
Secretary Small for his vision in this
regard and believe that Congress
should act on his recommendations
when they are received. An op-ed piece
by Secretary Small appeared in Mon-
day’s Washington Post in which he de-
scribed his vision of the Smithsonian
and the need to preserve these historic
landmarks.

I urge my colleagues to acquaint
themselves with the needs of this great
American institution as it faces the op-
portunities and challenges of the 2lst
century.
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I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle by Secretary Small be included in
the RECORD following my remarks.

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

[From the Washington Post, June 26, 2000]
AMERICA’S ICONS DESERVE A GOOD HOME
(By Lawrence M. Small)

A recent report from the General Account-
ing Office identified 903 federal buildings
around the country that are in need of some
$4 billion in repairs and renovations. The
buildings are feeling the effects of age. It’s a
feeling we know all too well at the Smithso-
nian.

Construction on the Patent Office Build-
ing, the Smithsonian’s oldest, began in 1836.
The cornerstone of the original Smithsonian
Castle on the National Mall was laid in 1847;
the National Museum building adjacent to it
was completed in 1881, and the National Mu-
seum of Natural History opened in 1910.

The age of these four buildings would be
reason enough for concern, but there’s a sig-
nificant additional stress on them. The
Smithsonian’s museum buildings are open to
the world. They exist to be visited and to be
used—and they’ve been spectacularly suc-
cessful at attracting the public.

Attendance in recent months at the Nat-
ural History Museum has made it the most-
visited museum in the world, a title held pre-
viously by our National Air and Space Mu-
seum. In the years ahead, the Smithsonian
will be working to open its doors wider still
and to attract even more visitors. So, what
time doesn’t do to our buildings, popularity
will—and thank goodness for that.

More than 90 percent of Smithsonian visi-
tors are Americans, many traveling great
distances on a pilgrimage to the nation’s sec-
ular shrines—the Capitol, the White House,
the Library of Congress, the many memo-
rials to brave Americans. The history of the
nation is built into such structures. They’re
the physical manifestation of our shared
sense of national identity.

Smithsonian Institution buildings belong
in the company of those other monuments,
because the Smithsonian is the center of our
cultural heritage—the repository of the cre-
ativity, the courage, the aspirations and the
ingenuity of the American people. Its collec-
tions hold a vast portion of the material
record of democratic America.

The most sophisticated virtual representa-
tion on a screen cannot match the experi-
ence of standing just a few feet from the
star-spangled banner, or the lap-top desk on
which Thomas Jefferson wrote the Declara-
tion of Independence, or the hat Lincoln
wore the night he was shot, or the Wright
brothers’ Flyer and the Spirit of St. Louis.
All those icons of America’s history, and
countless others of comparable significance,
are at the Smithsonian.

And yet the experience of viewing them is
compromised by the physical deterioration
of the Smithsonian’s buildings, which are be-
coming unworthy of the treasures they con-
tain. The family on a once-in-a-lifetime trip
to Washington and the Smithsonian should
not have to make allowances—to overlook
peeling paint, leak-stained ceilings and ill-lit
exhibition spaces.

We can try to hide the problems behind
curtains and plastic sheeting. But the reality
cannot be concealed: The buildings are too
shabby. In the nation’s museum—to which
Americans have contributed more than 12
billion of their tax dollars over the years—
this embarrassment is not acceptable. It’s no
way to represent America.
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The Smithsonian has hesitated in the past
to put before Congress the full scale of its re-
pair and renovation needs. It has tried in-
stead to make do. But it will be undone by
making do, and the American people will be
the losers.

So we intend to face the problem and to
transform the physical environment of the
Smithsonian during the coming decade. The
United States is in a period of immense pub-
lic and private prosperity, and we should
take every opportunity to turn that wealth
to the long-term well-being and enhance-
ment of the nation. Restoring the museums
of the Smithsonian to a condition that befits
the high place of our nation in the world will
be a splendid legacy from this generation to
future generations of Americans.

In January the nation will swear in the
new century’s first Congress and inaugurate
its first president. They must be committed
to preserving the nation’s heritage. At the
same time, we as private citizens must do
our part to meet this critical need.

Americans should not have to wonder why
their treasures are housed in buildings that
seem to be falling apart. Instead they should
marvel at the grandeur of the spaces and at
the objects that are the icons of our history.

————

CHINA PERMANENT NORMAL
TRADE RELATIONS LEGISLATION

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would
like to spend a few moments talking
about the issue of PNTR, Permanent
Normal Trade Relations, with China.
Last month, the House passed H.R.
4444, That bill authorizes PNTR for
China once the multilateral protocol
negotiations are completed and the
WTO General Council approves China’s
accession. The bill includes a solid
package of provisions that establishes
a framework for monitoring progress
and developments in China in the
human rights area. It also provides for
enhanced monitoring of China’s com-
pliance with its trade commitments.

Now, it is our turn in the Senate to
act. We have two challenges. First, we
need to debate the bill now, not later.
And, second, we need to pass the bill
without amendment. I call on the Ma-
jority Leader to set a date certain in
July to start this process.

Extending permanent normal trade
relations status to China. Regularizing
our economic and trade relationship
with China. Bringing China into the
global trade community. Helping the
development of a middle class in China.
Developing an environment between
our two countries where we can pro-
ductively engage China in significant
security, regional, and global discus-
sions. These are not Democratic issues.
These are not Republican issues. These
are national issues. Passage of PNTR is
a first step, and it is critical to Amer-
ica’s national economic and security
interests.

Support in the Senate is strong. I be-
lieve there will be an overwhelming
vote in favor of final passage. Repub-
licans and Democrats. Small states and
large. East and West. North and South.
Conservative and liberal. Most of us
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recognize how important this is to our
country, to the region, and to the
world.

That is why I will continue to urge
the Majority Leader to set a firm date
to bring the PNTR bill to the floor so
we can move this legislation. I ask my
colleagues, Republican, as well as Dem-
ocrat, to join me in delivering that
message to the Majority Leader.

Once it comes to the floor, there will
likely be a plethora of amendments,
some germane and others non-germane.
The Senate has its own rights and pre-
rogatives. I will always defend the
right of Senators to offer amendments
to a bill. But, I am concerned that
amendments in the Senate, which
would force the bill into a conference
with the House, would lead to delaying,
and perhaps jeopardizing, final passage
of this landmark legislation. We can-
not afford such a development.

H.R. 4444 is a very balanced bill. It
deals with the major concerns relative
to China’s entry into the global trading
system. Therefore, along with many of
my colleagues, I have made a commit-
ment to oppose any amendment to H.R.
4444, no matter how meritorious the
amendment might be on its own terms.
Prompt passage and enactment of this
bill should be a top bipartisan priority.
I urge all my colleagues to join me in
making the commitment to oppose any
attempt to amend this legislation.

H.R. 4444 ensures that future U.S. ad-
ministrations will closely monitor Chi-
na’s compliance with its WTO obliga-
tions and with other trade agreements
made with the United States. It will
make the administration in the future
act promptly in the case of damaging
import surges. It provides for a vig-
orous monitoring of human rights,
worker rights, and the import of goods
produced by forced or prison labor.
H.R. 4444 also provides for technical as-
sistance to help develop the rule of law
in China. It enhances the ability of
U.S. government radios to broadcast
into China. And it states the sense of
Congress regarding Taiwan’s prompt
admission to the WTO.

To repeat, extending PNTR to China
is vitally important to America’s eco-
nomic and strategic interests. Our top
priority should be a bill approved by
the Senate identical to H.R. 4444 so
that it can immediately be sent to the
President for signature. I hope we com-
plete action rapidly in July.

——————

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, June 28, 2000, the Federal debt
stood at $5,649,147,080,050.00 (Five tril-
lion, six hundred forty-nine billion, one
hundred forty-seven million, eighty
thousand, fifty dollars and no cents).

One year ago, June 28, 1999, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,640,294,000,000
(Five trillion, six hundred forty billion,
two hundred ninety-four million).
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Five years ago, June 28, 1995, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $4,948,205,000,000
(Four trillion, nine hundred forty-eight
billion, two hundred five million).

Twenty-five years ago, June 28, 1975,
the Federal debt stood at
$535,337,000,000 (Five hundred thirty-
five billion, three hundred thirty-seven
million) which reflects a debt increase
of more than $5 trillion—
$5,113,810,080,050.00 (Five trillion, one
hundred thirteen billion, eight hundred
ten million, eighty thousand, fifty dol-
lars and no cents) during the past 25
years.

—————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

HOW NOT TO SQUANDER OUR
SUPERPOWER STATUS

e Mr. BIDEN. I rise today to comment
briefly on an extremely thought-pro-
voking opinion piece by Josef Joffe in
the June 20th edition of the New York
Times. The article was entitled ‘A
Warning from Putin and Schroeder.” It
describes how the current global pre-
dominance of the United States is
being countered by constellations of
countries, which include allies and
less-friendly powers alike, and how
American behavior is aiding and abet-
ting this development.

Mr. Joffe is the co-editor of the pres-
tigious German weekly Die Zeit. He re-
ceived his university education in the
United States and is well known and
respected in American foreign policy
circles. In short, his thoughts are ad-
vice from a friend, not hostile criticism
from an embittered or jealous antago-
nist.

The take-off point of the article,
from which its headline is derived, was
the recent summit meeting in Berlin
between German Chancellor Gerhard
Schroeder and Russian President
Vladimir Putin during which Putin em-
ployed the classic Muscovite tactic of
wooing Europe’s key country in an ef-
fort to have it join Russia as a counter-
weight to us.

Fair enough, Joffe says. Whenever
the international system has been
dominated by one power, a natural
movement to restore the balance has
arisen. With regard to the United
States, this is nothing new—the Chi-
nese, as well as the Russians, have been

decrying a ‘‘unipolar world” and
‘““hegemonism’ for years.
But Germany—the country the

United States practically reinvented
from the ashes of World War II, ushered
back into the civilized family of na-
tions, and then stood out as the only
champion of re-unification only a dec-
ade ago? No matter how gushy a host
he wished to be, how could the Chan-
cellor of this Germany suddenly be
calling for a ‘‘strategic partnership”
with Russia?

One answer, according to Joffe, is the
obvious and passionate hostility to the
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U.S. national missile defense project,
known popularly as NMD, which the
Russians and our German allies—for
that matter, all of our European al-
lies—share.

A second reason can be traced to the
obvious shock at the overwhelming
American military superiority shown
in last year’s Yugoslav air campaign.
The manifest European military impo-
tence impelled the European Union to
launch its own security and defense
policy, which NATO is now struggling
to integrate into the alliance.

To some extent, then, the very fact
of our current power—military, eco-
nomic, and cultural—makes attempts
at creating a countervailing force near-
ly inevitable.

But there is more. It is not only the
policy that spawned NMD that irri-
tates our European allies. What also
irks them is the cavalier way in which
we neglected to consult with them in
our rush to formulate that policy. As
Joffe trenchantly puts it, ““America is
so far ahead of the crowd that it has
forgotten to look back.”

In this, the second half of his expla-
nation, I fear that Joffe is on to some-
thing: a new kind of American hubris.
Again, his use of English is enviable.
He describes the behavior of Congress
these days as ‘‘obliviousness with a
dollop of yahooism’ (I assume he isn’t
talking about the search engine).

Mr. President, no one loves and re-
spects this body more than I do. I be-
lieve that the American people is ex-
ceedingly well served by the one hun-
dred Senators, all of whom are intel-
ligent and hard-working.

Nevertheless, I note with dismay an
increasing tendency in this chamber—I
will leave judgments of the House of
Representatives to others—for Mem-
bers to advocate aspects of foreign pol-
icy with a conscious disregard, occa-
sionally even disdain, for the opinions
of our allies and the impact our poli-
cies have on them.

This kind of unilateralism was exhib-
ited in the floor debate last fall on rati-
fication of the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty by one of my colleagues who, in
responding to an article jointly au-
thored by British Prime Minister Tony
Blair, French  President Jacques
Chirac, and German Chancellor Schroe-
der, declared: ‘I don’t care about our
allies. I care about our enemies.”

No one, Mr. President, is advocating
abandoning or compromising the na-
tional interest of the United States
simply because our allies oppose this or
that aspect of our foreign and security
policy.

But power—in the current context,
our unparalleled power—must be ac-
companied by a sense of responsibility.

Mr. Joffe alludes to this power-and-
responsibility duality in recalling the
golden age of bipartisan American for-
eign policy in the years immediately
following the Second World War, when
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Republican Senator Arthur Vanden-
berg and Democratic President Harry
S. Truman collaborated on halting the
spread of communism and on helping
create the international institutions
that remain the cornerstones of our
world more than half a century later.
As he puts it ‘‘responsibility must defy
short-term self-interest or the domes-
tic fixation of the day.”

