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SENATE—Friday, March 9, 2001
The House was not in session today. 

Its next meeting will be held on Mon-
day, March 12, 2001, at 2 p.m. 

The Senate met at 10:01 a.m., and was 
called to order by the Honorable JAMES 
M. JEFFORDS, a Senator from the State 
of Vermont. 

PRAYER 

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

Almighty God, Sovereign of history, 
we join with Jews throughout the 
world in the joyous celebration of 
Purim. We thank You for the inspiring 
memory of Queen Esther who, in the 
fifth century B.C., threw caution to the 
wind and interceded with her husband, 
the King of Persia, to save the exiled 
Jewish people from persecution. The 
words of her uncle, Mordecai, sound in 
our souls: ‘‘You have come to the king-
dom for such a time as this.’’—Esther 
4:14. 

Lord of circumstances, we are moved 
profoundly by the way You use individ-
uals to accomplish Your plans and ar-
range what seems like coincidence to 
bring about Your will for Your people. 
You have brought each of us to Your 
kingdom for such a time as this. You 
whisper in our souls, ‘‘I have plans for 
you, plans for good and not for evil, to 
give you a future and a hope.’’—Jere-
miah 29:11. 

Grant the Senators a heightened 
sense of the special role You have for 
each of them to play in the unfolding 
drama of American history. Give them 
a sense of destiny and a deep depend-
ence on Your guidance and grace. 

On Purim, we renew our commitment 
to fight against sectarian intolerance 
in our own hearts and religious perse-
cution in so many places in the world. 
This is Your world; let us not forget 
that ‘‘though the wrong seems oft so 
strong, You are the Ruler yet.’’ Amen.

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable JAMES M. JEFFORDS 
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. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, March 9, 2001. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable JAMES M. JEFFORDS, a 
Senator from the State of Vermont, to per-
form the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore.

Mr. JEFFORDS thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will immediately resume con-
sideration of S. 420, the Bankruptcy 
Reform Act. There are several amend-
ments pending, and others are expected 
to be offered. Any votes ordered during 
today’s and Monday’s session will be 
scheduled to occur on Tuesday, at 11 
a.m. Senators with amendments are, 
again, encouraged to come to the floor 
today and Monday to offer their 
amendments. As previously announced, 
it is hoped that all action on this bill 
can be completed by midweek next 
week. I thank my colleagues for their 
cooperation. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

BANKRUPTCY REFORM ACT OF 2001 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of S. 420, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

A bill (S. 420) to amend title 11, United 
States Code, and for other purposes.

Pending:
Schumer amendment No. 25, to ensure that 

the bankruptcy code is not used to exacer-
bate the effects of certain illegal predatory 
lending practices. 

Feinstein amendment No. 27, to place a 
$2,500 cap on any credit card issued to a 
minor, unless the minor submits an applica-
tion with the signature of his parents or 
guardian indicating joint liability for debt or 
the minor submits financial information in-
dicating an independent means or an ability 
to repay the debt that the card accrues. 

Leahy amendment No. 20, to resolve an 
ambiguity relating to the definition of cur-
rent monthly income. 

Conrad modified amendment No. 29, to es-
tablish an off-budget lockbox to strengthen 
Social Security and Medicare. 

Sessions amendment No. 32, to establish a 
procedure to safeguard the surpluses of the 
Social Security and medicare hospital insur-
ance trust funds. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The assistant minority leader is 
recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I see the 
manager of the bankruptcy bill coming 
on the floor. If there are matters deal-
ing with bankruptcy that the Senator 
wants to take care of at this time, I 
will be happy to yield to him. I know 
Senator CONRAD wishes to speak some 
time this morning. 

I yield to my friend from Utah. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The senior Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we are 

now on the 4th day of debating the 
bankruptcy reform legislation. Yester-
day we were given a list of some 100 
Democratic amendments to this bill. If 
Members are serious about their 
amendments, then I ask that they 
come down and offer them, and that 
they do so now, so we can see the ac-
tual text and avoid any further undue 
delays and move forward with this 
much needed reform legislation. There 
may be one or two amendments on our 
side, but I do not think much more 
than that. So it comes down to getting 
our friends on the other side to come 
and offer their amendments and we will 
go from there. 

I understand Senator CONRAD will be 
here in a few minutes to speak to one 
of his amendments. With that, I yield 
back to the senior Senator from Ne-
vada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my 
friend, the senior Senator from Utah, I 
thought we made headway yesterday, 
with the majority leader, where he in-
dicated he thought it was important 
that we work our way through these 
amendments. He and Senator DASCHLE 
thought that was the best way to pro-
ceed. I agree. 

They have a goal of finishing this bill 
next week. There are other matters be-
cause of calendar obligations that we 
have that must be taken up the fol-
lowing week. I think we can work our 
way through these amendments. 

I agree with my friend from Utah, 
the manager of this bill, that we should 
move on some of these amendments. 
We have all day today and all day Mon-
day. After Monday there are going to 
be people saying: I don’t have time to 
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debate this. I don’t have time to offer 
this. Here are 2 full days uninter-
rupted. They can talk as long as they 
want. So I hope we can have some of 
these amendments offered. 

Mr. President, I recognize that Sen-
ator CONRAD will be here shortly. With 
the consent of my friend from Utah, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed, for 
the purposes of introducing a bill, as in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. REID. I say to Senator HATCH, I 
will, with your permission, until Sen-
ator CONRAD gets here, be as in morn-
ing business to introduce a bill. 

Mr. HATCH. Fine. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(The remarks of Mr. REID pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 503 are located 
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements 
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.’’)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know my 
friend from North Dakota is going to 
address the Senate on a very important 
amendment. But I wanted to say—for I 
have not had an opportunity publicly 
for some time—that Senator CONRAD 
and I came to the Senate together; we 
were elected in 1986. We both had 
tough, hard-fought elections, and we 
were grateful for the people of our re-
spective States allowing us to serve in 
the Senate. We have gotten to know 
each other very well in the years since 
1986. 

I have been in public life all my adult 
life—they were all part-time jobs until 
I came here in 1982 to the House of Rep-
resentatives—so I have seen a lot of 
people and worked with people in many 
different capacities in government. 
During my career, I have never known 
anybody who has a better grasp of fi-
nances than KENT CONRAD. He not only 
understands them, but he can articu-
late them. I speak for the entire Demo-
cratic caucus, and I think most Repub-
licans, in indicating how good he is and 
how well he understands numbers. The 
people of North Dakota and this coun-
try are so fortunate to have someone 
who understands money. It is easy to 
understand the more sexy issues, for 
lack of a better description, such as 
crime and punishment and education. 
But money is hard to explain. Dollars 
are hard to explain. Budgets are hard 
to explain. Taxes are hard to explain. 

I repeat that I have never known 
anybody in my career who better un-
derstands and can better express him-
self in his understanding than KENT 
CONRAD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota 
is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague for nice, kind words this 
morning. I appreciate that. I rise this 
morning to talk about what I think is 

a very important amendment. It is an 
amendment I offered yesterday to pro-
vide protection to the trust funds of 
Social Security and Medicare. We call 
it the Social Security and Medicare 
off-budget lockbox. It is designed to 
save both the trust funds of Social Se-
curity and Medicare. 

Mr. President, this is critically im-
portant because it is right at the heart 
of the debate that is going to occur 
this year over our budget priorities. 
My Social Security and Medicare 
lockbox amendment protects Social 
Security surpluses in each and every 
year, takes the Medicare Part A trust 
fund off budget, gives Medicare the 
same protections as the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, and it contains strong 
enforcement provisions. 

This is the amendment we voted on 
last year on the floor of the Senate. We 
had 60 votes, a strong bipartisan vote, 
to protect both the Social Security 
trust fund and the Medicare trust fund. 

Speaker HASTERT, in speaking on a 
bill offered in the House said:

We are going to wall off Social Security 
trust funds and Medicare trust funds . . . and 
consequently, we pay down the public debt 
when we do that. So we are going to continue 
to do that. That’s in the parameters of our 
budget and we are not going to dip into that 
at all.

In other words, the Speaker is en-
dorsing the principle, at least, of what 
is contained in this amendment, this 
legislation. Unfortunately, if you look 
at the lockbox they passed in the 
House, it has a giant trapdoor. It is not 
really protecting the two funds, the So-
cial Security and the Medicare trust 
fund. I think we can do better here in 
the Senate. We did last year, and I 
think we can again this year. 

Really, what they passed is what I 
call a ‘‘leaky lockbox.’’ It doesn’t real-
ly protect Social Security and Medi-
care trust funds because it has a big ex-
ception that will allow them to be used 
for other purposes, to be used for new 
commitments for Social Security and 
Medicare. 

I think all of us know we need the 
Social Security and Medicare trust 
funds to keep the promises that have 
already been made. We have additional 
challenges, no question about that. We 
have a long-term challenge of Social 
Security that will not be solved even 
by saving every penny of the trust 
fund. We are going to have to put more 
money into it. But I don’t believe we 
should set those funds up to be raided 
for any other purpose. 

Some will say if you save the Social 
Security and Medicare trust funds, you 
are going to build up cash, and then 
the Government will have to figure out 
what to do with that cash. Let me just 
say that we have done a detailed 
cashflow analysis. You can save every 
penny of the Social Security and Medi-
care trust funds and have no buildup of 
surplus cash until the year 2010—2010 is 

9 years from now. That gives us plenty 
of time to adjust to that, if indeed it 
begins to happen. 

If these forecasts that have been 
made actually develop, if we actually 
see them coming true, we will have 
plenty of additional time to adjust. 

I go back to a statement made by a 
fellow Budget Committee member, 
Senator PHIL GRAMM of Texas, who is 
also on the Finance Committee. He 
said, back in 1998, in the Budget Com-
mittee deliberations:

But the fundamental strength of it is, 
whether they are Democrats or Republicans 
who have gotten together in these dark cor-
ners of very bright rooms and said, what 
would we do if we had a half trillion dollars 
to spend? The obvious answer that cries out 
is Medicare. I think it is logical. People un-
derstood the President on save Social Secu-
rity first, and I think they will understand 
save Medicare first. Medicare is in crisis. We 
want to save Medicare first.

What we are saying in this legisla-
tion is, we want to save Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. We ought to treat 
the trust funds of Social Security and 
Medicare in the same way. We ought to 
protect them both, give them the same 
protections. We don’t in current law. In 
current law, we give much more pro-
tection to the Social Security trust 
fund than we do the Medicare trust 
fund. 

We all know the Medicare trust fund 
is in greater danger; we face insolvency 
in a more recent timeframe than we do 
with Social Security. So what we are 
saying is, let’s protect them both. That 
just makes common sense. 

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee said this at that same time 
back in 1998:

For every dollar you divert to some other 
program, you are hastening the day when 
Medicare falls into bankruptcy and you are 
making it more and more difficult to solve 
the Medicare problem in a permanent man-
ner into the next millennium.

That is absolutely right. The chair-
man of the Budget Committee was 
right then, and this same sentiment is 
right now. We should not raid the 
Medicare trust fund for other purposes. 
That hastens its insolvency. 

Let me say the proposal the Repub-
licans have made that will be the com-
peting proposal to what I have offered, 
which will be voted on on Tuesday, I 
refer to as the ‘‘Republican broken 
safe.’’ Under the President’s budget 
plan that he has sent us, not a penny is 
reserved for the Medicare trust fund, 
not a penny. That is kind of startling 
and almost hard to believe, but it is 
true. 

So their broken safe has a wide open 
door on it. It has a wide open door be-
cause the President doesn’t reserve any 
money for the Medicare trust fund. It 
has a wide open door because the pro-
posal that has come over from the 
House is very leaky. It has a huge, ‘‘we 
will protect the Medicare trust fund, 
unless we don’t.’’ That is not going to 
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work, or sell, and it should not because 
it is not right. 

One of the reasons this proposal is 
necessary is because, if you look at the 
President’s budget proposal, it simply 
does not add up. As I have gone 
through the numbers and tried to de-
termine the President’s plan and the 
effect of the President’s plan, here is 
what I have found: The projected sur-
plus is $5.6 trillion. That is what the 
CBO says and what the OMB says, and 
we all know that is a 10-year forecast, 
and we all know it is highly uncertain. 
We all know there is only a 10-percent 
chance that is really going to come 
true. The people who made the forecast 
told us there is a 45-percent chance it 
will be greater than that. There is a 45-
percent chance it will be lower than 
that. 

That counsels to many of us that we 
ought to use caution here. The Presi-
dent says the Social Security trust 
fund is $2.6 trillion out of that $5.6 tril-
lion. His documents say the Medicare 
trust fund is $500 billion of that $5.6 
trillion. 

If you subtract out the Social Secu-
rity and the Medicare trust funds, you 
wind up with an available surplus of 
$2.5 trillion. 

If we look at the cost of the Bush tax 
cut, here is what we find. It has been 
advertised as a tax cut of $1.6 trillion, 
but when the House considered parts of 
the President’s tax cut, they reesti-
mated the cost, and they increased the 
cost by over $100 billion. For just part 
of what the President has proposed, 
they have increased the cost by over 
$100 billion. 

Part of that is moving up the effec-
tive date. Part of it is a reestimate of 
the true cost of parts of the President’s 
proposal. Instead of a $1.6 trillion tax 
cut, it is a $1.7 trillion tax cut. 

In that same reestimate done for the 
House, we learn that there is a very se-
rious problem that will be created or 
made worse by the President’s pro-
posal, and that is the alternative min-
imum tax. The alternative minimum 
tax today affects about 2 million tax-
payers. The Joint Tax Committee has 
now told us if we pass the President’s 
plan, the alternative minimum tax will 
affect not 2 million people, but over 30 
million people. 

Let me repeat that. The Joint Tax 
Committee has now told us that if we 
pass the President’s tax plan, it will af-
fect not 2 million people in the alter-
native minimum tax, which is cur-
rently the case, but over 30 million 
people, and that it will cost $300 billion 
to fix it. 

That has to be added to the Presi-
dent’s plan. It is not in the President’s 
plan. It is not there, but this is made 
more necessary by the President’s 
plan, and it will cost $300 billion to fix. 

The interest cost associated with this 
tax cut and the alternative minimum 
tax reform is another $500 billion be-

cause anytime you spend money or cut 
taxes, that means you have greater in-
terest costs and the interest cost asso-
ciated with that tax cut and the alter-
native minimum tax reform that it 
makes more necessary is $500 billion. 

Then we have the President’s spend-
ing initiatives over the baseline. That 
is $200 billion. If you add up the Presi-
dent’s tax cut, his spending initiatives, 
it is $2.7 trillion, but if you are pro-
tecting the Social Security and Medi-
care trust funds, you only have $2.5 
trillion available. He is, by my calcula-
tion, $200 billion in the hole already 
and counting, and it will be more be-
cause we have yet to have the estimate 
of what his estate tax elimination 
costs. We can be confident it is going 
to be far higher than the previous esti-
mate because of the economic changes 
that have occurred in the interim. 

They have not reestimated his mar-
riage penalty proposal, which we know 
is going to be higher, again because of 
changes that have occurred in the 
economy since the previous estimate. 
This is before any defense initiative 
sent forward by the President. Does 
anybody in this Chamber not believe 
the President is going to send up a 
major defense initiative next year? We 
all know he is. I personally believe he 
should. I think we are going to need 
more money in defense, but it does not 
end there. 

Some of the tax extenders are in-
cluded in the President’s baseline; oth-
ers are not. We all know the provisions 
that affect energy are going to be ex-
tended in the Tax Code. There is a cost 
to that. That is not in these calcula-
tions, and it does not stop there be-
cause we now know the President’s pre-
scription drug proposal is badly defi-
cient in terms of the resources he has 
dedicated to a prescription drug ben-
efit. 

The Republican chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee said to us the num-
ber is going to have to be much higher 
to have a serious prescription drug ben-
efit; it is going to be much higher than 
what is in the President’s budget. The 
President has $153 billion in his esti-
mate for a prescription drug benefit. 
The Congressional Budget Office is 
telling us the estimates on all the pre-
scription drug proposals are being in-
creased by about one-third because of 
new information on what is happening 
to the cost of pharmaceuticals. 

I am saying this to my colleagues 
and I am saying this to anybody who is 
listening because when you add these 
things up, the President’s proposal 
simply does not make it. There is this 
tremendous gap between what is avail-
able if we are protecting the Social Se-
curity and Medicare trust funds and 
what is being used. In fact, it is very 
clear that the President is using all of 
the non-trust-fund money for his tax 
cut and its related expenses. 

It is clear, I just do not know how 
any of this can be in any serious ques-

tion. We all agree on the projected sur-
plus, and I think most of us understand 
it is highly uncertain. It is a 10-year 
number. The forecasting agency itself 
has told us it is highly uncertain. This 
is the President’s own number for the 
Social Security trust fund. This is his 
number for the Medicare trust fund. 

The Bush tax cut—this is the reesti-
mate done on the House side of just 
part of his plan, and it added $100 bil-
lion to the $1.6 trillion that has been so 
much discussed. We know there is an 
interest cost associated with any tax 
cut or any spending proposal. The 
spending initiatives of the President 
are not in dispute. It is $200 billion 
above the so-called baseline. 

The only question there can be of 
these figures is this one, fixing the al-
ternative minimum tax. The President 
has not included it in his plan, but it is 
clearly made necessary by his plan. We 
cannot take 2 million people who are 
currently caught up in the alternative 
minimum tax and have it affect 30 mil-
lion people. That will never be toler-
ated in this country, and it should not 
be. It would be unfair for 30 million 
taxpayers. And they are not saying 30 
million, they are saying substantially 
in excess of 30 million people will be 
caught up in the alternative minimum 
tax if the Bush tax cut proposal is 
passed. It costs $300 billion to fix. That 
is not Kent Conrad’s number. That is 
the number of the Joint Committee on 
Taxation. 

There is something else people should 
know in this Chamber that I call the 
dirty little secret of the President’s 
budget proposal. The President’s budg-
et is in deficit in the year 2005 if he 
does not raid the Medicare trust fund. 
The reason I believe his proposal does 
not protect the Medicare trust fund is 
that he needs the money in the year 
2005 to avoid being in deficit. 

These are the numbers from his pro-
posal. What they show is that in the 
year 2005, the President’s budget is in 
deficit unless he is using the full Medi-
care trust fund surplus. Some of us be-
lieve that is a profound mistake, that 
that is not a place we should go; we 
should not raid the Social Security 
trust fund surplus for any other pur-
pose; we should not raid the Medicare 
trust fund for any other purpose; we 
should hold those funds for the pur-
poses intended. We should protect the 
Social Security trust fund. We should 
protect the Medicare trust fund. We 
should not allow them to be raided for 
any other purpose. 

This year, certain Republicans have 
asserted there is no trust fund surplus 
in Medicare. It is a bizarre argument, 
is the only thing I can say. Their argu-
ment is there is a Part A trust fund to 
Medicare and there is a Part B trust 
fund. They say the trust fund of Part A 
is in surplus by $500 billion. They say 
the Part B surplus is in deficit. 

As I said yesterday, there is no Part 
B trust fund deficit. There is none. 
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They are arguing there is a surplus in 
Part A, there is a deficit in B, so let’s 
not count the trust funds at all in 
Medicare. 

What a bizarre argument. No. 1, they 
are factually wrong. There is no deficit 
over the 10 years in Part B. I direct 
them to page 19 of the Congressional 
Budget Office report. Page 19 of this re-
port, available to every Member of 
Congress, makes it very clear in table 
1. It is titled ‘‘Trust Fund Surpluses.’’ 
First is Social Security. We all know 
Social Security has a trust fund and it 
is in surplus. That is, it is in surplus 
during this period of time. It is needed 
when the baby boomers start to retire. 
So ‘‘surplus’’ is a little misleading. It 
is in surplus temporarily, but it is com-
mitted to future liability. 

The next trust fund mentioned is the 
Medicare trust fund’s Part A. The Con-
gressional Budget Office showed over a 
$400 billion surplus. Their numbers are 
somewhat different from the Presi-
dent’s numbers. The President has an 
even larger surplus in trust fund Part 
A. He has a $500 billion surplus. 

In Part B, where some are claiming it 
is in deficit, the Congressional Budget 
Office shows very clearly there is no 
deficit over the 10-year period in Part 
B, it is roughly in balance. 

The argument that some on the other 
side are making is, since only 25 per-
cent of the Part B trust fund is for pre-
miums and 75 percent comes from the 
general fund, that means it is in def-
icit. That isn’t what the law says. That 
isn’t what the actuaries say. That isn’t 
what the Congressional Budget Office 
reports. They report the Part A trust 
fund is in surplus. They report that the 
Part B is in balance over the 10-year 
period. There is no justification for 
making the claim that if you put the 
two together there is no surplus at all, 
because there clearly is. 

Even if there weren’t, if there were a 
deficit in Part B, what earthly sense 
would it make to move the Part A 
trust fund surplus to a category called 
‘‘undesignated,’’ called ‘‘contingency 
fund’’ in the President’s plan? That is 
what he has done. He has taken all of 
the Medicare trust fund money and 
moved it from a committed category, a 
trust fund category, to an undesig-
nated category, a category available 
for every other kind of spending. 

In my State yesterday, he stated he 
has this fund, this uncategorized fund, 
this undesignated fund, and if you need 
more money for agriculture, go to that 
fund. It is kind of the magic asterisk. 

There is no such fund. There is no 
such fund unless you raid every penny 
of the Medicare trust fund. If somebody 
does it, they will be held to account, 
because some of us are going to tell the 
truth and we are going to remind peo-
ple there is a trust fund of Medicare 
and a trust fund of Social Security and 
that both of them deserve protection 
and both of them deserve support and 

both of them should not be used for 
other purposes.

I frankly think we ought to put more 
money in agriculture, but I am not for 
taking it out of the Medicare trust 
fund. Any move to use the Medicare 
trust fund money for other purposes 
moves up the date of insolvency, and in 
fact the President’s plan to take the 
$500 billion from the Medicare trust 
fund and use it for his so-called contin-
gency fund that is available for defense 
spending or agriculture spending or 
any other kind of spending, that moves 
up the date of insolvency of the Medi-
care trust fund. 

In fact, the actuaries say if we do 
what the President has proposed and 
take the money from the Medicare 
trust fund, put it in the contingency 
funds, and make it available for other 
spending, we move up the date of insol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund by 16 
years and it goes broke in the year 
2009. 

Some of us will not have any part of 
that plan because it is wrong. It is 
wrong for the country. It is wrong for 
Medicare. It is wrong to take trust 
fund money that has been designated 
for a specific purpose and seek to raid 
it for other purposes. That is what has 
gotten us into financial trouble in the 
past. That is what would get us into fi-
nancial trouble in the future, if we per-
mitted it to happen. 

This is a debate that deserves to be 
heard all across this country. It is fun-
damental to the economic future of 
America. Do we raid the trust funds to 
try to provide an oversized tax cut, or 
do we protect them? That is the ques-
tion. 

I believe our colleagues will rally 
around a principle they have rallied 
around before, which is the funda-
mental notion, you don’t raid trust 
funds: You don’t raid Social Security 
trust funds, you don’t raid Medicare 
trust funds; those funds ought to be 
lockboxed, they ought to be walled off, 
they ought to be protected. That is 
what this amendment is all about. I be-
lieve this is what the American people 
support. 

On Thursday, the Los Angeles Times 
reported that the American people, if 
they are asked: Are you for the Bush 
tax cut? Are you against it? over-
whelmingly, they say they are for it. If 
you ask the American people about the 
choices, they give quite a different an-
swer. When The Los Angeles Times 
asked in a nationwide poll if they 
would prefer the Bush tax cut or the 
Democratic proposal that had a tax cut 
half as big as the President proposed, 
with more money for Medicare, more 
money for education, and more money 
to pay down debt—which would they 
prefer—then the American people gave 
this answer: 30 percent said they were 
for the Bush tax cut; 55 percent said 
they were for the alternative plan to 
reduce the size of the President’s tax 

cut in half and to have more money to 
strengthen Medicare, to improve edu-
cation, and to pay down more of the 
debt. 

That is what the American people are 
supporting. Yes, they want a tax cut, 
but they want one that is affordable. 
They want one that gives room to 
strengthen Social Security, improve 
Medicare, enhance education, strength-
en defense, and pay down more of our 
national debt. That is where the Amer-
ican people are. That is where I hope 
this Chamber will be. 

The first fundamental test is on 
Tuesday. The basic question: Do we 
protect the Social Security and Medi-
care trust funds? I hope very much we 
get the same result this year as we got 
last year. The result last year was 60 
votes, on a strong bipartisan basis, for 
the fundamental principle that we do 
not permit a raid of the Social Secu-
rity or the Medicare trust funds. That 
is important for the future of our coun-
try. It is important for the future of 
our economy. I hope very much this 
Chamber will say we are not going to 
abandon fiscal discipline.

We are not going to abandon the no-
tion that we ought to pursue the max-
imum paydown of both our short-term 
and long-term debt. That is in Amer-
ica’s interest. That is what is at stake 
on Tuesday. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I was sit-
ting here mulling things over after I 
listened to my colleague from North 
Dakota and his very erudite comments 
about the budget, about President 
Bush’s budget, the tax cut package, 
and so forth. 

It is kind of amazing to me because, 
in all honesty, I am afraid our col-
leagues on the other side completely 
ignore what happened during the 
Reagan years. In their zeal to say that 
President Reagan caused the budget 
deficits, they ignore the impact of the 
marginal tax rate reductions that oc-
curred during those years. 

The reason I know a little bit about 
this is because I was one of a handful 
who worked very hard to convince 
President Reagan to cut the marginal 
tax rates, which at that point topped 
out at 70 percent in this country. He 
cut the maximum rate down to 28 per-
cent by 1986. 

I remember all the arguments that 
were raised then by our colleagues on 
the other side; and they basically cen-
tered on the fact that if you cut taxes 
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like that, you will run us into huge 
deficits because by cutting taxes, you 
will cut revenues. Those were the argu-
ments made by our colleagues on the 
other side. They have completely 
glossed over what really happened in 
saying that all of the subsequent defi-
cits occurred because of Ronald Reagan 
and his tax cuts. 

The real facts are that Ronald Rea-
gan’s tax cuts—those marginal tax rate 
reductions from 70 percent down to 28 
percent, by 1986—helped to lead us into 
an unprecedented era of prosperity we 
still enjoy today, and that the result-
ing federal revenues that came about 
after those cuts did not decrease, ex-
cept for one single year. In fact, annual 
revenue to the Treasury actually al-
most doubled during the Reagan years. 
The fact is, those tax cuts led to great-
er revenues because more people saved 
their money. Instead of the federal 
Government spending it, most people 
invested their money, created busi-
nesses, opportunities, and jobs for oth-
ers. In the end, we actually received 
more tax revenues. 

Well, then, how did we get the big 
deficits? In part, the deficits came 
from Reagan’s increases in military 
spending. But let’s stop and think 
about that for a minute. That spending 
has been highly criticized. But defense 
is the only area where he literally in-
creased spending that I can recall. All 
of the other increases in spending came 
from our friends on the other side and 
liberal Republicans. 

