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of the Committee; except that a point of 
order on that ground may be made by any 
member of the Committee or subcommittee 
which reported the measure if, in the Com-
mittee or subcommittee, such point of order 
was (a) timely made and (b) improperly over-
ruled or not properly considered. 

RULE 20. PUBLIC INSPECTION OF 
COMMITTEE ROLLCALLS 

The result of each record vote in any meet-
ing of the Committee shall be made available 
by the Committee for inspection by the pub-
lic at reasonable times in the offices of the 
Committee. Information so available for 
public inspection shall include a description 
of the amendment, motion, order, or other 
proposition and the name of each member 
voting for and each member voting against 
such amendment, motion, order, or propo-
sition and the names of those members 
present but not voting. 

RULE 21. PROTECTION OF NATIONAL 
SECURITY INFORMATION 

(a) Except as provided in clause 2(g) of 
Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, all national security informa-
tion bearing a classification of secret or 
higher which has been received by the Com-
mittee or a subcommittee shall be deemed to 
have been received in executive session and 
shall be given appropriate safekeeping. 

(b) The Chairman of the Committee shall, 
with the approval of a majority of the Com-
mittee, establish such procedures as in his 
judgment may be necessary to prevent the 
unauthorized disclosure of any national se-
curity information received classified as se-
cret or higher. Such procedures shall, how-
ever, ensure access to this information by 
any member of the Committee or any other 
Member, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner of the House of Representatives who 
has requested the opportunity to review such 
material. 

RULE 22. COMMITTEE STAFFING 
The staffing of the Committee, the stand-

ing subcommittees, and any panel designated 
by the Chairman shall be subject to the rules 
of the House of Representatives. 

RULE 23. COMMITTEE RECORDS 

The records of the Committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration 
shall be made available for public use in ac-
cordance with rule VII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. The Chairman 
shall notify the ranking minority member of 
any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or 
clause 4(b) of rule VII, to withhold a record 
otherwise available, and the matter shall be 
presented to the Committee for a determina-
tion on the written request of any member of 
the Committee. 

RULE 24. HEARING PROCEDURES 

Clause 2(k) of rule XI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives shall apply to the 
Committee. 

f 

NIGHTSIDE CHAT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I thought 
I would spend a little time this evening 
in another nightside chat. There are 
three areas I would like to address my 
colleagues about. 

First of all, we have heard a lot of 
news in the last couple of weeks about 
the pardon that former President Clin-
ton granted to an individual named 
Marc Rich, and I thought tonight I 
would take time to clarify that with 
my colleagues because it appears that 
this pardon will go down as the most 
egregious, most offending pardon in the 
history of this country. Never in our 
study of American history have we 
seen a pardon that so flagrantly vio-
lated the principles of our Constitution 
and against which the citizens of this 
country expected a President to follow 
before he issued a pardon. 

When I go through this, I think you 
will be appalled, be stunned by the 
amount of money that traded hands, by 
where that money went, for example to 
the Clinton library, about the coordi-
nation and the coincidence of that 
money going to the Clinton library and 
the money going to close Clinton 
friends, and all of a sudden what would 
be a usual pattern of oversight on a 
pardon by the Department of Justice 
and other agencies was avoided, and 
then one of the world’s most sought- 
after fugitives all of a sudden, after 
bilking the American taxpayers, after 
trading with the enemy during a war, 
and then bilking the American tax-
payers of hundreds of million of dollars 
when you consider the penalties, now 
can walk free on American soil. He will 
have more freedom as a result of this 
pardon from Clinton, more freedom 
than one of our constituents who walks 
into a Wal-Mart and steals a 50-cent 
candy bar. 

As every day goes by, we find out 
that there is more and more under-
neath the surface of the Marc Rich par-
don. 

The second thing that I think is im-
portant to discuss this evening is the 
energy crisis in California. The State 
of California is very important to the 
economy of this Nation, but the State 
of California is going to have to stand 
up on its own two feet to help itself 
when it comes to this energy crisis. 
California is going to have to abandon 
the long-adopted concept in California 
‘‘not in my backyard, let somebody 
else build it and let me have the bene-
fits.’’ 

I think we will have an interesting 
discussion this evening about the en-
ergy crisis in the State of California. 

Finally, we will take a look at the 
economy. I had the opportunity and 
the privilege today to listen to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury. Over on the 
Senate side, Alan Greenspan spoke. 
Look, we have a lot of concerns about 
our economy; and every citizen in this 
country, every constituent of ours 
needs to worry about the future of this 
economy. A very critical part of that 
economy is, number one, the Federal 
interest rate and how the Feds deal 
with it; number two, how the President 
deals with it; and number three, how 
the Congress deals with it. 

Alan Greenspan lowered the rate by 1 
percent last month. The President has 
stepped forward and said here is a tax 
cut proposal, and this evening I want 
to go into some of the details about 
that tax cut proposal because I think 
that is one arm of our strategy to keep 
this economy from collapsing on us. It 
is not near collapse right now, but it is 
headed toward a significant slow down. 
We have to be able to throw some 
water on this small fire before it be-
comes a bonfire. If it is left without at-
tention, I assure you that fire will only 
grow. 

I think that President Bush has ex-
tended a very well-thought-out plan 
that will work in a very efficient man-
ner through the tax cut, which will 
first of all reduce the debt that this 
country has incurred over years and 
years of some, in great part, mis-
management, as my colleagues know. 

But first of all let us go to the pardon 
of Marc Rich. Let me quote from the 
‘‘Wall Street Journal.’’ ‘‘This story,’’ 
speaking about Marc Rich, ‘‘This story 
will go down as an extraordinary feat 
in the annals of Washington lobbying, 
illustrating in a dramatic fashion how 
money begets access, access begets in-
fluence, and influence begets results.’’ 

Marc Rich and his partner, Mr. 
Green, were fugitives from American 
justice. Marc Rich was, I think, the 
sixth most sought-after fugitive in the 
world. Marc Rich bilked the American 
taxpayer, when you consider the pen-
alties and interest, of hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars. It was Marc Rich when 
our American citizens were being held 
hostage in Iran, when we were trying 
to put a blockade around the country 
of Iran, when we were trying to go 
right to the heart of the economy of 
Iran to force them to release our hos-
tages, i.e. stop the sale of oil with Iran, 
Marc Rich was trading with the enemy. 
A U.S. citizen who subsequently re-
nounced his U.S. citizenship, Marc 
Rich was trading with Iran while Iran 
was holding American hostages; and 
this is the man that Clinton has given 
a pardon to. 