Mr. President, one does not have to
agree with all of Joffe’s arguments to
admit that his assertions at least merit
our serious consideration. For if we do
not begin to realize that even the
United States of America needs to fac-
tor in the opinions of its friends when
formulating foreign policy, it may not
have many friends to worry about in
the future.

And if that development occurs, we
will almost certainly no longer retain
the sole superpower status that we now
enjoy.e

——

TRIBUTE ON THE 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF MANCHESTER,
VERMONT

e Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
today to note the 100th anniversary of
the Charter of Manchester Village.

Manchester Village lies in the valley
of the Battenkill River nestled between
the Green Mountains to the east and
the Taconic Mountains to the west.
Due to its geography and topography,
Manchester Village has been at the
crossroads of the earliest trails and
roads in Vermont. The slopes of Mount
Equinox, which rise 3,800 feet above the
village, provide numerous fresh water
streams and natural springs for the en-
joyment of the resident and visiting
populations.

From its earliest days to the period
of the Civil War, Manchester was very
much frontier country with numerous
inns and taverns at its crossroads. In
1781, according to the town history de-
tailed in the 1998 Village Plan, ‘‘there
were no churches, but there were four
taverns, a jail, a pillory and a whipping
post.” But by 1840, Vermont was the
slowest growing state in the Union, as
much of the natural resources of the
state had been depleted, and wool im-
ports from Australia had brought an
end to a brief boom of sheep raising in
Manchester and other parts of the
state.

Beginning just prior to the Civil War,
however, tourists began to discover
Manchester. In 1853, the Equinox Hotel
was opened by Franklin Orvis, who
converted an inn that had begun in
1770. In 1863, when Mrs. Abraham Lin-
coln and her son, Robert Todd, stepped
off the ten o’clock train, Manchester’s
reputation was made. Later, Presidents
Ulysses S. Grant, William Howard Taft,
Benjamin Harrison, Theodore Roo-
sevelt, and Vice-President James S.
Sherman would follow as visitors to
Manchester Village.
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Today, the Equinox remains as one of
Vermont’s grandest establishments.
The Village is also home to Hildene,
the summer home of Robert Todd Lin-
coln and now operated as a house mu-
seum. The Southern Vermont Art Cen-
ter, the Mark Skinner Library, Burr
and Burton Academy, and two world
class golf courses can be found in Man-
chester Village, along with numerous
delightful inns and hotels, charming
churches, exquisite restaurants, engag-
ing museums, enchanting galleries and
unique shops.

Manchester Village thrives today in
large part due to careful planning and
the guardianship of an impressive
streetscape characterized by marble
sidewalks, deep front lawns, large, his-
toric buildings, and an absence of
fences. Village residents have faced the
challenge of responsible and active
stewardship since the tourist boom of
the second half of the 19th century, and
the Village Charter is an important
part of that history.

For some details of the genesis of the
incorporation of Manchester Village
100 years ago, I turn to ‘“The Man-
chester Village Charter,” written by
Mary Hard Bort and reprinted here by
permission of the Manchester Journal.
Congratulations to the Village of Man-
chester on the event of its 100th birth-
day. I ask that that be printed in the
RECORD.

The material follows.

THE MANCHESTER VILLAGE CHARTER
(By Mary Hard Bart)

By 1900 a building boom was flourishing in
Manchester Village,. It was nearly impos-
sible to hire a carpenter and the ‘‘summer
people” who intended to build ‘‘cottages”
that year often found it necessary to hire
labor from out of town.

Some twenty years earlier in 1880 Village
boundaries had been laid out by the town’s
selectmen and approved by the Vermont Leg-
islature for the purpose of providing fire pro-
tection in Fire District #2 (the Village).

In 1894 John Marsden came to Manchester
from Utica, NY and contracted to purchase
the springs on Equinox Mountain from the
Fire District and rights of way for a water
system. Prior to this time water for fighting
fires was stored in huge barrels strategically
placed throughout the Village and individual
households were supplied by wells, or
springs, or cisterns.

Pipes were laid, a reservoir built and The
Manchester Water Company was formed in
October 1894. The company had purchased all
the water contracts, springs, rights of way
and conduits from the Marsden family. Offi-
cers of +the corporation included Mr.
Marsden, Mason Colburn of Manchester Cen-
ter, J.W. Fowler of Manchester Depot and
E.C. Orvis of the Village. The Marsden fam-
ily continued to manage the water company
until it was purchased by the Town of Man-
chester in 1980.

With a water system in place, the need for
a sewage system was pressing. The inad-
equacy of the open trench installed by
Franklin Orvis in 1882 was apparent and, in
the spring of 1900, public spirited Village
residents borrowed enough capital to build
proper sewer lines through District #2. Many
householders put in bathrooms at this time
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and eschewed the outhouses that had served
their modest needs up til then. These sewer
lines emptied directly into the Bauerkill and
it was not until 1935 that a modern sewage
treatment plant was built with federal funds,
appropriated Village funds and private con-
tributions.

Back in 1858 citizens of the Village had pe-
titioned the Legislature for authority to cre-
ate a charter and had received permission to
do so but no action had ever been taken.
Now, at the end of the century, an entity
with the authority to purchase and construct
a sewer, to provide street lights, to regulate
the width and grade of roads and sidewalks,
to prohibit certain activities, regulate others
and to protect property was clearly in order.

The desire on the part of Village leaders to
develop Manchester as a fine summer resort
with all the amenities city people expected
proved to be a strong incentive for action.
These men whose vision of a thriving sum-
mer resort led to the building of elegant
summer cottages, a golf course and the open-
ing of new streets were not satisfied with the
progress being made by the town in pro-
viding services they deemed essential.

Village voters were called to a series of
meetings at the Courthouse where the need
for a charter was explained and by October a
bill was presented by Edward C. Orvis. He
was the son of Franklin Orvis and the cur-
rent operator of the Equinox House, a select-
man for eight years and a representative
and, later, senator in the Vermont Legisla-
ture. Also on the committee were William B.
Edgerton, well-known realtor and creator of
several spacious summer estates, and
Charles F. Orvis, now elderly but with a wis-
dom greatly valued and respected in the vil-
lage. He was the proprietor of the Orvis Inn
as well as the manufacturer of fishing equip-
ment.

On November 11, 1900 the Bill of Incorpora-
tion for the Village of Manchester, Vermont
passed in the House of Representatives and
was signed by the governor.

On December 3, 1900 the voters of Fire Dis-
trict #2 met at the Courthouse and following
an explanation of the provisions of the char-
ter, adopted the Village Charter, unani-
mously. The Charter compels the Village to
assume the obligations and duties of Fire
District #2, which ceased to exist with the
adoption of the charter. Also incumbent
upon it is care of its highways, bridges and
sidewalks. Permitted are improvements to
public grounds, sidewalks and parks and or-
dinances compelling property owners to re-
move ice, snow and garbage from their prop-
erty. Also allowed are street lights provided
by the Village and the purchase or construc-
tion of sewers as well as the regulation of
the width and grade of streets and sidewalks.

Elected to serve this new Village of Man-
chester were: Edward C. Orvis, as president,
D.K. Simonds, clerk, George Towsley, treas-
urer and Trustee; C.F. Orvis, Hiram Eggle-
ston, M.J. Covey and Charles H. Hawley.
Promptly on January 10, 1901, according to
provisions in the Charter, the Village of
Manchester purchased from private inves-
tors, the sewer that served it.

Quickly following on the heels of incorpo-
ration, the Manchester Development Asso-
ciation was formed in 1901 to promote tour-
ism in the area. This group, made up of full-
time and summer residents, underwrote the
printing of 15,000 promotional booklets extol-
ling the virtues of Manchester-in-the-Moun-
tains as a summer resort. Its newly opened
golf course (the Ekwanok), its pure spring
water, its ‘‘salubious’ climate were sure to
bring people here.
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In 1912 the Village hired a special police of-
ficer for the summer to control the traffic.
The mix of automobiles and horses had cre-
ated some dangerous situations and some
automobile drivers were accused of driving
too fast for conditions.

In 1921, the year after women secured the
vote, Mrs. George Orvis, who had taken over
the Equinox Hotel after her husband’s death,
was elected president of the Village.

Assaults on the integrity of the Village as
a separate entity have been vigorously re-
pelled. In 1956 a measure to consolidate the
Village with the Town was soundly defeated
and, though fire protection and police pro-
tection are provided by the Town of Man-
chester, the Village retains its own planning
and zoning boards and its own road depart-
ment and the privilege of hiring additional
police officers if it deems that necessary.

Numerous amendments had been made to
the charter over time. As estates bloomed
land was added to the Village, other amend-
ments brought the charter up to date as time
went on. A new document was written to
bring the charter up to date in language and
in provision and it was approved by the Town
of Manchester and by Village voters and by
the Legislature in 1943.

For one hundred years Manchester Village
has existed as a recognized legal entity with
the rights, privileges and obligations that
follow. Its officers today guard its integrity
with as much vigor as did their predecessors.

July 2000.e

————
TRIBUTE TO JIM DUNBAR

e Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, on July
14, Jim Dunbar will rise well before
dawn, drive to San Francisco, and
broadcast his morning show on KGO
radio. As he has done each weekday for
the past quarter century, Jim will read
and comment on the news, tell a few
stories, and take listeners’ calls. He
will help his audience start their day in
a good mood, armed with good informa-
tion about the world.

For 37 years, Jim Dunbar has served
KGO and the people of the Bay Area
with dignity, intelligence, and good
humor. He blends solid reporting with
amiable companionship without com-
promising either his journalist’s integ-
rity or his personal charm. He gives his
listeners a good morning and his pro-
fession a good name.

Speaking as one of his many Ilis-
teners, I must add the one piece of sad
news in this story: Although Jim Dun-
bar will still contribute radio essays
and special reports for KGO, July 14
will be his last morning show. Like
thousands of others, I will miss Jim
Dunbar in the morning, and I wish him
all the best in his future endeavors.e

———

FAIRFAX COUNTY URBAN SEARCH
AND RESCUE TEAM

e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor a fine group of Ameri-
cans who have performed a remarkable
service to this country and to our glob-
al community. The Fairfax County
Urban Search and Rescue Team were
honored on June 27, 2000 in a ceremony
held at The Pentagon for their extraor-
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dinary efforts over the past 14 years.
The following remarks were delivered
on this occasion by Secretary of De-
fense William Cohen:

Senators Warner and Robb, Congressmen
Moran and Davis, thank you all for joining
us here today and for your tireless efforts on
behalf of our men and women in uniform.
Deputy Secretary Del.eon; Assistant Chief of
Fairfax County Urban Fire and Rescue
Team, Mark Wheatly; members of the Fair-
fax County Urban Search and Rescue Team
and your families and friends; distinguished
guests—including our canine friends; ladies
and gentlemen. It is a pleasure to welcome
all of our guests, whether they arrived on
two legs or on four.

Two years ago, I received a call in the mid-
dle of the night. It was the tragic news of the
embassy bombings in Kenya and Tanzania.
And I think all Americans—indeed, people
the world over—were simply stunned by the
unspeakable cruelty and inhumanity of that
act, the lives of 267 innocent men and women
snuffed out in a single instant of indiscrimi-
nate violence.

Such moments force us to pause and re-
flect on the thinness of the membrane that
separates this life from the next, on how
quickly our hearts can be stopped and our
voices can be silenced. And there is the futile
wish that we all experience in grief: the wish
to turn back the hand of time, to reverse
what fate has just dictated. Of course, we
cannot. But what we can do is renew our ap-
preciation of the precarious and precious na-
ture of our lives, resolve to use our time and
energy to preserve and protect the sanctity
of life and freedom, and rededicate ourselves
to those principles of humaneness and gen-
erosity.

Today, we are here to honor and express
our thanks to a group of men and women
who have taken that ideal to its highest ex-
pression, who have made that ideal both a
career and a calling. Time after time over
the past 14 years, those of you in the Fairfax
County Urban Search and Rescue Team have
responded to some of the worst disasters of
our time: Mexico City, Armenia, Oklahoma
City, Turkey, the Philippines, and Taiwan.
You have gone into cities whose devastation
could vie with Dante’s vision of hell. And
upon your arrival, there has been no food, no
water, no electricity. On every block, hor-
rific scenes of carnage. On every face, confu-
sion, fatigue, and grief. But in every case,
you have used your energy, innovation, and
skill to make a tangible difference in the
lives of disaster victims.

Sometimes it has Dbeen risky and
harrowing, such as in the Philippines, where
your team worked more than 9 hours in a
collapsed hotel to free a trapped man while
ground tremors from the earthquake contin-
ued.

Sometimes it has been a combination of
thoughtful planning and sheer luck, such as
when a special camera was able to locate an
8-year-old boy, who had practically been bur-
ied alive when his bunk bed collapsed under
the weight of a crushed building in Turkey.

Sometimes it has been grim and bitter-
sweet, such as when you were able to save an
elderly woman in Armenia who was the sole
survivor from her building.

