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academic events, and, most recently, estab-
lishment of Community Education Resource 
Centers in five Los Angeles neighborhoods. 
He also worked on outreach in his capacity as 
Special Assistant to UC President Richard At-
kinson from 1998 to 2000. 

Dr. Paredes has long believed that by set-
ting high expectations for students, they will 
eventually overcome their challenges. Dr. 
Paredes has been a strong advocate for the 
establishment of educational partnerships that 
lead to successful pipelines between high 
schools and four-year colleges, as well as be-
tween community colleges and Universities. 
He has played a most important role in out-
reaching to the most disenfranchised commu-
nities in the state of California. He has helped 
further the goals of the first successful sum-
mer academy for migrant students from Cali-
fornia. 

Dr. Paredes has served as an appointed 
member to the Task Force on Latino Eligibility 
by the University of California from 1992–
1997. He has also served as an appointed 
member of the Advisory Committee on Latino 
Education by the California State Department 
of Education, has served as an appointed 
member of the California Commission for the 
Establishment of Academic Content and Per-
formance Standards, has served as the co-
chair of the Committee on K–12 educational 
research for the Inter-University Program for 
Latino Research and currently he is a Consult-
ant on education to the Univision television 
network. 

Dr. Paredes’ true contributions to UCLA, the 
University of California, and the community at 
large far exceed the span of his myriad re-
sponsibilities. A champion of educational ac-
cess, equity, and diversity, he has been a 
highly effective ambassador and leader on be-
half of those causes. He has spearheaded 
landmark programs and forged relationships 
between the University and important local in-
stitutions—vital bonds that will endure be-
cause of his commitment and persistence. 

Sadly, Dr. Paredes is leaving his position at 
UCLA, as he will be assuming the position of 
Director of Creativity, Culture and Arts Pro-
grams at the Rockefeller Foundation in New 
York. 

On behalf of the 31st Congressional District, 
I thank Dr. Paredes for your leadership, your 
service and most importantly for your commit-
ment to improving the quality of life for stu-
dents in the state of California.
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IF MEDICARE CAN BUY A PROS-
TATE BIOPSY FOR $178, WHY 
SPEND $506? 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, March 6, 2001

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, Medicare pays 
different amounts for various medical proce-
dures, depending on where the service is per-
formed. In general (but not always), we pay 
more for a procedure in a hospital outpatient 
department, less for the same procedure in an 
ambulatory surgical center, and often even 
less when that procedure is performed in a 
doctor’s personal office. 

Some people—the very frail or those who 
are quite sick—often need to be cared for in 
a setting where intensive support services can 
be quickly provided. But for most, these var-
ious procedures can be performed safely in a 
variety of settings. 

For those who do not need back-up support, 
it would seem that Medicare ought to pay no 
more than the lowest cost site of service. I’ve 
introduced legislation to ensure that type of 
savings—savings that would run into the hun-
dreds of millions per year. 

The following letter from a group of doctors 
describes why we should enact this change—
ASAP.

FEBRUARY 14, 2001.
REPRESENTATIVE PETE STARK,
Cannon House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE STARK: We are a 
group of six urologists. We are writing this 
letter to voice our concerns about, and ask 
for your help in clarifying/rectifying HCFA 
reimbursement policy as it relates to site of 
service payments. 

To briefly summarize, three routine and 
frequently performed urology procedures are 
reimbursed at very different rates when per-
formed in a physician’s office versus an am-
bulatory surgical center. The procedures, 
corresponding CPT codes and associated pay-
ments are:

CPT code and description Office 
pmt. 

ASC 
pmt. 

52000 Cystourethroscopy ............................................... $179 $418 
52281 Cystourethroscopy w/urethral calibration/dila-

tion ............................................................................... 232 569 
55700 Prostate biopsy ................................................... 178 506 

As you can see, if the bill for these proce-
dures is sent to Part A Medicare instead of 
Part B Medicare the reimbursement is tre-
mendously higher. This is true even though 
they are exactly the same service provided 
with identical equipment. 