We are going to track about how that 
occurred. I think of some merit, I 
would like to read an article called 
‘‘The Clinton Indulgences’’ from to-
day’s ‘‘Washington Post,’’ Tuesday, 
February 13. 

‘‘The more that is learned about 
some of the pardons former President 
Clinton granted on his final day of of-
fice, particularly the pardon of fin-
ancier Marc Rich, the more it appears 
that they constituted a major abuse of 
power. We learned, for example, that 
the Rich pardon, if not facilitated, at 
least preceded by gifts of nearly a half 
a million dollars from Mr. Rich’s 
former wife to the Clinton Presidential 
Foundation and Library Fund. Ms. 
Rich was also a major campaign con-
tributor, not just to the President but 
to the President’s wife in her Senato-
rial campaign. 
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The Rich pardon has been thoroughly 
denounced by almost everyone, except 
of course the lawyers who were paid by 
Mr. Rich to lobby for it. Leaving the 
article for a minute, that would be Mr. 
Quinn. Right down here, Mr. Quinn. So 
let me go through this again. 

The Rich pardon has been thoroughly 
denounced by almost everyone except 
the lawyers who were paid by Mr. Rich 
to lobby for it and various others to 
whose organizations Mr. Rich made 
contributions over the years. The de-
nunciation has been thoroughly bipar-
tisan. Mr. Clinton’s only public re-
sponse has been to say that he spent a 
lot of time on that case, and he thinks 
there are very good reasons for it. Once 
the facts are out, the public will under-
stand, he said. 

What are those facts, if not that 
money talked and that Mr. Clinton 
may have benefited? He would do well 
to find a way to say and to explain the 
other questionable pardons on his list. 
This a classic Clinton case. The facts 
suggest that he first abused then 
wrapped himself protectively in a Pres-
idential prerogative. 

The public has a legitimate interest 
in determining the extent of the abuse. 
The question is how to conduct the 
necessary inquiry without, at the same 
time, weakening the prerogative if 
only by undercutting the public sense 
of its legitimacy. Mr. Clinton could 
solve the problem by being forth-
coming, providing an explanation of 
the questionable pardon and a full list 
of contributors to his foundation; but 
he will not, or so far has not. 

The issue is whether the public trust 
was violated. Enough valid questions 
should have been raised about some of 
those pardons to warrant a full ac-
counting. Mr. Clinton should volunteer 
it and not force the country to extract 
from him. 

So I ask my colleagues to follow with 
me a little this evening as we go 
through some of these points and they 
can make their own decision of how le-
gitimate this looked; about what kind 
of prerogative was abused in the grant-
ing of the pardon for Marc Rich. And 
keep in mind, as I said earlier in my 
comments, that Marc Rich will walk a 
freer man in the United States than 
will one of our constituents who might 
steal a 50 cent candy bar from Kmart 
or Wal-Mart. 

Let us take a look at the pardon. 
Denise Rich. Who is Denise Rich? 
Denise Rich is a very, very wealthy in-
dividual in this country. She also hap-
pens to be the ex-wife of Marc Rich 
and, apparently, is on very, very good 
terms with her ex-husband. In addition, 
Denise Rich has refused to testify in 
front of a congressional committee, in-
voking the fifth amendment against 
self-incrimination. 

Denise Rich has given over $1 million 
in donations to the Democratic Na-

tional Committee. I thought she gave 
$190,000 to the Clintons in gifts; but 
every day that goes by, this figure be-
comes more and more inaccurate. We 
now know, for example, that to the 
Clinton library this amount of money: 
$450,000 was given to the Clinton li-
brary by Denise Rich. We also know 
that Denise Rich said other friends who 
were solicited say Clinton fund-raisers 
pressed Denise Rich for a much greater 
amount, as much as $25 million for the 
library fund. 

A source familiar said that it is at 
this point $450,000, although a lawyer, 
Carol Elder Bruce, told committee 
staffers that Rich had contributed 
‘‘enormous’’ amounts of money to the 
Arkansas foundation seeking to raise 
some $200 million to build the Clinton 
Presidential library. 

In addition to that, of course, on the 
gift registry, before the President’s 
wife became a Senator, there was $7,800 
in furniture she bought for one of their 
homes, $7,000 for furniture for another 
home, and the public saxophone to the 
President. 

Now, this goes back to that Wall 
Street statement, and let me read the 
Wall Street article again about this in-
fluence and money. Let me read the 
quote again. The story will go down as 
an extraordinary feat in the annals of 
Washington lobbying illustrating in a 
dramatic fashion how money begets ac-
cess, access begets influence, and influ-
ence begets results. That is exactly 
what happens. 

Do my colleagues think, as Bill Clin-
ton now says when he made the state-
ment, that politics did not play a part 
in this? Oh, yes; right. I am sure that 
that is a very solid statement, consid-
ering the fact that a request was made 
to Denise Rich to donate $25 million to 
the Clinton library; that in fact she 
gave $450,000; that in fact she wrote a 
personal letter to the President asking 
the President to pardon Mr. Rich; that 
in fact Mr. Rich is one of the most 
sought-after fugitives in the history of 
this country and, until recently, until 
he got the pardon, but prior to Presi-
dent Clinton’s acting, he was one of the 
most sought-after fugitives in the 
world. 

How interesting that this is one of 
those pardons, one of those suspicious 
pardons that goes around. Supposedly 
it is supposed to go to the Justice De-
partment, to the Securities Exchange, 
and to the other parties involved for an 
assessment of whether or not that par-
don should be granted. For example, 
Milken. Milken, by the way, refused a 
request to make a donation to the Clin-
ton Presidential library; and as a re-
sult, well we do not know as a result, 
but he refused to do that and the con-
sequences may have been that he did 
not get a pardon. 

We know for some odd reason in the 
last few hours that this pardon for 
Marc Rich did not go through the cus-

tomary channels; that it was handled 
in a highly unusual fashion. In fact, we 
have e-mails from one lawyer to an-
other that says keep it secret; it would 
not be to our benefit to find out what 
we are asking from the President. 