The rest of us can only imagine the phys-
ical and psychological toll that these types
of missions take on each of you: day upon
day of work without sleep, the chaos of the
circumstances, the calls for help and relief
that far outnumber your resources and man-
power.

So we wanted, on behalf of the Department
of Defense, to pay tribute to your efforts and
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say thank you; in particular, for the aid that
you provided during our response to the
tragedy in Kenya and Tanzania; but more
broadly, for your sacrifices and those of your
families and friends, who have provided so
much support during your deployments.

We want to commend you for the message
of friendship that you have sent to the peo-
ple of other nations on behalf of the United
States. When you go to a foreign country
and raise your tents, with those American
flags sewn on top, and use your skill, pa-
tience, courage, and compassion to help
other people, that sends a powerful message
of goodwill to other nations.

That is precisely the type of positive exam-
ple that we in the Department of Defense en-
courage in our soldiers, sailors, airmen, Ma-
rines, and Coast Guardsmen when they are
abroad. Because it is a very eloquent and en-
during statement about what America
stands for.

I cannot tell you how many times my
counterparts abroad have expressed to me
their gratitude—to the United States and
the American people—for some type of as-
sistance or aid. That type of relationship—
including the trust, respect, and apprecia-
tion that you earn—is indispensable to diplo-
macy, stability, and peace. And so we thank
you.

Finally, I want to congratulate you for the
example that you have set for cooperation
between the military community and the ci-
vilian community. Several of you have al-
ready participated in our Domestic Pre-
paredness Program, and your efforts are
going to be even more important in the fu-
ture as terrorism and weapons of mass de-
struction become greater threats here in the
United States. Every time we work with you
to get your gear and trucks onto an air
transport or fly you to a distant location,
our partnership becomes more valuable for
you and for us. Ultimately, when the sirens
sound the next time, that experience will
allow even more lives to be saved.

Just across the hall from my office here in
the Pentagon there is a painting of a soldier
in prayer. It is graced with an inscription
taken from the Book of Isaiah. In the pas-
sage, God asks: “Whom shall I send? And
who will go for us?”’ And Isaiah answers:
‘“Here I am. Send me.”’

Today it is my pleasure to honor an ex-
traordinary group of Americans who, in the
dark and decisive hours after tragedies, have
always been willing to say, ‘“‘Here I am. Send
me.”” You proudly represent not only Fairfax
County and the state of Virginia, you rep-
resent the best of America and the better an-
gels of our nature.

——
TRIBUTE TO LUCY CALAUTTI
e Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise

today to pay tribute to a woman who
has dedicated her career to public serv-
ice and is a good friend, Lucy Calautti.
I have known Lucy Calautti for twen-
ty years, since she was the Chief of
Staff for then Congressman DORGAN,
even before becoming his chief of staff
in the U.S. Senate. Throughout the
years I have been inspired by her intel-
ligence and political skills in the serv-
ice of the United States Congress.
Many people on the Hill know about
Lucy’s professional accomplishments,
but few of them know about the incred-
ible service she has rendered our nation
before she can to Washington. Lucy
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Calautti’s extensive and varied career
in the interest of the public, includes
service in the United States Navy as an
aerial photographer during the Viet-
nam War. After that her inspiration to
serve the American people never
faded—in fact it was enhanced—as she
photographed protesters outside the
1968 Democratic convention. Her expe-
rience in Chicago at the convention of
the social turmoil in our country at
that them were some of the experiences
that has made Lucy the dynamic and
sensitive person she is.

Lucy headed west to North Dakota
from her birthplace in Queens, New
York. She fell in love with the people
and land of North Dakota as much as
the people and land of North Dakota
fell in love with her. She admired
North Dakotans’ independence, their
hard work, and their idealism. It
wasn’t long after Lucy arrived in North
Dakota that she began working with
now Senator DORGAN when he became
the elected State Tax Commissioner.
Theirs was a unique working partner-
ship—one that has lasted more than a
quarter of a century.

In her lifetime, Lucy has also been a
champion for the rights of women, chil-
dren, and working families. Some may
not know how tirelessly Lucy Calautti
has fought for women’s rights through-
out her career. Lucy began her dedica-
tion to the rights of women when she
participated in landmark anti-dis-
crimination litigation. As a female GI,
she was a courageous pioneer who real-
ized first-hand that the benefits ex-
tended to women paled in comparison
to the benefits extended to her male
colleagues. Lucy took up the cause,
and made sure that, for the first time,
full GI benefits were provided to
women serving in the military. Lucy
continued her career in grassroots or-
ganizing on behalf of the Women’s
Democratic Caucus in North Dakota.
In fact, The Hill newspaper would later
anoint Lucy the ‘‘best political orga-
nizer the state of North Dakota has
ever seen.” And while so many people
would have stopped with just these ac-
complishments, Lucy continued to es-
tablish the first public child care cen-
ter in North Dakota, extending the
most necessary service to women who
juggle work, family, and far too often,
poverty.

Lucy’s career in public service has
also included one of the most impor-
tant positions in American society
today—teaching. Lucy shaped the
minds of our future leaders through her
years as a high school and college-level
teacher. To this day, Lucy continues
her commitment to our nation’s chil-
dren, reading to DC-area children every
week. Truly, an inspiration.

Lucy has, literally, shifted the polit-
ical landscape in North Dakota and the
U.S. Senate. As campaign manager
Lucy Calautti engineered a come-from-
behind victory for KENT CONRAD in the
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1986 U.S. Senate race against a seated
Republican, marking the first time
since 1944 that an incumbent North Da-
kota Senator lost a reelection bid. Her
knowledge of the people of North Da-
kota coupled with her superior grass-
roots organizing skills and her media
savvy resulted in a campaign that is so
respected, it was the subject of a book
entitled ‘“When Incumbency Fails.”

Contemporaries know Lucy most for
her leadership in the office of Senator
DORGAN, as she has served as Chief of
Staff to Senator DORGAN for more than
twenty years. During this time, Lucy
performed a Kkey role in shepherding
key legislation through the United
States Senate. It wasn’t too long ago
that Lucy played an instrumental role
with the Democratic party, staving off
the Republican push for a Balanced
Budget Amendment, and worked to
push an amendment that would not
harm Social Security. In those tense
days, Lucy was the calm inside the
storm, as she quickly worked for a
common-sense approach to the issue at
the same time she helped bring the
state of North Dakota into the lime-
light. For her skills in politics and leg-
islation, Lucy has been praised univer-
sally by her peers. A former aide to the
late Senator Quentin Burdick lauded
Lucy Calautti as ‘‘incredibly astute
about politics and human nature, and
absolutely brilliant at running a cam-
paign.” Former coworkers reserve the
highest accolades for Lucy, including
one, who praised Lucy as ‘‘smart, ana-
lytical, meticulous, loyal, and a hard
worker.”” The Hill newspaper even
crowned Lucy Calautti with the title of
“most powerful woman in the nation’s
capital.”

Now, we are losing Lucy to one of her
lifetime loves—baseball. I suppose it is
only natural that Lucy return to one of
her first and most ardent interests.
Growing up in Queens, Lucy lived not
too far from Shea Stadium where she
began her love of our nation’s favorite
pastime. Last week, her father passed
away. He instilled in her a love of the
game of baseball, among so many other
attributes. She walks in her father’s
footsteps, and I’'m sure he’s the proud-
est Dad in the world. It is with a great
deal of respect that I pay tribute to
Lucy Calautti today. Soon, Lucy will
join the Major League Baseball Organi-
zation as Director of Government Rela-
tions. She’ll still be playing ball with
us, and it’s be fun.

Thank you, Lucy, for the time we
have been able to enjoy your magnifi-
cent intellect and skills in the United
States Senate. I thank you for your
hard work, your dedication, your ideal-
ism, and your service to our country
and most of all for you and KENT being
the good friends you have been to
Landra and to me.®
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TRIBUTE TO R. GENE SMITH

e Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to my good
friend and philanthropist, R. Gene
Smith.

I have had the privilege of knowing
Gene for many years, and have always
been able to witness his compassion for
others on numerous occasions. Gene
has a kind heart and a giving spirit,
and constantly thinks of ways to help
those less fortunate than himself.
Eight years ago, he offered another of
his generous gifts to a fourth grade
class in Louisville. In a spectacular
show of Kkindness, Gene promised an
all-expense paid college education to 58
students at Jefferson County’s poorest
school, Engelhard Elementary. The
students’ part of the deal entailed com-
pleting high school and gaining accept-
ance to a post-secondary college or uni-
versity. As fourth graders, these chil-
dren probably couldn’t grasp the in-
credible opportunity they were offered
then, but they certainly understand it
now.

As Gene often does, he went the extra
mile on his promise and committed to
helping each of the 58 students grad-
uate from high school. He created the
R. Gene Smith Foundation to meet the
academic, social, and emotional needs
of each child. Over the students’ eight-
year journey to graduation, the Foun-
dation served as a haven for the chil-
dren and facilitated learning and per-
sonal growth opportunities. In spite of
numerous obstacles, Gene and his stu-
dents exceeded expectations and re-
cently celebrated the graduation of 31
of the original 58 students.

Gene gave an amazing gift. Not only
did Gene provided a free college edu-
cation, but he provided each of the stu-
dents and their parents with compas-
sion, motivation, and peace of mind
over the last eight years. He prevented
31 sets of parents from having to worry
about whether they would have the
money to pay for their child’s edu-
cation. He provided 31 students with
hope for a bright and successful future.

Although this latest act of compas-
sion is extraordinary, it is only one ex-
ample of Gene’s generosity. Gene
chaired fund-raising efforts for Neigh-
borhood House, a community center in
a poverty-stricken area of Portland,
Kentucky. He supports a preschool pro-
gram for underprivileged children in
Kentucky, called Jump Start. Addi-
tionally, he donated $1 million towards
redevelopment of the Louisville water-
front. Gene also lends his support to
such civic groups as the Speed Art Mu-
seum, the Cathedral Heritage Founda-
tion, the University of Louisville Hos-
pital Foundation, and Greater Louis-
ville, Inc.

On behalf of myself and my col-
leagues in the United States Senate, I
offer heartfelt thanks to Gene for his
continuing commitment to helping
others and a hearty congratulations to
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the 31 hardworking high school grad-
uates.e®

————

MARIA’S CHILDREN AND RUSSIAN
ORPHANS

e Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to
advise our colleagues and their staff,
and their constituents visiting Wash-
ington, of an educational exhibit in the
Russell Rotunda next week. The ex-
hibit will include examples of colorful
murals used by the volunteer group,
Maria’s Children, a Moscow-based arts
rehabilitation center, as arts therapy
and training for Russian orphans with
learning difficulties. This therapy has
produced encouraging results.

Maria’s Children is a Moscow-based
foundation, with U.S.-based Board
members and volunteers, established to
help children in Russian orphanages
recognize their creative potential,
thereby developing their talents and
self-esteem so as to improve their
chances of successful integration into
Russian society. Created in 1993 by
Maria Yeliseyeva, a local Moscow art-
ist, and her friends, the project quickly
found that through art, these orphans
could come to express themselves in
ways they had not known before, im-
proving both their social and psycho-
logical development. Through a com-
bination of arts therapy and exposure
to normal family life, Maria’s Children
have literally given these children a
second chance. The program has ex-
panded over time and has started a
summer art camp for orphans and is as-
sociated with Dr. Patch Adams annual
clown tours of Moscow. The art work of
the children has been featured in sev-
eral Moscow exhibits and is helping to
change Russian attitudes and views of
what orphans are capable of achieving.

The exhibit will show in the Russell
Rotunda from July 3-7. From there, it
will move to the Russian Cultural Cen-
tre, here in Washington, and will be on
display from July 8-21. The exhibit will
also show across the United States
throughout the summer, appearing in
New York City at the National Art
Club from July 28-August 6; at the
Edina Southdale Court in Minneapolis
from August 11-19; and at the
Bumbershoot Festival in Seattle from
September 1-4.

I invite our colleagues and their staff
to visit this exhibit and learn about
the important work that is being done
by Maria and her colleagues to improve
the opportunities for orphans in
Russia.e

————

IN MEMORY OF MR. ARTHUR
SALTZMAN

e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today in honor and in memory of a
dear friend of mine, Mr. Arthur
Saltzman, of Franklin, Michigan, who
passed away on June 18, 2000, at the age
of 79. Mr. Saltzman was not only a
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friend, but an inspiration—a man who
dedicated much of his life to improving
the State of Michigan.

Born in New York City in 1920, Mr.
Saltzman came to Michigan to work
for Ford Motor Company, where he was
in charge of training/management pro-
grams for salaried employees.

After Mr. Saltzman retired from
Ford, he worked for the Greater De-
troit Chamber of Commerce, was a con-
sultant with the U.S. Department of
Energy in Washington, DC, and was Di-
rector of the Michigan State Univer-
sity Advanced Management Program in
Troy, Michigan. He also was Director
of the Michigan Economic Opportunity
Office and a member of the Oakland
University Charter Board of Trustees.