Let’s quit talking about Democrats 
and Republicans. Let’s talk about lib-
erals and conservatives. The fact is, we 
enacted the marginal tax rate reduc-
tions, and revenue jumped to almost 
double as a result. But spending went 
up dramatically during those years be-
cause, in order to get the marginal tax 
rate reductions, Ronald Reagan had to 
agree to Democrat spending because 
Tip O’Neill was the Speaker of the 
House at that time, and the House was 
controlled by Democrats, or should I 
say, by the liberals, and they just kept 
spending. That was part of the payoff 
in order to get tax rate reductions. 

But we should not lose sight of the 
fact that we had a tremendous increase 
in revenues as a result of tax rate re-
ductions. 

The same revenue effect occurred 
when Senator LIEBERMAN and I pushed 
through the Hatch-Lieberman capital 
gains rate reduction in 1997. I can re-
member our friends, our liberal friends 
in this body, saying: If you cut capital 
gains rates, we will lose revenues. We 
said: No. If you cut capital gains rates, 
people will save more, invest more, cre-
ate more businesses, more jobs, more 
opportunities, we will have more peo-
ple working, with more people paying 
taxes into the system. We will actually 
increase revenues. 

Some of them even laughed at us 
until the DRI econometricians came 

out with their analysis, and they are 
hardly a conservative group. They 
came out and made it clear that not 
only did we not lose revenues as a re-
sult of reducing capital gains rates 
from 28 percent down to 20 percent, but 
we actually gained revenues. We did 
not gain as much as I thought we 
would, but we gained revenues. That is 
what happened with the Reagan mar-
ginal tax rate reductions. 

But the spending increases were phe-
nomenal during those years. True, 
military spending went up during the 
Reagan years. And I am sure Ronald 
Reagan would be the first to take cred-
it for spending more on the military. In 
fact, during John F. Kennedy’s tenure 
as President, we were spending almost 
50 percent of the budget on the mili-
tary. Over the next years, it greatly de-
creased. Reagan finally got it up to 
higher levels, but it was far cry from 
where John F. Kennedy had it as a per-
centage of budget expenditures. 

Today, under the Clinton budget, it 
has gone down to somewhere below 3 
percent, virtually half or less of where 
Ronald Reagan had it. 

But what people seem to ignore, 
when they complain about military 
spending, is that because of the in-
crease in the budget for the military, 
the cold war was ended because the So-
viets had to throw in the towel because 
they could not compete with the 
United States of America. The fact is, 
we probably have saved trillions of dol-
lars by ending the cold war, with the 
United States emerging as the No. 1 
power in the world today. 

So even with that additional spend-
ing, which was not anywhere near as 
high as the percentage of the budget 
that John F. Kennedy was spending, we 
have probably saved trillions of dollars 
over the years since the cold war came 
to an end. 

I never cease to be amazed at how 
our liberal friends in this body are con-
stantly talking about balancing the 
budget. It never ceases to amaze me be-
cause in 1994, when they controlled 
both Houses of Congress, and President 
Clinton was President, their budget 
projections showed $200 billion in defi-
cits every year ad infinitum. Tell me 
that isn’t true. I know it is. I was 
here—$200 billion every year, hence-
forth in the future. Basically, Presi-
dent Clinton said there was not much 
we could do about it. 

And then, all of a sudden, the first 
Republican Congress in almost 40 years 
came into being, and we started push-
ing for a balanced budget, which we 
shortly after achieved. And now our 
liberal friends are trying to claim they 
balanced the budget. Give me a break. 

I am talking about liberals on both 
sides of the aisle. If you just look at 
last year, the people in these two bod-
ies could not control spending and it 
went up in whopping fashion. The rea-
son it went up is because there was no 

pressure to control spending because 
we had a surplus, and we could just tap 
into that surplus at will. 

I might also add that President Clin-
ton used the surpluses for ‘‘emergency’’ 
spending that exceeded $20 billion a 
year. Frankly, almost everything they 
wanted to spend on, from a liberal per-
spective, suddenly became an emer-
gency. Some of those programs were 
emergencies, but certainly not all. 

I guess what I am saying is, if we do 
not give the taxpayers back some of 
this $5.6 trillion projected surplus—and 
I have to say $1.6 trillion of the $5.6 
trillion isn’t very much—if we do not 
give them back some of that surplus, I 
guarantee you the wonderful Members 
of Congress, especially those on the lib-
eral side—but I have to say some con-
servatives, too; all of us are to blame—
we will spend every stinking dime of it. 
And the American people will be the 
worse off for it. 

When I hear these analyses done by 
our friends on the other side, they 
never give credit for the dynamic ef-
fects of cutting marginal tax rates. 
They always use static budgetary fig-
ures that never take into consideration 
economic stimuli that comes from cut-
ting taxes and giving people a break. 

Of course, they have been able to get 
away with it for years because, for all 
of the time I have been here—and I 
have been here for 25 years—there has 
never been a conservative control of ei-
ther House of Congress. It has always 
been under the control, if you look at 
the numbers, of the left. And the left 
believes in spending. They believe the 
Federal Government is the last answer 
to everything. 

They believe the Federal Govern-
ment, like a great big all-consuming 
nanny, is going to take care of all of 
us. They ignore the economic fact that 
there are some dynamics in economics 
that do occur when you give incentives 
to the American people. 

We have a $5.6 trillion projected sur-
plus. Most economists, including OMB, 
including CBO, indicate that this may 
be a conservative figure. It may be 
even beyond that if we do what is 
right. One of the things we can do to 
make sure it is a conservative figure 
and to make sure we might even get 
more money in revenue is to cut mar-
ginal tax rates because it does work to 
do so. If we have the guts and the 
brains and the ability to do that, the 
American economy is going to be much 
better off. 

President Bush has said he doesn’t 
want a spending increase of more than 
4 percent in the total budget. He has 
also said he will be reasonable with re-
gard to the spending needs of Congress. 
He has also said he only wants $1.6 tril-
lion from the $5.6 trillion projected 
budget in tax cuts. That leaves $4 tril-
lion more, and he is going to put $2.6 
trillion away for Social Security and 
Medicare. 
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I get such a kick out of the lockbox 

arguments on both sides because there 
is no lockbox. There is never going to 
be a lockbox. The fact is, if we save 
that money, unless we reform Medicare 
and Social Security, we are going to 
have to take that money and either 
spend it, which is what Congress will 
probably do, or we are going to pay 
down the national debt, which is what 
we should do to an extent. 

Even if you save the $2.6 trillion for 
Social Security and Medicare, that is 
not going to do much good unless we 
reform those programs. Everybody 
knows there are approximately 40 mil-
lion people on Medicare now. That is 
going to rise to 80 million people by the 
year 2035. If we don’t do something now 
to reform Medicare, it won’t make any 
difference how much money we put in 
there. It will not be enough. Social Se-
curity has some of the same problems. 

When Social Security came into ex-
istence, there were 46 workers, if I re-
call correctly, for everybody receiving 
Social Security. Today, it is 3.4 work-
ers for everybody on Social Security, 
going down to 3, maybe 2.9 in the next 
10 years, 2.9 workers for everybody re-
ceiving Social Security. 

What future do our kids have unless 
we reform these programs and make 
them work and make them live within 
their means? I hear all these comments 
about a lockbox and how we have to 
save Medicare and Social Security. Yet 
I don’t see a lot of effort being made, at 
least by the left and maybe some of us 
on the right, being made to save these 
programs, to reform them, and make 
them work. I am very concerned about 
these issues. 

President Bush is willing to set aside 
$2.6 trillion of the projected surplus. He 
wants $1.6 trillion for a tax cut, and 
that still leaves a considerable amount 
of money to take care of other prob-
lems we have. That surplus won’t be 
there if we keep taxing and spending as 
we have a tendency to do. 

Last year was a perfect illustration, 
as we just spent ourselves into a blind 
fit of passion. Those who actually han-
dle the budget, those who handle the 
appropriations process, are having a 
heck of a time trying to hold the more 
moderate-to-liberal members among us 
from spending this Nation into bank-
ruptcy. 

Yet all we hear is, we shouldn’t cut 
taxes. When you have a $5.6 trillion 
projected surplus, by gosh, you know 
the taxpayers are paying too much in 
taxes. It is the time to give them some 
of these taxes back. Is this $1.6 trillion 
tax cut exorbitant? Hardly. It is about 
half in relative terms what John F. 
Kennedy did and only a third of what 
Ronald Reagan did. It is not a great big 
ballooning tax cut. The fact is, if we 
cut taxes, this economy will be stimu-
lated and spurred on to higher revenue. 

The so-called ‘‘budget surplus’’ is 
really an overcollection of taxes which 

belongs to the American people. There 
is no question about it. 

One other point we need to under-
stand is that the budget surplus is not 
the result of some brilliant new goods 
or services the Federal Government 
sells. The Government’s revenues come 
from collections from the American 
people. The Federal Government hasn’t 
created this surplus. 

Some on the other side would say 
their massive increases of taxes, such 
as the 1993 tax increase, have helped. I 
suspect that is possibly true. Then 
again, doesn’t that argue in my favor 
and make the point I have been mak-
ing: we are taxing the American people 
far too much when you have these kind 
of surpluses? There are some on the 
other side who have never seen a spend-
ing bill they didn’t fall in love with. 
There are some on the other side who 
have never said, in the whole time I 
have known them—and I think we 
could pick them out rather easily—
they have never said: Where are we 
going to get the money to pay for these 
programs? 

There are some on the other side who 
really do want us to have the Federal 
Government take care of everybody 
from the cradle to the grave. That 
sounds wonderful except it would make 
the United States an also-ran country 
like so many others that have taken 
that type of philosophy and put it into 
practice. 

What we have to do as Members of 
Congress is to support this President. 
The American people did elect him, in 
spite of all the moaning and groaning 
about Florida. The facts are that 
George Bush did win Florida. He prob-
ably won New Mexico, too. Because 
Florida was where it was at, they 
didn’t contest New Mexico. He prob-
ably won a few other States. If you 
look at some of the reports that have 
come in, there is no reason for anybody 
on the other side to be complaining at 
this particular point. 

Some have said Gore received a half 
million more votes. Well, that is irrele-
vant because we have an electoral col-
lege system where we have a direct 
election by 50 States, not by 280 mil-
lion people, except insofar as they vote 
for a particular candidate in their re-
spective States. There is a genius to 
that system because it makes our sys-
tem for running for President a truly 
national election rather than a series 
of regional elections. Under this sys-
tem, a candidate can’t afford to ignore 
any State, any of the 50 States, when 
he or she is running for President. 

If you need any further proof, just 
look at the last election. Wyoming, 
with three electoral college votes, 
made the difference. I might add, 
Vermont would have made the dif-
ference with three. North Dakota 
would have made the difference with 
three, or Alaska with three votes. 
Every State was in play. There was a 
genius to the Founding Fathers. 

Our electoral college system requires 
a national, not a regional, campaign. 
Why is that important? Because the 
Founding Fathers were afraid, in fact 
terrorized, that the small States, the 
more rural States, would be completely 
obliterated by those who had all the 
money and the population. So they 
gave a little advantage to the small 
States by having the House of Rep-
resentatives elected proportionately 
but the Senate with equal rights of suf-
frage for every State. In other words, 
Utah, with 2.1 million people, has the 
same number of Senators as California 
with 32 million. The reason was be-
cause they wanted to have the Senate 
protect the country. That is why Sen-
ators have 6-year terms, so they can 
rise above politics occasionally. 

The fact is, our electoral college sys-
tem works very well because Presi-
dential campaigns have to be national, 
not regional. The media would not con-
trol the Federal election completely, 
which they would, because only the 10 
or 12 largest States would control the 
country. What it means is that George 
Bush, if we had a direct popular elec-
tion, would have spent a lot more time 
in New York, a lot more time in Cali-
fornia, a lot more time in Michigan, a 
lot more time in Illinois. He would 
have picked up those 500,000 votes or 
more. He didn’t spend a lot of time in 
States he knew he was going to lose. 
He had to try to make sure he ran a na-
tional campaign and picked up enough 
votes to win the electoral college, so 
that no 6, or 8, or 10, or 12 States, at 
the most, would control everything in 
this country. The media would not con-
trol the major centers that disseminate 
all the news in this country. Nobody 
doubts for a minute that the media is 
one-sided. Everybody in America 
knows the media are certainly tilted to 
the left. It is awfully hard to even get 
a job in the media unless you are on 
the left. We all know that; the media 
knows that; there isn’t even a question 
about it. 

So our electoral college system does 
work. It makes it a national election, 
not a regional election. The media 
can’t control the election. You have to 
campaign in all of the respective 
States, and, literally, it makes a lot of 
sense. This last election proved that 
more than ever before. 

I hear these arguments that George 
Bush is taking us down the road to de-
struction because he wants to give the 
American people some of their money 
back. George Bush is absolutely right 
on his tax cut. There should not be a 
$5.6 trillion surplus without a realiza-
tion that the American people are 
being taxed and overtaxed. I have to 
tell you, if we don’t do something 
about it and give some of that money 
back, our wonderful friends in both 
bodies here—and they are good people; 
they just can’t help themselves—are 
going to spend all that money and we 
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are going to try to ‘‘do good’’ with all 
that money. In the end, we will kill 
this economy deader than a doornail. 

So what President Bush is fighting 
for out in the hinterland right now is 
extremely important. It will make the 
difference as to whether we have an-
other 17 or 18 years of economic pros-
perity, with continual rises in produc-
tivity and other benefits that are eco-
nomic in nature, or whether we start to 
descend and retrogress as a nation. I 
believe that is one reason he was elect-
ed. I believe that is one reason we need 
to support him. 

I have heard a lot about bipartisan-
ship around here. In all honesty, this is 
a good chance for everybody to show 
bipartisanship and support the Presi-
dent in the one program that he really 
thinks is the centerpiece of his agenda. 
We are going to try to do something on 
education, but let’s be honest about 
that: The Federal Government affects 
only about 7 percent of all of public 
education in this country; 93 percent of 
all educational funds come from the 
States. That is where they ought to 
come from, and that is where the power 
ought to be, and that is where the au-
thority ought to be. But President 
Bush is going to do what he can in edu-
cation. That will probably be the next 
bill on the floor after bankruptcy. 

The hallmark of the Bush tax cut 
legislation is the same as Ronald Rea-
gan’s. When Reagan came in, people 
laughed at first when he started talk-
ing about a 25-percent marginal tax 
rate reduction over a 3-year period. But 
you can’t laugh at it today. It was the 
Reagan marginal tax rate reductions 
that almost doubled the revenues. It 
was Congress’ spending that put us into 
the huge deficits we had. Plus, he did 
increase the military, but we ended the 
cold war, which saved us trillions of 
dollars over the years. 

Then we had a battle for the balanced 
budget amendment year after year. We 
knew we would always lose that battle. 
There was only one time we had a 
chance of winning. It had to be waged, 
and it got the American people think-
ing, my gosh, they are right, we should 
balance the budget. It was the 1997 cap-
ital gains rate reductions, that Senator 
LIEBERMAN and I and a whole raft of 
others in the Congress fought so hard 
to get, which helped to stabilize the 
economy. It helped in so many ways. It 
was the productivity that grew out of 
those issues. I think Alan Greenspan, 
to a large degree, has done very re-
markable work at the Fed. I think Bob 
Rubin did a very good job in stabilizing 
world markets as Treasury Secretary. 
But it was the first Republican Con-
gress in almost 40 years that insisted 
on balancing the budget, and President 
Clinton was brought reluctantly with 
us. We insisted on balancing the budg-
et, and we were able to finally do it. 
Our colleagues on the left are now 
claiming they are the ones who did it. 
Give me a break. 

As bad as spending was last year, it 
could have been far worse. We had to 
fight every inch of the way to control 
it, to the extent that we could. It 
would have gone completely out of con-
trol. It is not all the left’s fault; some 
of the blame is on the right as well. 

All of these factors came together to 
bring us to the point now where we 
have a balanced budget and a projected 
$5.6 trillion surplus. I suggest there 
will be a lot more if we cut tax rates by 
$1.6 trillion, as President Bush would 
like to. 

I get a little tired of this class war-
fare that goes on around here, too. It 
gets very old to hear that ‘‘the upper 1 
percent’’ is going to benefit so much 
and those making $25,000 a year will 
get no benefits out of this program. 
That is not true. All levels of taxpayers 
are going to get tax cuts from the Bush 
plan. 

A family of four earning $35,000 a 
year or less will pay nothing in taxes. 
There is a good reason that taxpayers 
with even lower incomes are not going 
to get much benefit from the tax cut 
they don’t pay any taxes to begin with, 
as far as income taxes are concerned. 
They do pay through the nose, espe-
cially if they are self-employed, on So-
cial Security, FICA taxes, there is no 
question about it. We need to do some-
thing about that, but not without some 
reform of the Social Security system. 

When you stop and think about it, 
the upper 5 percent of income-tax-
payers pay 50 percent of all the income 
taxes in this country. All Bush wants 
to do is reduce the top rate from 39.6 
percent down to 33 percent, and the 
other three brackets correspondingly, 
with the lower ones being reduced the 
most. 

Guess what the bottom 50 percent 
pay in Federal income taxes. Less than 
5 percent of Federal income taxes. 

So, naturally, those who benefit from 
marginal rate reductions will be those 
who pay taxes. Naturally, there will be 
people who are wealthy and who will 
benefit from that tax rate reduction. 
But these people don’t take that 
money and put it into socks or mat-
tresses, they put it into productive 
uses, by and large, and in the process 
create more opportunity, jobs, high-
technology, and they keep the United 
States in the forefront of all of these 
economic programs that have made us 
the greatest Nation in the world. 

Yes, those who pay taxes are going to 
get tax reductions. Those who don’t are 
still going to get plenty of benefits 
from the Federal Government. We do 
need to do something to save Social 
Security and Medicare, no question 
about it. I, for one, hope we have the 
guts to do something about that over 
the next few years. But when I hear 
these comments all based on a static 
economic analysis, never considering 
the dynamism we have all seen occur 
since 1982, just completely ignoring 

that and acting as though it doesn’t 
exist, and coming out with these 
doomsday scenarios that are trying to 
undermine what President Bush is try-
ing to do, which is to just get the tax-
payers a little bit back. In comparison 
to John F. Kennedy and Ronald 
Reagan, the Bush tax cut is half of the 
Kennedy tax cut and one-third of the 
Reagan tax cut, if you want to put it in 
relative terms. 

I hear these doomsday scenarios that 
we should not cut taxes because we 
have so much for which we need to 
spend that money. I am not speaking of 
my friend from North Dakota. I think 
he literally wants to do what is right, 
but he is using the static economic 
analyses that aren’t necessarily accu-
rate. 

You can use figures to make any 
point you want. But there is one figure 
you can’t ignore, and that is a $5.6 tril-
lion surplus that virtually all of the 
major economic analytical groups say 
is going to be there. If that is so, then 
you have to draw the conclusion that 
the American people are paying too 
much in taxes and that they deserve 
tax breaks under these circumstances. 

I want to see us go toward a more dy-
namic economic analysis, at least have 
both sides of it so we do not just have 
this stultification to any kind of tax 
rate reduction that is being argued by 
our friends on the other side. 

I hope they are not arguing these 
basic budgetary principles, that I think 
are wrong, just so they can politically 
make it tough for President Bush. He 
has only been in office a couple 
months. 

Frankly, it would be a crime to not 
give his program a chance to work 
since he is our President. It would be a 
crime to not work in a bipartisan fash-
ion to do what needs to be done. Lit-
erally, it would be a crime not to give 
this President some support. We have 
done it for President Clinton, and it is 
time to do it for President Bush. It is 
not President Bush for whom we are 
doing it in the final analysis, it is for 
everybody in our society, and really for 
many places in the world that depend 
upon the economic stability of the 
United States of America. 

I make these points because I get 
concerned when I hear one-sided argu-
ments on the budget, one-sided argu-
ments on tax rate reductions, one-sided 
arguments on Medicare and Social Se-
curity, one-sided arguments based on 
static analyses that never take into 
consideration actual real-world results, 
one-sided arguments that ignore the 
facts in this country that tax rate re-
ductions work, and one-sided argu-
ments in complete derogation and ig-
norance of the last 18 years. 

The fact is, we all have to do our best 
to analyze this the best we can, but we 
should not ignore the econometricians, 
though not conservative, who have 
proven that tax rate reductions do 
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work, and we should not ignore the 
fact that restraint in spending does 
work, too. We have not had much of 
that around here, even with a Repub-
lican Congress. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. HATCH. 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. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few more minutes to respond to 
some of the comments of my friend and 
colleague from North Dakota.

The Senator from North Dakota 
keeps talking about a Bush tax cut of 
more than $1.6 trillion. He can talk 
about any number he wants, but the 
President has made it clear that he is 
committed to a budget that would re-
duce Federal revenue collections by 
$1.6 trillion over the next 10 years. 
Budget Committee Chairmen DOMENICI 
and NUSSLE have committed to pro-
ducing a budget that reduces tax col-
lections by $1.6 trillion over 10 years. 

The House and Senate Republican 
leadership are determined to allow tax-
payers to keep more of their own 
money—$1.6 trillion—over the next 10 
years. All the above have agreed that 
any changes to the President’s tax re-
lief proposal—adding provisions, re-
moving provisions, changing provi-
sions—would have to be accommodated 
within a budget that reduces Federal 
revenues by $1.6 trillion over the next 
10 years. 

Let’s now look at why the number is 
not $2.4 trillion, $2.5 trillion or $2.6 tril-
lion. 

The claimed additional interest cost 
of $500 billion to the tax cut is a red 
herring argument; interest is included 
in the budget; trying to tie interest 
cost to the tax cut is inconsistent with 
past practice on spending increases and 
tax cuts. 

Moreover, Mr. President, adding in-
terest to these tax cuts assumes that 
the every dollar of the tax cut would be 
used to pay down the debt if the taxes 
were not cut. In reality, every Member 
of this Chamber very well knows that 
if we do not send this money home to 
the taxpayers who were overcharged in 
the form of too high of taxes, most of 
the surplus will be spent by Congress. 
There is no interest savings when the 
alternative to tax cuts is spending in-
creases. All one has to do is look at 
last year for an illustration. 

The claimed additional revenue loss 
of $200 billion connected with the alter-
native minimum tax will have to be ad-
dressed within the context of the $1.6 
trillion figure; with respect to the child 
tax credit, it is already accounted for 
in the President’s budget. The Presi-
dent, the Vice President, and the Sec-

retary of the Treasury have made it 
clear that if the AMT is taken care of, 
some other feature of the President’s 
tax plan would be reduced to make it 
fit in the $1.6 trillion number. 

The claimed additional revenue loss 
of $200 billion for the retroactive por-
tion of the tax cut will also have to be 
addressed within the context of the $1.6 
trillion figure. 

The claimed additional revenue loss 
of $100 billion for tax extenders is an 
example of double counting; extenders 
are already addressed in the Presi-
dent’s budget. 

The bottom line is that the numbers 
used by the other side are bogus argu-
ments to support their ultimate goal: 
very little tax cut and much higher 
spending. 

The President’s budget shows that 
you can pay down the Federal debt, re-
turn some of the surplus to the people 
as tax relief, and provide targeted 
spending increases. I think we ought to 
talk facts, not fiction. That is what I 
am trying to do. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business. 

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

(The remarks of Mr. LUGAR per-
taining to the introduction of S. 508 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’)

AMENDMENT NO. 28

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of amendment No. 28. 
This amendment will increase the au-
thorization of appropriations for 
LIHEAP assistance, weatherization 
programs, and State conservation 
grants. It also will expand the Federal 
energy efficiency program to include 
water, as well as energy, conservation. 

This provision is critical. In my part 
of the country, and elsewhere around 
the Nation, we have experienced record 
cold temperatures, and record-high 
natural gas prices. I have received let-
ters from people who have to choose 
between heating their homes and eat-
ing, because they can’t afford both. I 
also heard from a couple that can’t af-
ford to keep their retirement home, be-
cause the heating bills have been so 
high. We must do something to rectify 
this terrible situation now. 

Under current law, States have the 
flexibility to establish, or raise, the 
threshold for LIHEAP eligibility at 60 
percent of the State’s median income 

level. Because of limited resources, 
States rarely reach that threshold. 

Specifically, 2⁄3 of LIHEAP funds cur-
rently go to individuals who earn $8,000 
per year or less. One-third goes to 
those who earn approximately $15,000 
per year. That is, only 19 percent of 
people that could qualify for eligibility 
to receive LIHEAP funds actually re-
ceive such funds. Eighty-one percent of 
those eligible, therefore, do not receive 
LIHEAP funding. 

This amendment would expand the 
LIHEAP program to attempt to reach 
the 81 percent not currently receiving 
LIHEAP assistance. 

This amendment also is critical be-
cause it would increase the eligible in-
come levels, so that LIHEAP assist-
ance would be provided to a broader 
group of people, who cannot pay their 
exorbitant energy bills. This amend-
ment would enable States to provide 
LIHEAP assistance to households with 
incomes up to and including 200 per-
cent of the poverty level for each 
State. 

We also need to place a greater em-
phasis on conservation, and on renew-
able energy. Unfortunately, the Presi-
dent’s budget cuts these critical pro-
gram elements. 

As yesterday’s Washington Post re-
ported, ‘‘The Bush plan calls for a $700 
million reduction from this year’s $19.7 
billion Energy Department spending.’’ 
Nearly half ‘‘of those proposed cuts 
were aimed at the efficiency and re-
newable-energy programs. They are 
currently budgeted at $1.18 billion. The 
research is focused on a range of pro-
grams, from high-mileage, hybrid 
motor-engines and more energy-effi-
cient industrial processes to new build-
ing designs that conserve energy.’’

I hope the Bush administration will 
realize the impracticality of cutting al-
ternative energy and energy conserva-
tion programs at a time when we have 
a shortage of domestic energy supply 
sources and are overly reliant on for-
eign energy supplies. 

Beyond the short-term, emergency 
measures we are working to pass 
today, we need to develop a broader, 
long-term energy policy that will at-
tempt to address the multiple energy 
problems we are facing. I will work 
with my colleagues to develop such leg-
islation, legislation that must include 
renewable energy and conservation 
measures, including improved vehicle 
efficiency, as well as efforts to diver-
sify our fuel supply sources in an envi-
ronmentally sustainable manner. This 
would include advancing clean coal 
technologies, for example. 

I have introduced legislation to pro-
vide a 5-year extension of the wind en-
ergy production tax credit. This will 
help develop a non-fossil infrastructure 
to relieve burden on other fuel sources 
and help bring overall energy prices 
down. I understand that President 
Bush has announced his support for 
this type of incentive. 
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I also am considering legislation to 

pursue exploration not of the Arctic 
Refuge, but of Alaska’s North Slope, 
where 35 trillion cubic feet of natural 
gas have already been identified as 
readily available. Such legislation 
would include provisions to develop the 
pipeline infrastructure to bring that 
natural gas to the lower 48 States. We 
must pursue exploration and develop-
ment, but must do so in a safe and en-
vironmentally sustainable manner. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now be 
in a period of morning business with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation has adopted rules gov-
erning its procedures for the 107th Con-
gress. Pursuant to rule XXVI, para-
graph 2, of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, on behalf of myself and Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the Committee 
rules be printed in the RECORD.

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

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, 
SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION 

I. MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

1. The regular meeting dates of the Com-
mittee shall be the first and third Tuesdays 
of each month. Additional meetings may be 
called by the Chairman as he may deem nec-
essary or pursuant to the provisions of para-
graph 3 of rule XXVI of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate. 