We also know that the lawyer rep-
resenting Marc Rich is a close friend 
and confidant of then-President Clin-
ton. We also know that the attorney 
received hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars, hundreds of thousands of dollars 
from Marc Rich to help Marc Rich get 
this pardon. We also know this attor-
ney represented the President on other 
matters of the President. 

So let us start to put the combina-
tion together and see what we have. We 
have Denise Rich, who is lobbying very 
hard for the pardon for Marc Rich. She 
gives well over $1 million. We may find 
out more than that, much more than 
that, to the Democratic National Com-
mittee. She donates $450,000 that we 
know of so far, and we suspect there is 
a lot more. She was asked for $25 mil-
lion. She helps furnish two Clinton 
homes, and she provides other gifts for 
the Clintons. 

Then we combine that with one of 
the Clintons’ close confidants, who pre-
viously represented Bill Clinton, who 
has been paid hundreds and hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to represent Marc 
Rich. On top of that, we combine some 
of the organizations overseas that 
Marc Rich contributed to, charities 
and so on, who then sent letters, lob-
bying letters, to the President to grant 
this pardon for this fugitive, who as I 
have reminded my colleagues of before 
and I remind them again because it 
really leaves a bitter taste on my 
tongue, traded with the enemy. 

What does that all spell? Well, that 
all goes over to the Clintons. And look 
what happens. Here they go. In 65 
counts they granted a pardon. Where is 
the fairness? 

It was interesting to hear the Demo-
crats talk about this pardon. Every 
Democrat in these House Chambers 
that I have heard speak about it, every 
Democrat I have heard on national 
talk shows speak about it deplores 
what has occurred here. I am not say-
ing every Democrat does, because I 
have not heard from all of my Demo-
crat colleagues; but the ones I have 
heard from and the talk shows I have 
seen, they all deplore this. There is no 
way that this can be justified. 

What kind of message does this send 
out there; what kind of reputation? 
Why would the President do this and 
leave with this kind of reputation? I 
can tell my colleagues this, and I speak 
from the earnestness of my heart, the 
granting of this pardon, in my opinion, 
was a disgrace. There is no pardon like 
it to the best of our knowledge in the 
study of American history. We cannot 
find another pardon like this, that so 
clearly shows connections of money, 
monetary contributions being made to 
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a Presidential library; the connections 
with close confidants of the President; 
that the pardon request bypasses the 
normal channels for reviews. 

And by the way, some of the best tes-
timony I have heard on this came on 
this case from the former prosecutors, 
the U.S. attorneys who spoke the other 
day in front of the committee. One of 
the prosecuting attorneys, former U.S. 
Attorney, stated clearly that he voted 
twice for Bill Clinton as President. I 
wish my colleagues had heard that tes-
timony. I felt that testimony was ex-
traordinary. It was right on point. 

He broke down in significant detail, 
detail that is far and above any kind of 
explanation I could give this evening 
from the House floor. He broke down in 
significant detail and rebutted every 
possible point made by this attorney, 
Mr. Quinn, who was paid hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. 

This thing stinks. Now, that sounds 
like a strong word to use on the floor 
of the House of Representatives, but 
somebody needs to stand up on this 
floor, as I am doing right now and 
many of my colleagues have done in 
their own followings, and talk about 
just how wrong that is. This pardon 
should not have been granted. 

Let us move on to the next issue. 
There are two other issues I want to 
address this evening. One of them, of 
course, is the energy crisis that we 
have in the State of California. 

Now, a lot of us would like to say, 
California, if anybody had it coming, 
you had it coming. This is a State that 
has not allowed a power plant to be 
built in its State in the last 10 years. 
This is a State that today has 2 percent 
less capacity to produce power than 
they did 11 years ago. In other words, 
in 1990 they had 2 percent more capa-
bility to produce power than they do 
today in 2001. They had more capa-
bility to produce power in 1990 than 
they did in 2001. But what happened to 
the demand in power during that 10- 
year period of time? What happened 
with demand? Demand went up 11 per-
cent. So demand goes up and capability 
to provide it goes down. 

We need to talk a little about that. 
Clearly, California provides to the 
United States about one-sixth of our 
economy. It is huge. I need to correct 
that statement. California, if it were a 
country, would be the sixth most pow-
erful country in the world from an eco-
nomic point of view. We cannot allow 
California to just go down the drain. 
We cannot ignore our neighbor to the 
west and just say that their problem 
ought to just be their problem and we 
are going to walk away from it. 

Unfortunately, the political leaders 
of the State of California have pulled 
every State in the Union into this 
mess. Unfortunately, many of our con-
stituents out there, whether they live 
in the State of Colorado, New Mexico 
or wherever, they are going to get 

pulled into this as a ratepayer. In the 
State of Colorado, for example, Excel 
Energy, what used to be our public 
service company, has sold energy to 
the State of California, some of it 
under what I consider an illegitimate 
order by the previous administration 
forcing it to sell power to a customer, 
number one, under a Wartime Powers 
Act, which we are not engaged in that 
type of threat right now; but they were 
concerned, so they used the excuse that 
it may affect the bases in California. 
So they ordered our utility in Colo-
rado, for example, to sell energy to the 
State of California with no assurance 
that the State of California could pay 
for that. 

This means that prices will go up for 
the ratepayers in Colorado to cover 
this loss to the State of California, 
while the ratepayers in the State of 
California enjoy a freeze on their rates 
put in by their political leaders. And 
that is not all. Take a look at some of 
the other things. The city of Denver. 
Now, I just have to say that part of 
this is gross negligence on behalf of the 
city of Denver. They invested $32 mil-
lion, and the citizens of the city of 
Denver ought to be aware of this. The 
city management team invested $32 
million after, not before, after they had 
received warning that these power 
companies in California may not be 
able to pay and in fact in all prob-
ability could not pay them back. 

b 1945 
So part of that is gross negligence on 

the part of the city of Denver. But this 
is to point out that this is not isolated 
to the ratepayers and the taxpayers in 
the State of California, this spreads 
across the Nation. 

How do we get there? How did Cali-
fornia get there? Well, it is Economics 
101. We have in our system of econom-
ics a capitalist type of system. We have 
what we call the private marketplace. 
And it is really fairly simple. We have 
the private marketplace. 