Mr. Saltzman earned his Bachelor’s,
Master’s and Doctoral degrees from
New York University. During World
War II, he was with the Army Special-
ized Training Program, serving in both
the Philippines and Tokyo.

Surviving Mr. Saltzman are his wife,
Florence, with whom he celebrated his
50th Anniversary on January 30, 1999;
daughters Amie R. Saltzman and Sarah
Saltzman; his sister, Doris Chartow of
Syracuse, New York; grandchildren,
Joshua and Joanna; five nephews and
four nieces.

Mr. President, Arthur Saltzman was
a leader in the Michigan Republican
Party at both the State and County
level. I had the privilege to work with
him on many occasions, and I found it
to be a wonderful experience each and
every time. Arthur was a man who
truly enjoyed life, and his love for liv-
ing was infectious. I am sure that he
will be deeply missed by everyone who
knew him.e

CHILD HANDGUN INJURY
PREVENTION ACT

e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, yester-
day I introduced legislation, along with
my good friend from Ohio Senator
DEWINE, that will set minimum stand-
ards for gun safety locks. There has
been a lot of discussion swirling around
the U.S. Congress and in State legisla-
tures throughout the country about
the use of handgun safety locks to pre-
vent children from gaining access to
dangerous weapons. In fact, just last
week New York became the latest
State to require that safety locks be
sold with firearms. Seventeen states
have Child Access Protection, or CAP
laws in place, which permit prosecu-
tion of adults if their firearm is left un-
secured and a child uses that firearm
to harm themselves or others.

An important element that is largely
missing from the debate over the vol-
untary or required use of gun safety
locks is the quality and performance of
these locks. Mr. President, a gun lock
will only keep a gun out of a child’s
hands if the lock works. There are
many cheap, flimsy locks on the mar-
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ket that are easily overcome by a
child. In fact just last week in Dale
City, VA there was an absolutely
heart-wrenching accidental shooting of
a 10-year-old boy by his 13-year-old
brother. The parents of these young
boys purchased both a lock box and a
trigger lock and I'm sure they assumed
that they were safely storing their
weapon.

But, as was reported in Saturday’s
Washington Post, the boys easily got
past the flimsy lock box and then got
around the lock. This incident ended in
unspeakable, but all too common trag-
edy with the death of a 10-year-old boy
at the hands of his brother.

Mr. President, the legislation Sen-
ator DEWINE and I introduced yester-
day might have prevented the acci-
dental shooting of that young boy last
week. Our legislation gives authority
to the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission to set minimum regulations
for safety locks and to remove unsafe
locks from the market. Our legislation
empowers consumers by ensuring that
they will only purchase high-quality
lock boxes and trigger locks.

Storing firearms safely is an effec-
tive and inexpensive way to prevent
the needless tragedies associated with
unintentional firearm-related death
and injury. And I am pleased that sev-
eral states, including my home state of
Massachusetts, have required the use
of gun safety locks. Last July here in
the U.S. Senate we passed an amend-
ment that would require the use of gun
safety locks.

So, while I am encouraged by this
trend of increasing the use of gun safe-
ty locks, I am genuinely concerned
that with the hundreds of different
types of gun locks on the market today
it is difficult—probably impossible—for
consumers to be assured that the lock
they are purchasing will be effective.

The latest data released by the Cen-
ters for Disease Control in 1999 re-
vealed that accidental shootings ac-
counted for 7 percent of child deaths
and that more than 300 children died in
gun accidents, almost one child every
day. A study in the Archives of Pedi-
atric and Adolescent Medicine found
that 25 percent of 3- to 4-year-olds and
70 percent of 5- to 6-year-olds had suffi-
cient finger strength to fire 59 (or 92
percent) of the 64 commonly available
handguns examined in the study. Acci-
dental shootings can be prevented by
simple safety measures, one of which is
the use of an effective gun safety lock.

As 1 have already mentioned, Mr.
President, the use of gun safety locks
is increasing in the United States. De-
spite the growing use of gun safety
locks, such products are not subject to
any minimal safety standards. Many
currently available trigger locks, safe-
ty locks, lock boxes, and other similar
devices are inadequate to prevent the
accidental discharge of the firearms to
which they are attached or to prevent
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access and accidental use by young
children. Consumers do not have any
objective criteria with which to judge
the quality of gun safety locks.

My colleagues on both sides of the
aisle should be able to support this
amendment. The legislation does not
require the use of gun safety locks. It
only requires that gun safety Ilocks
meet minimum standards. The legisla-
tion does not regulate handguns. It ap-
plies only to after-market, external
gun locks.

The Senate has been gridlocked since
last July over the issue of gun control.
And you can be sure that young lives
have been needlessly lost due to our in-
action. This legislation—which I truly
believe every Senator can support—
would make storing a gun in the home
safer by ensuring safety devices are ef-
fective. It would empower consumers.
And most importantly it would protect
children and decrease the numbers of
accidental shooting in this country.

We simply cannot stand by any
longer and watch our young children
fall victim to accidental shootings. We
cannot hear about tragedies like the
one last week in Dale City, VA without
responding. This legislation is a step in
the right direction, one I believe every
Senator should support.e

———
CAREY FAMILY REUNION
e Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise

today to acknowledge the achievement
of the Carey Cattle Operation in Boul-
der, Montana.

In the late 1800’s Bart Carey settled
in the Boulder Valley. Two of his sons
worked the mines and mills in Mon-
tana and Idaho hoping to stake their
own ranches in the Valley.

Frank, the patriarch of the oper-
ation, followed the gold rush north to
Alaska, enduring shipwreck and a win-
ter living with an Eskimo family. After
returning to the Valley he established
a ranching legacy that endures to this
day. Frank and his wife Mary Ellen
have 12 children and 45 grandchildren.

Their legacy of cussed independence,
integrity, and determination instilled
in their children the qualities of hard
work, responsibility and most impor-
tantly a deep abiding faith in God.

This attitude of responsibility fos-
tered a deep sense of patriotism and re-
sulted in their son, Martin B., answer-
ing his nation’s call during World War
II. He was joined by four sisters—Lil-
lian, Agnes, Eleanor, and Josephine—
who served as Navy nurses.

Service to our country, in spite of
the demands of managing a thriving
cattle operation, and the concessions
that were available under such condi-
tions saw their youngest son Tom, the
current patriarch, answering the call
during the Korean conflict.

As the only remaining son, Tom and
his extraordinary wife Helen, carry on
the tradition. Operating out of the
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main ranch they have endeavored to
instill these same values in their chil-
dren and grandchildren. In spite of the
current condition of American agri-
culture they are making every effort to
ensure that their children and the chil-
dren of Tom’s siblings have every op-
portunity to continue their ranching
legacy.

As the Carey family gathers for a re-
union this Fourth of July they will
find a base of operation being restored
to its original state. They understand
the importance of preserving history
and their role in this dwindling aspect
of the great American west.

I would like to extend my congratu-
lations and sincere best wishes to the
Carey family for high grass, plentiful
water, and most importantly a fair
market price for the fruits of their
labor.e

———

RECOGNITION OF LOYAL CLARK
AS NATIONAL FOREST SERVICE
EMPLOYEE OF THE DECADE

e Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the accomplish-
ments of Ms. Loyal Clark, Public Af-
fairs Specialist and administrator of
the Senior, Youth, and Volunteer Pro-
gram in the Uinta National Forest lo-
cated in my home state of Utah.

Ms. Clark has been instrumental in
developing a model volunteer program
that is clearly the largest in the na-
tion, averaging 10,000 volunteers a year
for the past decade. Ms. Clark has
worked to ensure that the Uinta Na-
tional Forest can accommodate and
provide quality experiences for the nu-
merous volunteer groups and individ-
uals. When there have been more vol-
unteers than available work, she has
not turned them away, but has been
able to direct their enthusiasm to adja-
cent forests and other state, county,
and community projects. She is a key
contact with the community, ensuring
that volunteers know about opportuni-
ties and that they are matched with
jobs they want to do.

Ms. Clark developed and presented a
proposal to the forest supervisor to es-
tablish volunteer coordinators on each
of the ranger districts in the forest.
These coordinator positions have
helped to provide the necessary staff
for the Uinta to manage its huge vol-
unteer program and to complete mil-
lions of dollars worth of vital project
work, increasing the effectiveness of
the Forest’s budget by as much as
twenty to thirty percent.

Ms. Clark has taken an active role to
ensure various volunteers are recog-
nized and rewarded. She has organized
volunteer award ceremonies in the for-
est and actively ensures the nomina-
tions of volunteers for forest, regional,
and national recognition. She is cur-
rently the team leader for the Uinta
National Forest partnership team,
which is active in pursing new partner-
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ships with the forest while also main-
taining its current relationships.

She has not only made a difference in
the Uinta National Forest, but has also
visited many of the forest management
teams throughout the Intermountain
Region and shared her wealth of knowl-
edge and experience in the manage-
ment of effective volunteer programs.

Because of Ms. Clark’s career-long
commitment to working with volun-
teers, the United States Forest Service
recently presented her with an award
for being the National Forest Service
Employee of the Nineties. I congratu-
late Ms. Clark on her well-deserved
award from the Forest Service.

In closing, I am pleased to recognize
and thank Ms. Loyal Clark today for
her sustained efforts to enlist and en-
courage citizens to take ownership in
their national forests and communities
through volunteering.e

————

TRIBUTE TO GARFIELD AND SUN-
NYSIDE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

e Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend two Idaho schools,
Garfield Elementary School in Boise
and Sunnyside Elementary School in
Kellogg for their high standards and
excellent teaching records.

Last month, these two schools were
recognized by the U.S. Department of
Education and the National Associa-
tion of Title I Directors as Distin-
guished Title I Schools. These two ele-
mentary schools were among the nine-
ty schools nationwide to be recognized
for their efforts toward student
achievement in schools that teach stu-
dents from low-income households.
Garfield Elementary and Sunnyside El-
ementary exemplify Idaho’s high edu-
cation standards and I am honored to
congratulate these two schools for re-
ceiving this national award.

This national honor is especially im-
pressive when one recognizes that more
than fifty thousand schools across the
country use Title I funds to boost the
achievement levels of students from
low-income households. The distinc-
tion of 2000 Distinguished Title I
School is awarded to schools whose
programs offer children from educa-
tionally disadvantaged communities
access to effective academic lessons.
Education is crucial to the well-being
of these future adults because it is
often their means of upward mobility.
Improved education opportunities al-
lows these children to become better
citizens and achieve their education
and career goals, including higher pay-
ing jobs, and a better quality of life.

Much of Sunnyside Elementary’s suc-
cess can be attributed to an active par-
ent volunteer program. For example,
while the school has only 300 students,
approximately 124 parents volunteer
their time at least once a year and
forty-nine parents volunteer at the
school on a regular basis. A web page,
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maintained by Principal Steve
Shepperd and monthly school news-
letters inform parents of school activi-
ties and highlight ways parents can get
involved. The suggested tasks are often
as simple as helping children with
homework assignments.

Principal Shepperd says, ‘‘Just be-
cause sixty percent of the students we
teach come from households that are
at or near the poverty level, it doesn’t
mean that they cannot learn. We con-
centrate on setting high standards and
we help the kids meet them by offering
encouragement and extra assistance
with their lessons.” Principal Shepperd
credits the dedicated teachers of Sun-
nyside Elementary for putting in extra
time and for bringing so much of their
energy into the classroom.

Garfield Elementary is noted for its
tremendous community involvement.
Student volunteers from Boise State
University, most of them studying to
be teachers, regularly tutor students
after school. Garfield hosts an annual
Career Day in which professionals from
the community describe their careers
and how they pursued them. The school
also has a fifteen-member mentor pro-
gram. Although none of the tutors
have children of their own who attend
Garfield, they come to the school fre-
quently during lunchtime to read with
children. This extensive community in-
volvement is one of the reasons why
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills for stu-
dents at Garfield Elementary have
risen as much as thirty points on a 100-
point scale for some grades.

In addition to volunteering, parents
at Garfield Elementary are encouraged
by Principal Elaine Eichelberg to join
one of the school’s many committees.
At the beginning of the year, each
household receives a questionnaire
that lists specific ways to help and
asks parents to indicate their interest
and availability. Principal Eichelberg
says, ‘‘One of the best things parents
can do to improve their child’s edu-
cation is to keep close tabs on their
child’s progress themselves and work
with teachers when problems at school
arise.”

The national recognition that Sunny-
side Elementary and Garfield Elemen-
tary have received reaffirms my belief
that Idaho has some of the best teach-
ers and administrators in the nation.
Backed by strong involvement from
parents and encouragement from the
community, these elementary schools
have demonstrated success in teacher
training, utilized community re-
sources, and established partnerships
with parents.