2. Meetings of the Committee, or any sub-
committee, including meetings to conduct 
hearings, shall be open to the public, except 
that a meeting or series of meetings by the 
Committee, or any subcommittee, on the 
same subject for a period of no more than 14 
calendar days may be closed to the public on 
a motion made and seconded to go into 
closed session to discuss only whether the 
matters enumerated in subparagraphs (A) 
through (F) would require the meeting to be 
closed, followed immediately by a record 
vote in open session by a majority of the 
members of the Committee, or any sub-
committee, when it is determined that the 

matter to be discussed or the testimony to 
be taken at such meeting or meetings—

(A) will disclose matters necessary to be 
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States; 

(B) will relate solely to matters of Com-
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man-
agement or procedure; 

(C) will tend to charge an individual with 
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure 
the professional standing of an individual, or 
otherwise to expose an individual to public 
contempt or obloquy, or will represent a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy 
of an individual; 

(D) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense 
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terest of effective law enforcement; 

(E) will disclose information relating to 
the trade secrets of, or financial or commer-
cial information pertaining specifically to, a 
given person if—

(1) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or 

(2) the information has been obtained by 
the Government on a confidential basis, 
other than through an application by such 
person for a specific Government financial or 
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the 
competitive position of such person; or 

(F) may divulge matters required to be 
kept confidential under other provisions of 
law or Government regulations. 

3. Each witness who is to appear before the 
Committee or any subcommittee shall file 
with the Committee, at least 24 hours in ad-
vance of the hearing, a written statement of 
his testimony in as many copies as the 
Chairman of the Committee or Sub-
committee prescribes. 

4. Field hearings of the full Committee, 
and any subcommittee thereof, shall be 
scheduled only when authorized by the 
Chairman and ranking minority member of 
the full Committee. 

II. QUORUMS 
1. Twelve members shall constitute a 

quorum for official action of the Committee 
when reporting a bill, resolution, or nomina-
tion. Proxies shall not be counted in making 
a quorum. 

2. Eight members shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of all business as 
may be considered by the Committee, except 
for the reporting of a bill, resolution, or 
nomination. Proxies shall not be counted in 
making a quorum. 

3. For the purpose of taking sworn testi-
mony a quorum of the Committee and each 
subcommittee thereof, now or hereafter ap-
pointed, shall consist of one Senator. 

III. PROXIES 
When a record vote is taken in the Com-

mittee on any bill, resolution, amendment, 
or any other question, a majority of the 
members being present, a member who is un-
able to attend the meeting may submit his/
her vote by proxy, in writing or by tele-
phone, or through personal instructions. 

IV. BROADCASTING OF HEARINGS 
Public hearings of the full Committee, or 

any subcommittee thereof, shall be televised 
or broadcast only when authorized by the 
Chairman and the ranking minority member 
of the full Committee. 

V. SUBCOMMITTEES 
1. Any member of the Committee may sit 

with any subcommittee during its hearings 

or any other meeting but shall not have the 
authority to vote on any matter before the 
subcommittee unless he/she is a Member of 
such subcommittee. 

2. Subcommittees shall be considered de 
novo whenever there is a change in the 
chairmanship, and seniority on the par-
ticular subcommittee shall not necessarily 
apply. 
VI. CONSIDERATION OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

It shall not be in order during a meeting of 
the Committee to move to proceed to the 
consideration of any bill or resolution unless 
the bill or resolution has been filed with the 
Clerk of the Committee not less than 48 
hours in advance of the Committee meeting, 
in as many copies as the Chairman of the 
Committee prescribes. This rule may be 
waived with the concurrence of the Chair-
man and the Ranking Member.

f 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
FINANCE 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of the 
Rules of Procedure, adopted by the 
Committee on Finance for the 107th 
Congress be printed in the RECORD. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
I. RULES OF PROCEDURE 

Rule 1. Regular Meeting Days.—The reg-
ular meeting day of the committee shall be 
the second and fourth Tuesday of each 
month, except that if there be no business 
before the committee the regular meeting 
shall be omitted. 

Rule 2. Committee Meetings.—(a) Except 
as provided by paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate (relating to 
special meetings called by a majority of the 
committee) and sub-section (b) of this rule, 
committee meetings, for the conduct of busi-
ness, for the purpose of holding hearings, or 
for any other purpose, shall be called by the 
chairman. Members will be notified of com-
mittee meetings at least 48 hours in advance, 
unless the chairman determines that an 
emergency situation requires a meeting on 
shorter notice. The notification will include 
a written agenda together with materials 
prepared by the staff relating to that agenda. 
After the agenda for a committee meeting is 
published and distributed, no nongermane 
items may be brought up during that meet-
ing unless at least two-thirds of the members 
present agree to consider those items. 

(b) In the absence of the chairman, meet-
ings of the committee may be called by the 
ranking majority member of the committee 
who is present, provided authority to call 
meetings has been delegated to such member 
by the chairman. 

Rule 3. Presiding Officer.—(a) The chair-
man shall preside at all meetings and hear-
ings of the committee except that in his ab-
sence the ranking majority member who is 
present at the meeting shall preside. 

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by 
subsection (a) any member of the committee 
may preside over the conduct of a hearing. 

Rule 4. Quorums.—(a) Except as provided 
in subsection (b) one-third of the member-
ship of the committee, including not less 
than one member of the majority party and 
one member of the minority party, shall con-
stitute a quorum for the conduct of business. 

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by 
subsection (a), one member shall constitute 
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a quorum for the purpose of conducting a 
hearing. 

Rule 5. Reporting of measures of Rec-
ommendations.—No measure or rec-
ommendation shall be reported from the 
committee unless a majority of the com-
mittee is actually present and a majority of 
those present concur. 

Rule 6. Proxy Voting; Polling.—(a) Except 
as provided by paragraph 7(a)(3) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to limitation on use of proxy voting 
to report a measure or matter), members 
who are unable to be present may have their 
vote recorded by proxy. 

(b) At the discretion of the committee, 
members who are unable to be present and 
whose vote has not been cast by proxy may 
be polled for the purpose of recording their 
vote on any rollcall taken by the committee. 

Rule 7. Order of Motions.—When several 
motions are before the committee dealing 
with related or overlapping matters, the 
chairman may specify the order in which the 
motions shall be voted upon. 

Rule 8. Bringing a Matter to a Vote.—If the 
chairman determines that a motion or 
amendment has been adequately debated, he 
may call for a vote on such motion or 
amendment, and the vote shall then be 
taken, unless the committee votes to con-
tinue debate on such motion or amendment, 
as the case may be. The vote on a motion to 
continue debate on any motion or amend-
ment shall be taken without debate. 

Rule 9. Public Announcement of Com-
mittee Votes.—Pursuant to paragraph 7(b) of 
Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate (relating to public announcement of 
votes), the results of rollcall votes taken by 
the committee on any measure (or amend-
ment thereto) or matter shall be announced 
publicly not later than the day on which 
such measure or matter is ordered reported 
from the committee. 

Rule 10. Subpoenas.—Subpoenas for attend-
ance of witnesses and the production of 
memoranda, documents, and records shall be 
issued by the chairman, or by any other 
member of the committee designated by 
him. 

Rule 11. Nominations.—In considering a 
nomination, the Committee may conduct an 
investigation or review of the nominee’s ex-
perience, qualifications, and suitability, to 
serve in the position to which he or she has 
been nominated. To aid in such investigation 
or review, each nominee may be required to 
submit a sworn detailed statement including 
biographical, financial, policy, and other in-
formation which the Committee may re-
quest. The Committee may specify which 
items in such statement are to be received 
on a confidential basis. Witnesses called to 
testify on the nomination may be required to 
testify under oath. 

Rule 12. Open Committee Hearings.—To 
the extent required by paragraph 5 of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to limitations on open hearings), 
each hearing conducted by the committee 
shall be open to the public. 

Rule 13. Announcement of Hearings.—The 
committee shall undertake consistent with 
the provisions of paragraph 4(a) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to public notice of committee hear-
ings) to issue public announcements of hear-
ings it intends to hold at least one week 
prior to the commencement of such hearings. 

Rule 14. Witnesses at Hearings.—(a) Each 
witness who is scheduled to testify at any 
hearing must submit his written testimony 
to the staff director not later than noon of 

the business day immediately before the last 
business day preceding the day on which he 
is scheduled to appear. Such written testi-
mony shall be accompanied by a brief sum-
mary of the principal points covered in the 
written testimony. Having submitted his 
written testimony, the witness shall be al-
lowed not more than ten minutes for oral 
presentation of his statement. 

(b) Witness may not read their entire writ-
ten testimony, but must confine their oral 
presentation to a summarization of their ar-
guments. 

(c) Witnesses shall observe proper stand-
ards of dignity, decorum and propriety while 
presenting their views to the committee. 
Any witness who violates this rule shall be 
dismissed, and his testimony (both oral and 
written) shall not appear in the record of the 
hearing. 

(d) In scheduling witnesses for hearings, 
the staff shall attempt to schedule witnesses 
so as to attain a balance of views early in 
the hearings. Every member of the com-
mittee may designate witnesses who will ap-
pear before the committee to testify. To the 
extent that a witness designated by a mem-
ber cannot be scheduled to testify during the 
time set aside for the hearing, a special time 
will be set aside for the witness to testify if 
the member designating that witness is 
available at that time to chair the hearing. 

Rule 15. Audiences.—Persons admitted into 
the audience for open hearings of the com-
mittee shall conduct themselves with the 
dignity, decorum, courtesy and propriety 
traditionally observed by the Senate. Dem-
onstrations of approval or disapproval of any 
statement or act by any member or witness 
are not allowed. Persons creating confusion 
or distractions or otherwise disrupting the 
orderly proceeding of the hearing shall be ex-
pelled from the hearing. 

Rule 16. Broadcasting of Hearings.—(a) 
Broadcasting of open hearings by television 
or radio coverage shall be allowed upon ap-
proval by the chairman of a request filed 
with the staff director not later than noon of 
the day before the day on which such cov-
erage is desired. 

(b) If such approval is granted, broad-
casting coverage of the hearing shall be con-
ducted unobtrusively and in accordance with 
the standards of dignity, propriety, courtesy 
and decorum traditionally observed by the 
Senate. 

(c) Equipment necessary for coverage by 
television and radio medial shall not be in-
stalled in, or removed from, the hearing 
room while the committee is in session. 

(d) Additional lighting may be installed in 
the hearing room by the media in order to 
raise the ambient lighting level to the lowest 
level necessary to provide adequate tele-
vision coverage of the hearing at the then 
current state of the art of television cov-
erage. 

(e) The additional lighting authorized by 
subsection (d) of this rule shall not be di-
rected into the eyes of any members of the 
committee or of any witness, and at the re-
quest of any such member or witness, offend-
ing lighting shall be extinguished. 

(f) No witness shall be required to be pho-
tographed at any hearing or to give testi-
mony while the broadcasting (or coverage) of 
that hearing is being conducted. At the re-
quest of any such witness who does not wish 
to be subjected to radio or television cov-
erage, all equipment used for coverage shall 
be turned off. 

Rule 17. Subcommittees.—(a) The chair-
man, subject to the approval of the com-
mittee, shall appoint legislative subcommit-

tees. All legislation shall be kept on the full 
committee calendar unless a majority of the 
members present and voting agree to refer 
specific legislation to an appropriate sub-
committee. 

(b) The chairman may limit the period dur-
ing which House-passed legislation referred 
to a subcommittee under paragraph (a) will 
remain in that subcommittee. At the end of 
that period, the legislation will be restored 
to the full committee calendar. The period 
referred to in the preceding sentences should 
be 6 weeks, but may be extended in the event 
that adjournment or a long recess is immi-
nent. 

(c) All decisions of the chairman are sub-
ject to approval or modification by a major-
ity vote of the committee. 

(d) The full committee may at any time by 
majority vote of those members present dis-
charge a subcommittee from further consid-
eration of a specific piece of legislation. 

(e) Because the Senate is constitutionally 
prohibited from passing revenue legislation 
originating in the Senate, subcommittees 
may mark up legislation originating in the 
Senate and referred to them under Rule 16(a) 
to develop specific proposals for full com-
mittee consideration but may not report 
such legislation to the full committee. The 
preceding sentence does not apply to nonrev-
enue legislation originating in the Senate. 

(f) The chairman and ranking minority 
members shall serve as nonvoting ex officio 
members of the subcommittees on which 
they do not serve as voting members. 

(g) Any member of the committee may at-
tend hearings held by any subcommittee and 
question witnesses testifying before that 
subcommittee. 

(h) Subcommittee meeting times shall be 
coordinated by the staff director to insure 
that—

(1) no subcommittee meeting will be held 
when the committee is in executive session, 
except by unanimous consent; 

(2) no more than one subcommittee will 
meet when the full committee is holding 
hearings; and 

(3) not more than two subcommittees will 
meet at the same time. 

Notwithstanding paragraphs (2) and (3), a 
subcommittee may meet when the full com-
mittee is holding hearings and two sub-
committees may meet at the same time only 
upon the approval of the chairman and the 
ranking minority member of the committee 
and subcommittees involved. 

(i) All nominations shall be considered by 
the full committee. 

(j) The chairman will attempt to schedule 
reasonably frequent meetings of the full 
committee to permit consideration of legis-
lation reported favorably to the committee 
by the subcommittees. 

Rule 18. Transcripts of Committee Meet-
ings.—An accurate record shall be kept of all 
markups of the committee, whether they be 
open or closed to the public. This record, 
marked as ‘‘uncorrected,’’ shall be available 
for inspection by Members of the Senate, or 
members of the committee together with 
their staffs, at any time. This record shall 
not be published or made public in any way 
except: 

(a) By majority vote of the committee 
after all members of the committee have had 
a reasonable opportunity to correct their re-
marks for grammatical errors or to accu-
rately reflect statements made. 

(b) Any member may release his own re-
marks made in any markup of the com-
mittee provided that every member or wit-
ness whose remarks are contained in the re-
leased portion is given a reasonable oppor-
tunity before release to correct their re-
marks. 
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Notwithstanding the above, in the case of 

the record of an executive session of the 
committee that is closed to the public pursu-
ant to Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, the record shall not be published 
or made public in any way except by major-
ity vote of the committee after all members 
of the committee have had a reasonable op-
portunity to correct their remarks for gram-
matical errors or to accurately reflect state-
ments made. 

Rule 19. Amendment of Rules.—The fore-
going rules may be added to, modified, 
amended or suspended at any time. 

f 

THE ADMINISTRATION’S REFUSAL 
TO ADJUST 2000 CENSUS DATA 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my disappointment 
over the decision announced this week 
by Commerce Secretary Donald Evans 
to release raw census data without ad-
justment for the undercount of an esti-
mated three million Americans. 

By law, the Census Bureau is re-
quired to provide census figures to the 
States for the purpose of redistricting 
by April 1, 2001; a deadline that is near-
ly four weeks away. Only last week, I 
joined with 47 of my Senate colleagues 
in a letter to Secretary Evans urging 
him to delay a decision to release the 
2000 census figures until after the Com-
merce Department’s self-imposed 
March 5, 2001, deadline to allow the ap-
propriate Senate Committees an oppor-
tunity to hold hearings. My intent in 
signing the letter was not to delay the 
statutory deadline, but rather to re-
quest that there be Congressional 
input. 

I was interested that the President, 
in his first budget proposal, said, ‘‘our 
Nation has a long and honorable com-
mitment to assisting individuals, fami-
lies, and communities who have not 
fully shared in America’s prosperity.’’ I 
believe this is true, which is why fail-
ing to count all Americans has serious 
consequences for State, local, and Fed-
eral Government. 

There are approximately 1,327 Fed-
eral domestic assistance programs that 
use population data in some way. The 
breadth of the programs affected that 
touch families and businesses through-
out the nation clearly spells out the 
need to ensure that all Americans are 
counted. Federal and State funds for 
schools, employment services, housing 
assistance, road construction, day care 
facilities, hospitals, emergency serv-
ices, programs for seniors, and much 
more are distributed based on census 
figures. The use of raw census data, 
without adjustment for the differential 
undercount, will result in the unfair 
distribution of Federal funds. 

A March 1, 2001 memorandum to Sec-
retary Evans from the acting director 
of the Census Bureau recommended 
using unadjusted census data for redis-
tricting purposes. According to the 
memo, ‘‘The primary reason for arriv-
ing at this conclusion is the apparent 

inconsistency in population growth 
over the decade as estimated by the 
Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation, 
ACE, and demographic analysis. These 
differences cannot be resolved in the 
time available for the Committee’s 
work.’’ In other words, the Executive 
Steering Committee for ACE Policy 
ran out of time and could not deter-
mine whether the uncorrected data is 
more accurate than corrected data. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, I provide legis-
lative support and oversight over the 
decennial census and the Census Bu-
reau. Moreover, as a Senator from Ha-
waii, I knew that the percentage of 
people undercounted in my state dur-
ing the 1990 Census, 1.9 percent, was 
higher than the national average. The 
largest component of my state’s 
undercount by race was projected to be 
Asians and Pacific Islanders. I was so 
concerned that Hawaii would once 
again have a higher than average 
undercount that, last March, I held a 
forum in Hawaii on issues facing Na-
tive Hawaiians and other Pacific Is-
landers related to the 2000 Census. I 
urged Native Hawaiians and other Pa-
cific Islanders to participate in the 2000 
Census in order to ensure accurate data 
and statistics especially since this in-
formation directly impacts our lives 
for the next ten years. 

I call upon the Secretary to make 
available to the public the detailed in-
formation that the Census Bureau has 
compiled to date, including over-
counts and undercounts. Again, I am 
disappointed with the Administration’s 
decision in this matter.

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO LAURIE LAWSON 
∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, Lau-
rie Lawson comes from a long line of 
farmers in Darlington, SC, and he drew 
upon that experience as our State’s ex-
ecutive director of the Farm Service 
Agency. After 8 years at the helm, he 
has stepped down. Farmers knew that 
Mr. Lawson would respond to their 
needs with knowledge and compassion 
and work effectively to open lines of 
communication between the farming 
community and Federal agencies. 
Whatever the matter at hand—whether 
it was drought relief or the tobacco 
settlement—Laurie Lawson played an 
important role on behalf of South 
Carolina farmers. I know he is looking 
forward to spending more time with his 
grandchildren and keeping up with his 
beloved Clemson Tigers. However, my 
staff and I will greatly miss his exper-
tise on agricultural issues and feel hon-
ored to have worked with such a dedi-
cated public servant.∑ 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO HAROLD HOWRIGAN 
∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am very 
fortunate to be one of only one hundred 

individuals chosen to represent my fel-
low Americans here in the Senate. As a 
result of this work, I have the oppor-
tunity to meet many, many people. Oc-
casionally I have come to know people 
who are so giving of themselves, so de-
voted to their life’s work, that they 
truly serve as an inspiration. I would 
like to take a few moments to recog-
nize one such individual, Harold 
Howrigan of Fairfield, VT. 

Harold has been a dairy farmer in 
Vermont his entire life and has been a 
Director of the St. Albans Cooperative 
Creamery for over 20 years, as well as 
the long-time President of the co-op. 
He has been actively involved with 
dairy promotion on State, national, 
and international levels, and has 
worked with practically every dairy 
farm organization that I know, includ-
ing Dairy Management Inc., the Na-
tional Milk Producers Federation, the 
U.S. Dairy Export Council, the Na-
tional Dairy Board, the Vermont Farm 
Bureau, and the Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact Commission. 

Harold and his wife, Anne—a former 
school teacher, who is still a very ac-
tive tutor, mentor and volunteer in the 
cause of education have also devoted 
themselves to educating future genera-
tions about agriculture, starting with 
their five children—Harold, Lawrence, 
Michael, Bridget and Ellen—and their 
12 grandchildren. They are very special 
friends of my wife Marcelle, my chil-
dren and me. 

Most recently, Harold has been hon-
ored as the recipient of what some call 
the ‘‘Nobel Prize’’ of the dairy indus-
try, the Richard E. Lyng award from 
the National Dairy Promotion and Re-
search Board. This award recognizes an 
individual for their ‘‘distinguished 
service to dairy promotion and re-
search.’’ I can’t think of another indi-
vidual more deserving of this honor 
than Harold Howrigan. 

In a recent interview Harold said 
‘‘family farmers are the best, hardest 
working people in the world . . . it’s a 
business and a way of living that is sec-
ond to none in this country.’’ I couldn’t 
agree more and I thank Harold for the 
tremendous work he has done for the 
dairy industry in Vermont and across 
America, as well as the expert and un-
selfish counsel on agriculture he has 
provided to me and my staff over many 
years. 

I ask that an article about Harold be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the St. Albans (VT) Messenger, Feb. 

26, 2001] 

TO HAROLD HOWRIGAN: CONGRATULATIONS 

(By Emerson Lynn) 

Occasionally, something happens that is so 
right that when you learn about it, you 
pound the table and say, yes, that’s what 
should have happened. 

That’s our response to the news that Har-
old Howrigan was the recipient of the Rich-
ard E. Lyng Award for ‘‘distinguished service 
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to dairy promotion and research.’’ The 
award, which is only given out periodically, 
is the industry’s equivalent to the Nobel 
Prize. 

There is not a person in the industry, any-
where, who deserves the award more. That 
there may not be a kinder, more professional 
person alive is an aside, what made the 
award so appropriate is the incredible level 
of dedication he has made toward his profes-
sion, or, as he would say, his way of life. 

His name and the St. Albans Cooperative 
Creamery are synonymous. He’s its president 
and has sat on its board for two decades. If 
there is an issue that involves the industry 
he is there, as he has been for all rounds with 
the Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact. He 
knows the politics of Washington and Mont-
pelier as well as any insider and he is as re-
spected there as he is here. 

But what shines through all this is the un-
derstanding that if the awards were not 
there his commitment would be no less. He’s 
a fortunate man; he believes in what he does 
and would choose no other way of life. To 
Harold Howrigan, there is no higher calling 
than producing food for a hungry world and, 
in the process, keeping alive and vibrant a 
livelihood that’s as healthy as the milk he 
produces. 

He knows better than most the value of the 
industry’s $350 million that sustains our 
communities. And he understands the impor-
tance of pushing the industry’s efforts far 
past Franklin County’s borders. 

But what he understands best is the mean-
ing of the words he once heard from his 
school’s nun: ‘‘Much has been given to you, 
and much will be expected from you.’’ 

It can be safely said that he has met her 
expectations.∑ 

f 

SALUTING DOVER’S POLICE CHIEF 

∑ Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor a true local hero in my 
State, Dover’s Police Chief Keith 
Faulkner. 

Chief Faulkner retired his badge ear-
lier this month after an unprecedented 
28 years of service on the Dover Police 
Department. His service and leadership 
truly were unique. He joined the police 
force as a student cadet and is the first 
and only such officer to rise to the 
rank of Chief of Police. 

Personally, I have to admit I know 
what it must feel like when a police of-
ficer’s long-serving, trusted partner re-
tires. Keith Faulkner proudly first put 
on his Dover Police uniform the same 
year I took office as a U.S. Senator. 
Chief Faulkner and I have been 
through a lot together, and I will 
greatly miss his advice, counsel and 
support. 

Fortunately, Chief Faulkner isn’t 
going far. He already has started a new 
venture at nearby Delaware State Uni-
versity in Dover as associate director 
of public safety. DSU just formed a po-
lice department last year, and I am 
confident the University, its students 
and faculty will benefit immensely 
from his nearly three decades of law 
enforcement experience. 

Chief Faulkner is widely credited 
with restoring and strengthening the 
Dover Police Department’s reputation 

as a leading law enforcement agency in 
our State. Under his command, Dover 
achieved the coveted national accredi-
tation, a distinction shared by only 
about 700 police forces nationwide. He 
also presided over the institutionaliza-
tion of community policing on the 
Dover police force, which has contrib-
uted to reducing crime and boosting 
the confidence of local residents in the 
police. In fact, for the first time ever, 
crime rates for violent and non-violent 
crimes are down for the past two 
straight years. 

And his commitment to public serv-
ice goes beyond Dover. Keith has 
served as Vice-Mayor on the Smyrna 
Town Council, Chair of the Delaware 
Police Chiefs’ Council, and sits on my 
independent Military Academy Review 
Board to interview and select the high 
school students I appoint to our na-
tional military service academies. 

To be honest, the real purpose of this 
tribute to Chief Faulkner is not to 
wish him a ‘‘happy retirement!’’ I am 
confident he will continue to be a lead-
er in our State on law enforcement 
issues. And I am hopeful that his role 
as a public servant has only just begun. 

I wish Keith and his family many 
more years of good health, safety and 
good fortune.∑

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:01 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 3. An act to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce individual in-
come tax rates. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker has signed the following en-
rolled joint resolution:

S.J. Res. 6. Joint resolution providing for 
congressional disapproval of the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of Labor under 
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to ergonomics.