The Medicare Payment Advisory Commis-
sion (MedPAC) has stated ‘‘All else being 
equal, Medicare should pay for ambulatory 
care based on the service, not the setting in 
which it is provided.’’ (AUA Health Policy 
Brief, Page 5, December 1998). The major cost 
drivers of providing these services are basi-
cally identical regardless of site of service 
(cost of cystoscopes, ultrasound imaging 
equipment, power tables, sterilization equip-
ment, light sources, irrigation fluid, ancil-
lary personnel, and cost per square foot of 
space). We believe this present policy ad-
versely and unfairly affects all providers who 
aren’t owners of an ASC as well as Medicare 
beneficiaries. 

Medicare beneficiaries are concerned about 
access and quality of care. Presently we pro-
vide these services at four locations. Without 
a level reimbursement policy concerning site 
of service, we will have to consider closing 
some offices and congregating all or most of 
these procedures at one centrally located 
ASC.
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INTRODUCTION OF NO GUNS FOR 
VIOLENT PERPETRATORS ACT 

HON. DENNIS MOORE 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 6, 2001

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, today I join with 
twelve of my colleagues in introducing legisla-

tion that will help protect our communities by 
keeping guns out of the hands of our most 
violent criminals. 

As an elected District Attorney for twelve 
years, I know that tough enforcement of our 
current laws is vital to keeping our commu-
nities safe. One of these federal laws in exist-
ence makes it illegal for convicted felons to 
posses a firearm. But would it surprise you to 
know that there is no similar prohibition on 
possession of a firearm by a person who has 
a juvenile adjudication of a violent crime? That 
is a fact. And it is a narrow loophole in the law 
that should be closed. 

A constituent who owns a gun store in my 
district, Bob Lockett, brought this loophole to 
my attention. An individual with a conviction 
for a shooting death as a juvenile in California 
tried to purchase gun parts at his store. The 
State of Kansas has a law making it illegal for 
persons with a juvenile adjudication of a vio-
lent crime to possess a firearm. Therefore, 
when a search discovered the prior conviction, 
Mr. Lockett was able to prevent the purchase 
and notify the authorities. I commend Mr. 
Lockett for his actions and for bringing this 
matter to my attention. 

Mr. Speaker, although I am grateful that 
Kansas has such a law, I believe that this 
should be a federal law to prevent violent per-
petrators from possessing firearms nationwide. 
These individuals with a violent past should be 
prohibited from possessing firearms. 

During my years as a District Attorney, I 
found that, to the victim of a violent crime, it 
makes little difference whether the perpetrator 
was an adult or a juvenile. I believe we all can 
agree that violent persons should not be able 
to legally possess a firearm. 

Mr. Speaker, persons who have a juvenile 
adjudication for a violent felony should never 
possess a firearm. I urge my colleagues to 
support this important legislation.
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THE ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX 
REPEAL ACT OF 2001

HON. MAC COLLINS 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 6, 2001

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
introduce The Alternative Minimum Tax Re-
peal Act of 2001 which will repeal the indi-
vidual Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT). The 
domestic tax system has dramatically changed 
since the creation of the AMT regime. Con-
sequently, this tax regime has long outlived its 
purpose. Today, the AMT is punitive in nature, 
overly cumbersome and affects taxpayers who 
were never intended to fall into this tax trap. 
To immediately reduce the number of wage 
earners who are affected, my legislation will 
extend the current-law provision which allows 
personal tax credits to be applied against the 
AMT calculation. The proposal will also imme-
diately increase the AMT income exemption 
level, originally added to the AMT structure in 
1993, so that it is adjusted to reflect inflation 
since that time. Subsequently, it will increase 
the exemption amount annually by 10 percent. 
In addition, the bill will repeal the income limi-
tation that currently applies to that exemption. 
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Finally, at the end of a ten year period, the in-
dividual AMT will fully be repealed. 