There has been much debate about
the success of the Title I program in
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. Schools like Garfield and
Sunnyside show us that the programs
implemented with the use of Title I
funds do work. When we invest in qual-
ity education programs that focus on
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basic skills, such as reading and math-
ematics, our low-performing students
will improve. The methods employed in
Idaho serve as a reminder that commu-
nity and parental support often make
the biggest difference in elementary
education.

I am very proud of the accomplish-
ments of these two schools. Their
steady focus on hard work has put
their students on a path of continued
academic success.®

———

IN MEMORY OF MRS. JACQUELYN
STEWART

e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today in honor and in memory of a
dear friend of mine, Mrs. Jacquelyn
Stewart, who passed away on June 19
at the age of 59. Mrs. Stewart was not
only a friend, but a truly special
woman. She believed deeply in the
ideals of the Republican Party, and
worked extremely hard to fight for
these ideals.

Mrs. Stewart was born in Detroit,
Michigan. After attending Henry Ford
Community College in Dearborn,
Michigan, she attended the Oakland
County Police Academy. She spent 15
years as an investigator with the Oak-
land County Prosecutor’s Office.

On May 8, 1989, Mrs. Stewart was ap-
pointed to the Michigan Liquor Control
Commission as an Administrative
Commissioner. In 1997, Governor John
Engler elevated her to position of
Chairwoman of the Commission. For
her work in that position, Mrs. Stewart
is credited with restoring credibility to
an agency that had fallen under con-
troversy.

Mrs. Stewart also served the Oakland
County Republican Party in many
ways, most prominently as one of the
top aides to former prosecutor and cur-
rent County Executive, L. Brooks Pat-
terson. In the mid-1980’s, she led a peti-
tion drive that fell just short of placing
a proposed restoration of the death
penalty on the Michigan ballot.

Mrs. Stewart is survived by her hus-
band, Mr. James Stewart, former long-
time Huntington Woods Police Chief,
as well as her sons, Chris and Timothy
Boelter; daughter Elizabeth Rose; step-
son James Stewart, and two brothers.

Mr. President, I consider it a privi-
lege to have been able to know and
work with Jackie Stewart. She was a
woman of complete integrity, who
fought for what she believed regardless
of the odds against her. Her energy and
boundless efforts were an inspiration to
men and women throughout the State
of Michigan, and I am sure she will be
dearly missed by everyone who Kknew
her.e

———

THE CHALLENGER LEARNING
CENTER OF ALASKA

e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise to offer my congratulations to the
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Challenger Learning Center of Alaska,
its Board of Directors, and staffers, on
their Official Launch Ceremony on
July 7, 2000.

The Challenger Learning Center of
Alaska will be part of the national net-
work of 50 Learning Centers operating
in the United States, Canada, and Eng-
land established in memory of the 1986
Challenger Space Shuttle crew. Lo-
cated in Kenai, Alaska, the Challenger
Learning Center of Alaska simulates
space missions to give students the op-
portunity to explore the endless possi-
bilities available in science and tech-
nology fields.

Mr. President, currently 40 percent of
America’s 4th graders read below the
basic level on national reading tests.
On international tests, the nation’s
twelfth graders rank last in Advanced
Physics compared with students in 18
other countries. And one-third of all
incoming college freshmen must enroll
in a remedial reading, writing, or
mathematics class before taking reg-
ular courses. If we are going to turn
these dismal statistics around this
country needs an innovative approach
to teaching. The Challenger Learning
Center of Alaska is working towards
ensuring that our elementary and sec-
ondary students of today are the best-
educated and motivated college grad-
uates of tomorrow.

The Challenger Learning Center pro-
grams will not only create an environ-
ment conductive to pursuing the
sciences, they will also assist students
in developing skills vital to every field.
In the Alaska workplace of the 21st
century, survival will depend on team-
work, problem solving, communication
and decision-making. Like no other
educational program, the Challenger
Learning Center of Alaska will help all
of Alaska’s students develop these crit-
ical skills while providing the solid
educational content that promotes
science literacy.

Mr. President, educators continue to
site education as the number one deter-
minate in an individual’s success. I be-
lieve that the Challenger Learning
Center of Alaska will profoundly affect
the future of Alaska. I commend the
Challenger Learning Center staff,
Board of Directors, NASA and state-
wide communities for their tireless ef-
forts and dedication to our young Alas-
kans.e

—————

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:24 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has agreed
to the following bills, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 4680. An act to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for a vol-
untary program for prescription drug cov-
erage under the Medicare Program, to mod-
ernize the Medicare Program, and for other
purposes.
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H.R. 3240. An act to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clarify cer-
tain responsibilities of the Food and Drug
Administration with respect to the importa-
tion of drugs into the United States.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

At 8:15 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bills:

S. 1515. An act to amend the Radiation Ex-
posure Compensation Act, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 3051. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior, the Bureau of Reclamation, to
conduct a feasibility study on the Jicarilla
Apache Reservation in the State of New
Mexico, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4762. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to require 527 organiza-
tions to disclose their political activities.

At 9:08 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to
the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 4425) making
appropriations for military construc-
tion, family housing, and base realign-
ment and closure for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses.

————

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3240. An act to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clarify cer-
tain responsibilities of the Food and Drug
Administration with respect to the importa-
tion of drugs into the United States; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

———

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on June 28, 2000, he had presented
to the President of the United States
the following enrolled bill:

S. 1309. An act to amend title I of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 to provide for the preemption of State
law in certain cases relating to certain
church plans.

———

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-9482. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Fokker
Model F.28 Mark 0070 Series Airplanes; re-
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quest for comments; docket No. 99-NM-253
[6-12/6-22]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0268)) re-
ceived on May 22, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9483. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Maule
Aerospace Technology, Inc. M4, M5, M6, M7,
MXT7 and MXT7 Series Airplanes & Models
MT7235 and M8235 Airplanes; request for
comments; docket No. 2000-CE-04 [5-9/56-22]"’
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0269)) received on May
22, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9484. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; Un-
alaska, AK; docket No. 99-AAL.-18 [4-24/56-22]"’
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0111)) received on May
22, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9485. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace;
Albion, NE, direct final rule, request for
comments; docket No. 99-ACE-30 [56-5/5-22]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0112)) received on May
22, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9486. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Establishing of Class E Airspace;
Salem, MO; docket No. 00-ACE-6 [5-5/5-22]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0113)) received on May
22, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9487. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Amendment to Class E Airspace;
Cuba, MO; direct final rule, confirmation of
effective date; docket No. 00-ACE-3 [56-2/5—
2217 (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0114)) received on
May 22, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9488. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace;
Marquette, MI; revocation of Class E Air-
space; Sayer, MI and K.I. Sawyer, MI; new ef-
fective date; docket No. 99-AGL-42 [5-2/5-22]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0116)) received on May
22, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9489. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Special Visual Flight Rules; direct
final rule; confirmation of effective date [5—
19/5-221 (RIN2120-AG94 (2000-0002)) received
on May 22, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9490. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ““Airworthiness Directives:
Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd. MU-2B Se-
ries Airplanes; docket No. 97-CE-21 [5-15/5—
18] (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0244)) received on
May 18, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.
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EC-9491. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Rolls
Royce plc RB211-535 Series; docket No. 2000-
NE-04 [5-12/5-18]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0245))
received on May 18, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9492. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747-200 Series Airplanes equipped with
GE CF6-80C2 Series Engines; request for
comments; docket No. 2000-NM-93 [5-4/5-18]""
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0246)) received on May
18, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9493. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 767 Series Airplanes equipped with GE
CF6-80C2 Series Engines; request for com-
ments; docket No. 2000-NM-94 [5-4/5-18]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0247)) received on May
18, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9494. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: GE Com-
pany CF6-6, CF6-45, and CF6-50 Series Tur-
bofan Engines; docket No. 98-ANE-41 [4-24/5—
18] (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0256)) received on
May 18, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9495. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“Airworthiness Directives: GE CF6-
80A, CF6-80C2, and CF6-80E1 Series Turbofan
Engines; docket No. 98-ANE-49 [4-24/5-18]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0257)) received on May
18, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9496. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: GE GE90
Series Turbofan Engines; docket No. 98-
ANE-39 [4-24/5-18]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000—
0258)) received on May 18, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9497. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747 Series Airplanes; docket No. 99-
NM-231 [5-1/5-18]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0259))
received on May 18, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9498. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 727 and 727C Series Airplanes; docket
No. 98-NM-293 [5-1/5-18]" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0260)) received on May 18, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9499. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
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entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: MD Heli-
copters, INC, Model 369D, 369E, 500N, and
600N Helicopters; request for comments;
docket No. 2000-SW-02 [5-5/5-18]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0263)) received on May 18, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9500. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Allison
Engine Company AE3007 Series Turbofan En-
gines; docket No. 99-NE-46 [5-5/5-18]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0264)) received on May
18, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9501. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘““Establishment of Class E Airspace;
Andres-Murphy, NC; correction; docket No.
00-ASO-4 [5-12/5-18]" (RIN2120-AA66 (2000—
0110)) received on May 18, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9502. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747-100, —200, -300, 747SR, and 747 SP
Series Airplanes; docket No. 97-NM-88 [5-26/
6-1]1" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0291)) received on
June 1, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9503. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: New
Piper Aircraft, Inc., Models PA46310P and
PA46350P Airplanes; docket No. 99-CE-112 [56—
25/6-11" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0292)) received
on June 1, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9504. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 737 Series Airplanes; docket No. 2000—
NM-111 [6-26/6-1]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0293))
received on June 1, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9505. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747 Series Airplanes Equipped with P
& W JT9D-70 Series Engines docket No. 99—
NM-65 [56-26/6-11" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0294))
received on June 1, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9506. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Israel
Aircraft Industries, LTD, model 1125
Westwind Astra and Astra SPX Series Air-
planes; docket No. 99-NM-360 [5-26/6-1]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0295)) received on June
1, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9507. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A319, A320, and A321 Series Airplanes;
docket No. 99-NM-28 [5-26/6-1]" (RIN2120-
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AA64 (2000-0296)) received on June 1, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9508. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A320 Series Airplanes; docket No. 98-
NM-99 [5-26/6-11" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0297))
received on June 1, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9509. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Industrie Model A300, A300-600, and A310 Se-
ries Airplanes; docket No. 99-NM-251 [6-26/6—
11’ (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0298)) received on
June 1, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9510. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model SE3160, SA316B,
SA316C, SA319B, SA330F, SA330G, SA330J,
SA341G, and SA342J Helicopters; docket No.
99-SW-04 [5-25/6-11" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000
0299)) received on June 1, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9511. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class D Airspace;
Salisbury, MD; docket No. 99-AEA-07 [6-25/6—
11’ (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0125)) received on
June 1, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9512. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“Revision of Class D Airspace; Alex-
andria England AFB, LA; Revocation of
Class D Airspace; Alexandria Esler Reg Air-
port, LA; and Revision of Class E Airspace,
Alexandria, LA; docket No. 2000-ASW-10 [5—
26/6-11" (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0126)) received
on June 1, 2000 ; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9513. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Revision of Class E; Waco, TX;
docket No. 2000-ASW-08 [56-25/6-11" (RIN2120—
AA66 (2000-0127)) received on June 8, 2000 ; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9514. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; Fort
Stockton, TX; docket No. 2000-ASW-09 [5-25/
6-11 (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0128)) received on
June 8, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9515. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; En-
glewood, CO; docket No. 00-ANM-01 [56-25/6—
11’ (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0129)) received on
June 8, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9516. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
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tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Changes to the International
Aviational Safety Assessment (IASA); Policy
Statement; 14 CFR Part 129 [56-25/6-1]"
(RIN2120-ZZ26) received on June 8, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9517. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘National Parks Air Tour Manage-
ment; Notice of Statutory Requirement 14
CFR Part 91 [6-26/6-1]" (RIN2120-ZZ27) re-
ceived on June 8, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9518. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Com-
mander Aircraft Company Model 114TC Air-
planes; docket mno. 99-CE-81 [6-1/6-8]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0301)) received on June
8, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9519. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments (60);
No. 1991; [5-19/6-8]" (RIN2120-AA65 (2000—
0029)) received on June 8, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9520. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace;
Willits, CA; docket no. 00-AWP-1 [5-26/8-10]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0131)) received on June
8, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9521. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Type of Certification Procedures
for Changed Products; request for comments;
docket no. 28903 [6/7-6/8]" (RIN2120-AF68) re-
ceived on June 8, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9522. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Fees for FAA Services for Certain
Flights; interim final rule with request for
comments; notice of public meeting; docket
no. FAA-00-7018;” (RIN2120-AG17 (2000-0001))
received on June 8, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9523. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Prohibition of Smoking on Sched-
uled Passenger Flights; Docket No. FAA-
2000-7467 [6/9-6/8]° (RIN2120-AHO04) received
on June 8, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9524. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ““Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model AS332L2 Heli-
copters; docket no. 99-SW82 [6-14/6-15]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0320)) received on June
15, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.
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EC-9525. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: GE CF6-
45/50 Series Turbofan Engines; docket no. 98-
ANE-32 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-
0321)) received on June 15, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9526. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: CFM
International CFMb56-2, 2A, 2B, 3, 3B, 3, 3C, 5,
5B, 5C, and 7B Series Turbofan Engines;
docket no. 98-ANE-38 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0322)) received on June 15, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9527. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: British
Aerospace Bae Model ATP Airplanes; docket