Now, on the private marketplace, we 
have a seller and a buyer. Now, I know 
that this sounds kind of fundamental. 
But as my colleagues walk through 
this with me, they will understand 
where I am going with this. 

Now, the buyer over here knows ex-
actly what they are looking for. The 
seller is trying to meet this demand. 
The seller wants to sell to the buyer at 
a mutually-agreed price. That price is 
negotiated. Every one of us goes 
through those transactions. We started 
out selling a piece of bubble gum when 
we were young. That is what we call a 
bargain, an agreement, a consent, an 
acceptance. 

So we have got the seller and the 
buyer. Now, the seller tries to deter-
mine what it is he or she can provide to 
the buyer and at what cost. The buyer, 
of course, knows what they want. 

Well, then we have the next trans-
action, which is the closure of the 

agreement. Let us call it consumption. 
On the consumption part of it, the 
money that comes from the consump-
tion, the buyer gets the service of the 
product and the seller gets some type 
of compensation, generally cash. 

Now, what does the seller do with the 
cash? This is very important. One, 
what the seller has to do with the cash 
is it has to make a profit. If the seller 
cannot make a profit, the seller will 
not be in business and the buyer will 
not get what they need. It is to the 
buyer’s interest to have the seller in 
business as much as it is to the seller’s 
interest to have the buyer in business 
or in the marketplace. 

So what happens is the seller has to 
have a profit. Now, what happens with 
the profit in the system balances out. 
The seller has a cost to the product. So 
they have got the product, in this case, 
electricity. They have got the cost. 
The seller did not get the product, the 
electricity, free of charge. The seller 
had to either buy the power or gen-
erate the power. So it has a cost in-
volved. 

So, in order to pay for the power, the 
seller has to recover from the buyer at 
least that amount of money to cover 
cost. That is called ‘‘break even.’’ But 
if the seller wants to be able to con-
tinue to sell this power in the future, 
especially if the buyer demands more 
and more from the seller, then the sell-
er has got to reinvest in its ability to 
produce what the buyer desires. And 
that is one of the important aspects of 
profit. 

The seller also has to have willing in-
vestors in the seller, which means that 
there has to be some type of entice-
ment to bring people in the market-
place to invest in the capital structure 
of the seller. 

Well, this all begins to work well. 
And, by the way, and I heard this in 
California, nobody deserves to make a 
profit on selling basic power to the 
American people, that there should not 
be a product out there where there are 
excess profits being made. 

Well, what happens when excess prof-
it comes into the marketplace? Do the 
bright political leaders have to go in 
and take over the marketplace? No. 
The marketplace self-corrects. 

Let us look at an example. Let us say 
we have a hamburger stand in our com-
munity and that hamburger stand sells 
a hamburger for 50 cents and the cost 
of the product is 5 cents. So the ham-
burger stand makes 45 cents. And then 
pretty soon the hamburger stand finds 
out there are a lot more customers 
that want those hamburgers, so they 
raise the price to a dollar, then pretty 
soon they raise the price to $2. Then 
pretty soon they cannot buy a ham-
burger except at this place for $5 and 
the cost for making a hamburger, ev-
erybody knows, is five cents. 

What is going to happen in the pri-
vate marketplace? They are going to 
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have competition. Somebody else is 
going to come in and say, wait a 
minute, Joe over there is selling his 
hamburgers for $5 apiece. He is taking 
advantage of the public. His profits are 
excessive. I can go in and sell a ham-
burger for $2 apiece and I still make a 
handsome product. I make enough 
money to reinvest into the capital that 
I have to make that hamburger, so I 
am going to go into competition. I am 
going to go into competition with Joe 
and I am going to force him to lower 
the price from $5 to $2; and if he does 
not, I am going to force him out of 
business. That is the private market-
place working. That is not what hap-
pened in California. 

What has happened in California, in 
my opinion, is their State-elected lead-
ers, including State legislators and in-
cluding the Governor of California, do 
not have enough gumption to stand up 
to the consumers in California and say 
a couple of things. 

Number one, look, we cannot have it 
both ways. We cannot say anymore 
‘‘not in my backyard,’’ but I want 
power to my house when I want elec-
tricity. 

It was interesting, I read a Wall 
Street Journal article the other day 
that talked about Cisco Systems, Cisco 
Corporation. Many of my colleagues 
are investors or have constituents who 
own shares of stock and know about 
how Cisco did not want to power a 
plant. Even though they are a large 
consumer of power, they did not want 
to power a plant and they objected to a 
power plant being built near their fa-
cility because it partially obstructed 
their view of the ocean. 

Do they know what? Face reality. We 
need power and all of us take advan-
tage of power. Tonight, here in Wash-
ington, D.C., the outside temperature 
is probably in the low 40s, maybe under 
40 degrees. But the temperature in 
these Chambers is probably 70 degrees. 
We have plenty of lights. We all know 
that. We need our power. 

But the citizens of California need to 
understand that the other States of 
this Union, while we are colleagues, we 
are neighbors, we are fellow States, we 
cannot carry their weight for them. 
They need to agree to build some power 
plants out there. They need to agree to 
some reasonable access for grids to 
transfer that power from place to 
place. 

They need to agree that, in order to 
build power plants, they themselves, 
the ratepayers out there, are going to 
have to invest. 

Years ago somebody should have had 
enough guts to stand up to the polit-
ical establishment in California and 
say to them, look, you cannot go into 
a so-called deregulation, in other 
words, enter the private marketplace, 
but go out to the consumer, the buyer, 
and go out to that buyer and say, no 
matter what the cost to the seller, no 

matter what it costs the seller, they 
are always going to get the same price. 
Here is the price cap, $55 dollars per 
megawatt hour. 

That is exactly what happened. Cali-
fornia several years ago decided to ‘‘de-
regulate’’ their power production. And 
in order to deregulate, they decided to 
enter into the free marketplace; and in 
entering the free marketplace, they 
only made one mistake, and that mis-
take was they only partially entered 
the free marketplace. They did not 
want to upset their voters in the State 
of California. They did not want to be 
frank with their constituents and say, 
look, we are either in or out. If they 
are going to get into the marketplace, 
they have got to be willing to pay the 
marketplace so that the seller can re-
invest to continue to generate, in this 
case, electricity. 