Included in the tax plan outline presented by 
President George W. Bush, was a statement 
in support of additional tax code changes that 
would provide relief from the Alternative Min-
imum Tax. Please join me by cosponsoring 
this important legislation. Eliminating the AMT 
will reduce the complexity of the tax code and 
remove another heavy burden shouldered by 
wage earners.
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INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO RE-
DUCE THE CORPORATE TAX 
RATE TO 33 PERCENT 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 6, 2001

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing three pieces of legislation to refine the 
tax proposal put forward by President Bush. 
Let me state at the outset that I fully support 
President Bush’s tax proposal as he laid it out. 
I think it is appropriate for the times and well-
designed. Even so, there is no legislation or 
proposal that cannot be improved upon. And 
so I offer these three bills in this spirit and in 
the belief that the President in all likelihood 
would and should support them. 

The bill I am introducing takes as its starting 
point the income tax rate reductions proposed 
by President Bush, phased-in over ten years. 
I have included these rate reductions to pro-
vide the context for my proposed refinement, 
which is to reduce the top corporate income 
tax rate to 33 percent to be consistent with the 
top individual income tax rate in the Bush pro-
posal of 33 percent. 

The driving force of the Bush tax program is 
the importance of reducing tax rates. This is 
manifested in the reduction in the statutory tax 
rates, but also in such provisions as the dou-
bling of the per child credit, the effect of which 
is to soften the high effective tax rates many 
lower-income taxpayers face due to the 
phase-out of the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EITC). When we reduce these ‘‘marginal’’ tax 
rates, we reduce the most important disincen-
tives our tax system imposes on work effort, 
saving, and investment. Think of it! Just as an 
individual or a family starts to climb the eco-
nomic ladder they face a marginal tax rate of 
almost 50 percent thanks to the combination 
of the federal individual income tax, the 
phase-out of the EITC, the payroll tax, and 
any state income taxes imposed. 

When it comes to tax policy, reducing mar-
ginal tax rates is the best insurance policy we 
can buy for ensuring a strong economy in the 
future. By reducing tax rates as he has pro-
posed, the President would reduce disincen-
tives for individuals, partnerships, sole propri-
etorships, and even for a special brand of eco-
nomic organization called an S Corporation. 
However, his program does not provide similar 
relief to the more common corporate form, 
known as the C corporation. The bill I am in-
troducing today extends the principle of reduc-
ing tax rates to the top corporate income tax 
rate faced by C corporations, which currently 
stands at 35 percent. My bill would reduce this 

tax rate to 33 percent, and in so doing would 
provide tax relief to almost all corporate tax-
payers. 

Reducing the corporate income tax rate to 
33 percent would reduce the disincentive fac-
ing corporations to invest in new plants and 
equipment. Thus, the level of investment 
would increase, helping America out of its cur-
rent economic slowdown and putting us on a 
path of stronger growth in the future. The ex-
traordinary growth we experienced prior to the 
current slowdown was driven largely by pro-
ductivity growth that is largely attributable to 
increased capital formation. Reducing the cor-
porate income tax rate would encourage a re-
sumption of this capital formation and, in the 
process, would increase the competitiveness 
of America’s corporations and America’s work-
ers. 

As the corporate community searches for 
tax relief that is broad in application, defen-
sible in principle, and conducive to prosperity 
at home and greater competitiveness abroad, 
they can hardly do better than to reduce the 
corporate income tax rate as I have proposed 
in this bill. That is not to say that other 
changes would not also be beneficial. For ex-
ample, repeal of the corporate Alternative Min-
imum Tax, reform of our international tax laws, 
and a thorough modernization of our system 
of capital cost recovery system would each be 
highly beneficial and worthy of consideration. 
However, in the context and an era of indi-
vidual tax rate reduction, I believe a simple re-
duction in the corporate income tax rate has 
the greatest chance for success at this time. 
And so I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation, modest though it is, to permit 
America’s corporations and America’s share-
holders to share in tax relief while ensuring 
our companies remain strong and competitive.
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RECOGNIZING LOUISE DAVIS 

HON. HILDA SOLIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 6, 2001

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recognize 
the notable accomplishments and the extraor-
dinary life of a woman from the 31st Congres-
sional District of California. 