no. 99-NM-230 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0323)) received on June 15, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9528. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: bom-
bardier Model DHC-8-100 and 300 Series Air-
planes; docket no. 98-NM-380 [6-13/6-15]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0324)) received on June
15, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9529. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747-400 and 747-200 and 300 Series Air-
planes powered by P & W Model PW4000 Se-
ries Engines; docket no. 99-NM-208 [6-13/6—
1517 (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0325)) received on
June 15, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9530. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 767-200 and 300 Series Airplanes; dock-
et no. 98-NM-313 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0326)) received on June 15, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9531. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 767 Series Airplanes; docket no. 2000—
NM-138 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-A A64 (2000-0327))
received on June 15, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9532. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A320-232 and 233 Series Airplanes;
docket no. 2000-NM-22 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0328)) received on June 15, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9533. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
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mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A300, A310 and A300-600 Series Air-
planes; docket no. 99-NM-128 [6-13/6-15]""
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0329)) received on June
15, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9534. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A319, A320 and A321 Series Airplanes;
docket mno. 2000-NM-139” (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0330)) received on June 15, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9535. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A330 and A340 Series Airplanes; docket

no. 2000-NM-53 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0331)) received on June 15, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9536. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A319, A320, and A321 Series Airplanes;
docket No. 99-NM-331 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0332)) received on June 15, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9537. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Inter-
national Aero Engines AG V2500-A1/-A5/-Db
series Turbofan Engines; docket No. 99-ANE-
45 [6-12/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0333)) re-
ceived on June 15, 2000 ; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9538. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments (43);
Amdt. No. 1996 [6-14/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA65
(2000-0033)) received on June 15, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9539. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments (30);
Amdt. No. 1995 [6-14/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA65
(2000-0034)) received on June 15, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9540. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Establishment of Class D Airspace;
Jackson, WY, Establishment of effective
date; docket mno. 99-ANM-11 [5-22/6/15]]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0123)) received on June
15, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9541. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification and Revocation of
VOR and Colored Federal Airways and Jet
Routes; AK; docket No. 98-AATL-26 [6-6/6-15]"
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(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0135)) received on June
15, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9542. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Amendment to Class E Airspace;
Orange City, IA; Correction; docket No. 00—
ACE-9 [6-9/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0136))
received on June 15, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9543. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace;
Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, Alaska; docket
No. 99-AAIL-24 [6-13/6-15]" (RIN2120-AA66
(2000-0137)) received on June 15, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9544. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Amendment to Time of Designa-
tion for Restricted Area R-7104, Vieques Is-
land, PR; docket No. 00-ASO-8 [6-13/6-15]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0138)) received on June
15, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9545. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Correction to Class E Airspace; Un-
alaska, AK; docket No. 99-AAI-18 [6-14/6-15]""
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0139)) received on June
15, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9546. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Realignment of Jet Route; TX;
docket No. 99-ASW-33 [6-14/6-15]" (RIN2120-
AA66 (2000-0140)) received on June 15, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9547. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Airworthiness Directives: Pilatus
Aircraft Ltd. Models PC-12 and PC12/45;
docket No. 99-CE-36 [6-2/6-12]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0302)) received on June 12, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9548. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Air Trac-
tor Incorporated Model AT-301, AT-401, and
AT-501 Airplanes; docket No. 2000-CE-21 [6-2/
6-12]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0303)) received on
June 12, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9549. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Honey-
well International Inc. ALF502R and LF507;
docket No. 99-NE-36 [6-5/6-12]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0304)) received on June 12, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9550. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
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entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 777-200 Series Airplanes; docket No.
99-NM-307 [6-5/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-
0305)) received on June 12, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9551. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model SA 365N1, AS
3656N2, and SA 366G1 Helicopters; docket No.
99-SW-45 [6-7/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-
0306)) received on June 12, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9552. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Ayres
Corp S2R Series and Model 600 S2D Air-
planes; docket No. 98-CE-56 [6-7/6-12]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0308)) received on June
12, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9553. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Lock-
heed Model L 1011 385 Series Airplanes; dock-
et no. 98-NM-311 [6-7/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0309)) received on June 12, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9554. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Allison
Engine Company AE3007A and AE 3007C Se-
ries Turbofan Engines; docket no. 99-NE-07
[6-8/6-12]"" (RIN2120—-A A64 (2000-0310)) received
on June 12, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9555. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A319, A320, and A321 Series Airplanes;
docket no. 99-NM-343 [6-1/6-12]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0311)) received on June 12, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9556. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747 and 767 Series Airplanes Powered
by GE Model CF6 80C2 Series Engines; docket
no. 99-NM-228 [6-1/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0312)) received on June 12, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9557. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747 200, 300, and 400 Series Airplanes;
docket no. 99-NM-30 [6-1/6-12]" (RIN2120-
A A64 (2000-0313)) received on June 12, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9558. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 767 Series Airplanes; docket no. 98-
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NM-316 [6-1/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0314))
received on June 12, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9559. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Dassault
Model Falson 2000, Mystere-Falcon 900, Fal-
con 900EX, Fan Jet Falcon, Mystere-Falcon
50, Mystere-Falcon 20, and Mystere-Falcon
200 Series Airplanes-docket no. 2000-NM-109
[6-1/6-12]" (RIN2120—-A A64 (2000-0315)) received
on June 12, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9560. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model SA-365C, C1, C2, N,
and N1; AS 3656N2 and N3; and SA366G1 Heli-
copters; Docket mno. 99-SW-62 [6-1/6-12]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0316)) received on June
12, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9561. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Fokker
Model F28, Mark 1000, 2000, 3000, and 4000 Se-
ries Airplanes docket no. 99-NM-358 [6-6/6—
1217 (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0317)) received on
June 12, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9562. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Rolls
Royce plc Rb211 Series Turbofan Engines;
docket n. 94-ANE-16 [6-6/6-12]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0318)) received on June 12, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9563. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments (49);
Amdt. 1994 [6-2/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA65 (2000
0030)) received on June 12, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9564. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments (72);
Amdt. 1993 [6-2/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA65 (2000
0031)) received on June 12, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9565. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Changing Using Agency for Re-
stricted Area R2602 Colorado Springs, CO;
docket no. 99-ANM-06 [6-2/6-12]" (RIN2120-
AA65 (2000-0132)) received on June 12, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9566. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Realignment and Establishment of
VOR Federal Airways, KY and TN; Docket
no. 97-ASO-18 [6-2/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA65
(2000-0133)) received on June 12, 2000; to the
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Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9567. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of the San Francisco
Class B Airspace Area; CA; docket no. 97-
AWA-1 [6-7/6-12]" (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0134))
received on June 12, 2000; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9568. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “IFR Altitudes; Miscellaneous
Amendments (34); Amdt. no. 422 [6-9/5-25]"
(RIN2120-AA63 (2000-0003)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9569. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747-400 Series Airplanes; docket no.
2000-NM-75 [6-24/5-25]1"" (RIN2120-A A64 (2000—
0270)) received on May 25, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9570. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A300, B2, A300B2K, A300 B4-2C, A300
Br-100, and A300 B4-200 Series Airplanes;
docket no. 98-NM-56 [56-24/5-25]11" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0271)) received on May 25, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9571. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model As350B, BA, B1, B2,
and D and Model AS355E, F, F1, F2, and N
Helicopters; Docket no. 99-SW-39 [5-22/5-25]]"’
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0273)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9572. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ““‘Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model AS350B, BA, BI,
B2, B3, and AS355E, F, F1, F2, and N Heli-
copters; docket no. 99-SW-36 [56-22/5-25]]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0274)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9573. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Bell Hel-
icopter Textron Canda Model 222, 222B, 222U,
and 230 Helicopters; docket no. 99-SW-43 [6—
22/5-25]1" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0275)) received
on May 25, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9574. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Israel
Aircraft Industries Ltd Model 1124 and 1124A
Westwind Airplanes; docket no. 2000-NM-42
[6-22/5-25]1" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0276)) re-
ceived on May 25, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.
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EC-9575. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Gulf-
stream Model G-159 Series Airplanes; docket
no. 99-NM-138 [5-22/6-25]]" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0277)) received on May 25, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9576. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘““‘Airworthiness Directives: MD Heli-
copters Inc Model MD900 Helicopters; docket
no. 2000-SW-04 [5-17/5-25]1" (RIN2120-AA64
(2000-0278)) received on May 25, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9577. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Airworthiness Directives: McDon-
nell Douglas Model DC-10 Series Airplanes;
docket no. 99-NM-213 [5-17/5-25]]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0279)) received on May 25, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9578. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ““Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model SA365N1, AS365N2,
and SA366G1 Helicopters; docket no. 99-SW-
34 [6-17/56-25]1"" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0280)) re-
ceived on May 25, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9579. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter Deutschland CmbH Model EC 135
Helicopters; docket no. 99-SW-05 [5-17/56-25]1""
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0281)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9580. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Lock-
heed Model L1011 385 Airplanes; docket no.
99-NM-221 [5-12/5-25]]" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000-
0282)) received on May 25, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9581. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A300-600 Series Airplanes; docket no.
99-NM-362 [5-12/5-25]1" (RIN2120-AA64 (2000—
0283)) received on May 25, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9582. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing
Model 747-100, —200, 747Sp, & T47TSR Series
Airplanes Equipped with Pratt & Whitney
JT9D-7, -TA, -TF, and -7J Series Engines;
docket no. 99-NM-242 [5-12/5-25]]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0284)) received on May 25, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9583. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
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tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Airworthiness Directives:
EMBRAER Model EMB-145 Series Airplanes;
docket no. 99-NM-305 [5-12/5-25]]" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0285)) received on May 25, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9584. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Airworthiness Directives: McDon-
nell Douglas Model DC-10-10, -15, —-30, -30F,
and -40 Series Airplanes and KC-10A Air-
planes; docket no. 99-NM-212 [56-12/5-25]]"
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0286)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9585. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Airworthiness Directives:
Raytheon (Beech) Model 400A and 400T Series
Airplanes; docket no. 99-NM-372 [56-12/5-25]]""
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0287)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9586. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Airworthiness Directives: Airbus
Model A319, A320, A321, A330, and A340 Series
Airplanes; docket no. 99-NM-103 [5-15/5-25]]"’
(RIN2120-AA64 (2000-0288)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9587. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: British
Aerospace Jetstream Model 3201 Airplanes;
docket no. 99-CE-72 [56-15/5-25]1" (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0289)) received on May 25, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9588. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class D Airspace
for Rapid City, SD; Rapid City Ellsworth
AFB, SD; and Modification of Class E Air-
space; Rapid City, SD; docket no. 00-AGL-03
[6-15/5-25]" (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0118)) re-
ceived on May 25, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9589. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace;
Yankton, SD; docket No. 98-AGL-78 [5-15/5—
251 (RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0119)) received on
May 25, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-9590. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace;
Ely, MN; docket No. 00-AGL-04 [5-25/5-15]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0120)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9591. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification and Establishment of
Class D & E Airspace; Belleville, IL; docket
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No. 00-AGL-01 [5-15/5-25]" (RIN2120-AA66
(2000-0121) received on May 25, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9592. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace;
Hampton, IA, direct final rule, request for
comments; docket No. 00-ACE-7 [56-23/5-15]"
(RIN2120-AA66 (2000-0122)) received on May
25, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-9593. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class D Airspace;
Jackson WY, delay of effective date; docket
No. 99-ANM-11 [5-22/5-25]" (RIN2120-AA66
(2000-0123)) received on May 25, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-9594. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Passenger Facility Charges; Dock-
et No. FAA-2000-7402 [5-30/5-25]" (RIN2120-
AHO05)) received on May 25, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-9595. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘““Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter France Model SA-365N, AS-
366N1, AS-366N2 and AS-366N3 Helicopters;
docket No. 99-SW-86 [6-22/5-25] (RIN2120-
AA64 (2000-0272)) received on May 25, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. WARNER, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments:

S. 2507: An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2001 for intelligence
and intelligence-related activities of the
United States Government, the Community
Management Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
106-325).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

S. 869: A bill for the relief of Mina Vahedi
Notash.

S. 2413: A bill to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to clar-
ify the procedures and conditions for the
award of matching grants for the purchase of
armor vests.