The enrolled joint resolution was 
signed subsequently by the President 
pro tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3. An act to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce individual in-
come tax rates; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

f 

ENROLLED RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, March 9, 2001, he had 
presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled 
joint resolution:

S.J. Res. 6. A joint resolution providing for 
congressional disapproval of the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of Labor under 
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to ergonomics.

f 

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–955. A communication from the Deputy 
Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Clethodim; Pesticide Tolerance’’ (FRL6770–
8) received on March 8, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–956. A communication from the Acting 
Chief of the Regulations Division, Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, Department 
of the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Rule 
Establishing the West Elks Viticultural Area 
(2000R–257P)’’ (RIN1512–AA07) received on 
March 8, 2001; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–957. A communication from the Acting 
Chief of the Regulations Division, Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, Department 
of the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Distribu-
tion and Use of Tax-Free Alcohol (2000R–
294P)’’ (RIN1512–AB57) received on March 8, 
2001; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–958. A communication from the Acting 
Chief of the Regulations Division, Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, Department 
of the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Formulas 
of Denatured Alcohol and Rum (2000R–295P’’ 
(RIN1512–AB60) received on March 8, 2001; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–959. A communication from the Chief of 
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Second Quarter Quarterly Interest 
Rates April 1, 2001’’ (Rev. Rul. 2000–16) re-
ceived on March 8, 2001; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–960. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (39)’’ ((RIN2120–AA65)(2001–0018)) re-
ceived on March 8, 2001; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–961. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (43)’’ ((RIN2120–AA65)(2001–0019)) re-
ceived on March 8, 2001; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–962. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Monroe City, MO; Direct Final Rule; 
Request for Comments’’ ((RIN2120–
AA66)(2001–0058)) received on March 8, 2001; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–963. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
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transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of a Class E 
Enroute Domestic Airspace Area, El Centro, 
CA: Direct Final Rule; Request for Com-
ments’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–0059)) received 
on March 8, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–964. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class D and 
E Surface Areas; Ex Airport, CA’’ ((RIN2120–
AA66)(2001–0060)) received on March 8, 2001; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–965. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class D 
Airspace; Sacramento Mather Airport, CA’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–0061)) received on 
March 8, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–966. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Legal Descrip-
tions of Multiple Federal Airways in the Vi-
cinity of Douglas; WY’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–
0062)) received on March 8, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–967. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
SOCATA Groups Aerospatiale Model TBM 
700 Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0149)) re-
ceived on March 8, 2001; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–968. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Bombardier Model CL 600 2B19 Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0150)) received 
on March 8, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–969. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Empresa Brasilleria de Aeronautica SA 
Model EMB–145 Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–
AA64)(2001–0151)) received on March 8, 2001; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–970. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
BAe Systems Limited Model BAe 146 and 
Model Avro 146RJ Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0152)) received on 
March 8, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–971. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Bombardier Model DHC 8 100, 200, and 300 Se-
ries Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0153)) 
received on March 8, 2001; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–972. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-

ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Airbus Model A300 B4 Series Airplanes and 
Model A300 B4 600, A300 B4 600R, and A300 F4 
600R Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–
0154)) received on March 8, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–973. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
British Aerospace Model 4101 Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0155)) received on 
March 8, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–974. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Model 747–100, 200, 300, 400, and 747SR 
Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0156)) 
received on March 8, 2001; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

f 

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. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 502. A bill to provide for periodic Indian 
needs assessments, to require Federal Indian 
program evaluations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. EN-
SIGN): 

S. 503. A bill to amend the Safe Water Act 
to provide grants to small public drinking 
water systems; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 504. A bill for administrative procedures 
to extend Federal recognition to certain In-
dian groups, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 505. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to regulate certain 50 cal-
iber sniper weapons in the same manner as 
machine guns and other firearms, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 506. A bill to amend the Alaska Native 

Claims Settlement Act, to provide for a land 
exchange between the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Huna Totem Corporation, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr. 
AKAKA, and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 507. A bill to implement further the Act 
(Public Law 94–241) approving the covenant 
to establish a commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands in Political Union with 
the United States of America, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. LUGAR: 
S. 508. A bill to authorize the President to 

promote posthumously the late Raymond 
Ames Spruance to the grade of Fleet Admi-
ral of the United States Navy, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 509. A bill to establish the Kenai Moun-

tains-Turnagain Arm National Heritage Area 
in the State of Alaska, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. SANTORUM: 
S. 510. A bill to amend the Caribbean Basin 

Economic Recovery Act to provide trade 
benefits for certain textile covers; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 511. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for 
employment in the coastwise trade for the 
vessel AJ; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. ENZI, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 512. A bill to foster innovation and tech-
nological advancement in the development 
of the Internet and electronic commerce, and 
to assist the States in simplifying their sales 
and use taxes; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself and 
Mr. DEWINE): 

S. Res. 56. A resolution honoring the mem-
ory of James A. Rhodes as a gifted political 
servant and statesman; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. BREAUX, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. Res. 57. A resolution to express the sense 
of the Senate that the Federal investment in 
programs that provide health care services 
to uninsured and low-income individuals in 
medically under-served areas be increased in 
order to double access to care over the next 
5 years; to the Committee on Appropriations.

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 250 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, his 
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of 
S. 250, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit 
to holders of qualified bonds issued by 
Amtrak, and for other purposes. 

S. 366 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
366, a bill to amend the Agricultural 
Trade Act of 1978 to increase the 
amount of funds available for certain 
agricultural trade programs. 

S. 393 

At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 393, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to encourage 
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charitable contributions to public 
charities for use in medical research. 

S. RES. 43 
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 43, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the President 
should designate the week of March 18 
through March 24, 2001, as ‘‘National 
Inhalants and Poisons Awareness 
Week.’’ 

S. RES. 45 
At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 45, a resolution honoring the men 
and women who serve this country in 
the National Guard and expressing con-
dolences of the United States Senate to 
family and friends of the 21 National 
Guardsmen who perished in the crash 
on March 3, 2001. 

At the request of Mrs. CARNAHAN, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 45, supra.

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 502. A bill to provide for periodic 
Indian needs assessments, to require 
Federal Indian program evaluations, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to be joined by Sen-
ator BINGAMAN and Senator INOUYE in 
introducing the Indian Needs Assess-
ment, Program Evaluation and Policy 
Coordination Act of 2001 to bring about 
needed reforms in the way Indian pro-
grams are designed and funded. 

As the annual funding debates over 
Indian programs show us year after 
year, rational and equitable funding 
decisions are made more difficult be-
cause of the lack of accurate and up-to-
date information about the needs of 
tribal governments and tribal mem-
bers. 

The ability of the Congress to target 
unmet needs and make available 
adquate funds for tribes and tribal 
members is directly related to the 
quantity and quality of information 
available about the type and degree of 
demand for federal programs and serv-
ices. 

Within two years of the enactment of 
this act, and every 5 years thereafter, 
each Federal agency or department is 
required to conduct an ‘‘Indian Needs 
Assessment’’, INA, aimed at deter-
mining the needs of tribes and Indians 
eligible for programs and services ad-
ministered by such agency or depart-
ment. 

To facilitate information collection 
and analysis, the bill requires the de-
velopment of a uniform method, cri-
teria and procedures for determining, 
analyzing, and compiling the program 
and service needs of tribes and Indians. 

The resulting ‘‘Indian Needs Assess-
ments’’ are to be filed with the Com-
mittees on Appropriations and Indian 
Affairs of the Senate, and the Commit-
tees on Appropriations and Resources 
of the House of Representatives. 

In addition to a Needs Assessment, 
the bill also requires that each Federal 
agency or department responsible for 
providing services to Indians file an 
‘‘Annual Indian Program Evaluation’’, 
AIPE, with these same committees. 
The AIPE will measure the perform-
ance and effectiveness of the programs 
under the jurisdiction of that agency 
or department, and include rec-
ommendations as to how such pro-
grams can be improved. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD and urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this measure. 

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

S. 502
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 ‘‘Indian Needs 
Assessment and Program Evaluation Act of 
2001’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS, PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the United States and the Indian tribes 

have a unique legal and political govern-
ment-to-government relationship; 

(2) pursuant to the Constitution, treaties, 
statutes, Executive orders, court decisions, 
and course of conduct, the United States has 
a trust obligation to provide certain services 
to Indian tribes and to Indians; 

(3) Federal departments and agencies 
charged with administering programs and 
providing services to, or for the benefit of, 
Indians have not furnished Congress with 
adequate information necessary to assess 
such programs on the needs of Indians and 
Indian tribes; 

(4) such lack of information has hampered 
the ability of Congress to determine the na-
ture, type, and magnitude of such needs as 
well as its ability to respond to them; and 

(5) Congress cannot properly fulfill its obli-
gation to Indian tribes and Indian people un-
less and until it has an adequate store of in-
formation related to the needs of Indians na-
tionwide. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are to—

(1) ensure that Indian needs for Federal 
programs and services are known in a more 
certain and predictable fashion; 

(2) require that Federal departments and 
agencies carefully review and monitor the ef-
fectiveness of the programs and services pro-
vided to Indians; 

(3) provide for more efficient and effective 
cooperation and coordination of, and ac-
countability from, the Federal departments 
and agencies providing programs and serv-
ices, including technical and business devel-
opment assistance, to Indians; and 

(4) provide Congress with reliable informa-
tion regarding Indian needs and the evalua-
tion of Federal programs and services pro-
vided to Indians nationwide. 
SEC. 3. INDIAN TRIBAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT. 

(a) INDIAN TRIBAL NEEDS ASSESSMENTS.—

(1) IMMEDIATE ASSESSMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall contract with 
an appropriate entity, in consultation and 
coordination with the Indian tribes, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Com-
merce, the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of Energy, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, the Secretary of 
Labor, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Secretary of Transportation, the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs, the Attorney General, 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the heads of any 
other relevant Federal departments or agen-
cies, for the development of a uniform meth-
od and criteria, and uniform procedures for 
determining, analyzing, and compiling the 
program and service assistance needs of In-
dian tribes and Indians by each such depart-
ment or agency. The needs assessment shall 
address, but not be limited to, the following: 

(i) The location of the service area of each 
program. 

(ii) The size of the service area of each pro-
gram. 

(iii) The total population of each tribe lo-
cated in the service area. 

(iv) The total population of members of 
other tribes located in the service area. 

(v) The availability of similar programs 
within the geographical area to tribes or 
tribal members. 

(vi) The socio-economic conditions that 
exist within the service area. 

(B) CONSULTATION.—The contractor shall 
consult with tribal governments in estab-
lishing and conducting the needs assessment 
required under subparagraph (A). 

(2) ONGOING FEDERAL NEEDS ASSESSMENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
every 5 years thereafter, each Federal de-
partment or agency, in coordination with 
the Secretary of the Interior, shall conduct 
an Indian Needs Assessment (in this Act re-
ferred to as the ‘‘INA’’) aimed at deter-
mining the actual needs of Indian tribes and 
Indians eligible for programs and services 
administered by such department or agency. 

(B) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than February 1 of any year in which an INA 
is required to be conducted under subpara-
graph (A), a copy of the INA shall be sub-
mitted to the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Resources of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on In-
dian Affairs of the Senate. 

(b) FEDERAL AGENCY INDIAN TRIBAL PRO-
GRAM EVALUATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall develop a uni-
form method and criteria, and uniform pro-
cedures for compiling, maintaining, keeping 
current, and reporting to Congress all infor-
mation concerning—

(A) the annual expenditures of the depart-
ment or agency for programs and services for 
which Indians are eligible, with specific in-
formation regarding the names of tribes who 
are currently participating in or receiving 
each service, the names of tribes who have 
applied for and not received programs or 
services, and the names of tribes whose serv-
ices or programs have been terminated with-
in the last fiscal year; 

(B) services or programs specifically for 
the benefit of Indians, with specific informa-
tion regarding the names of tribes who are 
currently participating in or receiving each 
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service, the names of tribes who have applied 
for and not received programs or services, 
and the names of tribes whose services or 
programs have been terminated within the 
last fiscal year; and 

(C) the department or agency method of 
delivery of such services and funding, includ-
ing a detailed explanation of the outreach ef-
forts of each agency or department to Indian 
tribes. 

(2) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, and annually thereafter, each Fed-
eral department or agency responsible for 
providing services or programs to, or for the 
benefit of, Indian tribes or Indians shall file 
an Annual Indian Program Evaluation (in 
this Act referred to as the ‘‘AIPE’’) with the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Com-
mittee on Resources of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Appro-
priations and the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs of the Senate. 

(c) ANNUAL LISTING OF TRIBAL ELIGIBLE 
PROGRAMS.—Not later than February 1 of 
each calendar year, each Federal department 
or agency described in subsection (b)(2), shall 
develop and publish in the Federal Register a 
list of all programs and services offered by 
such department or agency for which Indian 
tribes or their members are or may be eligi-
ble, and shall provide a brief explanation of 
the program or service. 

(d) CONFIDENTIALITY.—Any information re-
ceived, collected, or gathered from Indian 
tribes concerning program function, oper-
ations, or need in order to conduct an INA or 
an AIPE shall be used only for the purposes 
of this Act set forth in section 2(b). 
SEC. 4. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall develop and 
submit to the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Resources of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on In-
dian Affairs of the Senate a report detailing 
the coordination of Federal program and 
service assistance for which Indian tribes 
and their members are eligible. 

(b) STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 30 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of the Interior, in con-
sultation and coordination with the Indian 
tribes, shall file a Strategic Plan for the Co-
ordination of Federal Assistance for Indians 
(in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Strategic 
Plan’’). 

(c) CONTENTS OF STRATEGIC PLAN.—The 
Strategic Plan required under subsection (b) 
shall contain the following: 

(1) Identification of reforms necessary to 
the laws, regulations, policies, procedures, 
practices, and systems of the Federal depart-
ments or agencies involved. 

(2) Proposals for implementing the reforms 
identified in the Strategic Plan. 

(3) Any other recommendations that are 
consistent with the purposes of this Act set 
forth in section 2(b). 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 2002 and each fiscal year there-
after, such sums as are necessary to carry 
out this Act.

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
ENSIGN): 

S. 503. A bill to amend the Safe Water 
Act to provide grants to small public 
drinking water systems; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 
spent a great deal of time, as we 
should, focusing on President Bush’s 
tax cut. There are some differences 
that have been noted on numerous oc-
casions. My point is, there are many 
other issues about which we need to be 
engaged. 

Yesterday in the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, we did some 
very good work. We reported a bill out 
of that committee dealing with 
brownfields. The Acting President pro 
tempore, who is presiding, was a co-
sponsor of that legislation last year. It 
is very important legislation. It will 
allow the cleanup of about 450,000 sites 
that now are blighted sites, most of 
them in city centers—where there may 
have been a dry cleaner there before, or 
there may have been some business—
and there may be some toxic sub-
stances in the ground. 

This legislation will allow the clean-
up to go forward. It will allow these 
places to become productive. 

We have already identified, for exam-
ple, in Nevada, some 30 sites that need 
to be cleaned up, producing hundreds of 
jobs and millions and millions of dol-
lars on the tax rolls. We did this. It 
shows that we can do things on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

The subcommittee is run by Senators 
BOXER and CHAFEE. They work very 
well together. There was bipartisan 
support for this legislation. I am very 
proud of what the committee did. 

I hope, with the schedule that we 
have, we can have this on the floor, and 
we can pass this out of here, and send 
it to the House, within the next month. 
It is good legislation. 

Mr. President, communities in Ne-
vada and nationwide are facing a crisis 
in their ability to provide clean, afford-
able drinking water to the public.

Dramatic population growth in some 
areas of the country has only increased 
the demand for more drinking water. 

At the same time, standards are 
being adopted by local, State, and Fed-
eral Governments to assure the safety 
of drinking water supplies. 

Because of this, communities all 
across the country are facing the need 
to install, upgrade, and replace their 
drinking water infrastructure. That is 
why I and Senator ENSIGN are intro-
ducing the Small Community Safe 
Drinking Water Funding Act. 

However, the cost of putting this in-
frastructure in place is staggeringly 
high. The Environmental Protection 
Agency has recently estimated that to 
meet the Nation’s needs, our commu-
nities’ drinking water infrastructure 
will require an investment of more 
than $150 billion over the next 20 years. 

While communities of all sizes face 
the crisis in drinking water infrastruc-
ture, the greatest burden is on small 
communities. 

For example, the per-household cost 
for water infrastructure improvements 

is almost four times higher for small 
systems than for large ones. 

One reason for this disproportionate 
impact is that small public drinking 
water systems are so numerous—rep-
resenting nearly 95 percent of all sys-
tems. It is that way in Nevada and 
most Western States. 

In my home State of Nevada, the per-
centage is even greater. Upwards of 98 
percent of public drinking water sys-
tems in the Silver State are small sys-
tems. 

Also, because small communities 
lack the tax base and economies-of-
scale of larger communities, they typi-
cally incur much higher per-household 
costs in upgrading their drinking water 
infrastructure improvements. 

In Nevada alone, small communities 
will need to invest hundreds of millions 
of dollars over the next 20 years in 
drinking water infrastructure. 

The dilemma faced by small commu-
nities has been highlighted recently by 
EPA’s new drinking water standard for 
arsenic. 

Arsenic is a naturally occurring con-
taminant that impacts drinking water 
supplies in Nevada, and other States 
throughout the west and northeast. 

The public health threat posed by ar-
senic in drinking water is well-estab-
lished by scientists. 

Despite the public health need, many 
small communities will find it ex-
tremely difficult to finance improve-
ments needed to meet the arsenic 
standard. 

This is because EPA estimates that 
compliance with this standard will in-
crease annual household water costs in 
communities of less than 10,000 people 
from between $38 to $327—an increase 
in water costs roughly 10 times greater 
than for communities with more than 
10,000 people. 

In Nevada, we have very few commu-
nities of more than 10,000. We have Las 
Vegas, Reno, Henderson, Sparks, Elko, 
and Carson City. This has a tremen-
dous impact in Nevada. 

Due to these costs to small commu-
nities, some have called for the stand-
ard to be rolled back. In fact, the Bush 
administration has held up the imple-
mentation of the regulation, and is 
currently considering whether or not 
to nullify it. 

A roll-back of the new arsenic drink-
ing water standard would be a serious 
mistake. 

The old drinking water standard for 
arsenic had not been revised in over 55 
years.

In 1999, the National Academy of 
Sciences reviewed the scientific data 
on arsenic and urged EPA to imple-
ment a lower, more protective standard 
as quickly as possible. 

The new EPA arsenic standard—the 
one currently under review by the Bush 
administration—was set at the very 
level as the standard adopted by the 
World Health Organization almost a 
decade ago. 
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Undoing EPA’s new arsenic standard 

would deny millions of American fami-
lies access to safe drinking water. 

Rolling back this standard is simply 
the wrong way to ensure clean, reli-
able, and affordable water to all Ameri-
cans. 

The right way to address the new ar-
senic standard, as well as the crisis 
this country faces with its drinking 
water infrastructure, is for the Federal 
Government to provide a helping hand 
to communities to meet their drinking 
water needs. 

Take my home State of Nevada for 
example. The city of Fallon, a small, 
rural community in the northwest part 
of the State, has been wrestling with 
high levels of naturally-occurring ar-
senic in its public water supply for dec-
ades. When I served in the State legis-
lature in the 1960’s, this was a problem. 
It still is. 

Despite the difficulties involved in 
solving its arsenic problem, the city is 
not asking for a roll-back of EPA’s new 
arsenic standard. 

On the contrary, the city very much 
wants to meet the new standard so that 
it can provide safe drinking water to 
its citizens. 

What the city needs, in order to ac-
complish this, is our financial help. It 
is a national problem, and we should 
help. 

I should add, even though there is 
naturally occurring arsenic in the 
water in Fallon, it may have been exac-
erbated by a Federal project, the first 
Bureau of Reclamation project in the 
history of the country, in 1902, when it 
sent water from the Truckee River into 
Churchill County. It may have raised 
the arsenic level higher than it would 
have been otherwise. 

Currently, the primary source of Fed-
eral assistance for local drinking water 
projects is the EPA’s Drinking Water 
State Revolving Loan Fund. 

This fund—which I, along with others 
on the Senate Environment and Public 
and Works Committee, helped add to 
the Safe Drinking Water Act when it 
was amended in 1996—has been an over-
whelming success. 

Since its inception, the fund has al-
lowed States to provide more than 1,200 
low-interest loans totaling over $2.3 
billion for upgrading and installing 
drinking water systems. 

However, many small and disadvan-
taged communities are left out of the 
State revolving fund program. 

Many of these communities do not 
attempt to participate in the program 
because they lack the financial re-
sources to meet the terms of loans. 

Although we added a provision to the 
act in 1996 allowing loans to be sub-
sidized for disadvantaged communities, 
a significant number of States have not 
taken advantage of it. 

Therefore, many small, cash-strapped 
communities receive little or no finan-
cial assistance form the Federal Gov-

ernment, at a time when they are faced 
with costly improvements to systems 
like that of Fallon, NV. 

Today, I and Senator ENSIGN intro-
duce a bill to address the needs of com-
munities that face the greatest dif-
ficulties in ensuring clean drinking 
water for their residents. 

It will ensure that our Nation’s 
small, disadvantaged communities 
have access to the financial help they 
need to provide safe, reliable, and af-
fordable drinking water. 

This bill, the Small Community Safe 
Drinking Water Funding Act, accom-
plishes this goal by establishing a pro-
gram to provide almost $750 million an-
nually to Indian tribes and States, so 
they can make grants to public water 
systems that serve small communities. 

I would like to highlight several key 
aspects of the bill:

First, the Small Community Safe 
Drinking Water Act provides substan-
tial flexibility to States. 

Each State choosing to participate in 
the grant program will receive an allo-
cation of money from EPA, based on 
the drinking water infrastructure 
needs of that State. 

The State can then distribute this 
money as grants according to the 
State’s own prioritization of commu-
nities’ needs. 

Second, the act streamlines the 
workload associated with a new grant 
program by taking advantage of proce-
dures already in place through the 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
program. 

The identification of communities in 
most need of grant support is coordi-
nated with the annual ‘‘Intended Use 
Plans’’ already required of States by 
the State revolving fund. 

States can also administer grants 
through the same agencies that cur-
rently administer State revolving fund 
loans. 

Third, the drinking water treatment 
needs of Indian tribes and Alaskan na-
tive villages are addressed through a 
$22.5 million EPA-administered grants 
program modeled after the one estab-
lished for States. 

This money will be targeted, in the 
form of grants, to those small commu-
nities determined to be in most need of 
drinking water system improvements. 

Finally, the act ensures that small, 
disadvantaged communities receiving 
grants have access to technical assist-
ance through non-profit organizations. 

These organizations have established 
relationships with small communities, 
as well as a solid track record in help-
ing these communities to solve their 
drinking water problems. 

These organizations will be able to 
assist small communities to plan, im-
plement, and maintain the drinking 
water projects funded through grants. 

Nevada’s small communities are fac-
ing a drinking water infrastructure cri-
sis. 

These communities, and other small 
communities nationwide, confront in-
creasing demand for clean, reliable, 
and affordable drinking water. 

But it is simply too costly for small 
communities, alone, to address this 
water infrastructure crisis. 

They need a financial helping hand 
from the Federal Government. 

The bill I and Senator ENSIGN are in-
troducing today will provide this 
much-needed Federal helping hand. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this important legislation and work 
with us to see that it is swiftly en-
acted.

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, 
Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 504. A bill for administrative pro-
cedures to extend Federal recognition 
to certain Indian groups, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined by Senators 
INOUYE and BINGAMAN in introducing 
the Indian Tribal Federal Recognition 
Administrative Procedures Act of 2001. 
From the first days of the republic, the 
Congress has acted to recognize the 
unique legal and political relationship 
the United States has with the Indian 
tribes. Reforming the process of Fed-
eral recognition is the purpose of the 
legislation I am introducing today. 

Federal recognition is critical to 
tribal groups because it triggers eligi-
bility for services and benefits provided 
by the United States because of their 
status as members of federally recog-
nized Indian tribes. 

I want to be clear, I am not advo-
cating for the approval of every peti-
tion for recognition, and I am not pro-
posing that the petitions receive a lim-
ited or cursory review. I am concerned 
with the viability of the current rec-
ognition process and am interested in 
seeing fairness, promptness, and final-
ity brought into that process while 
providing basic assurances to already-
recognized tribes regarding their inher-
ent rights. 

Federal recognition may be accom-
plished in two ways: through the enact-
ment of federal legislation; or through 
the administrative process that occurs, 
or more accurately does not occur, 
within the Branch of Acknowledge-
ment and Research, BAR. 

Over the years, the length of time 
the Bureau has taken to process cer-
tain petitions and the process for 
which applications for recognition are 
considered has increased. At a hearing 
on similar legislation in 2000, one group 
testified that its petition has been 
pending since 1970! 

The process in the Department of the 
Interior is time consuming and costly, 
although it has improved from its 
original state. It has frequently been 
hindered by a lack of staff and re-
sources which are needed to fairly and 
promptly review all petitions. 
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The cases on active consideration, in-

cluding those with proposed findings, 
have been in the process for anywhere 
from 2 to 9 years. 

As with any decision-making body, 
fairness and timeliness are the keys to 
maintaining a credible system which 
holds the confidence of affected par-
ties. I believe that it is in the interests 
of all parties to have a clear deadline 
for the completion of the recognition 
process. 

In 1978, the Department of the Inte-
rior promulgated regulations to estab-
lish criteria and procedures for the rec-
ognition of Indian tribes by the Sec-
retary of Interior. 

Since that time tribal groups have 
filed 250 letters of intent and petitions 
for review and consideration. Of those, 
51 have been resolved, 34 by the BAR. 

The remainder are in various stages 
of consideration by the Department ei-
ther ready for active status or are al-
ready placed on active status. 

In the last twenty years, the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs has held sev-
eral oversight hearings on the Federal 
recognition process. At those hearings 
the record clearly showed that the 
process does not work. At a Committee 
on Indian Affairs hearing in 1995, the 
Bureau testified that at the current 
rate of review and consideration, it 
would take several decades to elimi-
nate the entire backlog of tribal peti-
tions. The record from numerous pre-
vious hearings reveals a clear need for 
the Congress to address the problems 
affecting the recognition process. 

The bill I am introducing today will 
go a long way toward resolving the 
problems which have plagued both the 
Department of the Interior and tribal 
petitioners over the years. 

This bill, the Indian Tribal Federal 
Recognition Administrative Proce-
dures Act of 2001, provides the required 
clarification and changes that will help 
tribal petitioners and the United 
States in providing fair and orderly ad-
ministrative procedures to extend Fed-
eral recognition to eligible Indian 
groups. The principal purpose is to re-
move the Federal acknowledgment 
process from the BAR and transfer the 
responsibility for the process to a tem-
porary and independent Commission on 
Indian Tribal Recognition. 

This bill provides that the Commis-
sion will be an independent agency, 
composed of three members appointed 
by the President, and authorized to 
hold hearings, take testimony, and 
reach final determinations on petitions 
for recognition. 

The bill provides strict but realistic 
time-lines to guide the Commission in 
the review and decision-making proc-
ess. Under the existing process, some 
petitioners have waited ten years or 
more for even a cursory review of their 
petition. 

This bill will allow for a cost-effec-
tive process for the BIA and the peti-

tioners, it will provide definite time-
lines for the administrative recogni-
tion process, and sunsets the Commis-
sion in 12 years. 

To ensure fairness, the bill provides 
for appeals of adverse decisions to the 
federal district court here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

To ensure that the views and com-
ments of all affected parties are consid-
ered, the bills directs the Commission 
to consider evidence and materials sub-
mitted by states, local communities, 
and State attorneys general. 

To ensure promptness, the bill au-
thorizes adequate funding for the costs 
of processing petitions through the 
Commission. 

The bill also provides finality for 
both the petitioners and the Depart-
ment by requiring all interested tribal 
groups to file their petitions with 8 
years after the date of enactment and 
requiring the Commission to complete 
to work within 12 years from enact-
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD, and urge my colleagues 
to join me in enacting this much-need-
ed reform legislation. 

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

S. 504
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 ‘‘Indian Trib-
al Federal Recognition Administrative Pro-
cedures Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are as follows: 
(1) To remove the Federal acknowledgment 

process from the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and transfer the responsibility for the proc-
ess to an independent Commission on Indian 
Tribal Recognition. 

(2) To establish a Commission on Indian 
Tribal Recognition to review and act upon 
documented petitions submitted by Indian 
groups that apply for Federal recognition. 

(3) To establish an administrative proce-
dure under which petitions for Federal rec-
ognition filed by Indian groups will be con-
sidered. 

(4) To provide clear and consistent stand-
ards of administrative review of documented 
petitions for Federal acknowledgment. 

(5) To clarify evidentiary standards and ex-
pedite the administrative review process by 
providing adequate resources to process doc-
umented petitions. 

(6) To ensure that when the Federal Gov-
ernment extends acknowledgment to an In-
dian tribe, the Federal Government does so 
with a consistent legal, factual, and histor-
ical basis. 

(7) To extend to Indian groups that are de-
termined to be Indian tribes the protection, 
services, and benefits available from the 
Federal Government pursuant to the Federal 
trust responsibility with respect to Indian 
tribes. 

(8) To extend to Indian groups that are de-
termined to be Indian tribes the immunities 
and privileges available to other federally 
acknowledged Indian tribes by virtue of their 

status as Indian tribes with a government-
to-government relationship with the United 
States. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ACKNOWLEDGMENT.—The term ‘‘ac-

knowledgment’’ means a determination by 
the Commission on Indian Tribal Recogni-
tion that an Indian group constitutes an In-
dian tribe with a government-to-government 
relationship with the United States. 