No, California did not do that. Cali-
fornia went to the citizens of California 
and said, hey, we have got something 
that defies the private marketplace. 
We have got something that never in 
the history of capitalism, never in the 
history of a free economy has it 
worked. But we in California have fig-
ured it out. We do not have to build 
any more power plants in our State, or 
we can make it so tough or miserable 
on them that nobody will want to build 
a power plant in California. We will go 
ahead and let the sellers in some of 
these power companies in California 
walk away or have some time to make 
a profit, we will let them sell the power 
producers, the generation facilities to 
out-of-state providers, and to the buyer 
we are going to give the sweetest deal 
of all. To our consumers of electricity 
in California, we are going to freeze the 
price. In fact, not only are we going to 
freeze the price just as an act of good-
will, we are going to reduce the price 10 
percent. 

That is exactly what the elected offi-
cials in California did. We will reduce 
the price 10 percent, buyer; and, guess 
what, use all of the power you want be-
cause in the future, the price that you 
are going to have to pay is frozen. 

Well, what happened to it? Well, it 
led to a shipwreck. I will tell my col-
leagues what happened. The seller 
agreed, those power companies in Cali-
fornia agreed because they made a lot 
of money on this transaction. The 
buyer agreed because it was a sweet 
deal. The consumers in California were 
persuaded by the politicians that, in ef-
fect, at some point they were going to 
get something for nothing, that they 
could use all the power they wanted, 
they could waste power regardless of 
what they did, power would always be 
sold with a cap on it, they could not 
raise the power. 

Then they made a mistake. They 
brought in a third party, power genera-
tion. They sold the generation facility 
to out-of-state producers and they ex-
pected these power generators to al-

ways come back to the State of Cali-
fornia and say, California, because you 
are such a nice pal, we are going to go 
ahead and sell you electricity for just a 
little tiny bit more than what it cost 
us to produce it, not for what the mar-
ketplace would bring us, but for a little 
over what it could cost us to produce 
it. 

Well, they did not want to play that 
game, these power generators. They 
were in the marketplace. In other 
words, what will the market bear? 
They charged what the market would 
bear. 

California, in the meantime, goes on 
this binge of not allowing power plants 
in its State. I would love to have the 
opportunity to debate the Governor of 
the State of California. Mr. Governor, I 
plead upon you to stand up to the rate-
payers in the State of California and 
say, look, we got a problem here. We 
have got to bring more power plants 
on-line. And I think, by the way, the 
Governor is edging that way. But more 
important than that, you have got to 
be frank with your ratepayers. You 
have got to be straightforward and say 
to them, look, if we are going to have 
investment, we have got to have profit. 

Now, I think instead what the answer 
of many elected officials in the State 
of California is going to be, let the 
Government take over. Let us let the 
Government be the power supplier in 
California. Let us let the Government 
run this operation. 

Take a look. Without exception, take 
a look at any point in history. What 
happens when we allow the Govern-
ment to enter into the private market-
place and run business? Government 
cannot do it. Look at what we do with 
the Federal Government, my col-
leagues. Take a look at how efficiently 
the Social Security system is run. 
Take a look at how efficiently Medi-
care is run. I mean, we have huge inef-
ficiencies. 

Why? Why are the inefficiencies 
higher at the Government level than 
they are in the private marketplace? 
Because the Government does not have 
competition. In the private market-
place, efficiencies come as a result of 
the market because they have got com-
petition. 

Remember the hamburger guy I was 
talking about? That guy or gal decided 
to come in and he or she cannot sell 
those hamburgers for $5 for very long 
because they have got competition 
that will come in and sell it for $2. 

I say to some of my colleagues from 
California, do not let your constituents 
buy off on the proposition that they 
are going to be able to get power at a 
capped price. Do not let them buy off 
on the proposition that they are not 
going to have to pay for an increase. 

Let me talk about what I think is the 
solution for the State of California and 
a big part of it. Number one, in Cali-
fornia and across this country, we have 
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got to conserve. And conservation real-
ly is pretty easy. 

My wife and I, for example, in our 
home in Colorado, we live high in the 
Rocky Mountains, in our home, except 
for the area that we are working in, 
the area we are working in we leave at 
70 or 72 degrees. The rest of the house 
is at 55 degrees. 

In California, they have got to begin 
to conserve. They cannot conserve 
when they cap the price that the user 
is going to pay. 

Let me give my colleagues an exam-
ple. Colleagues, if any one of you ever 
rented a place from a landlord and the 
landlord agreed to pay all of the utili-
ties, and by the way, that does not hap-
pen very often except for the Govern-
ment, what incentive would you have 
to shut off the air conditioning during 
the summer or reduce the heat during 
the winter if the landlord paid the bill 
regardless of the usage you had on the 
air-conditioning or the heat? There is 
no incentive to conserve. 

California has got to take this price 
cap off. 

b 2000 

California has got to say to the elec-
trical users in its own State, and I 
know politically it is not popular to do, 
but it is going to take some courage 
and some guts to stand up to the con-
sumers in California. And frankly I 
think a lot of consumers will agree 
with this, Look, we have got to put a 
price. The more you use or if you are 
going to waste it, there is going to be 
a price to pay. We cannot cap it at $55, 
especially when the marketplace out 
there is selling it at $1,000, and that is 
what happened at points during this 
energy crisis. 

So conservation is issue number one. 
All of us can conserve energy. I feel an 
obligation to conserve it in Colorado. 
And for gosh sakes in California you 
need to be led by your State political 
leaders to conserve. 

The second thing that you have got 
to do in California is you have got to 
build production facilities. You have to 
provide for generation. The days of 
looking to your neighbors to the east 
and saying, well, put the power plants 
in Oregon or put the hydropower plants 
over in Arizona or let Colorado put the 
power generation plants in their State. 
We do not want power generation 
plants because it has an impact on the 
environment. 

It does have an impact on the envi-
ronment. You have got to balance that 
out. Having lights in here this evening, 
having 70 degrees on the House floor, it 
has an impact on the environment. We 
are using energy to provide this. But, 
California, you are going to have to 
carry a fair share of that. Or if you 
want to depend on out-of-State sup-
pliers, then you are going to be subject 
to the price variations of the market. 
And if the market knows that you do 

not have the capability to provide your 
own power, the market will be very 
punishing to you. The market has its 
own checks and balances. You cannot 
defy through political movement the 
marketplace or the punishment of the 
marketplace for ignoring the basic con-
cepts of supply and demand. It will not 
work. You have tried it and it has been 
a disaster. 