Louise Davis is retiring from serving over 20 
years of public office in the San Gabriel Val-
ley. Louise served as the mayor of Monterey 
Park for three terms, from 1980 to 1981 and 
again in 1983. Prior to her mayoral terms, she 
was elected as ‘‘The Grass Roots Candidate,’’ 
for Monterey Park City Council in 1976 where 
she served for eight years. She was a unique 
council member who spent her time directly 
addressing her constituents’ problems and 
working to make Monterey Park a better place 
for all its residents. After a brief break from 
public life to enjoy her children and grand-
children, Louise accepted the encouragement 
from residents and ran for Monterey Park City 
treasurer in 1988. She served in this capacity 
for 12 years and was known for her sharp wis-
dom and good judgment. 

Louise was born and raised in Joliet, Illinois, 
graduated from St. Angelea’s Academy where 
she was class president and received a schol-

arship to pursue her college education in Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin. At the conclusion of 
World War II, she met Bill Davis and when he 
returned from the Navy, they were soon mar-
ried. Louise and Bill Davis moved to Monterey 
Park in 1955 and raised seven children—all 
attended public schools. Louise became heav-
ily involved with the PTA and the Mothers 
March of Dimes. She was appointed to the 
Community Relations Commission, where she 
worked to foster better ethnic relations in Mon-
terey Park, a city known for its multicultural 
and diverse population. She served as the 
hostess of the City’s Welcome Wagon in the 
1960s, represented her community in the 
March of Dimes, served on the Monterey Park 
Boys and Girls Club Board, the President’s 
Community Advisory Board of East Los Ange-
les College and the American Red Cross 
Board, San Gabriel Valley. She has also 
worked diligently to preserve the history of the 
City she served so well as President of the 
Monterey Park Historical Society. 

Louise has served as a charter member and 
president of Hillhaven Health Care Center’s 
Community Advisory Board and a charter 
member and chairperson of the Friends of the 
Seniors, Langley Senior Center. 

Among her many honors, Louise was 
named, Woman of the Year by Soroptomist 
International, Monterey Park. She has been 
the recipient of the Most Valuable Citizens 
Award from the Monterey Park Boys and Girls 
Club, an Award of Merit from the Monterey 
Park Chamber of Commerce, and the Com-
munity Service Award from the Monterey Park 
Lions Club. 

Louise Davis enjoys respect and notoriety 
from numerous residents of Monterey Park be-
cause of her vast contributions to the commu-
nity. It is both fitting and proper that we recog-
nize this community leader for her exceptional 
record of civic leadership and invaluable public 
service. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask this 107th Congress to 
join me in recognizing the tireless, grass roots 
work of Louise Davis upon her retirement on 
March 8, 2001 for her service to the constitu-
ents of California’s 31st District and wish her 
good health and prosperity in her retirement.
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TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM J. PITKO 

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 6, 2001

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, today, I am 
deeply saddened to share the news of the 
passing of William J. Pitko. 

William J. Pitko was born on July 4, 1939 to 
Joseph Sr. and Mary Krulik Pitko. One of four 
brothers and a sister, he leaves David, 
George, Joseph Jr., and Gladys Stahara. He 
also leaves two daughters, Laurie Pitko and 
Cindy Rawden, two granddaughters, and his 
companion. 

For 16 years, William J. Pitko was treatment 
plant operator for the Mahoning County Sani-
tary Engineering Department. I knew he was a 
tremendous athlete from when we played foot-
ball, baseball, and basketball together at St. 
Matthias parochial school. He dedicated much 
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