(2) AUTONOMOUS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘autonomous’’ 

means the exercise of political influence or 
authority independent of the control of any 
other Indian governing entity. 

(B) CONTEXT OF TERM.—With respect to a 
petitioner, the term shall be understood in 
the context of the history, geography, cul-
ture, and social organization of the peti-
tioner. 

(3) BUREAU.—The term ‘‘Bureau’’ means 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs of the Depart-
ment. 

(4) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 
means the Commission on Indian Tribal Rec-
ognition established under section 4. 

(5) COMMUNITY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘community’’ 

means any group of people, living within a 
reasonable territory, that is able to dem-
onstrate that—

(i) consistent interactions and significant 
social relationships exist within the mem-
bership; and 

(ii) the members of that group are differen-
tiated from and identified as distinct from 
nonmembers. 

(B) CONTEXT OF TERM.—The term shall be 
understood in the context of the history, cul-
ture, and social organization of the group, 
taking into account the geography of the re-
gion in which the group resides. 

(6) CONTINUOUS OR CONTINUOUSLY.—With re-
spect to a period of history of a group, the 
term ‘‘continuous’’ or ‘‘continuously’’ means 
extending from 1900 throughout the history 
of the group to the present substantially 
without interruption. 

(7) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of the Interior. 

(8) DOCUMENTED PETITION.—The term ‘‘doc-
umented petition’’ means the detailed, fac-
tual exposition and arguments, including all 
documentary evidence, necessary to dem-
onstrate that those arguments specifically 
address the mandatory criteria established 
in section 5. 

(9) HISTORICALLY, HISTORICAL, HISTORY.—
The terms ‘‘historically’’, ‘‘historical’’, and 
‘‘history’’ refer to the period dating from 
1900. 

(10) INDIAN GROUP.—The term ‘‘Indian 
group’’ means any Indian band, pueblo, vil-
lage, or community that is not acknowl-
edged to be an Indian tribe. 

(11) INTERESTED PARTIES.—The term ‘‘in-
terested parties’’ means any person, organi-
zation, or other entity who can establish a 
legal, factual, or property interest in an ac-
knowledgement determination and who re-
quests an opportunity to submit comments 
or evidence or to be kept informed of Federal 
actions regarding a specific petitioner. The 
term includes the government and attorney 
general of the State in which a petitioner is 
located, and may include, but is not limited 
to, local governmental units, and any recog-
nized Indian tribes and unrecognized Indian 
groups that might be affected by an ac-
knowledgement determination. 

(12) LETTER OF INTENT.—The term ‘‘letter 
of intent’’ means an undocumented letter or 
resolution that—
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(A) is dated and signed by the governing 

body of an Indian group; 
(B) is submitted to the Commission; and 
(C) indicates the intent of the Indian group 

to submit a documented petition for Federal 
acknowledgment. 

(13) PETITIONER.—The term ‘‘petitioner’’ 
means any group that submits a letter of in-
tent to the Commission requesting acknowl-
edgment. 

(14) POLITICAL INFLUENCE OR AUTHORITY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘political influ-

ence or authority’’ means a tribal council, 
leadership, internal process, or other mecha-
nism that a group has used as a means of—

(i) influencing or controlling the behavior 
of its members in a significant manner; 

(ii) making decisions for the group which 
substantially affect its members; or 

(iii) representing the group in dealing with 
nonmembers in matters of consequence to 
the group. 

(B) CONTEXT OF TERM.—The term shall be 
understood in the context of the history, cul-
ture, and social organization of the group. 

(15) RESTORATION.—The term ‘‘restoration’’ 
means the reextension of acknowledgment to 
any previously acknowledged tribe with re-
spect to which the acknowledged status may 
have been abrogated or diminished by reason 
of administrative action by the Executive 
Branch or legislation enacted by Congress 
expressly terminating that status. 

(16) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(17) TREATY.—The term ‘‘treaty’’ means 
any treaty— 

(A) negotiated and ratified by the United 
States on or before March 3, 1871, with, or on 
behalf of, any Indian group or tribe; 

(B) made by any government with, or on 
behalf of, any Indian group or tribe, from 
which the Federal Government or the colo-
nial government which was the predecessor 
to the United States Government subse-
quently acquired territory by purchase, con-
quest, annexation, or cession; or 

(C) negotiated by the United States with, 
or on behalf of, any Indian group in Cali-
fornia, whether or not the treaty was subse-
quently ratified. 

(18) TRIBAL ROLL.—The term ‘‘tribal roll’’ 
means a list exclusively of those individuals 
who—

(A)(i) have been determined by the tribe to 
meet the membership requirements of the 
tribe, as set forth in the governing document 
of the tribe; or 

(ii) in the absence of a governing document 
that sets forth those requirements, have 
been recognized as members by the gov-
erning body of the tribe; and 

(B) have affirmatively demonstrated con-
sent to being listed as members of the tribe. 
SEC. 4. COMMISSION ON INDIAN TRIBAL REC-

OGNITION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

the Commission on Indian Tribal Recogni-
tion. The Commission shall be an inde-
pendent establishment, as defined in section 
104 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—
(A) MEMBERS.—The Commission shall con-

sist of 3 members appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate.

(B) INDIVIDUALS TO BE CONSIDERED FOR 
MEMBERSHIP.—In making appointments to 
the Commission, the President shall give 
careful consideration to—

(i) recommendations received from Indian 
groups and Indian tribes; and 

(ii) individuals who have a background or 
who have demonstrated expertise and experi-

ence in Indian law or policy, anthropology, 
genealogy, or Native American history. 

(C) BACKGROUND INFORMATION.—No indi-
vidual shall be eligible for any appointment 
to, or continue service on the Commission, 
who—

(i) has been convicted of a felony; or 
(ii) has any financial interest in, or man-

agement responsibility for, any Indian 
group. 

(2) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than 
2 members of the Commission may be mem-
bers of the same political party. 

(3) TERMS.—Each member of the Commis-
sion shall be appointed for a term of 6 years. 

(4) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the Com-
mission shall not affect the powers of the 
Commission, but shall be filled in the same 
manner in which the original appointment 
was made. Any member appointed to fill a 
vacancy occurring before the expiration of 
the term for which the predecessor of the 
member was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of that term. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of the 
term of that member until a successor has 
taken office. 

(5) COMPENSATION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Each member of the Com-

mission shall receive compensation at a rate 
equal to the daily equivalent of the annual 
rate of basic pay prescribed for level V of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of 
title 5, United States Code, for each day, in-
cluding traveltime, that the member is en-
gaged in the actual performance of duties au-
thorized by the Commission. 

(B) TRAVEL.—All members of the Commis-
sion shall be reimbursed for travel and per 
diem in lieu of subsistence expenses during 
the performance of duties of the Commission 
while away from their homes or regular 
places of business, in accordance with sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(6) FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT.—Each member 
of the Commission shall serve on the Com-
mission as a full-time employee of the Fed-
eral Government. No member of the Com-
mission may, while serving on the Commis-
sion, be otherwise employed as an officer or 
employee of the Federal Government. Serv-
ice by a member who is an employee of the 
Federal Government at the time of nomina-
tion as a member shall be without interrup-
tion or loss of civil service status or privi-
lege. 

(7) CHAIRPERSON.—At the time appoint-
ments are made under paragraph (1), the 
President shall designate a Chairperson of 
the Commission (referred to in this section 
as the ‘‘Chairperson’’) from among the ap-
pointees. 

(c) MEETINGS AND PROCEDURES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 

hold its first meeting not later than 30 days 
after the date on which all members of the 
Commission have been appointed and con-
firmed by the Senate. 

(2) QUORUM.—Two members of the Commis-
sion shall constitute a quorum for the trans-
action of business. 

(3) RULES.—The Commission may adopt 
such rules (consistent with the provisions of 
this Act) as may be necessary to establish 
the procedures of the Commission and to 
govern the manner of operations, organiza-
tion, and personnel of the Commission. 

(4) PRINCIPAL OFFICE.—The principal office 
of the Commission shall be in the District of 
Columbia. 

(d) DUTIES.—The Commission shall carry 
out the duties assigned to the Commission 
by this Act, and shall meet the requirements 
imposed on the Commission by this Act. 

(e) POWERS AND AUTHORITIES.—
(1) POWERS AND AUTHORITIES OF CHAIR-

PERSON.—Subject to such rules and regula-
tions as may be adopted by the Commission, 
the Chairperson may—

(A) appoint, terminate, and fix the com-
pensation (without regard to the provisions 
of title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, and 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of that 
title, or of any other provision of law, relat-
ing to the number, classification, and Gen-
eral Schedule rates) of an Executive Director 
of the Commission and of such other per-
sonnel as the Chairperson considers advis-
able to assist in the performance of the du-
ties of the Commission, at a rate not to ex-
ceed a rate equal to the daily equivalent of 
the annual rate of basic pay prescribed for 
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5316 of title 5, United States Code; and 

(B) procure, as authorized by section 
3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, tem-
porary and intermittent services to the same 
extent as is authorized by law for agencies in 
the executive branch, but at rates not to ex-
ceed the daily equivalent of the annual rate 
of basic pay prescribed for level V of the Ex-
ecutive Schedule under section 5316 of that 
title. 

(2) GENERAL POWERS AND AUTHORITIES OF 
COMMISSION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may 
hold such hearings and sit and act at such 
times as the Commission considers to be ap-
propriate.

(B) OTHER AUTHORITIES.—As the Commis-
sion may consider advisable, the Commission 
may—

(i) take testimony; 
(ii) have printing and binding done; 
(iii) enter into contracts and other ar-

rangements, subject to the availability of 
funds; 

(iv) make expenditures; and 
(v) take other actions. 
(C) OATHS AND AFFIRMATIONS.—Any mem-

ber of the Commission may administer oaths 
or affirmations to witnesses appearing before 
the Commission. 

(3) INFORMATION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may se-

cure directly from any officer, department, 
agency, establishment, or instrumentality of 
the Federal Government such information as 
the Commission may require to carry out 
this Act. Each such officer, department, 
agency, establishment, or instrumentality 
shall furnish, to the extent permitted by law, 
such information, suggestions, estimates, 
and statistics directly to the Commission, 
upon the request of the Chairperson. 

(B) FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND DETAILS.—
Upon the request of the Chairperson, to as-
sist the Commission in carrying out the du-
ties of the Commission under this section, 
the head of any Federal department, agency, 
or instrumentality may—

(i) make any of the facilities and services 
of that department, agency, or instrumen-
tality available to the Commission; and 

(ii) detail any of the personnel of that de-
partment, agency, or instrumentality to the 
Commission, on a nonreimbursable basis. 

(C) MAILS.—The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States. 

(f) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT.—
The provisions of the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to 
the Commission. 

(g) TERMINATION OF COMMISSION.—The 
Commission shall terminate on the date that 
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is 12 years after the date of the first meeting 
of the Commission. 

(h) APPOINTMENTS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, the Secretary 
shall continue to exercise those authorities 
vested in the Secretary relating to super-
vision of Indian recognition regulated under 
part 83 of title 25 of the Code of Federal Reg-
ulations until such time as the Commission 
is organized and prescribes regulations. The 
Secretary shall provide staff and support as-
sistance to facilitate an orderly transition to 
regulation of Indian recognition by the Com-
mission. 
SEC. 5. DOCUMENTED PETITIONS FOR RECOGNI-

TION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) LETTERS OF INTENT AND DOCUMENTED PE-

TITIONS.—Subject to subsection (d) and ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (3), any Indian 
group may submit to the Commission letters 
of intent and a documented petition request-
ing that the Commission recognize the group 
as an Indian tribe. 

(2) HEARING.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Indian groups that have 

been denied or refused recognition as an In-
dian tribe under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary shall be entitled to an adju-
dicatory hearing under section 9 before the 
Commission, if the Commission determines 
that the criteria established by this Act 
changes the merits of the Indian group’s doc-
umented petition submitted to the Depart-
ment. 

(B) HEARING RECORD.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), the Commission shall review 
the administrative record containing the 
documented petition that formed the basis of 
the determination to the Indian group by the 
Secretary. 

(C) TREATMENT OF SECRETARY’S FINAL DE-
TERMINATION.—For purposes of the adjudica-
tory hearing, the Secretary’s final deter-
mination shall be considered a preliminary 
determination under section 8(b)(1)(B). 

(D) OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS TO BE 
CONSIDERED CONCERNING EVIDENCE OF CRI-
TERIA.—A statement and an analysis of facts 
submitted under this section may establish 
that, for any given period of time for which 
evidence of criteria is lacking, such absence 
of evidence corresponds in time with official 
acts of the Federal or relevant State Govern-
ment which prohibited or penalized the ex-
pression of Indian identity. For such periods 
of time, the absence of evidence shall not be 
the basis for declining to acknowledge the 
petitioner. 

(3) EXCLUSION.—The following groups and 
entities shall not be eligible to submit a doc-
umented petition for recognition by the 
Commission under this Act: 

(A) CERTAIN ENTITIES THAT ARE ELIGIBLE TO 
RECEIVE SERVICES FROM THE BUREAU.—Indian 
tribes, organized bands, pueblos, commu-
nities, and Alaska Native entities that are 
recognized by the Secretary as of the date of 
enactment of this Act as eligible to receive 
services from the Bureau. 

(B) CERTAIN SPLINTER GROUPS, POLITICAL 
FACTIONS, AND COMMUNITIES.—Splinter 
groups, political factions, communities, or 
groups of any character that separate from 
the main body of an Indian tribe that, at the 
time of that separation, is recognized as an 
Indian tribe by the Secretary, unless the 
group, faction, or community is able to es-
tablish clearly that the group, faction, or 
community has functioned throughout his-
tory until the date of the documented peti-
tion as an autonomous Indian tribal entity. 

(C) CERTAIN GROUPS THAT HAVE PREVIOUSLY 
SUBMITTED DOCUMENTED PETITIONS.—Groups, 

or successors in interest of groups, that be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act, have 
petitioned for and been denied or refused rec-
ognition based on the merits of their peti-
tion as an Indian tribe under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary (other than an In-
dian group described in paragraph (2)(A)). 
Nothing in this subparagraph shall be con-
strued as excluding any group that Congress 
has identified as Indian, but has not identi-
fied as an Indian tribe. 

(D) INDIAN GROUPS SUBJECT TO TERMI-
NATION.—Any Indian group whose relation-
ship with the Federal Government was ex-
pressly terminated by an Act of Congress. 

(4) TRANSFER OF DOCUMENTED PETITION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, not later than 30 days 
after the date on which all of the members of 
the Commission have been appointed and 
confirmed by the Senate under section 4(b), 
the Secretary shall transfer to the Commis-
sion all documented petitions and letters of 
intent pending before the Department that 
request the Secretary to recognize or ac-
knowledge an Indian group as an Indian 
tribe. 

(B) CESSATION OF CERTAIN AUTHORITIES OF 
SECRETARY.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, on the date of the transfer 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary and 
the Department shall cease to have any au-
thority to recognize or acknowledge, on be-
half of the Federal Government, any Indian 
group as an Indian tribe. 

(C) DETERMINATION OF ORDER OF SUBMISSION 
OF TRANSFERRED DOCUMENTED PETITIONS.—
Documented petitions transferred to the 
Commission under subparagraph (A) shall, 
for purposes of this Act, be considered as 
having been submitted to the Commission in 
the same order as those documented peti-
tions were submitted to the Department. 

(b) DOCUMENTED PETITION FORM AND CON-
TENT.—Except as provided in subsection (c), 
any documented petition submitted under 
subsection (a) by an Indian group shall be in 
any readable form that clearly indicates that 
the documented petition is a documented pe-
tition requesting the Commission to recog-
nize the Indian group as an Indian tribe and 
that contains detailed, specific evidence con-
cerning each of the following items: 

(1) STATEMENT OF FACTS.—A statement of 
facts and an analysis of such facts estab-
lishing that the petitioner has been identi-
fied as an American Indian entity on a sub-
stantially continuous basis since 1900. Evi-
dence that the character of the group as an 
Indian entity has from time to time been de-
nied shall not be considered to be conclusive 
evidence that this criterion has not been 
met. Evidence that the Commission may 
rely on in determining the Indian identity of 
a group may include any 1 or more of the fol-
lowing items: 

(A) IDENTIFICATION OF PETITIONER.—An 
identification of the petitioner as an Indian 
entity by any department, agency, or instru-
mentality of the Federal Government. 

(B) RELATIONSHIP OF PETITIONER WITH 
STATE GOVERNMENT.—A relationship between 
the petitioner and any State government, 
based on an identification of the petitioner 
as an Indian entity. 

(C) RELATIONSHIP OF PETITIONER WITH A PO-
LITICAL SUBDIVISION OF A STATE.—Dealings of 
the petitioner with a county or political sub-
division of a State in a relationship based on 
the Indian identity of the petitioner. 

(D) IDENTIFICATION OF PETITIONER ON THE 
BASIS OF CERTAIN RECORDS.—An identifica-
tion of the petitioner as an Indian entity by 
records in a private or public archive, court-
house, church, or school. 

(E) IDENTIFICATION OF PETITIONER BY CER-
TAIN EXPERTS.—An identification of the peti-
tioner as an Indian entity by an anthropolo-
gist, historian, or other scholar. 

(F) IDENTIFICATION OF PETITIONER BY CER-
TAIN MEDIA.—An identification of the peti-
tioner as an Indian entity in a newspaper, 
book, or similar medium. 

(G) IDENTIFICATION OF PETITIONER BY AN-
OTHER INDIAN TRIBE OR ORGANIZATION.—An 
identification of the petitioner as an Indian 
entity by another Indian tribe or by a na-
tional, regional, or State Indian organiza-
tion. 

(H) IDENTIFICATION OF PETITIONER BY A FOR-
EIGN GOVERNMENT OR INTERNATIONAL ORGANI-
ZATION.—An identification of the petitioner 
as an Indian entity by a foreign government 
or an international organization. 

(I) OTHER EVIDENCE OF IDENTIFICATION.—
Such other evidence of identification as may 
be provided by a person or entity other than 
the petitioner or a member of the member-
ship of the petitioner. 

(2) EVIDENCE OF COMMUNITY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A statement of facts and 

an analysis of such facts establishing that a 
predominant portion of the membership of 
the petitioner—

(i) comprises a community distinct from 
those communities surrounding that commu-
nity; and 

(ii) has existed as a community from his-
torical times to the present. 

(B) EVIDENCE.—Evidence that the Commis-
sion may rely on in determining that the pe-
titioner meets the criteria described in 
clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (A) may 
include 1 or more of the following items: 

(i) MARRIAGES.—Significant rates of mar-
riage within the group, or, as may be cul-
turally required, patterned out-marriages 
with other Indian populations. 

(ii) SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS.—Significant so-
cial relationships connecting individual 
members. 

(iii) SOCIAL INTERACTION.—Significant rates 
of informal social interaction which exist 
broadly among the members of a group. 

(iv) SHARED ECONOMIC ACTIVITY.—A signifi-
cant degree of shared or cooperative labor or 
other economic activity among the member-
ship. 

(v) DISCRIMINATION OR OTHER SOCIAL DIS-
TINCTIONS.—Evidence of strong patterns of 
discrimination or other social distinctions 
by nonmembers. 

(vi) SHARED RITUAL ACTIVITY.—Shared sa-
cred or secular ritual activity encompassing 
most of the group. 

(vii) CULTURAL PATTERNS.—Cultural pat-
terns that—

(I) are shared among a significant portion 
of the group that are different from the cul-
tural patterns of the non-Indian populations 
with whom the group interacts; 

(II) function as more than a symbolic iden-
tification of the group as Indian; and 

(III) may include language, kinship, or re-
ligious organizations, or religious beliefs and 
practices.

(viii) COLLECTIVE INDIAN IDENTITY.—The 
persistence of a named, collective Indian 
identity continuously over a period of more 
than 50 years, notwithstanding changes in 
name. 

(ix) HISTORICAL POLITICAL INFLUENCE.—A 
demonstration of historical political influ-
ence pursuant to the criteria set forth in 
paragraph (3). 

(x) EXTENDED KINSHIP TIES.—Not less than 
50 percent of the tribal members exhibit col-
lateral kinship ties through generations to 
the third degree. 
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(C) CRITERIA FOR SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE.—

The Commission shall consider the peti-
tioner to have provided sufficient evidence of 
community at a given point in time if the 
petitioner has provided evidence that dem-
onstrates any one of the following: 

(i) RESIDENCE OF MEMBERS.—More than 50 
percent of the members of the group of the 
petitioner reside in a particular geographical 
area exclusively or almost exclusively com-
posed of members of the group, and the bal-
ance of the group maintains consistent so-
cial interaction with some members of the 
community. 

(ii) MARRIAGES.—Not less than 1⁄3 of the 
marriages of the group are between members 
of the group. 

(iii) DISTINCT CULTURAL PATTERNS.—Not 
less than 50 percent of the members of the 
group maintain distinct cultural patterns in-
cluding language, kinship, or religious orga-
nizations, or religious beliefs or practices. 

(iv) COMMUNITY SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—Dis-
tinct community social institutions encom-
passing 50 percent of the members of the 
group, such as kinship organizations, formal 
or informal economic cooperation, or reli-
gious organizations. 

(v) APPLICABILITY OF CRITERIA.—The group 
has met the criterion in paragraph (3) using 
evidence described in paragraph (3)(B). 

(3) AUTONOMOUS ENTITY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A statement of facts and 

an analysis of such facts establishing that 
the petitioner has maintained political influ-
ence or authority over its members as an au-
tonomous entity from historical times until 
the time of the documented petition. The 
Commission may rely on 1 or more of the fol-
lowing items in determining whether a peti-
tioner meets the criterion described in the 
preceding sentence: 

(i) MOBILIZATION OF MEMBERS.—The group 
is capable of mobilizing significant numbers 
of members and significant resources from 
its members for group purposes. 

(ii) ISSUES OF PERSONAL IMPORTANCE.—Most 
of the membership of the group consider 
issues acted upon or taken by group leaders 
or governing bodies to be of personal impor-
tance. 

(iii) POLITICAL PROCESS.—There is wide-
spread knowledge, communication, and in-
volvement in political processes by most of 
the members of the group. 

(iv) LEVEL OF APPLICATION OF CRITERIA.—
The group meets the criterion described in 
paragraph (2) at more than a minimal level. 

(v) INTRAGROUP CONFLICTS.—There are 
intragroup conflicts which show controversy 
over valued group goals, properties, policies, 
processes, or decisions. 

(vi) CONTINUOUS LINE OF GROUP LEADERS.—
A continuous line of group leaders with a de-
scription of the means of selection or acqui-
escence by a majority of the group’s mem-
bers. 

(B) EVIDENCE OF EXERCISE OF POLITICAL IN-
FLUENCE OR AUTHORITY.—The Commission 
shall consider that a petitioner has provided 
sufficient evidence to demonstrate the exer-
cise of political influence or authority at a 
given point in time by demonstrating that 
group leaders or other mechanisms exist or 
have existed that accomplish the following: 

(i) ALLOCATION OF GROUP RESOURCES.—Allo-
cate group resources such as land, residence 
rights, or similar resources on a consistent 
basis. 

(ii) SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES.—Settle dis-
putes between members or subgroups such as 
clans or lineages by mediation or other 
means on a regular basis. 

(iii) INFLUENCE ON BEHAVIOR OF INDIVIDUAL 
MEMBERS.—Exert strong influence on the be-

havior of individual members, such as the es-
tablishment or maintenance of norms and 
the enforcement of sanctions to direct or 
control behavior. 

(iv) ECONOMIC SUBSISTENCE ACTIVITIES.—Or-
ganize or influence economic subsistence ac-
tivities among the members, including 
shared or cooperative labor. 

(C) TEMPORALITY OF SUFFICIENCY OF EVI-
DENCE.—A group that has met the require-
ments of paragraph (2)(C) at any point in 
time shall be considered to have provided 
sufficient evidence to meet the criterion de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) at that point in 
time. 

(4) GOVERNING DOCUMENT.—A copy of the 
then present governing document of the peti-
tioner that includes the membership criteria 
of the petitioner. In the absence of a written 
document, the petitioner shall be required to 
provide a statement describing in full the 
membership criteria of the petitioner and 
the then current governing procedures of the 
petitioner. 

(5) LIST OF MEMBERS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A list of all then current 

members of the petitioner, including the full 
name (and maiden name, if any), date, and 
place of birth, and then current residential 
address of each member, a copy of each 
available former list of members based on 
the criteria defined by the petitioner, and a 
statement describing the methods used in 
preparing those lists.

(B) REQUIREMENTS FOR MEMBERSHIP.—In 
order for the Commission to consider the 
members of the group to be members of an 
Indian tribe for the purposes of the docu-
mented petition, that membership shall be 
required to consist of established 
descendancy from an Indian group that ex-
isted historically, or from historical Indian 
groups that combined and functioned as a 
single autonomous entity. 

(C) EVIDENCE OF TRIBAL MEMBERSHIP.—Evi-
dence of tribal membership required by the 
Commission for a determination of tribal 
membership shall include the following 
items: 

(i) DESCENDANCY ROLLS.—Descendancy 
rolls prepared by the Secretary for the peti-
tioner for purposes of distributing claims 
money, providing allotments, or other pur-
poses. 

(ii) CERTAIN OFFICIAL RECORDS.—Federal, 
State, or other official records or evidence 
identifying then present members of the pe-
titioner, or ancestors of then present mem-
bers of the petitioner, as being descendants 
of a historic tribe or historic tribes that 
combined and functioned as a single autono-
mous political entity. 

(iii) ENROLLMENT RECORDS.—Church, 
school, and other similar enrollment records 
identifying then present members or ances-
tors of then present members as being de-
scendants of a historic tribe or historic 
tribes that combined and functioned as a sin-
gle autonomous political entity. 

(iv) AFFIDAVITS OF RECOGNITION.—Affida-
vits of recognition by tribal elders, leaders, 
or the tribal governing body identifying then 
present members or ancestors of then 
present members as being descendants of 1 or 
more historic tribes that combined and func-
tioned as a single autonomous political enti-
ty. 

(v) OTHER RECORDS OR EVIDENCE.—Other 
records or evidence based upon firsthand ex-
perience of historians, anthropologists, and 
genealogists with established expertise on 
the petitioner or Indian entities in general, 
identifying then present members or ances-
tors of then present members as being de-

scendants of 1 or more historic tribes that 
combined and functioned as a single autono-
mous political entity. 

(c) EXCEPTIONS.—A documented petition 
from an Indian group that is able to dem-
onstrate by a preponderance of the evidence 
that the group was, or is the successor in in-
terest to, a—

(1) party to a treaty or treaties;
(2) group acknowledged by any agency of 

the Federal Government as eligible to par-
ticipate under the Act of June 18, 1934 (com-
monly referred to as the ‘‘Indian Reorganiza-
tion Act’’) (48 Stat. 984 et seq., chapter 576; 25 
U.S.C. 461 et seq.); 

(3) group for the benefit of which the 
United States took into trust lands, or which 
the Federal Government has treated as hav-
ing collective rights in tribal lands or funds; 
or 

(4) group that has been denominated a 
tribe by an Act of Congress or Executive 
order,

shall be required to establish the criteria set 
forth in this section only with respect to the 
period beginning on the date of the applica-
ble action described in paragraph (1), (2), (3), 
or (4) and ending on the date of submission of 
the documented petition. 