You have hit a brick wall in Cali-
fornia. The elected officials in Cali-
fornia need to stand up and understand 
the private marketplace, stand up and 
conserve and take that price cap off so 
that you have got some kind of incen-
tive to build generation. And for gosh 
sakes, I urge the electrical users in 
California, do not buy into this dream 
that the government of the State of 
California can run an electrical system 
more efficiently than the private mar-
ketplace. Oh, temporarily it will be 
like that 10 percent discount you got 
when they first deregulated. They will 
make it sound as sweet as roses, sugar, 
and honey. But down the road, you will 
pay the price because the government 
cannot operate an electrical facility 
with efficiency. 

Let me move on very briefly about 
the next subject that I think is critical 
and we are going to hear a lot about 
and that is the tax plan from President 
Bush. I think it is very, very critical 
that we put in place a tax cut. 

I think our first priority, colleagues, 
has to be to reduce the debt. So the ar-
gument here on the Bush tax cut is not 
about reduction of the debt. I think 
most of my colleagues out here agree 
that we need to reduce the debt. The 
argument is the structure of how we go 
about it. Now, frankly some of the peo-
ple opposed to this, i.e., the left wing of 
the Democratic Party, the more liberal 
element, and I say this with due re-
spect, the liberal philosophy appears to 
be, keep the money in Washington. 

I will tell you any time you keep 
money within reach of these Chambers, 
it is in high danger of being spent or 
dedicated to a new spending program. 
Do not kid yourself. Money sitting in 
Washington, D.C. is like setting a piece 
of pie in front of somebody that has 
not eaten for a long time. It is going to 
get eaten up very quickly. It is going 
to be committed. 

If you want to reduce that debt, put 
that money back in the pockets of the 
people that made it. That is exactly 
what President Bush is focusing on. 
That theory is a theory that has been 
proved time and time and time again. 
Give the money not to the government 
to reinvest because, remember, the 
government does not create capital. 
The government transfers capital. 
Those men and women out there, work-
ing away, they are the ones that create 
capital. All the government does is 
reach into their pockets and transfer 
their hard-earned money to Wash-
ington, D.C. 

Frankly as you know as a result of 
this surplus, you have had a lot more 
money than we need transferred out of 
a worker’s pocket to Washington, D.C. 
You have got a lot of people that did 
not have to earn that money that have 
great ideas on how to spend your 
money. They want it kept in Wash-
ington. This new program, this new 
program, more for this program. 

President Bush has it right. We have 
got an economy that faces a heck of a 
challenge. We have got an economy 
that threatens millions and millions of 
jobs. We have got an economy that just 
in the last month we have seen tens 
and tens of thousands of people lose 
their jobs. 

We have got to come up with a recov-
ery plan. The recovery plan is not to 
keep that surplus in Washington, D.C. 
for more spending. That recovery plan 
is to get that money quickly back out 
to the people who earned it. Get that 
money back out to the people who 
made it. That is how you create cap-
ital. And when you create capital, you 
create more taxable transactions. And 
when you create more taxable trans-
actions, you reduce the Federal debt. 

Today in the Committee on Ways and 
Means, I sat and listened to the Sec-
retary of Treasury and heard a ques-
tioner imply that a tax cut was going 
to add to the national debt. A tax cut 
if appropriately put into place will re-
duce the national debt. Because you 
are putting money out and it creates 
capital out there in the free market-
place. 

I also heard out there today about 
how this is a rich man’s tax cut. Let us 
take a look at some hard facts here 
very briefly. This is who pays Federal 
income taxes. By the way, as you can 
tell, this is my homemade chart, col-
leagues, so forgive me for it but I think 
you can get the basics of it. 

All taxpayers, of course, pay 100 per-
cent. All taxpayers pay 100 percent of 
the taxes. The top 1 percent of the tax-
payers in the country pay 34 percent of 
the taxes. The top 5 percent pay 53 per-
cent of taxes. The top 10 percent of tax-
payers in the country pay 65 percent of 
the taxes. Right down here, the top 50 
percent, half of the taxpayers in this 
country, pay 95 percent of the taxes. 
The bottom 50 percent pay less than 4 
percent of the taxes. I will go ahead 
and leave this up so you can take a 
look at it. 

The bottom half pays less than 4 per-
cent of the taxes. So if you are going to 
have an impact, if you are going to put 
dollars back out there, number one, the 
principle of a tax cut should go to peo-
ple who pay taxes. Bush’s plan is not a 
welfare plan. President Bush’s plan is 
to go to the people who pay taxes, 
every taxpayer out there, regardless of 
their wealth and reduce marginal 
rates, get those dollars out here where 
they are going to work. Get those dol-
lars out into that community. Get it 
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out there where it is going to be rein-
vested under President Bush’s income 
tax cut. 

Under President Bush’s income tax 
cut, there are several key issues. One 
in five tax-paying families with chil-
dren will no longer pay any income tax 
at all. So out of every five families out 
there that are paying income taxes 
today, out of every five, they are pay-
ing taxes today, one of them after this 
program will no longer have to pay 
those taxes. By the way, all five of 
them will have their taxes reduced. A 
family of four who make $35,000 a year 
will pay no Federal income taxes under 
this plan. So if you have got constitu-
ents out there, colleagues, who have a 
family of four, mom and dad, boy and 
girl, and they are making $35,000 a 
year, under President Bush’s plan they 
will no longer pay Federal income 
taxes. 

What do you think happens to that 
money, colleagues? They do not go 
take the money that they are no longer 
transferring to Washington, D.C. and 
bury it in the ground. They go out and 
use that money. They either put it into 
savings or they go put it as a down 
payment or they go buy a washer or a 
dryer. That money begins to circulate 
in the environment that creates cap-
ital, that also creates taxable trans-
actions, that also helps reduce the Fed-
eral debt. 

Let me go on. A family of four mak-
ing $50,000 a year, so if you have mom 
and dad and boy and girl, and they are 
making $50,000 a year, their taxes will 
be reduced by 50 percent. A 50 percent 
tax cut. A reduction of $1,600. And a 
family of four who makes $75,000 a year 
will receive a 25 percent tax cut. 