—————

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. DODD,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
KoHL, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. KEN-
NEDY):

S. 2812. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide a waiver of
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the oath of renunciation and allegiance for

naturalization of aliens having certain dis-

abilities; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. McCAIN:

S. 2813. A bill to provide for a land ex-
change to fulfill the Federal obligation to
the State of Arizona under the State’s ena-
bling act, and to use certain Federal land in
Arizona to acquire by eminent domain State
trust land located adjacent to Federal land
for the purpose of improving public land
management, enhancing the conservation of
unique natural areas, and fulfilling the pur-
poses for which State trust land is set aside,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. MCCONNELL:

S. 2814. A bill to amend title XI of the So-
cial Security Act to direct the Commissioner
of Social Security to conduct outreach ef-
forts to increase awareness of the avail-
ability of medicare cost-sharing assistance
to eligible low-income medicare bene-
ficiaries; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself and Ms.
SNOWE):

S. 2815. A bill to provide for the nationwide
designation of 2-1-1 as a toll-free telephone
number for access to information and refer-
rals on human services, to encourage the de-
ployment of the toll-free telephone number,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. L. CHAFEE, and Mr.
McCAIN):

S. 2816. A bill to provide the financial
mechanisms, resource protections, and pro-
fessional skills necessary for high quality
stewardship of the National Park System, to
commemorate the heritage of people of the
United States to invest in the legacy of the
National Park System, and to recognize the
importance of high quality outdoor rec-
reational opportunities on federally man-
aged land; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr.
GORTON):

S. 2817. A Dbill to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture
to establish permanent recreation fee au-
thority; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. JOHNSON:

S. 2818. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Market Transition Act to establish a flexible
fallow program under which a producer may
idle a portion of the total planted acreage of
the loan commodities of the producer in ex-
change for higher loan rates for marketing
assistance loans on the remaining acreage of
the producer; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

By Mr. REED (for himself and Mr. JEF-
FORDS):

S. 2819. To provide for the establishment of
an assistance program for health insurance
consumers; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. HOLLINGS (by request):

S. 2820. A bill to provide for a public inter-
est determination by the Consumer Product
Safety Commission with respect to repair,
replacement, or refund actions, and to revise
the civil and criminal penalties, under both
the Consumer Product Safety Act and the
Federal Hazardous Substances Act; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. DODD:

S. 2821. A bill to amend chapter 84 of title
5, United States Code, to make certain tem-
porary Federal service performed for the
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Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation cred-
itable for retirement purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:

S. 2822. A Dbill for the relief of Denes and
Gyorgyi Fulop; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. DopD, Mr. COVERDELL, and
Mr. BIDEN):

S. 2823. A bill to amend the Andean Trade
Preference Act to grant certain benefits with
respect to textile and apparel, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself, Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. WARNER, Mr. KERREY,
Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
McCAIN, Mr. ROBB, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
BIDEN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
HELMS, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. THURMOND,
Mr. KOHL, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. MACK, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. SMITH
of Oregon, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr . SHEL-
BY, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
REED, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. HATCH,
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. BAuUcus, Mr. L.
CHAFEE, Mr. REID, Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. COVER-
DELL, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. CONRAD, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. KYL, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. FRIST, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
SANTORUM, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. BAYH, Mr. LIEBERMAN,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. 2824. A bill to authorize the President to
award a gold medal on behalf of Congress to
General Wesley K. Clark, United States
Army, in recognition of his outstanding lead-
ership and service during the military oper-
ations against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro); to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself,
Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. BREAUX):

S. 2825. A bill to strengthen the effective-
ness of the earned income tax credit in re-
ducing child poverty and promoting work; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself and
Mr. ROCKEFELLER):

S. 2826. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for coverage
of substitute adult day care services under
the medicare program; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. ALLARD:

S. 2827. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of the Department of Veterans Affairs
Medical Center at Ft. Lyon, Colorado, to the
State of Colorado, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr.
CONRAD, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. BAUCUS,
Mr. THOMAS, and Mr. COCHRAN):

S. 2828. A Dbill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to require that the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services wage
adjust the actual, rather than the estimated,
proportion of a hospital’s costs that are at-
tributable to wages and wage-related costs;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr.
LoTT, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. GREGG, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. COVERDELL, and Mr.
INHOFE):
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S. 2829. A bill to provide of an investiga-
tion and audit at the Department of Edu-
cation; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr.
FEINGOLD):

S. 2830. A bill to preclude the admissibility
of certain confessions in criminal cases; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr.
HOLLINGS):

S. 2831. A bill to amend the Magnuson-Ste-
vens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act to improve conservation and manage-
ment of sharks and establish a consistent na-
tional policy toward the practice of shark-
finning; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Ms. SNOWE:

S. 2832. A bill to reauthorize the Magnu-
son-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Man-
agement Act, and for other purposes; to the

Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.
By Mr. DODD:

S. 2833. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to improve the en-
forcement capabilities of the Federal Elec-
tion Commission, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Rules and Administration.

——————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. INHOFE:

S. Res. 330. A resolution designating the
week beginning September 24, 2000, as ‘‘Na-
tional Amputee Awareness Week’; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE):

S. Res. 331. A resolution to authorize testi-
mony, document production, and legal rep-
resentation in United States v. Ellen Rose
Hart; considered and agreed to.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr.
DopD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. KoHL, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, and Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 2812. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to provide a
waiver of the oath of renunciation and
allegiance for naturalization of aliens
having certain disabilities; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

WAIVER OF OATH OF RENUNCIATION AND ALLE-
GIANCE FOR NATURALIZATION OF ALIENS HAV-
ING CERTAIN DISABILITIES

e Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise

today with my colleagues, Senator

CHRISTOPHER DODD and others, to in-

troduce a simple but highly significant

bill which will confer the treasured sta-
tus of American citizenship on individ-
uals with disabilities.

Under current law, the Attorney Gen-
eral possesses the authority to waive
certain requirements of naturalization,
such as the English and civics test re-
quirements, for disabled applicants.
The law, however, has been construed
to stop short of granting the Attorney
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General authority to waive the require-
ment for the oath of renunciation and
allegiance for disabled adult appli-
cants.

Consequently, even though such per-
sons are able to fulfill all other re-
quirements of naturalization, or it is
clear that the Attorney General can
waive them, certain individuals with
disabilities may never become citizens.

This is the sad situation that a young
man from my home state of Utah is
facing. Gustavo Galvez Letona, a 27
year-old immigrant from Guatemala,
suffers from Down’s syndrome. Mr.
Letona’s entire family are already
American citizens. But, while Mr.
Letona is otherwise able to become a
citizen, despite his developmental dis-
ability, the fact that the Attorney
General’s authority to waive the oath
is unclear will prevent Mr. Letona from
enjoying the same status as a natural-
ized American citizen.

Imagine a family in which mother,
father, brothers and sisters could be-
come U.S. citizens, but one sibling
could not only because of a disability.
I believe all my colleagues would agree
that this would be a sad and tragic sit-
uation. It is discriminatory to boot.

This bill would not affect a large
number of people. A recent estimate
was that only about 1100 individuals
with disabilities would possibly be eli-
gible for such a waiver. Moreover, I
used the word ‘‘possibly’ because the
waiver would not be automatic. The
waiver would be granted at the discre-
tion of the Attorney General and is not
intended to confer citizenship on indi-
viduals—regardless of a disability—who
would not otherwise qualify for citizen-
ship. It would not apply to every indi-
vidual with a disability, most of whom
would not need such a waiver.

Today’s legislation remedies this un-
fortunate scenario facing Gustavo
Letona by extending the Attorney Gen-
eral’s authority to waive the taking of
the oath if the applicant is unable to
understand or communicate an under-
standing of the oath because of dis-
ability. This simple solution allows Mr.
Letona and others the privilege of be-
coming American citizens.

I would like to express my gratitude
to Senator DoDD for his willingness to
make this a bipartisan effort. I would
also like to thank my Utah Advisory
Committee on Disability Policy, and
particularly Ron Gardner, who brought
this problem to my attention and who
works tirelessly to protect the rights
of the disabled.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be placed in the RECORD
following my remarks.

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

S. 2812

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. WAIVER OF OATH OF RENUNCIATION
AND ALLEGIANCE FOR NATURALIZA-
TION OF ALIENS HAVING CERTAIN
DISABILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The last sentence of sec-
tion 337(a) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1448(a)) is amended to
read as follows: ‘“The Attorney General may
waive the taking of the oath if in the opinion
of the Attorney General the applicant for
naturalization is an individual with a dis-
ability, or a child, who is unable to under-
stand or communicate an understanding of
the meaning of the oath. If the Attorney
General waives the oath for such an indi-
vidual, the individual shall be considered to
have met the requirements of section
316(a)(3) as to attachment to the Constitu-
tion and well disposition to the United
States.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to indi-
viduals who applied for naturalization be-
fore, on, or after the date of enactment of
this Act.e

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise with
Senator HATCH, Senator FEINGOLD,
Senator KENNEDY, Senator DEWINE,
Senator FEINSTEIN, and Senator KOHL
to introduce a bill to resolve a rare but
serious problem for some American
families.

I want to tell you a story about a
young man named Mathieu, a resident
of Connecticut. Mathieu’s family—his
mother, his father, and his sister—have
all become naturalized U.S. citizens.
But Mathieu has not been allowed to
become a citizen because he’s a 23-
year-old low-functioning autistic man
who cannot meet a very technical re-
quirement of the naturalization proc-
ess, namely that he be able to swear an
oath of loyalty to the United States.
His naturalization request has been in
limbo since November of 1996 because
Mathieu could not understand some of
the questions he was asked by the INS
agent processing his application for
citizenship. All of the other members
of Mathieu’s family have become U.S.
citizens. Now Mathieu’s mother lives
with the fear that when she dies her
most vulnerable child could be re-
moved from the country and sent to a
nation that he hardly knows, and
where he has no family and no friends.
Mathieu’s mother—again, an American
citizen—wants what every American
wants—she wants to know that her
child will be treated fairly by her gov-
ernment even when she’s no longer ca-
pable of taking care of him herself.
Mathieu’s life is here. His friends and
caregivers are here. His family is here.
Mathieu’s place is here and but for his
disability, he would be allowed to stay
here where he belongs. He would be al-
lowed to become a citizen and his
mother’s fears would be relieved. Mr.
President, this is a problem that a
compassionate nation can fix. This is a
problem that we have the power to
solve.

Under current law, a very small sub-
group of people with severe mental dis-
abilities cannot become citizens be-
cause they lack the capacity to take
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the oath of renunciation and alle-
giance. Since the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (INA) does not contain
explicit statutory authority for the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service
(INS) to waive the oath, people with
brain injuries and other mental disabil-
ities are routinely denied citizenship—
even when the rest of their families are
already U.S. citizens.

Congress has previously recognized
the injustice of denying citizenship to
individuals based on their disabilities
and has attempted to resolve the prob-
lem. In fact, in 1991 Congress created a
procedure for expedited administration
of the oath for applicants who have
special circumstances, including dis-
abilities, that prevent them from per-
sonally appearing at a scheduled cere-
mony. And in 1994, Congress exempted
certain applicants with disabilities who
are unable to learn from taking the
English and civics tests. Unfortu-
nately, these efforts have not effec-
tively addressed the problem of indi-
viduals who are unable to take the
oath because of mental incapacity,
leaving the oath as the only barrier to
citizenship for such individuals.

The legislation we introduce today
would amend the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act to give the INS the dis-
cretion to waive the oath of allegiance
for certain individuals who lack the
mental capacity to comprehend the
oath.

Waiving the oath is really a technical
amendment. There is no indication
that Congress ever intended to split up
families or cast doubt on the futures of
family members not able to utter the
oath by virtue of a mental disability.

Waiving the oath does not defeat the
purpose of Naturalization or the oath
requirement. Individuals with disabil-
ities who receive oath waivers would
still have to fulfill the other require-
ments of naturalization, including good
moral character and residency. Re-
member the main purpose of the oath
requirement is to prevent the natu-
ralization of people who are hostile to
the government of the United States,
or the principles of the Constitution.
People with severe disabilities who
lack the capacity to understand the
oath cannot form the intent to act
against the government. Waiving the
oath poses no danger and manifests
America’s best, most compassionate
characteristics.

Let me conclude by saying that this
is not a problem that faces millions of
people—or even many thousands of
people, but it is an important issue for
the few families that are affected. Mr.
President the United States should not
force the break up of families. This bill
will right an injustice and I urge its
passage.

By Mr. MCCAIN:
S. 2813. A bill to provide for a land
exchange to fulfill the Federal obliga-
tion to the State of Arizona under the
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State’s enabling act, and to use certain
Federal land in Arizona to acquire by
eminent domain State trust land lo-
cated adjacent to Federal land for the
purpose of improving public land man-
agement, enhancing the conservation
of unique natural areas, and fulfilling
the purposes for which State trust land
is set aside, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

THE ARIZONA LAND EXCHANGE FACILITATION

ACT OF 2000

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce legislation that authorizes
the Secretary of the U.S. Department
of Interior and the Governor of Arizona
to carry out a federal-state land ex-
change in order to protect environ-
mentally significant lands in the state
and enhance the state education trust
fund to Dbenefit Arizona’s school-
children.