(d) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—
(1) DOCUMENTED PETITIONS.—No Indian 

group may submit a documented petition to 
the Commission after 8 years after the date 
of the first meeting of the Commission. 

(2) LETTERS OF INTENT.—In the case of a 
letter of intent, the Commission shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register a notice of such 
receipt, including the name, location, and 
mailing address of the petitioner. A peti-
tioner who has submitted a letter of intent 
or had a letter of intent transferred to the 
Commission under section 5 shall be required 
to submit a documented petition within 3 
years after the date of the first meeting of 
the Commission to the Commission. No let-
ters of intent will be accepted by the Com-
mission after 3 years after the date of the 
first meeting of the Commission. 

SEC. 6. NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF DOCUMENTED 
PETITION. 

(a) PETITIONER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 

after a documented petition is submitted or 
transferred to the Commission under section 
5(a), the Commission shall—

(A) send an acknowledgement of receipt in 
writing to the petitioner; and 

(B) publish in the Federal Register a notice 
of that receipt, including the name, location, 
and mailing address of the petitioner and 
such other information that—

(i) identifies the entity that submitted the 
documented petition and the date the docu-
mented petition was received by the Com-
mission; 

(ii) indicates where a copy of the docu-
mented petition may be examined; and 

(iii) indicates whether the documented pe-
tition is a transferred documented petition 
that is subject to the special provisions 
under paragraph (2). 

(2) SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR TRANSFERRED 
DOCUMENTED PETITIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a docu-
mented petition that is transferred to the 
Commission under section 5(a)(4), the notice 
provided to the petitioner, shall, in addition 
to providing the information specified in 
paragraph (1), inform the petitioner whether 
the documented petition constitutes a docu-
mented petition that meets the requirements 
of section 5. 
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(B) AMENDED PETITIONS.—If the petition de-

scribed in subparagraph (A) is not a docu-
mented petition, the Commission shall no-
tify the petitioner that the petitioner may, 
not later than 120 days after the date of the 
notice, submit to the Commission an amend-
ed petition that is a documented petition for 
review under section 7. 

(C) EFFECT OF AMENDED PETITION.—To the 
extent practicable, the submission of an 
amended petition by a petitioner by the date 
specified in this paragraph shall not affect 
the order of consideration of the petition by 
the Commission.

(b) OTHERS.—In addition to providing the 
notification required under subsection (a), 
the Commission shall notify, in writing, the 
Governor and attorney general of, and each 
federally recognized Indian tribe within, any 
State in which a petitioner resides. 

(c) PUBLICATION; OPPORTUNITY FOR SUP-
PORTING OR OPPOSING SUBMISSIONS.—

(1) PUBLICATION.—The Commission shall 
publish the notice of receipt of each docu-
mented petition (including any amended pe-
tition submitted pursuant to subsection 
(a)(2)) in a major newspaper of general cir-
culation in the town or city located nearest 
the location of the petitioner. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY FOR SUPPORTING OR OPPOS-
ING SUBMISSIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each notice published 
under paragraph (1) shall include, in addition 
to the information described in subsection 
(a), notice of opportunity for other parties 
involved with the petitioners to submit fac-
tual or legal arguments in support of, or in 
opposition to, the documented petition. 

(B) COPY TO PETITIONER.—A copy of any 
submission made under subparagraph (A) 
shall be provided to the petitioner within 90 
days upon receipt by the Commission. 

(C) RESPONSE.—The petitioner shall be pro-
vided an opportunity to respond within 90 
days to any submission made under subpara-
graph (A) before a determination on the doc-
umented petition by the Commission. 
SEC. 7. PROCESSING THE DOCUMENTED PETI-

TION. 
(a) REVIEW.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon receipt of a docu-

mented petition submitted or transferred 
under section 5(a) or submitted under section 
6(a)(2)(B), the Commission shall conduct a 
review to determine whether the petitioner 
is entitled to be recognized as an Indian 
tribe. 

(2) CONTENT OF REVIEW.—The review con-
ducted under paragraph (1) shall include con-
sideration of the documented petition, sup-
porting evidence, and the factual statements 
contained in the documented petition. 

(3) OTHER RESEARCH.—In conducting a re-
view under this subsection, the Commission 
may—

(A) initiate other research for any purpose 
relative to analyzing the documented peti-
tion and obtaining additional information 
about the status of the petitioner; and 

(B) consider such evidence as may be sub-
mitted by interested parties. 

(4) ACCESS TO LIBRARY OF CONGRESS AND NA-
TIONAL ARCHIVES.—Upon request by the peti-
tioner, the appropriate officials of the Li-
brary of Congress and the National Archives 
shall allow access by the petitioner to the re-
sources, records, and documents of those en-
tities, for the purpose of conducting research 
and preparing evidence concerning the status 
of the petitioner. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, documented peti-
tions submitted or transferred to the Com-

mission shall be considered on a first come, 
first served basis, determined by the date of 
the original filing of each such documented 
petition with the Commission (or the De-
partment if the documented petition is 
transferred to the Commission pursuant to 
section 5(a)(4) or is an amended petition sub-
mitted pursuant to section 6(a)(2)(B)). The 
Commission shall establish a priority reg-
ister that includes documented petitions 
that are pending before the Department as of 
the date of the first meeting of the Commis-
sion. 

(2) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION.—Each docu-
mented petition (that is submitted or trans-
ferred to the Commission pursuant to sec-
tion 5(a) or that is submitted to the Commis-
sion pursuant to section 6(a)(2)(B)) of an In-
dian group that meets 1 or more of the re-
quirements set forth in section 5(c) shall re-
ceive priority consideration over a docu-
mented petition submitted by any other In-
dian group. 
SEC. 8. PRELIMINARY HEARING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the receipt of a documented petition by 
the Commission submitted or transferred 
under section 5(a) or submitted to the Com-
mission pursuant to section 6(a)(2)(B), the 
Commission shall set a date for a prelimi-
nary hearing, which shall in no instance be 
held later than 180 days after receipt of the 
documented petition. At the preliminary 
hearing, the petitioner and any other inter-
ested party may provide evidence concerning 
the status of the petitioner. 

(b) DETERMINATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 

after the conclusion of a preliminary hearing 
under subsection (a), the Commission shall 
make a determination—

(A) to extend Federal acknowledgment of 
the petitioner as an Indian tribe to the peti-
tioner; or 

(B) that the petitioner should proceed to 
an adjudicatory hearing. 

(2) NOTICE OF DETERMINATION.—The Com-
mission shall publish in the Federal Register 
a notice of each determination made under 
paragraph (1). 

(c) INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED PRE-
PARATORY TO AN ADJUDICATORY HEARING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Commission makes 
a determination under subsection (b)(1)(B) 
that the petitioner should proceed to an ad-
judicatory hearing, the Commission shall—

(A)(i) not later than 30 days after the date 
of such determination, make available ap-
propriate evidentiary records of the Commis-
sion to the petitioner to assist the petitioner 
in preparing for the adjudicatory hearing; 
and 

(ii) include such guidance as the Commis-
sion considers necessary or appropriate to 
assist the petitioner in preparing for the 
hearing; and 

(B) not later than 30 days after the conclu-
sion of the preliminary hearing under sub-
section (a), provide a written notification to 
the petitioner that includes a list of any de-
ficiencies or omissions that the Commission 
relied on in making a determination under 
subsection (b)(1)(B). 

(2) SUBJECT OF ADJUDICATORY HEARING.—
The list of deficiencies and omissions pro-
vided by the Commission to a petitioner 
under paragraph (1)(B) shall be the subject of 
the adjudicatory hearing. The Commission 
may not make any additions to the list after 
the Commission issues the list. 
SEC. 9. ADJUDICATORY HEARING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the conclusion of a preliminary hearing 
under section 8(a), the Commission shall af-

ford a petitioner who is subject to section 
8(b)(1)(B) an adjudicatory hearing. The sub-
ject of the adjudicatory hearing shall be the 
list of deficiencies and omissions provided 
under section 8(c)(1)(B) and shall be con-
ducted pursuant to sections 554, 556, and 557 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) TESTIMONY FROM STAFF OF COMMIS-
SION.—In any hearing held under subsection 
(a), the Commission shall require testimony 
from the acknowledgement and research 
staff of the Commission or other witnesses 
involved in the preliminary determination. 
Any such testimony shall be subject to 
cross-examination by the petitioner. 

(c) EVIDENCE BY PETITIONER.—In any hear-
ing held under subsection (a), the petitioner 
may provide such evidence as the petitioner 
considers appropriate. 

(d) DETERMINATION BY COMMISSION.—Not 
later than 60 days after the conclusion of any 
hearing held under subsection (a), the Com-
mission shall—

(1) make a determination concerning the 
extension or denial of Federal acknowledg-
ment of the petitioner as an Indian tribe to 
the petitioner; 

(2) publish the determination of the Com-
mission under paragraph (1) in the Federal 
Register; and 

(3) deliver a copy of the determination to 
the petitioner, and to every other interested 
party. 
SEC. 10. APPEALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date that the Commission publishes 
a determination under section 9(d), the peti-
tioner may appeal the determination to the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia. 

(b) ATTORNEY FEES.—If the petitioner pre-
vails in an appeal made under subsection (a), 
the petitioner shall be eligible for an award 
of reasonable attorney fees and costs under 
section 504 of title 5, United States Code, or 
section 2412 of title 28, United States Code, 
whichever is applicable. 
SEC. 11. EFFECT OF DETERMINATIONS. 

A determination by the Commission under 
section 9(d) that an Indian group is recog-
nized by the Federal Government as an In-
dian tribe shall not have the effect of depriv-
ing or diminishing—

(1) the right of any other Indian tribe to 
govern the reservation of such other tribe as 
that reservation existed before the recogni-
tion of that Indian group, or as that reserva-
tion may exist thereafter; 

(2) any property right held in trust or rec-
ognized by the United States for that other 
Indian tribe as that property existed before 
the recognition of that Indian group; or 

(3) any previously or independently exist-
ing claim by a petitioner to any such prop-
erty right held in trust by the United States 
for that other Indian tribe before the rec-
ognition by the Federal Government of that 
Indian group as an Indian tribe. 
SEC. 12. IMPLEMENTATION OF DECISIONS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICES AND BENE-
FITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
upon recognition by the Commission of a pe-
titioner as an Indian tribe under this Act, 
the Indian tribe shall—

(A) be eligible for the services and benefits 
from the Federal Government that are avail-
able to other federally recognized Indian 
tribes by virtue of their status as Indian 
tribes with a government-to-government re-
lationship with the United States; and 

(B) have the responsibilities, obligations, 
privileges, and immunities of those Indian 
tribes. 
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(2) PROGRAMS OF THE BUREAU.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The recognition of an In-

dian group as an Indian tribe by the Commis-
sion under this Act shall not create an im-
mediate entitlement to programs of the Bu-
reau in existence on the date of the recogni-
tion. 

(B) AVAILABILITY OF PROGRAMS.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The programs described in 

subparagraph (A) shall become available to 
the Indian tribe upon the appropriation of 
funds. 

(ii) REQUESTS FOR APPROPRIATIONS.—The 
Secretary and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall forward budget re-
quests for funding the programs for the In-
dian tribe pursuant to the needs determina-
tion procedures established under subsection 
(b). 

(b) NEEDS DETERMINATION AND BUDGET RE-
QUEST.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after an Indian group is recognized by the 
Commission as an Indian tribe under this 
Act, the appropriate officials of the Bureau 
and the Indian Health Service of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services shall 
consult and develop in cooperation with the 
Indian tribe, and forward to the Secretary or 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
as appropriate, a determination of the needs 
of the Indian tribe and a recommended budg-
et required to serve the newly recognized In-
dian tribe. 

(2) SUBMISSION OF BUDGET REQUEST.—Upon 
receipt of the information described in para-
graph (1), the appropriate Secretary shall 
submit to the President a recommended 
budget along with recommendations, con-
cerning the information received under para-
graph (1), for inclusion in the annual budget 
submitted by the President to the Congress 
pursuant to section 1108 of title 31, United 
States Code. 
SEC. 13. ANNUAL REPORT CONCERNING COMMIS-

SION’S ACTIVITIES. 
(a) LIST OF RECOGNIZED TRIBES.—Not later 

than 90 days after the first meeting of the 
Commission, and annually on or before each 
January 30 thereafter, the Commission shall 
publish in the Federal Register a list of all 
Indian tribes that—

(1) are recognized by the Federal Govern-
ment; and 

(2) receive services from the Bureau. 
(b) ANNUAL REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date 

that is 1 year after the date of the first meet-
ing of the Commission, and annually there-
after, the Commission shall prepare and sub-
mit a report to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on Re-
sources of the House of Representatives that 
describes the activities of the Commission. 

(2) CONTENT OF REPORTS.—Each report sub-
mitted under this subsection shall include, 
at a minimum, for the year that is the sub-
ject of the report—

(A) the number of documented petitions 
pending at the beginning of the year and the 
names of the petitioners; 

(B) the number of documented petitions re-
ceived during the year and the names of the 
petitioners; 

(C) the number of documented petitions 
the Commission approved for acknowledg-
ment during the year and the names of the 
acknowledged petitioners;

(D) the number of documented petitions 
the Commission denied for acknowledgment 
during the year and the names of the peti-
tioners; and 

(E) the status of all pending documented 
petitions on the date of the report and the 
names of the petitioners. 

SEC. 14. ACTIONS BY PETITIONERS FOR EN-
FORCEMENT. 

Any petitioner may bring an action in the 
district court of the United States for the 
district in which the petitioner resides, or 
the United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to enforce the provisions 
of this Act, including any time limitations 
within which actions are required to be 
taken, or decisions made, under this Act. 
The district court shall issue such orders (in-
cluding writs of mandamus) as may be nec-
essary to enforce the provisions of this Act. 
SEC. 15. REGULATIONS. 

The Commission may, in accordance with 
applicable requirements of title 5, United 
States Code, promulgate and publish such 
regulations as may be necessary to carry out 
this Act. 
SEC. 16. GUIDELINES AND ADVICE. 

(a) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the first meeting of the 
Commission, the Commission shall make 
available to Indian groups suggested guide-
lines for the format of documented petitions, 
including general suggestions and guidelines 
concerning where and how to research infor-
mation that is required to be included in a 
documented petition. The examples included 
in the guidelines shall not preclude the use 
of any other appropriate format. 

(b) RESEARCH ADVICE.—The Commission 
may, upon request, provide suggestions and 
advice to any petitioner with respect to the 
research of the petitioner concerning the his-
torical background and Indian identity of 
that petitioner. The Commission shall not be 
responsible for conducting research on behalf 
of the petitioner. 
SEC. 17. ASSISTANCE TO PETITIONERS. 

(a) GRANTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services may award grants to In-
dian groups seeking Federal recognition as 
Indian tribes to enable the Indian groups 
to—

(A) conduct the research necessary to sub-
stantiate documented petitions under this 
Act; and 

(B) prepare documentation necessary for 
the submission of a documented petition 
under this Act. 

(2) TREATMENT OF GRANTS.—The grants 
made under this subsection shall be in addi-
tion to any other grants the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services is authorized to 
provide under any other provision of law. 

(b) COMPETITIVE AWARD.—The grants made 
under subsection (a) shall be awarded com-
petitively on the basis of objective criteria 
prescribed in regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services. 
SEC. 18. PROTECTION OF CERTAIN PRIVILEGED 

INFORMATION. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, upon the effective date of this Act, when 
responding to any requests for information 
on petitions and related materials filed by a 
group seeking Federal recognition as an In-
dian tribe pursuant to part 83 of title 25 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, including 
petitions and related materials transferred 
to the Commission from the Department 
under section 5(a)(4), as well as related mate-
rials located within the Department that 
have yet to be transferred to the Commis-
sion, the Department and the Commission 
shall exclude materials identified by the pe-
titioning group as information related to re-
ligious practices or sacred sites, and which 
the group is forbidden to disclose except for 
the limited purpose of Department and Com-
mission review. 

SEC. 19. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) COMMISSION.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to the Commission to carry 
out this Act (other than section 17) such 
sums as are necessary for each of fiscal years 
2002 through 2014. 

(b) SECRETARY OF HHS.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to carry out sec-
tion 17 such sums as are necessary for each 
of fiscal years 2002 through 2014.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. KEN-
NEDY): 

S. 505. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to regulate cer-
tain .50 caliber sniper weapons in the 
same manner as machine guns and 
other firearms, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise on behalf of myself, Senator SCHU-
MER, and Senator KENNEDY to re-intro-
duce the Military Sniper Weapon Regu-
lation Act. This bill, which I first in-
troduced with Senator Lautenberg in 
1999, will reclassify powerful .50 caliber 
military sniper rifles under the Na-
tional Firearms Act, thus making it 
much more difficult for terrorists, 
doomsday cults, and criminals to ob-
tain these guns for illegitimate use. It 
is my sincere hope that in this new, 50–
50 Senate, we can finally make some 
progress on this bill and limit the use 
of these powerful guns. 

Fifty caliber sniper rifles, manufac-
tured by a small handful of companies 
and individuals, are deadly, military 
style assault weapons, designed for 
armed combat with wartime enemies. 
They weigh up to 28 pounds and are ca-
pable of piercing light armor at more 
than 4 miles. The guns enable a single 
shooter to destroy enemy jeeps, tanks, 
personnel carriers, bunkers, fuel sta-
tions, and even communication cen-
ters. As a result, their use by military 
organizations worldwide has been 
spreading rapidly. 

But along with the increasing mili-
tary use of the gun, we have also seen 
increased use of the weapon by violent 
criminals and terrorists around the 
world. The weapons are deadly accu-
rate up to 2,000 yards. This means that 
a shooter using a 50 caliber weapon can 
reliably hit a target more than a mile 
away. In fact, according to a training 
manual for military and police snipers 
published in 1993, a bullet from this 
gun ‘‘even at one and a half miles 
crashes into a target with more energy 
than Dirty Harry’s famous .44 magnum 
at point-blank’’ range. 

And the gun is ‘‘effective’’ up to 7,500 
yards. In other words, although it may 
be hard to aim at that distance, the 
gun will have its desired destructive ef-
fect at that distance—more than 4 
miles from the target. 

The weapon can penetrate several 
inches of steel, concrete, or even light 
armor. In fact, many ranges used for 
target practice do not even have 
enough safety features to accommo-
date these guns, it is just too powerful. 
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Recent advances in weapons tech-

nology allow this gun to be used by ci-
vilians against armored limousines, 
bunkers, individuals, and even aircraft, 
in fact, one advertisement for the gun 
apparently promoted the weapon as 
able to ‘‘wreck several million dollars’ 
worth of jet aircraft with one or two 
dollars’ worth of cartridge.’’ 

This gun is so powerful that one deal-
er told undercover GAO investigators 
‘‘You’d better buy one soon. It’s only a 
matter of time before someone lets go 
a round on a range that travels so far, 
it hits a school bus full of kids. The 
government will definitely ban .50 cali-
bers. This gun is just too powerful.’’ 

When I first introduced this bill, I 
commented that a study by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office revealed some 
eye-opening facts about how and where 
this gun is used, and how easily it is 
obtained. The GAO reports that many 
of these guns wind up in the hands of 
domestic and international terrorists, 
religious cults, outlaw motorcycle 
gangs, drug traffickers, and violent 
criminals. 

One doomsday cult headquartered in 
Montana purchased 10 of these guns 
and stockpiled them in an underground 
bunker, along with thousands of rounds 
of ammunition and other guns. At least 
one .50 caliber gun was recovered by 
Mexican authorities after a shoot-out 
with an international drug cartel in 
that country. The gun was originally 
purchased in Wyoming, so it is clear 
that the guns are making their way 
into the hands of criminals worldwide. 

Another .50 caliber sniper rifle, smug-
gled out of the United States, was used 
by the Irish Republican Army to kill a 
large number of British soldiers. 

And ammunition for these guns is 
also readily available, even over the 
Internet. Bullets for these guns include 
‘‘armor piercing incendiary’’ ammuni-
tion that explodes on impact, and even 
‘‘armor piercing tracing’’ ammunition 
reminiscent of the ammunition that lit 
up the skies over Baghdad during the 
Persian Gulf war. 

Several ammunition dealers were 
willing to sell armor piercing ammuni-
tion to an undercover GAO investi-
gator even after the investigator said 
he wanted the ammunition to pierce an 
armored limousine or maybe to ‘‘take 
down’’ a helicopter. In fact, our own 
military helps to provide thousands of 
rounds of .50 caliber ammunition, by 
essentially giving away tons of spent 
cartridges, many of which are then re-
furbished and sold on the civilian mar-
ket. 

This bill will begin the process of 
making these guns harder to get and 
easier to track. 

Current law classifies .50 caliber guns 
as ‘‘long guns,’’ subject to the least 
government regulation for any firearm. 
Sawed-off shotguns, machine guns, and 
even handguns are more highly regu-
lated than this military sniper rifle. In 

fact, many states allow possession of 
.50 caliber guns by those as young as 14 
years old, and there is no regulation on 
second-hand sales. 

Essentially, this bill would re-clas-
sify .50 caliber guns under the National 
Firearms Act, which imposes far strict-
er standards on powerful and destruc-
tion weapons. For instance: 

NFA guns may only be purchased 
from a licensed dealer, and not second-
hand. This will prevent the sale of 
these guns at gun shows and in other 
venues that make it hard for law en-
forcement to track the weapons. 

Second, purchasers of NFA guns 
must fill out license transfer applica-
tions and provide fingerprints to be 
processed by the FBI in detailed crimi-
nal background checks. By reclassi-
fying the .50 caliber, Congress will be 
making a determination that sellers 
should be more careful about to whom 
they give these powerful, military 
guns. 

ATF reports that this background 
check process takes about 60 days, so 
prospective gun buyers will face some 
delay. However, legitimate purchasers 
of this $7,000 gun can certainly wait 
that long. 

Clearly, placing a few more restric-
tions on who can get these guns and 
how is simply common sense. This bill 
will not ban the sale, use or possession 
of .50 caliber weapons. The .50 caliber 
shooting club will not face extinction, 
and ‘‘legitimate’’ purchasers of these 
guns will not lose their access—even 
though that, too, might be a reason-
able step, since I cannot imagine a le-
gitimate use of this gun. 

The bill will simply place stricter re-
quirements on the way in which these 
guns can be sold, and to whom. The 
measure is meant to offer a reasoned 
solution to making it harder for terror-
ists, assassins, and other criminals to 
obtain these powerful weapons. If we 
are to continue to allow private citi-
zens to own and use guns of this cal-
iber, range, and destructive power, we 
should at the very least take greater 
care in making sure that these guns do 
not fall into the wrong hands. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD.

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

S. 505
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 ‘‘Military 
Sniper Weapon Regulation Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that—
(1) certain firearms originally designed and 

built for use as long-range 50 caliber military 
sniper weapons are increasingly sold in the 
domestic civilian market; 

(2) the intended use of these long-range 
firearms, and an increasing number of mod-
els derived directly from them, is the taking 
of human life and the destruction of mate-
riel, including armored vehicles and such 
components of the national critical infra-
structure as radars and microwave trans-
mission devices; 

(3) these firearms are neither designed nor 
used in any significant number for legiti-
mate sporting or hunting purposes and are 
clearly distinguishable from rifles intended 
for sporting and hunting use; 

(4) extraordinarily destructive ammunition 
for these weapons, including armor-piercing 
and armor-piercing incendiary ammunition, 
is freely sold in interstate commerce; and 

(5) the virtually unrestricted availability 
of these firearms and ammunition, given the 
uses intended in their design and manufac-
ture, present a serious and substantial threat 
to the national security. 
SEC. 3. COVERAGE OF 50 CALIBER SNIPER WEAP-

ONS UNDER NATIONAL FIREARMS 
ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5845(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (defining fire-
arm) is amended by striking ‘‘(6) a machine 
gun; (7) any silencer (as defined in section 921 
of title 18, United States Code); and (8) a de-
structive device.’’ and inserting ‘‘(6) a 50 cal-
iber sniper weapon; (7) a machine gun; (8) 
any silencer (as defined in section 921 of title 
18, United States Code); and (9) a destructive 
device.’’

(b) 50 CALIBER SNIPER WEAPON.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 5845 of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by re-
designating subsections (d) through (m) as 
subsections (e) through (n), respectively, and 
by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) 50 CALIBER SNIPER WEAPON.—The term 
‘50 caliber sniper weapon’ means a rifle capa-
ble of firing a center-fire cartridge in 50 cal-
iber, .50 BMG caliber, any other variant of 50 
caliber, or any metric equivalent of such 
calibers.’’

(2) MODIFICATION TO DEFINITION OF RIFLE.—
Subsection (c) of section 5845 of such Code is 
amended by inserting ‘‘or from a bipod or 
other support’’ after ‘‘shoulder’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
5811(a) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘section 5845(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
5845(f)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 506. A bill to amend the Alaska 

Native Claims Settlement Act, to pro-
vide for a land exchange between the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Huna 
Totem Corporation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce legislation today on 
behalf of the Huna Totem Corporation 
and the residents of Hoonah, Alaska. 

This bill would require the Huna 
Totem Corporation to convey owner-
ship of approximately 1,999 acres of 
land to the United States Forest Serv-
ice. In exchange for these lands the 
Huna Totem Corporation will be al-
lowed to select other lands readily ac-
cessible to Hoonah in order to fulfill 
their ANCSA entitlement. This legisla-
tion also requires the exchange of lands 
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to be of equal value and provides for 
additional compensation if needed. 
Lastly, the legislation requires that 
any potential timber harvested from 
land acquired by Huna Totem Corpora-
tion not be available for export. 

The city of Hoonah is located in 
Southeast Alaska on the northeast 
part of Chichagoff Island. Hoonah has 
been the home of the Huna people since 
the last advance of the great ice 
masses into Glacier Bay, forcing the 
Huna people to look for new homes. 
Since the Huna people had tradition-
ally used the Hoonah area each sum-
mer as a subsistence harvesting area, it 
was natural for them to settle in the 
area now called Hoonah. The commu-
nity has a population of approximately 
918 residents and is located forty miles 
from Juneau; Alaska’s capital city. 

Within the city of Hoonah is located 
the Huna Totem Corporation, an Alas-
ka Native Corporation formed pursuant 
to the Alaska Native Claims Settle-
ment Act, ANCSA. Huna Totem is the 
largest Tlingit Indian Village Corpora-
tion in Southeast Alaska. Under the 
terms of ANCSA each village corpora-
tion had to select lands within the core 
township or townships in which all or 
part of the Native village is located. 

In 1975, Huna Totem filed its ANCSA 
land selections within the two mile ra-
dius of the city of Hoonah as mandated 
by ANCSA. Since the community of 
Hoonah is located along the shoreline 
at the base of Hoonah Head Mountain, 
the surrounding lands are steep hill-
sides, cliffs, or are designated water-
shed for the municipal water sources. 
Most of the acres, approximately 1,999, 
of this land are not suitable for eco-
nomic purposes due to the topography 
and watershed limitations. 

Therefore in order for the Huna 
Totem Corporation to receive full eco-
nomic benefit of the lands promised to 
them under ANCSA, and for the city of 
Hoonah to protect its watershed, alter-
native lands must be sought for Huna 
Totem to seek revenue from. 