On top of that, there are some other 
important issues that are being re-
duced and addressed by President 
Bush’s tax plan. Let me start with one 
that hits me right in the heart and hits 
a lot of American families out there. 
And that is the elimination of the 
death tax. 

Death should not be a taxable event 
in a country like the United States of 
America. Our forefathers never in-
tended for a family to be taxed because 
of the tragedy of a death. What hap-
pened and where that tax was created 
was around the early 1900s as a tool to 
punish the Rockefellers and the Carne-
gies and so on and so forth, the Morgan 
Stanleys, those are the people they 
wanted to penalize, so it was put in 
purely as a penalty, as a punitive 
measure by the government, com-
pletely contrary to the philosophy of 
our government, that is, those who 
work hard should be able to save some-
thing for future generations. 

What the Bush plan does is over an 8- 
year period of time, it eliminates that 
death tax. It actually goes out and 
says, wait a minute, the government is 
going the wrong way. What President 
Bush says the government should be 

doing is encouraging family business to 
go from one generation to the next 
generation. 

President Bush says we should not 
have a government that discourages 
business and family farms and family 
ranches from going from one genera-
tion to the next generation. This 
should be a government that encour-
ages it. This should be a government 
that goes out there and says death is 
not a taxable event. President Bush 
does not believe that death should be a 
taxable event. This deserves the sup-
port of everybody in here. 

Now, I hear some people say, well, all 
it does is support the wealthy. I am so 
sick of hearing that. You know some-
thing, if you go out there and you work 
hard and you save a few bucks, all of a 
sudden, some of my colleagues in here 
call you rich and for some reason de-
spite the fact you worked for it, despite 
the fact you did something that 
brought that to you, you do not de-
serve it or somebody else who did not 
work quite as hard, who did not come 
up with a better mousetrap should 
have it from you. This tax plan is what 
we need for a recovery in our economy. 

I will tell you what else President 
Bush does in this tax plan. And finally, 
finally, we have got somebody that will 
talk about the death tax and say death 
is not a taxable event. And finally we 
have got a President who incorporates 
within his tax cut plan an elimination, 
or a significant downsizing of the mar-
riage penalty. Do you think that our 
forefathers ever imagined that this 
government would go to the point in 
time where it would tax a family for a 
marriage? Do you think that they 
thought that this government would go 
so far as to say, ‘‘We’ll tax you when 
you marry, and we’ll tax you when you 
die’’? That is where the government is. 

Finally, we have got a President who 
is standing up to this and saying, look, 
every taxpayer deserves a tax cut. 
Death is not a taxable event. Marriage 
is not a taxable event. We have also got 
a President who has proposed a tax cut 
that is not aimed at business. This is 
not aimed at big business. This is 
aimed at individual taxpayers, regard-
less, every taxpayer in America, every 
taxpayer in America will benefit from 
this tax cut because it cuts the mar-
ginal rates. President Bush in his tax 
cut, he does not go out and pick a spe-
cial, heavily lobbied organization or 
group or business to get the tax cut at 
the expense of every other taxpayer. He 
does not do that. President Bush goes 
out there and puts together a plan that 
benefits every taxpayer. That is what 
is beautiful about this tax plan. This 
country needs a significant tax cut. 

The danger of a tax cut is if you do 
not do enough, then it will not help re-
duce the national debt. It will not 
work. It will not help give a jump-start 
to that economy. By the way, the tax 
cut alone will not jump-start the econ-

omy. It takes a combination of strate-
gies. One of the strategies is you have 
got to have the Fed lower the interest 
rate and that strategy has been put 
into place. And I believe that Green-
span will lower those rates again with-
in the very near future. Strategy num-
ber one, arm number one. 

Arm number two, strategy number 
two, put a tax cut into place that has 
some significance. It has got to be 
large enough to have some kind of im-
pact on the economy. That is what has 
to happen. You put those two strate-
gies in there and you have got one 
other one you have got to think about, 
and that is our responsibility on this 
House floor. 

b 2015 
You have got to control Federal 

spending. You have got to control 
spending. If you control spending, you 
reduce taxes and you lower the interest 
rate; that is the kind of formula that 
makes a very, very potent medicine to 
fight this slowdown that we are now 
facing. 

So I am asking all of my colleagues, 
look, put partisan politics aside. Stand 
with the President. President Bush 
needs our support. President Bush has 
been willing to take the lead on this. 
We ought to stand up in unison; and we 
ought to help the President, because if 
we do not, this economy could continue 
to spiral in a downward fashion. We 
have time to save the economy, we 
have time to correct this downturn, 
but if we do not work with the kind of 
strategy that I think is now being de-
ployed, one, by Greenspan, two, by the 
President, and, three, by us to control 
Federal spending, then, frankly, we are 
going to get what we ask for. 

So, in conclusion this evening, let me 
recap the three topics. 

Number one, the Mark Rich pardon. 
If you look at your history books, it 
will go down in history as one of the 
most disgraceful pardons in the history 
of this country, the most disgraceful 
pardon in the history of this country. 
Take a look at it. Watch it with inter-
est. 

Number two, the energy crisis in 
California. California, you are going to 
have to build generation in your own 
backyard. You are going to have to 
conserve. You are going to have to lift 
your price cap. And, for gosh sakes, 
Californians, do not let the government 
run your electrical distribution facility 
and entire electrical enterprise. It may 
sound sweet today; but for a short-term 
benefit, you will have a very, very 
long-term cost. 

Number three, I urge my colleagues 
and the citizens and their constituents, 
urge your constituents to take a care-
ful look at what the President has pro-
posed. It does eliminate the death tax, 
it does reduce the marriage penalty, it 
does put tax dollars back to every tax-
payer in this country, individual tax-
payers in this country; and that is ex-
actly the kind of formula we need, if 
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we can deliver our part, and that is to 
control Federal spending. 

f 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CULBERSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I did 
want to indicate that I only plan to use 
about 20 minutes of the hour this 
evening, and then I would like to turn 
over the rest of the hour and yield to 
the gentlewoman, one of my colleagues 
from Ohio, who will be out here later, 
who is going to be talking, I believe, 
about Black History Month. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to take to the 
floor, to the well, this evening, to talk 
about health care, and essentially to 
map out why I believe very strongly in 
this session of Congress we have an op-
portunity, hopefully on a bipartisan 
basis, to enact some health care re-
forms that will ensure more access to 
health insurance to more Americans, 
many of whom, about 40 million, do not 
have any kind of health insurance 
right now; and, secondly, that we enact 
a true HMO reform, along the lines of 
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, a bipar-
tisan bill that passed the House of Rep-
resentatives last session, unfortu-
nately, it did not become law, in order 
to reform HMOs. Third, I think that we 
should enact a Medicare prescription 
drug benefit for all Medicare bene-
ficiaries. 