I must first make mention that Inte-
rior Secretary Bruce Babbitt and Gov-
ernor Jane Hull of Arizona are cur-
rently involved in negotiating a com-
prehensive state-federal land exchange
agreement. The Secretary and the Gov-
ernor have been engaged in land ex-
change negotiations since January of
this year, which so far have been very
productive and positive. If their nego-
tiations are successful and a land trade
is agreed upon, legislation will be nec-
essary to authorize that exchange.

To express my strong support for a
potential exchange, I am introducing
this bill as a place holder for the nec-
essary authorization to implement any
agreement for a land exchange. This
legislation is in no way intended to
override or influence ongoing negotia-
tions, nor do I intend to force either
party to accept a proposal that is not
in their best interests.

The purpose of this legislation is
two-fold. One, it is simply a framework
for a future agreement. It is intended
to facilitate discussion to define the
necessary legislative authority to im-
plement a state-federal land exchange
in Arizona. If the details of a land ex-
change are agreed upon between the
Secretary and the Governor, those spe-
cifics can be incorporated into this leg-
islation.

The second purpose is to define the
necessary legislative language that
will accommodate existing Arizona
Constitutional and Arizona Enabling
Act restrictions that require state
trust lands to be managed for the ben-
efit of education and other public pur-
poses. In addition, the bill recognizes
the important goal of resolving the fed-
eral government’s land ‘‘debt” to Ari-
zona as a result of not receiving the
state’s full allotment at statehood.
This legislation proposes to use federal
friendly-condemnation authority to ef-
fect other aspects of a comprehensive
exchange to address the current Ari-
zona constitutional restriction on land
trades.
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In recent years, the people of Arizona
have embraced the idea of promoting
conservation as part of the state’s land
management objectives. Through pub-
lic referenda and other proposals, the
people of Arizona have strongly sup-
ported the concept of a state-wide ef-
fort to conserve unique natural areas.
The federal-state land exchange cur-
rently under discussion could ensure
that ecologically important state lands
are placed under permanent conserva-
tion protection as part of an existing
federal land management unit. In re-
turn, the state would receive parcels
currently owned by the federal govern-
ment that may be more suitable for
revenue-generating activity in keeping
with the requirements of state law.
Such an exchange could accomplish
both state conservation and education
goals. The opportunity to explore and
effect a means of serving these two im-
portant purposes should not be missed.

In the past, some of my colleagues
and I have evaluated different options
to reduce the number of state
inholdings on federal property and
vice-versa—a  situation that com-
plicates resource management and does
not serve the public interest. This leg-
islation could be an important step for-
ward in reducing state inholdings in
federal land management areas which
makes good environmental, economic
and administrative sense.

Mr. President, let me make very
clear once again, this legislation is a
starting point only. It does not rep-
resent by any means an endorsement of
any particular lands for exchange that
are currently under negotiation. Nor is
it my intention to fast-track any pro-
posal that does not abide by a fair and
strict appraisal process. It is intended
to encourage the Secretary and the
Governor to forward a serious proposal
to the Congress for consideration. Once
a proposal is forwarded, I have every
intention to consult with affected enti-
ties and engage in a thorough process
of public input from local citizenry,
governments and other interested par-
ties.

I also recognize that such land ex-
changes do take time and it is very
possible that a land exchange proposal
may not be finalized this year. My col-
leagues from Arizona recall as well as I
do that it took three years to negotiate
and enact the Arizona Desert Wilder-
ness Act of 1990 to preserve over two
million acres as designated wilderness.
We never would have accomplished
that feat without the front-line leader-
ship and vision of Mo Udall who initi-
ated the process by offering a legisla-
tive framework. I believe that this op-
portunity is one that Mo would have
supported. I hope that my colleagues
and friends in Arizona will agree and
that we can all work together on a
comprehensive land exchange proposal
that will accomplish educational and
environmental objectives.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include the full text of the bill
in the RECORD.

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

S. 2813

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Arizona
Land Exchange Facilitation Act of 2000”’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) when the State of Arizona entered the
Union, the State was granted more than
9,000,000 acres of State trust land to be held
in permanent trust to be managed on behalf
of the beneficiaries of the trust, primarily
Arizona’s schoolchildren;

(2) the State is entitled to select additional
land of a value that is approximately equal
to the value of 15,234 acres of in lieu base
land from vacant, unappropriated, and unre-
served Federal land to fulfill the entitlement
arising from the Act of June 20, 1910 (36 Stat.
557, chapter 310), and the consent judgment
known as the ‘“‘San Carlos Consent Judg-
ment’’ entered in State of Arizona v. Rogers
C.B. Morton, Court Document 74-696-PHX-
WPC (D. Ariz. (1978));

(3) while the State has recognized that cer-
tain State trust land is of unique and signifi-
cant value and ought to be conserved as open
space to benefit future generations, while en-
suring that there is a higher benefit to pub-
lic schools and other trust beneficiaries,
there is no mechanism currently available to
the State to conserve such unique State
trust land; and

(4) an exchange of certain Federal and
State land in Arizona will provide for im-
proved land management by the Federal and
State governments by exchanging certain
State trust land that is of significant eco-
logical value for permanent protection for
certain Federal land that is suitable for the
revenue generation mission of the State and
other purposes identified by the State on be-
half of its beneficiaries.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are to improve manageability of Federal
public land and State trust land in the State,
to promote the conservation of unique nat-
ural areas, and to fulfill obligations to the
beneficiaries of State trust land by providing
for a land conveyance and a land exchange
between the Federal and State governments
under which—

(1) the Secretary of the Interior shall iden-
tify a pool of parcels of land that are vacant,
unappropriated, unreserved, and suitable for
disposal, so that the State may select Fed-
eral land that the Secretary shall convey to
the State to fulfill the State’s entitlement
under the State’s enabling act; and

(2) the Secretary shall acquire certain
State trust land in the State by eminent do-
main, with the consent of the State, in ex-
change for certain Federal land.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) IN LIEU BASE LAND.—The term ‘‘in lieu
base land” means land granted to the State
under section 25 of the Act of June 20, 1910
(36 Stat. 573).

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” means the
State of Arizona.
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(4) STATE TRUST LAND.—The term ‘‘State
trust land” means all right, title, and inter-
est of the State on the date of enactment of
this Act in and to—

(A) land (including the mineral estate)
granted by the United States under sections
24 and 25 of the Act of June 20, 1910 (36 Stat.
572, 573, chapter 310); and

(B) land (including the mineral estate)
owned by the State on the date of enactment
of this Act that, under State law, is required
to be managed for the benefit of the public
school system or the institutions of the
State designated under that Act.

SEC. 4. FULFILLMENT OF ENTITLEMENT UNDER
THE ENABLING ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall identify land under the juris-
diction of the Secretary that—

(1) is vacant, unappropriated, and unre-
served; and

(2) is suitable for disposal under land man-
agement plans in effect on the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(b) SELECTION.—Not later than 120 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
State shall select land, identified by the Sec-
retary under subsection (a), of approxi-
mately equal value (determined in accord-
ance with section 6) to the 15,234 acres of in
lieu base land identified as base land de-
picted on the map entitled ‘“‘Arizona State
Trust Base Lands Not Compensated by the
Federal Government’’ and dated .

(c) CONVEYANCE.—On final agreement be-
tween the Secretary and the State under sec-
tion 7(a), the Secretary shall convey to the
State the land selected by the State under
subsection (b).

SEC. 5. LAND EXCHANGE.

(a) CONVEYANCE BY THE SECRETARY OF FED-
ERAL LAND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In exchange for the State
trust land acquired by the Secretary under
subsection (b), the Secretary shall convey to
the State Federal land described in para-
graph (2) that is of a value that is approxi-
mately equal to the value of the acquired
State trust land, as determined under sec-
tion 6.

(2) FEDERAL LAND.—The Federal land re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) is land under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary and in the
State that the Secretary determines is avail-
able for exchange under this Act.

(b) ACQUISITION BY THE SECRETARY OF
STATE TRUST LAND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall—

(A) on final agreement between the Sec-
retary and the State under section 7(a), ac-
quire by eminent domain the State des-
ignated trust land described in paragraph (2);
and

(B) manage the land in accordance with
paragraph (3).

(2) STATE TRUST LAND.—The State trust
land referred to in paragraph (1) is land
under the jurisdiction of the State that the
State determines is available for exchange
under this Act.

(3) MANAGEMENT OF LAND ACQUIRED BY THE
SECRETARY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—On acceptance of title by
the United States, any land or interest in
land acquired by the United States under
this section that is located within the bound-
aries of a unit of the National Park System,
the National Wildlife Refuge System, or any
other system established by Act of Con-
gress—

(i) shall become a part of the unit; and

(ii) shall be subject to all laws (including
regulations) applicable to the unit.
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(B) ALL OTHER LAND.—Any land or interest
in land acquired by the United States under
this section (other than land or an interest
in land described in subparagraph (A))—

(i) shall be administered by the Bureau of
Land Management in accordance with laws
(including regulations) applicable to the
management of public land under the admin-
istration of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment; or

(ii) where appropriate to protect land of
unique ecological value, may be made sub-
ject to special management considerations,
including a conservation easement, to—

(I) protect the land or interest in land from
development; and

(IT) preserve open space.

(4) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing
rights, all land acquired by the Secretary
under this subsection is withdrawn from all
forms of entry, appropriation, or disposal
under the public land laws, from location,
entry, and patent under the mining laws, and
from operation of the mineral leasing and
geothermal leasing laws.

SEC. 6. DETERMINATION OF VALUE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—AIl exchanges authorized
under this Act shall be for approximately
equal value.

(b) APPRAISAL PROCESS.—The Secretary
and the State shall jointly determine an
independent appraisal process, which shall
reflect nationally recognized appraisal
standards, including, to the extent appro-
priate, the Uniform Appraisal Standards for
Federal Land Acquisitions, to estimate val-
ues for the categories and groupings of land
to be conveyed under section 4 and ex-
changed under section 5.

(c) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.—In the case of a
dispute concerning an appraisal or appraisal
issue that arises in the appraisal process, the
appraisal or appraisal issue shall be resolved
in accordance with section 206(d)(2) of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1716(d)(2)).

(d) ADJUSTMENT TO ACHIEVE EQUAL
VALUE.—After the values of the parcels of
land are determined, the Secretary and the
State may—

(1) add or remove parcels to achieve a
package of equally valued Federal land and
State trust land; and

(2) make public a list of the parcels in-
cluded in the package.

(e) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION.—A deter-
mination of the value of a parcel of land
under this section shall serve to establish
the value of the parcel or interest in land in
any eminent domain proceeding.

(f) CosTs.—The costs of carrying out this
section shall be shared equally by the Sec-
retary and the State.

SEC. 7. CONVEYANCES OF TITLE.

(a) AGREEMENT.—The Secretary and the
State shall enter into an agreement that
specifies the terms under which land and in-
terests in land shall be conveyed under sec-
tions 4 and 5, consistent with this section.

(b) CONVEYANCES BY THE UNITED STATES.—
All conveyances by the United States to the
State under this Act shall be subject to valid
existing rights and other interests held by
third parties.

(c) CONVEYANCES BY THE STATE.—All con-
veyances by the State to the United States
under this Act shall be subject only to such
valid existing surface and mineral leases,
grazing permits and leases, easements,
rights-of-way, and other interests held by
third parties as are determined to be accept-
able under the title regulations of the Attor-
ney General of the United States.

(d) TiMING.—The conveyance of all land
and interests in land to be conveyed under
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this Act shall be made not later than 60 days
after final agreement is reached between the
Secretary and the State under subsection
(a).

(e) FORM OF CONVEYANCE.—A conveyance of
land or an interest in land by the State to
the United States under this section shall be
in such form as is determined to be accept-
able under the title regulations of the Attor-
ney General of the United States.

SEC. 8. GENERAL PROVISIONS.

(a) HAZARDOUS WASTE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the con-
veyance to the United States of land or an
interest in land, the State shall continue to
be responsible for all environmental remedi-
ation, waste management, and environ-
mental compliance activities arising from
ownership and control of the land or interest
in land under applicable Federal and State
laws with respect to conditions existing on
the land on the date of conveyance.

(2) CONTINUING RESPONSIBILITY.—Notwith-
standing the conveyance to the State of land
or an interest in land, the United States
shall continue to be responsible for all envi-
ronmental remediation, waste management,
and environmental compliance activities
arising from ownership and control of the
land or interest in land under applicable
Federal and State laws with respect to con-
ditions existing on the land on the date of
conveyance.

(b) CosTs.—The United States 