The legislation I am offering today 
would achieve these goals. By author-
izing a land exchange between the 
Huna Totem Corporation and the U.S. 
Forest Service the residents of Hoonah 
will be able to fully recognize the bene-
fits promised under the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 509. A bill to establish the Kenai 

Mountains-Turnagain Arm National 
Heritage Area in the State of Alaska, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a bill to estab-
lish the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain 
Arm National Heritage Corridor in my 
State of Alaska. 

The national heritage corridor, when 
enacted, will include the first leg of the 

Iditarod National Historic Trail and 
most of the Seward Highway National 
Scenic Byway. National heritage des-
ignation will give us the ability to tell 
the American public about the critical 
role that this transportation corridor 
played in shaping the traditions and 
values of the residents of south-central 
Alaska. From native trade-routes to 
shipping ports, from trails to railroads 
and later highways, these are the 
themes of our national heritage and 
the settling of the North. 

This would be the first among the 16 
existing national heritage areas that 
highlights the experience of settling 
the northern frontier. The fact that it 
would be one of a kind strengthens the 
case for designation. 

Unlike any of the existing national 
heritage areas, the Kenai Mountains-
Turnagain Arm National Heritage Cor-
ridor will highlight the experience of 
the northern frontier—of transpor-
tation and settlement in a harsh land-
scape, of the gold rush and resource de-
velopment in a remote area. These are 
the themes of the proposal, themes 
that form our perception of ourselves 
as a nation. The proposed heritage cor-
ridor wonderfully expresses these 
themes. 

Within the proposed heritage cor-
ridor there are a number of small his-
toric communities that developed 
around transportation and the gold 
rush. Dwarfed by the sweeping land-
scapes around them, these small com-
munities are today still tied to cycles 
of nature: summer runs of salmon, the 
fall migration of wildlife, the deep 
snows of winter, and the rush of spring-
time melt. National heritage designa-
tion is about the relationship that peo-
ple develop with their surroundings. 
This relationship remains intact in the 
proposed corridor and has had a lasting 
impact on the values of the residents 
who live there today. 

Turnagain Arm, once a critical trans-
portation link, has the world’s second 
largest tidal range. Visitors can stand 
along the shore lines and actually 
watch 30 foot tides move in and out of 
the arm. On occasion, the low roar of 
an oncoming bore tide can be heard as 
a wall of water sweeps up the 
Turnagain. 

A traveler through the alpine valleys 
and mountain passes of the heritage 
corridor can witness a landscape 
shaped by powerful geologic forces: re-
treating glaciers, earthquake subsid-
ence, and avalanche scars. The area is 
home to variety of wildlife: Dall sheep, 
Beluga whales, moose, bald eagles, 
trumpeter swans, and Arctic terns to 
name a few.

Bounded by saltwater on either side, 
the proposed corridor has been an im-
portant transportation route from the 
resource rich Kenai Peninsula into the 
rest of Alaska. Alaskan natives estab-
lished trade routes following river val-
leys and around like the fjord-like 

lakes. Later, Russian fur-traders, gold 
rush stampeders, missionaries, and 
others arrived all seeking access into 
the resource-rich land. The famous 
Iditarod Trail to Nome, which was used 
to haul mail in and gold out, started on 
the Kenai Peninsula. 

A series of starts and stops by rail-
road entrepreneurs eventually cul-
minated in the completion of the Alas-
ka Railroad from Seward to Fairbanks 
by the federal government. President 
Harding boarded the train in Seward in 
1923 to drive the golden spike at 
Nenana (and died on the boat returning 
to Seattle). It was only in the last half 
of this century that the highway from 
Seward to Anchorage was opened. Be-
fore then the small communities of the 
area were linked to the rest of Alaska 
by wagon trail, rail, and by boat across 
Turnagain Arm and the Kenai River. 

The Heritage corridor contains one of 
the earliest mining regions in Alaska. 
Russians left evidence of their search 
for gold at Bear Creek near Hope. In 
1895, discovery of a rich deposit at Can-
yon Creak precipitated the Turnagain 
Arm Gold Rush, predating the stam-
pede to the Klondike. 

The early settlements and commu-
nities of the area are still very much as 
they were in the past. But, as in the 
early days, this is a region where ‘‘na-
ture is boss,’’ and historic trails and 
evidence of mining history are often 
embedded and nearly hidden in the 
landscape. What can be seen stands as 
powerful testimony to the human for-
titude, perseverance, and resourceful-
ness that is America’s proudest herit-
age from the people who settled the 
Alaskan frontier. 

People living in the Kenai Moun-
tains-Turnagain Arm Corridor share a 
sense that it is a special place. In part, 
this is simply because of the sheer nat-
ural beauty; but it is also because the 
Alaska frontier is relatively recent. 
Memories of the times when the inhab-
itants were dependent on their own re-
sources, and on each other, are still 
very much alive. 

Communities are small, but they are 
alive with volunteerism. All have ac-
tive historical societies. Groups in 
Seward and Girdwood have organized 
to rebuild the Iditarod Trail. In town of 
Hope citizens constructed a museum of 
mining history, building it themselves 
out of logs and donated materials. 
Local people have conducted historic 
building surveys, written books and 
short histories, collected and published 
old diaries, and created web pages to 
record and share the history of their 
communities. Seward, the corridor’s 
gateway, has created a delightful array 
of visitor opportunities that display 
and interpret the region’s natural set-
ting, Native culture, and history. Na-
tional heritage area designation would 
greatly encourage and expand these 
good efforts. 

Mr. President, it is important to note 
that this national heritage area is a 
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local grass roots effort and it will re-
main a locally driven grass roots ef-
fort. Decisions will be made by locals, 
not by Federal bureaucrats. The only 
role of the Federal Government is to 
provide technical expertise, mostly in 
the areas of the interpretation of the 
many historic sites and tremendous 
natural resource features that are 
found throughout the entire region. 
There will be no additional land owner-
ship by the Federal Government or by 
the local management entity that is 
charged with putting together a coordi-
nated plan to interpret the heritage 
area. The heritage area is about local 
people working together. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the bill be printed in the RECORD, 
in its entirety, immediately after my 
remarks and I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

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

S. 509 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Kenai Moun-
tains-Turnagain Arm National Heritage Area 
Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress find that— 
(1) The Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm 

transportation corridor is a major gateway 
to Alaska and includes a range of transpor-
tation routes used first by indigenous people 
who were followed by pioneers who settled 
the nation’s last frontier; 

(2) the natural history and scenic splendor 
of the region are equally outstanding; vistas 
of nature’s power include evidence of earth-
quake subsidence, recent avalanches, re-
treating glaciers and tidal action along 
Turnagain Arm, which has the world’s sec-
ond greatest tidal range; 

(3) the cultural landscape formed by indig-
enous people and then by settlement, trans-
portation and modern resource development 
in this rugged and often treacherous natural 
setting stands as powerful testimony to the 
human fortitude, perseverance, and resource-
fulness that is America’s proudest heritage 
from the people who settled the frontier; 

(4) there is a national interest in recog-
nizing, preserving, promoting, and inter-
preting these resources; 

(5) the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm 
region is geographically and culturally cohe-
sive because it is defined by a corridor of his-
toric routes—trail, water, railroad, and road-
ways through a distinct landscape of moun-
tains, lakes, and fjords; 

(6) national significance of separate ele-
ments of the region include, but are not lim-
ited to, the Iditarod National Historic Trail, 
the Seward Highway National Scenic Byway, 
and the Alaska Railroad National Scenic 
Railroad; 

(7) national heritage area designation pro-
vides for the interpretation of these routes, 
as well as the national historic districts and 
numerous historic routes in the region as 
part of the whole picture of human history 
in the wider transportation corridor includ-
ing early Native trade routes, connections by 
waterway, mining trail, and other routes; 

(8) national heritage area designation also 
provides communities within the region with 

the motivation and means for ‘‘grass roots’’ 
regional coordination and partnerships with 
each other and with borough, State, and Fed-
eral agencies; and 

(9) national heritage area designation is 
supported by the Kenai Peninsula Historical 
Association, the Seward Historical Commis-
sion, the Seward City Council, the Hope and 
sunrise Historical Society, the Hope Cham-
ber of Commerce, the Alaska Association for 
Historic Preservation, the Cooper Landing 
Community Club, the Alaska Wilderness 
Recreation and Tourism Association, An-
chorage Historic Properties, the Anchorage 
Convention and Visitors Bureau, the Cook 
Inlet Historical Society, the Moose Pass 
Sportsman’s Club, the Alaska Historical 
Commission, the Girdwood Board of Super-
visors, the Kenai River Special Management 
Area Advisory Board, the Bird/Indian Com-
munity Council, the Kenai Peninsula Bor-
ough Trails Commission, the Alaska Division 
of Parks and Recreation, the Kenai Penin-
sula Borough, the Kenai Peninsula Tourism 
Marketing Council, and the Anchorage Mu-
nicipal Assembly. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are—

(1) to recognize, preserve, and interpret the 
historic and modern resource development 
and cultural landscapes of the Kenai Moun-
tains-Turnagain Arm historic transportation 
corridor, and to promote and facilitate the 
public enjoyment of these resources; and 

(2) to foster, through financial and tech-
nical assistance, the development of coopera-
tive planning and partnerships among the 
communities and borough, State, and Fed-
eral Government entities. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) HERITAGE AREA.—The term ‘‘Heritage 

Area’’ means the Kenai Mountains-
Turnagain Arm National Heritage Area es-
tablished by section 4(a) of this Act. 

(2) MANAGEMENT ENTITY.—The term ‘‘man-
agement entity’’ means the 11 member Board 
of Directors of the Kenai Mountains-
Turnagain Arm National Heritage Corridor 
Communities Association. 

(3) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘man-
agement plan’’ means the management plan 
for the Heritage Area. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 
SEC. 4. KANAI MOUNTAINS-TURNAGAIN ARM NA-

TIONAL HERITAGE AREA. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm Na-
tional Heritage Area. 

(b) BOUNDARIES.—The Heritage Area shall 
comprise the lands in the Kenai Mountains 
and upper Turnagain Arm region generally 
depicted on the map entitled ‘‘Kenai Penin-
sula/Turnagain Arm National Heritage Cor-
ridor’’, numbered ‘‘Map #KMTA—1, and 
dated ‘‘August 1999’’. The map shall be on 
file and available for public inspection in the 
offices of the Alaska Regional Office of the 
National Park Service and in the offices of 
the Alaska State Heritage Preservation Offi-
cer. 
SEC. 5. MANAGEMENT ENTITY. 

(a) The Secretary shall enter into a cooper-
ative agreement with the management enti-
ty, to carry out the purposes of this Act. The 
cooperative agreement shall include infor-
mation relating to the objectives and man-
agement of the Heritage Area, including the 
following: 

(1) A discussion of the goals and objectives 
of the Heritage Area; 

(2) An explanation of the proposed ap-
proach to conservation and interpretation of 
the Heritage Area; 

(3) A general outline of the protection 
measures, to which the management entity 
commits. 

(b) Nothing in this Act authorizes the man-
agement entity to assume any management 
authorities or responsibilities on Federal 
lands. 

(c) Representatives of other organizations 
shall be invited and encouraged to partici-
pate with the management entity and in the 
development and implementation of the 
management plan, including but not limited 
to: The State Division of Parks and Outdoor 
Recreation; the State Division of Mining, 
Land and Water; the Forest Service; the 
State Historic Preservation Office; the Kenai 
Peninsula Borough; the Municipality of An-
chorage; the Alaska Railroad; the Alaska De-
partment of Transportation; and the Na-
tional Park Service. 

(d) Representation of ex-officio members in 
the non-profit corporation shall be estab-
lished under the bylaws of the management 
entity. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORITIES AND DUTIES OF MANAGE-

MENT ENTITY. 
(a) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years 

after the Secretary enters into a cooperative 
agreement with the management entity, the 
management entity shall develop a manage-
ment plan for the Heritage Area, taking into 
consideration existing Federal, State, bor-
ough, and local plans. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The management plan shall 
include, but not be limited to—

(A) comprehensive recommendations for 
conservation, funding, management, and de-
velopment of the Heritage Area; 

(B) a description of agreements on actions 
to be carried out by Government and private 
organizations to protect the resources of the 
Heritage Area; 

(C) a list of specific and potential sources 
of funding to protect, manage, and develop 
the Heritage Area; 

(D) an inventory of the resources contained 
in the Heritage Area; and 

(E) a description of the role and participa-
tion of other Federal, State, and local agen-
cies that have jurisdiction on lands within 
the Heritage Area. 

(b) PRIORITIES.—The management entity 
shall give priority to the implementation of 
actions, goals, and policies set forth in the 
cooperative agreement with the Secretary 
and the heritage plan, including assisting 
communities within the region in—

(1) carrying out programs which recognize 
important resource values in the Heritage 
Area; 

(2) encouraging economic viability in the 
affected communities; 

(3) establishing and maintaining interpre-
tive exhibits in the Heritage Area; 

(4) improving and interpreting heritage 
trails; 

(5) increasing public awareness and appre-
ciation for the natural, historical, and cul-
tural resources and modern resource develop-
ment of the Heritage Area; 

(6) restoring historic buildings and struc-
tures that are located within the boundaries 
of the Heritage Area; and 

(7) ensuring that clear, consistent, and ap-
propriate signs identifying public access 
points and sites of interest are placed 
throughout the Heritage Area. 

(c) PUBLIC MEETINGS.—The management 
entity shall conduct 2 or more public meet-
ings each year regarding the initiation and 
implementation of the management plan for 
the Heritage Area. The management entity 
shall place a notice of each such meeting in 
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a newspaper of general circulation in the 
Heritage Area and shall make the minutes of 
the meeting available to the public. 
SEC. 7. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

(a) The Secretary, in consultation with the 
Governor of Alaska, or his designee, is au-
thorized to enter into a cooperative agree-
ment with the management entity. The co-
operative agreement shall be prepared with 
public participation. 

(b) In accordance with the terms and con-
ditions of the cooperative agreement and 
upon the request of the management entity, 
and subject to the availability of funds, the 
Secretary may provide administrative, tech-
nical, financial, design, development, and op-
erations assistance to carry out the purposes 
of this Act. 
SEC. 8. SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 

(a) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to grant powers 
of zoning or management of land use to the 
management entity of the Heritage Area. 

(b) EFFECT ON AUTHORITY OF GOVERN-
MENTS.—Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to modify, enlarge, or diminish any 
authority of the Federal, State, or local gov-
ernments to manage or regulate any use of 
land as provided for by law or regulation. 

(c) EFFECT ON BUSINESS.—Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to obstruct or limit 
business activity on private development or 
resource development activities. 
SEC. 9. PROHIBITION ON THE ACQUISITION OR 

REAL PROPERTY. 
The management entity may not use funds 

appropriated to carry out the purposes of 
this Act to acquire real property or interest 
in real property. 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) FIRST YEAR.—For the first year $350,000 
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
the purposes of this Act, and is made avail-
able upon the Secretary and the manage-
ment entity completing a cooperative agree-
ment. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated not more than $1,000,000 to 
carry out the purposes of this Act for any fis-
cal year after the first year. Not more than 
$10,000,000 in the aggregate, may be appro-
priated for the Heritage Area. 

(c) MATCHING FUNDS.—Federal funding pro-
vided under this Act shall be matched at 
least 25 percent by other funds or in-kind 
services. 

(d) SUNSET PROVISION.—The Secretary may 
not make any grant or provide any assist-
ance under this Act beyond 15 years from the 
date that the Secretary and management en-
tity complete a cooperative agreement.

By Mr. LUGAR: 
S. 508. A bill to authorize the Presi-

dent to promote posthumously the late 
Raymond Ames Spruance to the grade 
of Fleet Admiral of the United States 
Navy, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, at 10:25 
a.m. on June 4, 1942, a Japanese armada 
including four carriers was steaming 
east towards Midway Island, 1150 miles 
west of Pearl Harbor in the Central Pa-
cific. Its objectives: Invade the strate-
gically situated atoll, seize the U.S. 
base and airstrip, and, if possible, de-
stroy what remained of our Pacific 
fleet after the surprise attack on Pearl 
Harbor the preceding December. 

At 10:30 a.m. three of the four Japa-
nese carriers and their aircraft were a 

flaming shambles. Moments before, 
Japanese fighter cover had swatted 
down torpedo bomber squadrons from 
the U.S. carriers Enterprise, Hornet, and 
Yorktown—the final, fatal mission for 
35 of 41 American planes and 68 of 82 pi-
lots and gunners. But their courageous 
attack had drawn the fighters down to 
deck level, leaving the skies nearly 
empty for the 37 U.S. dive bombers who 
then appeared and, in five fateful min-
utes, changed the course of history. By 
nightfall, the fourth Japanese carrier, 
too, was a blazing wreck, a fitting coda 
to a day that reversed forever the mili-
tary fortunes of Imperial Japan. 

‘‘So ended,’’ wrote Churchill, ‘‘the 
battle of June 4, rightly regarded as 
the turning point of the war in the Pa-
cific.’’ With Sir Winston, of course, the 
question at times was whether the 
event could rise to the level of his 
prose. Midway measured up. ‘‘The an-
nals of war at sea,’’ he intoned, 
‘‘present no more intense, heart-shak-
ing shock’’ than Midway and its pre-
cursor in the Coral Sea—battles where 
‘‘the bravery and self-devotion of the 
American airmen and sailors and the 
nerve and skill of their leaders was the 
foundation of all.’’ 

Few today pause to remember Mid-
way, now six decades past. Fewer still 
recall the American leader whose nerve 
and skill were paramount in what his-
torians consider one of the two or three 
most significant naval battles in re-
corded history. He was an unlikely fig-
ure, a little-known, soft-spoken, pub-
licity-averse 56-year-old Rear Admiral 
from Indiana named Raymond Ames 
Spruance. Yet it is doubtful that any 
other American in uniform contributed 
more than this quiet Hoosier to our 
World War II triumph—a foundation 
for every blessing of peace and pros-
perity we now enjoy. 

I heard Admiral Spruance speak in 
February 1946, when I was 13 years old 
and he visited Shortridge High School 
in Indianapolis, his alma mater and 
soon to be mine. Our teachers were ex-
cited as they shepherded my junior 
high classmates and me into the audi-
torium for a joint assembly with the 
high schoolers. But nothing about the 
speech was particularly vivid or excit-
ing to this member of the youthful au-
dience. I recall little more than the 
talk about our recent victory in the 
Pacific—with little hint from the mod-
est man on stage about his personal in-
volvement, at one crucial juncture 
after another, in making that victory 
possible. 

Only years later did I really under-
stand how large a role Raymond 
Spruance had played on the stage of ac-
tual events, starting at Midway. His 
very presence at the battle—replacing 
the flamboyant William ‘‘Bull’’ Halsey, 
temporarily shore-bound with a skin 
ailment—had been happenstance. Yet 
it was Spruance, with no prior carrier 
combat experience, who at the key mo-

ment made the crucial command deci-
sion to launch all available aircraft, 
which led to the devastation of the 
enemy carriers. It was Spruance who 
then preserved that turning-point vic-
tory, instinctively resisting Japanese 
attempts over the next two days to 
lure the American fleet into a trap—a 
trap subsequent U.S. intelligence 
would confirm was indeed waiting. It 
was Spruance, as famed Navy historian 
Samuel Eliot Morison would write, who 
‘‘emerged from the battle one of the 
greatest admirals in American naval 
history.’’ 

It was also Spruance who, when com-
plimented on Midway years after the 
War, would say, ‘‘There were a hundred 
Spruances in the Navy. They just hap-
pened to pick me for the job.’’ Herman 
Wouk’s masterful ‘‘War And Remem-
brance’’ has the best rejoinder, which 
the author puts in the mouth of a fic-
tional wartime adversary: ‘‘In fact, 
there was only one Spruance and luck 
gave him, at a fateful hour, to Amer-
ica.’’ Speaking in their own voices, 
Wouk and other Americans of faith 
would quarrel only with the word 
‘‘luck.’’ 

Midway would prove but the first of 
many Spruance-led successes. As Com-
mander of the newly formed Fifth 
Fleet, he would lead American oper-
ations in the Gilberts, then in the Mar-
shalls, and then in the Marianas, in-
cluding the invasion of Saipan. (Among 
the fighting men under Spruance’s 
overall command during this 1943–44 
period was a young aviator—the war’s 
youngest commissioned Naval pilot—
named George Bush). Spruance would 
then command 1945’s crucial, hard-
fought invasions of Iwo Jima and Oki-
nawa, the latter involving some 1,200 
vessels and 548,000 men, an amphibious 
operation on a scale surpassed only by 
Normandy. 

Throughout, he maintained the unas-
suming attitude that downplayed his 
own role at Midway. Unlike some of his 
contemporaries (and in marked con-
trast to the spirit of our own age), 
Spruance avoided publicity and abjured 
self-promotion, which he saw as a 
threat to effective command. ‘‘A man’s 
judgment is best,’’ said Spruance, 
‘‘when he can forget himself and any 
reputation he may have acquired, and 
can concentrate wholly on making the 
right decision.’’ These are words to live 
by for any leader. Spruance, both dur-
ing the war and in his later service as 
President of the Naval War College and 
Ambassador to the Philippines, lived 
them as few other leaders in any age 
and any field of endeavor have man-
aged. 

One consequence was that he forwent 
levels of recognition and reward ac-
corded others who, though fully wor-
thy, were certainly no more worthy 
than he. Serious historians and schol-
ars, however, never doubted the merits 
of the man whose biography is aptly ti-
tled ‘‘The Quiet Warrior.’’ Among all 
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the war’s combat admirals ‘‘there was 
no one to equal Spruance,’’ wrote 
Morison. ‘‘He envied no man, regarded 
no one as rival, won the respect of all 
with whom he came in contact, and 
went ahead in his quiet way winning 
victories for his country.’’ 

That was surely enough for 
Spruance, who passed away in Decem-
ber 1969. But I do not think it should be 
enough for us, his countrymen, who are 
the beneficiaries of the victories he 
won. That is why I have introduced leg-
islation authorizing and requesting 
President Bush to promote Raymond 
Spruance—the ‘‘quiet warrior’’ under 
whom the President’s father once 
served—to the five-star rank of Fleet 
Admiral of the United States Navy. I 
believe this posthumous honor should 
be the fitting, and final, promotion 
among America’s World War II Armed 
Forces, even as we anticipate dedica-
tion of a national memorial honoring 
all who served in that conflict. 

It is fitting, first of all, because it 
corrects an oversight. Near the end of 
the war, Congress authorized four five-
star positions each in the Army and in 
the Navy. The new generals of the 
Army were George Marshall, Douglas 
MacArthur, Dwight Eisenhower and 
Henry ‘‘Hap’’ Arnold—later redesig-
nated general of the Air Force. The 
first three five-star admirals were Pa-
cific commander-in-chief Chester Nim-
itz, wartime CNO Ernest King, and Wil-
liam Daniel Leahy, President Roo-
sevelt’s chief of staff and Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs. But an internal battle 
raged for months over whether the 
fourth fleet admiral would be the 
colorful Halsey—who was ultimately 
selected—or his more reticent col-
league, the victor at Midway. Later, 
when Congress authorized another five-
star post for the ‘‘GI General,’’ Omar 
Bradley, it overlooked creating a fifth 
Navy five-star opening, which unques-
tionably would have gone to Bradley’s 
ocean-going counterpart, Raymond 
Spruance. 

Typically, Spruance stayed away 
from these controversies. His one com-
ment came in 1965, when he wrote a 
friend:

So far as my getting five-star rank is con-
cerned, if I could have had it along with Bill 
Halsey, that would have been fine; but, if I 
had received it instead of Bill Halsey, I 
would have been very unhappy over it.

Well, Raymond Spruance can now 
have five-star rank ‘‘along with Bill 
Halsey.’’ He deserves it, the more so 
because he did not seek it. It is an 
oversight that he was not given it ear-
lier. But these are reasons enough to 
correct that oversight now. 

And there are other reasons we 
should pay Raymond Spruance this 
posthumous honor, reasons that have 
as much to do with us as with him. 
What we choose to honor says a great 
deal about who we are. Much of what 
our political and popular culture ‘‘hon-

ors’’ today—with celebrity and fortune 
and swarms of media attention is the 
foolish and flighty, the sensational and 
self-indulgent. Too often, the pursuits 
made possible by freedom are unworthy 
of the sacrifices that preserved freedom 
itself. 

Those sacrifices were made by earlier 
generations inspired by a simpler, 
sturdier set of values, values that in-
cluded duty to country and, when nec-
essary, self-sacrifice on her behalf. If 
we cherish and would preserve the 
blessings of freedom, we must hold up 
before our children—who daily see too 
many less worthy models—those who 
willingly made the sacrifices that kept 
freedom alive. 

No one served the values of freedom 
more fully or nobly, and with less 
thought of personal praise or fame, 
than Raymond Spruance. On any list of 
the great Allied military leaders of 
World War II, his character and his 
contributions to victory stand in the 
very first rank. It is simple justice to 
him, and fitting and proper for us, now 
to award him actual rank commensu-
rate with such character and contribu-
tions. My hope is that my colleagues 
and the President will agree—so that 
history henceforth will honor Fleet Ad-
miral Raymond Ames Spruance, the 
quiet Hoosier warrior whose triumph 
at Midway opened the door to Amer-
ica’s triumph in the Pacific.

By Mr. SANTORUM: 
S. 510. A bill to amend the Caribbean 

Basin Economic Recovery Act to pro-
vide trade benefits for certain textile 
covers; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD.

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

S. 510
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CERTAIN TEXTILE COVERS. 

Section 213(b)(2)(A) of the Caribbean Basin 
Economic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 
2703(b)(2)(A)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following:

‘‘(ix) CERTAIN TEXTILE COVERS.—Certain 
textile covers classifiable under subheading 
6302.31.90 or 6302.32.20 of the HTS—

‘‘(I) assembled in a CBTPA beneficiary 
country from fabric wholly formed and cut 
in the United States, from yarns wholly 
formed in the United States, that are en-
tered under subheading 9802.00.80 of the HTS; 
or 

‘‘(II) assembled from fabric cut in a CBTPA 
beneficiary country from fabric wholly 
formed in the United States, from yarns 
wholly formed in the United States, if the 
covers are assembled in a CBTPA beneficiary 
country with thread formed in the United 
States.’’.

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 511. A bill to authorize the Sec-

retary of Transportation to issue a cer-
tificate of documentation with appro-

priate endorsement for employment in 
the coastwise trade for the vessel AJ; 
to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 511
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION. 

Notwithstanding section 27 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 883), 
section 8 of the Act of June 19, 1886 (24 Stat. 
81, chapter 421; 46 U.S.C. App. 289), and sec-
tions 12106 and 12108 of title 46, United States 
Code, the Secretary of Transportation may 
issue a certificate of documentation with ap-
propriate endorsement for employment in 
the coastwise trade for the vessel AJ, United 
States official number 599164.