I believe very strongly, Mr. Speaker, 
that these measures can pass in this 
Congress on a bipartisan basis. 

I have to say I was a little concerned, 
I did not plan to talk about tax cuts to-
night, but when I heard my colleague 
on the other side of the aisle who was 
here in the well before me, I do become 
concerned that if the tax cuts that are 
being proposed by the President be-
come too large, so that the entire sur-
plus, or most of the surplus that we 
now have, is used up, we not only face 
the potential of having a deficit situa-
tion again, with all the bad ramifica-
tions for its economy, but it would 
make it impossible for the types of 
things that I am talking about tonight, 
a Medicare prescription drug benefit, 
increased access to health insurance 
for many who do not have it, these 
types of things would be impossible to 
pass. 

So I would ask my colleagues, when 
they look at these tax cuts, which all 
of us support tax cuts, and I certainly 
would like to see one passed, that it 
not be so large that it puts us back 
into a deficit situation or does not 
allow us to implement some of these 
needed health care reforms. 

What I want to start out, if I could, 
Mr. Speaker, is by saying that when I 
talk about expanding health insurance 

and access to health insurance, I think 
you know in previous Congresses we 
have worked, for example, to expand 
health insurance for children, the so- 
called CHIP program, which now allows 
children whose parents make more 
than would be eligible for Medicaid, 
and who mostly are working, are now 
allowed in their individual States to 
enroll in a Federal program so their 
kids are covered by health insurance. 

However, during the course of the 
last campaign it was quite clear that 
the Democrats felt very strongly and 
still feel strongly that the CHIP pro-
gram needs to be expanded to include 
adults, the parents of those children 
who are in the CHIP program. 

It was very interesting, because dur-
ing his confirmation hearings the new 
HHS Secretary, Secretary Thompson, 
actually said that he would like to see 
parents whose children are in the CHIP 
program be allowed to enroll in the 
program as well. 

I mention that because I think even 
though this was a Democratic idea, it 
is something obviously that is sup-
ported by the current Health and 
Human Services Secretary, who is a 
Republican. So, again, I hope that we 
see some of our Republicans coming 
along with this proposal. 

The other thing the Democrats have 
been championing for some time is the 
idea that people between the ages of 55 
and 65 who are not eligible for Medi-
care now be able to buy into Medicare, 
the so-called ‘‘near-elderly.’’ I would 
venture to say, Mr. Speaker, that if 
you were able to enroll all the kids 
that are now eligible for CHIP, and 
then expand the CHIP program to in-
clude all the parents whose children 
are in CHIP, and then expand Medicare 
so that the near-elderly, 55 to 65, could 
sign up, we would go a long way to-
wards solving the problem of those 40 
million Americans who work but who 
have no health insurance. I would like 
to see that done on a bipartisan basis. 

Let me also mention the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights, the HMO reform. It is 
abundantly clear to me that in the last 
Congress, even though the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights was a Democratic initia-
tive, the HMO reform, we had a number 
of Republicans who came forward and 
voted for it here in the House; and we 
had some very prominent Republicans 
who took the lead on it, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) and the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), 
who took the lead on it. 

Why can we not pass that bill? We 
should be able to in this Congress. I 
know that most of the Republicans did 
not vote for it in the last Congress in 
the House, but there is no reason why 
we cannot do it. 

President Bush comes from the State 
of Texas. Texas has a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, or an HMO reform, very similar 
to the Democratic Patients’ Bill of 
Rights proposal. Let us see what we 

can do to get it passed on a bipartisan 
basis. 

Finally, let me talk about the pre-
scription drug benefit. I know when I 
go home and talk to my constituents, 
the seniors in my district, the biggest 
concern they have is the fact that 
Medicare does not cover prescription 
drugs, and many of them cannot sign 
up for Medigap programs or cannot get 
into an HMO where prescription drugs 
are covered, or may have been in such 
an HMO and had their coverage 
dropped as of January 1 of this year. 

So we need to enact a prescription 
drug program under Medicare. Every-
one in Medicare should be eligible for 
prescription drug coverage, regardless 
of income, regardless of age, regardless 
of disability. 

I wanted to talk if I can tonight, 
again I said I want to limit the amount 
of time that I took, because I want to 
yield to some of my colleagues, but I 
just want to develop a little more what 
the Democrats have been saying with 
regard to HMO reform and the Medi-
care prescription drug benefit. 

What the Democrats have been say-
ing is they want a strong enforceable 
Patients’ Bill of Rights. This strong 
legislation with regard to HMO reform 
should include protections for all 
Americans and in all health plans. It 
should assure access to all emergency 
room care when and where the need 
arises. It should guarantee access to 
specialists when patients need it. It 
should guarantee access to a fair and 
timely internal and independent exter-
nal appeals process, so patients can ad-
dress disagreements with their health 
plans. It should have meaningful en-
forcement for patients who have been 
harmed as a result of health plan deci-
sions. It should assure access to clin-
ical trials and assure patients can keep 
their health plans. 

If I could summarize what the Demo-
crats have been saying about HMO re-
form and the Patients’ Bill of Rights, 
basically we are saying we want med-
ical decisions no longer made by the in-
surance company or the actuaries, but 
by the patients and their physicians. 
We want to switch it so that now those 
medical decisions are made by the pa-
tients and their physicians. And we 
want it that if the health care plan, if 
the insurance company, denies you 
care, that you have a right, either in-
ternally or through some arbitration, 
to review and to appeal that decision 
and have it reviewed by somebody who 
is not part of the insurance company. 
Finally, that you have the right to sue 
if all else fails. Those are the basic te-
nets of what we think are important 
for HMO reform. 

Now, I have to say I was a little dis-
appointed, because many of us, both 
Democrat and Republican, both House 
and Senate Members, most promi-
nently Senator MCCAIN as a Repub-
lican, Senator TED KENNEDY a Demo-
cratic, leaders on health care issues, 
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