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
THOMAS, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, and Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER): 

S. 512. A bill to foster innovation and 
technological advancement in the de-
velopment of the Internet and elec-
tronic commerce, and to assist the 
States in simplifying their sales and 
use taxes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, today 
I’m joined by Senators ENZI, GRAHAM, 
VOINOVICH, BREAUX, and a number of 
our colleagues in re-introducing the 
Internet Tax Moratorium and Equity 
Act. This legislation is nearly identical 
to legislation we sponsored in the last 
Congress. We believe that it is abso-
lutely imperative that Congress move 
quickly this year to consider this legis-
lation and the difficult tax issues relat-
ing to Internet sales that it seeks to 
address. 

First, most everyone who is familiar 
with this issue knows that the current 
expiration date for the moratorium on 
Internet access and discriminatory 
taxes is fast approaching. We believe 
the moratorium should be extended. 
Also, this legislation moves toward a 
solution to the growing web of tax 
compliance problems that faces vir-
tually everyone who would do business 
across State lines, sellers and cus-
tomers alike. 

Despite some setbacks, Internet tech-
nology and commerce will continue to 
be a real growth engine for our econ-
omy. The past holiday season, retail 
sales over the Internet jumped 76 per-
cent from the same period a year ear-
lier. A recent University of Texas 
study estimated that $830 billion in 
revenues were generated by the Inter-
net economy in 2000, up 58 percent from 
1999 levels. Together, this information 
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suggests that Internet sales are not 
going to be either temporary or insig-
nificant, and neither are the compli-
ance problems. 

We believe that the approach em-
braced in our bill would help create a 
climate in which Web-based firms and 
Main Street businesses can co-exist 
and compete on fair and even terms. 
Any new form of commerce presents a 
challenge to the rules and structures 
that have grown up around the old. The 
automobile required the reform of traf-
fic-control rules designed for the horse-
and-buggy era. And the Internet is no 
exception. The Internet has raised vex-
ing questions about privacy and prop-
erty rights. It has raised similarly vex-
ing questions regarding the revenue 
systems of the States and localities of 
this nation. Clearly, the Internet does 
not fit neatly into these systems as 
they have evolved over the last two 
hundred years. 

This disconnect has created tensions 
on all sides. On one side are the vital 
new businesses, Internet service pro-
viders, Web-based businesses and the 
rest, worried that they will be singled 
out as cash cows and subjected to new 
and unfair taxes. On the other side are 
State and local governments worried 
about the erosion of their tax bases and 
their ability to pay for the schools, po-
lice, garbage collection and more that 
their taxpayers need and expect. In be-
tween are Main Street merchants who 
collect sales taxes from their cus-
tomers and worry about unfair com-
petition from Web-based business that 
do not have to collect these taxes. And 
we shouldn’t overlook the citizens and 
taxpayers, who appreciate the conven-
ience and opportunities of the Web but 
who also care about their Main Street 
merchants, and about their schools and 
other local services. 

All of these concerns are understand-
able and valid. Our job in Congress is 
to try to address the problem in a fair 
and constructive way. 

The solution begins with a recogni-
tion of the problem. Collecting a sales 
tax in a face-to-face transaction on 
Main Street or at the mall is a rel-
atively simple process. The seller col-
lects the tax and remits it to the State 
or local government. But with remote 
sales—such as catalog and Internet 
sales, it’s more difficult. States cannot 
require a seller to collect a sales tax 
unless the business has an actual loca-
tion or sales people in the State. So 
most States, and many localities, have 
laws that require the local buyer to 
send an equivalent ‘‘use tax’’ to the 
State or local government when he or 
she did not pay taxes at the time of 
purchase. 

The reality, of course, is that cus-
tomers almost never do that. It would 
be a major inconvenience, and people 
are not accustomed to paying sales 
taxes in that way. So, despite the re-
quirement in the law, most simply 

don’t do it. This tax, which is already 
owed, is not paid. For years, State and 
local governments could accept this 
loss because catalog sales were a rel-
atively minor portion of overall com-
merce. The rapid growth of Internet 
sales is changing all that. 

Internet and catalog sellers correctly 
argue that collecting sales taxes would 
be a significant burden for them. Un-
derstandably, they contend that it 
would be difficult for them to have to 
comply with tax laws from thousands 
of different jurisdictions, 46 States and 
thousands of local governments have 
sales taxes, with different tax rates and 
all of the idiosyncracies regarding 
what is taxable and what is non-tax-
able. They have a point. 

However, there are some remote sell-
ers who know they enjoy an advantage 
over Main Street businesses and simply 
do not want to lose it. They can sell a 
product without collecting the tax, 
whereas Main Street businesses must 
collect the local sales tax. Main Street 
businesses claim that is unfair, and 
they have a point, too. 

As I have said before, all sides in this 
debate have valid points, and that is 
the premise of the bill we introduce 
today. There are three basic principles 
underlying the Internet Tax Morato-
rium and Equity Act. 

First, we believe that this new Inter-
net technology will remain a real 
growth engine for our economy, and 
the solution must begin by putting the 
worries of Web-based entrepreneurs to 
rest. They should not be concerned 
about new and discriminatory tax bur-
dens, and they should not be singled 
out as cash cows. Congress should 
make this clear. That’s why our bill 
would extend the existing moratorium, 
which is set to expire on October 21st, 
through December 31, 2005. That will 
help remove some of the anxiety about 
the approaching expiration date, while 
giving all stakeholders—State and 
local governments, Internet sellers, 
and the bricks and mortar retail com-
munity, time to work together to de-
velop a real solution for the sales and 
use tax compliance problems now fac-
ing many businesses and their cus-
tomers. 

Second, State and local governments 
should be encouraged to simplify their 
sales tax systems as they apply to re-
mote sellers. And third, once States 
have reduced the burden on sellers by 
simplifying their sales and use tax sys-
tems, then it is only fair that remote 
sellers do their part and collect any use 
tax that is owed, just as local mer-
chants collect sales taxes. This simple 
step would free the consumer from the 
burden of having to report such taxes 
individually. It would level the playing 
field for local retailers and others that 
already collect and remit such taxes, 
and it would protect the ability of 
State and local governments to provide 
necessary services for their residents in 
the future. 

Specifically, the Internet Tax Mora-
torium and Equity Act would do the 
following: 

Extend the existing moratorium on 
Internet access, multiple and discrimi-
natory taxes through December 31, 
2005. 

Put Congress on record as urging 
States and localities to streamline 
their sales and use tax systems. Among 
other things, a dramatically simplified 
sales and use tax system would allow 
remote sellers to use information pro-
vided by the States to easily identify 
the single applicable rate for each sale, 
as well as provide sellers relief from li-
ability for relying on such information. 

Require such a simplified tax system 
to include: uniform definitions for 
goods and services, uniform procedures 
for the treatment of exempt pur-
chasers, and uniform rules for attrib-
uting transactions to particular tax ju-
risdictions, as well as uniform audit 
procedures and a seller’s option for a 
single audit. 

Authorize States to enter into an 
Interstate Sales and Use Tax Compact 
through which member States would 
adopt the streamlined sales and use tax 
system. Congressional authority and 
consent to enter into such a Compact 
would expire if it has not occurred by 
January 1, 2006. 

Authorize States that adopt the 
Compact to require remote sellers with 
more than $5 million in annual gross 
sales to collect and remit sales and use 
taxes on remote sales, once twenty 
States have adopted such a Compact, 
unless Congress has acted to dis-
approve the Compact by law within a 
period of 120 days after the Congress re-
ceives it. 

Prohibit States that have not adopt-
ed the simplified sales and use tax sys-
tem from gaining benefit from the au-
thority extended in the bill to require 
sellers to collect and remit sales and 
use taxes on remote sales. 

In my judgment, it would be a seri-
ous mistake for Congress to adopt a 
lengthy extension of the current Inter-
net tax moratorium without addressing 
these underlying problems. If we don’t 
address the problems, then the growth 
of the Internet, which should be a ben-
efit to Americans, will instead mean a 
major erosion of funds available to 
build and maintain schools and roads, 
finance police departments and gar-
bage collection, and all the other serv-
ices that citizens in this country want 
and need. 

Moreover, the competitive crisis fac-
ing local retailers is also growing more 
urgent. In testimony before the Com-
merce Committee in the last Congress, 
a representative from a large retailer 
testified that his company is incor-
porating a separate business to put the 
business on the Internet. It will do so 
in a manner that will enable them to 
avoid sales and use taxes. Even though 
the retailer has locations in every 
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State and therefore would be required 
to collect such taxes on Internet sales, 
it believes that such avoidance is need-
ed to compete with other large com-
petitors that will be making those 
sales tax-free. This scenario could play 
out over and over again unless we act 
quickly and decisively. If we don’t act, 
the large retailers will survive, the 
small Main Street businesses will con-
tinue to struggle, and there will be a 
massive loss of revenues to fund 
schools and other basic services. 

Let me conclude by reiterating that 
this is an issue that Congress must ad-
dress now. It is important for Congress 
to begin the process of finding a long-
term solution to the problem this year 
before the moratorium expires. We be-
lieve that our legislation strikes a 
proper balance between the interests of 
the Internet industry, State and local 
governments, local retailers and re-
mote sellers. It is workable and fair, 
and I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this much-needed bipartisan legisla-
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
following two statements put in the 
RECORD, one from a group of organiza-
tions representing States and local-
ities, and the other from the E-Fair-
ness Coalition.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From National Governors’ Association, Na-

tional Conference of State Legislatures, 
Council of State Governments, National 
Association of Counties, United States 
Conference of Mayors, and International 
City/County Management Association, 
March 9, 2001] 

STATEMENT ON THE INTRODUCTION OF THE 
‘‘INTERNET TAX MORATORIUM AND EQUITY 
ACT’’ SPONSORED BY SENATORS DORGAN, 
ENZI, VOINOVICH, GRAHAM, BREAUX, 
HUTCHISON, CHAFEE, THOMAS, LINCOLN, 
DURBIN AND ROCKEFELLER 
Our organizations representing the na-

tion’s state and local governments support 
the goals of Senators Dorgan, Enzi, 
Voinovich, Graham, Breaux, Hutchison, 
Thomas, Chafee, Lincoln, Durbin and Rocke-
feller to provide for a level playing field for 
all retail sales through state based sim-
plification of sales and use tax structures 
that allows for the collection of the appro-
priate applicable state and local sales and 
use tax. 

State and local governments recognize the 
need to simplify the current sales and use 
tax collection systems to benefit the na-
tional economy through the removal of un-
necessary complexity. The nation’s state and 
local sales and use taxes are the single most 
important source of support for public edu-
cation in America. We regard it as critical 
that the Congress support efforts to prevent 
erosion of this revenue source essential to 
funding our education systems. 

The efforts of the more than 30 states to 
simplify their systems to dramatically re-
duce the complexity and cost of collection 
for all sellers is evidence of our commitment 
to adapt to the new economy. We would op-
pose any effort to extend the moratorium, 
unless and until, Congress acts to restore the 
authority of states and local governments to 
ensure that all vendors are treated equally. 

We support federal legislation that ensures 
that any sales and use tax simplification 
process would be developed and implemented 
on the state and local level and grant to 
those states the authority to require out of 
state sellers to collect and remit sales and 
use taxes. Preservation of state and local 
sovereignty is a cornerstone of our federal 
system; this legislation promises an impor-
tant opportunity to restore this element. 

We look forward to working with Senators 
Dorgan, Enzi, Voinovich, Breaux, Graham, 
Hutchison, Thomas, Chafee, Lincoln, Durbin, 
Rockefeller and others to further refine leg-
islative language to achieve this end. 

E-FAIRNESS, 
Washington, DC, March 7, 2001. 

Hon. BYRON DORGAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DORGAN: I am writing to 
congratulate you on the introduction of the 
‘‘Internet Tax and Moratorium Equity Act.’’

The e-Fairness Coalition includes brick-
and-mortar and online retailers, realtors, re-
tail and real estate associations, as well as 
publicly and privately owned shopping cen-
ters, the Newspaper Association of America, 
and members of the high-tech community 
such as Gateway and Vertical Net. The Coa-
lition advocates a level playing field with re-
spect to sales and use tax collection for all 
retailers, including bricks-and-mortar as 
well as Internet-based. 

We have been working for over 18 months 
to help provide a comprehensive solution to 
the questions surrounding Internet taxation. 
We continue to believe that federal legisla-
tion is necessary in order to provide for tax 
equity amongst all retailers. Your bill is im-
portant because it promotes the continued 
growth of the Internet by extending the cur-
rent moratorium on Internet access fees and 
multiple and discriminatory taxes. However, 
it also provides clear and reasonable sim-
plification guidelines that once adopted 
would allow the states to require that re-
mote sellers collect use taxes just as Main 
Street retailers collect sales taxes. 

On behalf of the nation’s retailers and real 
estate interests—and the 1 in 5 American 
workers our members represent—I applaud 
you for your leadership on this important 
issue. Our Coalition looks forward to con-
tinuing to work with you to provide a level 
playing field for all retailers and all con-
sumers. 

Sincerely, 
LISA COWELL, 

Executive Director. 
On behalf of:
Alabama Retail Association. 
American Booksellers Association. 
American Jewelers Association. 
Ames Department Stores. 
Atlantic Independent Booksellers Associa-

tion. 
CBL & Associates Properties, Inc. 
Circuit City Stores, Inc. 
Electronic Commerce Association. 
First Washington Realty Trust, Inc. 
Florida Retail Federation. 
Gateway Companies, Inc. 
General Growth Properties, Inc. 
Georgia Retail Association. 
Great Lakes Booksellers Association. 
Home Depot. 
Illinois Retail Merchants Association. 
International Council of Shopping Centers 

(ICSC). 
International Mass Retail Association 

(IMRA). 
Kentucky Retail Association. 

Kimco Realty Corporation. 
K-Mart Corporation. 
Lowe’s Corporation, Inc. 
The Macerich Company. 
Michigan Retailers Association. 
Mid-South Booksellers Association. 
Missouri Retailers Association. 
Mountains & Plains Booksellers Associa-

tion. 
National Association of College Stores. 
National Association of Convenience 

Stores. 
National Association of Industrial and Of-

fice Properties (NAIOP). 
National Association of Real Estate In-

vestment Trusts (NAREIT). 
National Association of Realtors (NAR). 
National Community Pharmacists Associa-

tion. 
National Retail Federation. 
New England Booksellers Association. 
Newspaper Association of America. 
North American Retail Dealers Associa-

tion. 
Northern California Independent Book-

sellers. 
Pacific Northwest Booksellers Association. 
Performance Warehouse Association. 
RadioShack Corporation. 
Regency Realty Corporation. 
Retailers Association of Massachusetts 

(RAM). 
ShopKo. 
Simon Property Group. 
Southeast Booksellers Association. 
Southern California Booksellers Associa-

tion. 
South Carolina Merchants Association 

(SCMA). 
Target, Inc. 
Taubman Centers, Inc. 
The Gap, Inc. 
The Macerich Company. 
The Musicland Group, Inc. 
The Real Estate Roundtable. 
The Rouse Company. 
Variety Wholesalers. 
VerticalNet, Inc. 
Virginia Retail Merchants Association. 
Wal-Mart. 
Weingarten Realty Investors. 
Westfield America, Inc.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the Internet Tax 
Moratorium and Equity Act introduced 
today by Senator DORGAN. I am an 
original cosponsor and I encourage 
each of my colleagues to join me as a 
cosponsor of this bill. We had to take a 
look at the Internet sales tax issue for 
people who might be using legislative 
vehicles to develop huge loopholes in 
our current system. We are federally 
mandating states into a sales tax ex-
emption. We need to preserve the sys-
tem for those cities, towns, counties, 
and states that rely on the ability to 
collect the sales tax they are currently 
getting. 

There are some critical issues here 
that have to be solved to keep the sta-
bility of state and local government—
just the stability of it—not to increase 
sales tax, just protect what is there 
right now. I believe the Internet Tax 
Moratorium and Equity Act is a monu-
mental step forward in protecting, yet 
enhancing, the current system. 

Certainly, no Senator wants to take 
steps that will unreasonably burden 
the development and growth of the 
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Internet. At the same time, we must 
also be sensitive to issues of basic com-
petitive fairness and the negative af-
fect our action or inaction can have on 
brick-and-mortar retailers, a critical 
economic sector and employment force 
in all American society, especially in 
rural states like Wyoming. In addition, 
we must consider the legitimate need 
of state and local governments to have 
the flexibility they need to generate 
resources to adequately fund their pro-
grams and operations. 

If the loophole exists, I can share a 
method for local retailers to avoid 
sales tax collection too—but creating 
this loophole will lead to others—pay 
attention here. Sales tax collection and 
federal and state income tax could be 
in the same boat, if sales tax collection 
is no longer necessary on Internet sales 
purely by virtue of the sale over the 
Internet. Why shouldn’t an employee 
whose check is written on the Internet 
and transmitted directly to his bank 
account not owe any income tax? Both 
would be Internet tax loopholes—tax 
collection exemptions forced by an all-
knowing federal government. 

As the only accountant in the Sen-
ate, I have a unique perspective on the 
dozens of tax proposals that are intro-
duced in Congress each year. In addi-
tion, my service on the state and local 
level and my experiences as a small 
business owner enable me to consider 
these bills from more than one view-
point. 

I understand the importance of pro-
tecting and promoting the growth of 
Internet commerce because of its po-
tential economic benefits. It is a valu-
able resource because it provides ac-
cess on demand. In addition, it is esti-
mated that the growth of online busi-
nesses will create millions of new jobs 
nationwide in the coming years. There-
fore, I do not support a tax on the use 
of Internet itself. 

I do, however, have concerns about 
using the Internet as a sales tax loop-
hole. Sales taxes go directly to state 
and local governments and I am very 
leery of any federal legislation that by-
passes their traditional ability to raise 
revenue to perform needed services 
such as school funding, road repair and 
law enforcement. I will not force states 
into a huge new exemption. While 
those who advocate a permanent loop-
hole on the collection of a sales tax 
over the Internet claim to represent 
the principles of tax reduction, they 
are actually advocating a tax increase. 
Simply put, if Congress continues to 
allow sales over the Internet to go 
untaxed and electronic commerce con-
tinues to grow as predicted, revenues 
to state and local governments will fall 
and property taxes will have to be in-
creased to offset lost revenue or states 
who do not have or believe in state in-
come taxes will be forced to start one. 

After months of hard work, negotia-
tions, and compromise, the Internet 

Tax Moratorium and Equity Act has 
been introduced. I would like to com-
mend Senator DORGAN on his commit-
ment to finding a solution and working 
with all parties to find that solution. 
The bill extends the existing morato-
rium on Internet access, multiple, and 
discriminatory taxes for an additional 
four years through December 31, 2005. 

Throughout the past several years, 
we have heard that catalog and Inter-
net companies say they are willing to 
allow and collect sales tax on inter-
state sales (regardless of traditional or 
Internet sales) if states will simplify 
collections to one rate per state sent to 
one location in that state. I think that 
is a reasonable request. I have heard 
the argument that computers make it 
possible to handle several thousand tax 
entities, but from an auditing stand-
point as well as simplicity for small 
business, I support one rate per state. I 
think the states should have some re-
sponsibility for redistribution not a 
business forced to do work for govern-
ment. Therefore, the bill would put 
Congress on record as urging states and 
localities to develop a streamlined 
sales and use tax system, which would 
include a single, blended tax rate with 
which all remote sellers can comply. 
You need to be aware that states are 
prohibited from gaining benefit from 
the authority extended in the bill to 
require sellers to collect and remit 
sales and use taxes on remote sales if 
the states have not adopted the sim-
plified sales and use tax system. 

Further, the bill would authorize 
states to enter into an Interstate Sales 
and Use Tax Compact through which 
members would adopt the streamlined 
sales and use tax system. Congres-
sional authority and consent to enter 
into such a compact would expire if it 
has not occurred by January 1, 2006. 
The bill also authorizes states to re-
quire all other sellers to collect and 
remit sales and use taxes on remote 
sales unless Congress has acted to dis-
approve the compact by law within a 
period of 120 days after the Congress re-
ceives it. 

We introduce this bill because we do 
not think there is adequate protection 
now. It is very important we do not 
build electronic loopholes on the Inter-
net, an ever-changing Internet, one 
that is growing by leaps and bounds, 
one that is finding new technology vir-
tually every day. What we know as the 
Internet today is not what we will be 
using by the time the moratorium is fi-
nalized. More and more people are 
using the Internet everyday. 

Mr. President, I recognize this body 
has a constitutional responsibility to 
regulate interstate commerce. Fur-
thermore, I understand the desire of 
several Senators to protect and pro-
mote the growth of Internet commerce. 
Internet commerce is an exciting field. 
It has a lot of growth potential. The 
new business will continue to create 

millions of new jobs in the coming 
years. 

The exciting thing about that for 
Wyomingites is that our merchants do 
not have to go where the people are. 
For people in my state, that means 
their products are no longer confined 
to a local market. They do not have to 
rely on expensive catalogs to sell mer-
chandise to the big city folks. They do 
not have to travel all the way to Asia 
to display their goods. The customer 
can come to us on the Internet. It is a 
remarkable development, and it will 
push more growth for small manufac-
turers in rural America, especially in 
my state. We have seen some of the 
economic potential in the Internet and 
will continue this progress. It is a valu-
able resource because it provides ac-
cess on demand. It brings information 
to your fingertips when you want it 
and how you want it. 

I was the mayor of a small town, Gil-
lette, Wyoming, for 8 years. I later 
served in the State House for 5 years 
and the State Senate for 5 years. 
Throughout my public life, I have al-
ways worked to reduce taxes, to return 
more of people’s hard-earned wages to 
them. 

I am not here to argue in favor of 
taxes. There were times in Gillette 
when we had to make tough decisions. 
I was mayor during the boom time 
when the size of our town doubled in 
just a few years. We had to be very cre-
ative to be sure that our revenue 
sources would cover the necessary pub-
lic services—important services like 
sewer, water, curb and gutter, filling in 
potholes, shoveling snow, collecting 
garbage, and mostly water. It is a 
tough job because the impact of your 
decision is felt by all of your neighbors. 
Hardly any of those problems is solved 
without money. When you are the 
mayor of a small town, you are on call 
24 hours a day. You are in the phone 
book. People can call you at night and 
tell you that the city sewer is backing 
up into their house. I was fascinated 
how they were always sure that it was 
the city’s sewer that was doing it. 
Therefore, it is important that we do 
not cut towns out of a historic source 
of revenue. They provide services you 
really depend on. Remember you can-
not flush your toilet over the Internet. 

The point is that the government 
that is closest to the people is also on 
the shortest time line to get results. I 
think it is the hardest work. I am very 
concerned with any piece of legislation 
that mandates or restricts local gov-
ernment’s ability to meet the needs of 
its citizens. This has the potential to 
provide electronic loopholes that will 
take away all of their revenue. The 
Internet Tax Moratorium and Equity 
Act would designate a level playing 
field for all involved—business, govern-
ment, and the consumer. 

I do strongly support this bill. The 
current system of collecting revenues 
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for those towns and states should be 
preserved—preserved on a level playing 
field for all involved. I do not think we 
have all the answers, or we would not 
be asking for this bill. So whatever we 
do, we have to have a bill that will pre-
serve the way that small business and 
small towns function at the present 
time. Our bill is critical for towns, 
small businesses, and you and me. I 
urge my colleagues to support it. I 
yield the floor.

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 56—HON-
ORING THE MEMORY OF JAMES 
A. RHODES AS A GIFTED POLIT-
ICAL SERVANT AND STATESMAN 

Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself and Mr. 
DEWINE) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. Res. 56

Whereas the Senate notes with great sor-
row the death of James A. Rhodes on March 
4, 2001, at the age of 91; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes was born the son 
of a coal miner in Coalton, Ohio, in 1909; 

Whereas in 1934, James A. Rhodes launched 
his first campaign for political office at the 
age of 25, and was elected ward committee-
man at The Ohio State University, thereby 
commencing a successful public career that 
would span one-half century; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes rose through a 
succession of positions of public trust to 
rank as one the greatest public servants of 
the State of Ohio; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes was elected to 4 
terms as Governor of Ohio, more than any 
other Governor in the history of the State; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes was gifted not 
only as a public servant, but as an educator, 
mentor, and businessman; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes was instru-
mental in the expansion of State supported 
universities, community colleges, and tech-
nical colleges in the State of Ohio; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes bolstered the 
economic development of the State of Ohio 
and provided leadership for successful build-
ing programs throughout the State; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes’ love and devo-
tion to the State of Ohio was nonpareil; 

Whereas the quality of life of the citizens 
of Ohio continues to be significantly ele-
vated because of the life led by James A. 
Rhodes; 

Whereas James A. Rhodes’ service to the 
State of Ohio and its people, regardless of 
stature in life, economic status, religion, or 
race, has inspired many young men and 
women to follow his example: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—
(1) honors the life of James A. Rhodes, 

former Governor of the State of Ohio; 
(2) is thankful that James A. Rhodes 

touched the lives of many men and women 
during his years of public service; 

(3) notes that James A. Rhodes’ greatest 
achievement is his family, including his late 
wife, Helen, his surviving daughters, Su-
zanne and Sharon, his 9 grandchildren, and 
his 13 great-grandchildren; and 

(4) extends support and condolences to the 
friends and family of James A. Rhodes upon 
the sad occasion of his death.

SENATE RESOLUTION 57—TO EX-
PRESS THE SENSE OF THE SEN-
ATE THAT THE FEDERAL IN-
VESTMENT PROGRAMS THAT 
PROVIDE HEALTH CARE SERV-
ICES TO UNINSURED AND LOW-
INCOME INDIVIDUALS IN MEDI-
CALLY UNDER-SERVED AREAS 
BE INCREASED IN ORDER TO 
DOUBLE ACCESS TO CARE OVER 
THE NEXT 5 YEARS 

Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. BREAUX, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations: 

S. Res. 57 

Whereas the uninsured population in the 
United States is approximately 43,000,000 and 
is estimated to reach over 53,000,000 people 
by 2007; 

Whereas nearly 80 percent of the uninsured 
population are members of working families 
who cannot afford health insurance or can-
not access employer-provided health insur-
ance plans; 

Whereas minority populations, rural resi-
dents, and single-parent families represent a 
disproportionate number of the uninsured 
population; 

Whereas the problem of health care access 
for the uninsured population is compounded 
in many urban and rural communities by a 
lack of providers who are available to serve 
both insured and uninsured populations; 

Whereas community, migrant, homeless, 
and public housing health centers have prov-
en uniquely qualified to address the lack of 
adequate health care services for uninsured 
populations, serving over 4,900,000 uninsured 
patients in 2000, including over 1,000,000 new 
uninsured patients who have sought care 
from such centers in the last 3 years; 

Whereas health centers care for almost 
12,000,000 patients, nearly 8,000,000 minori-
ties, nearly 650,000 farmworkers, and almost 
600,000 homeless individuals each year; 

Whereas health centers provide cost-effec-
tive comprehensive primary and preventive 
care to uninsured individuals for less than 
$1.00 per day, or $350 annually, and help to 
reduce the inappropriate use of costly emer-
gency rooms and inpatient hospital care; 

Whereas current resources only allow 
health centers to serve more than 10 percent 
of the Nation’s 43,000,000 uninsured individ-
uals; 

Whereas past investments to increase 
health center access have resulted in better 
health, an improved quality of life for all 
Americans, and a reduction in national 
health care expenditures; 

Whereas Congress can act now to increase 
access to health care services for uninsured 
and low-income people together with or in 
advance of health care coverage proposals by 
expanding the availability of services at 
community, migrant, homeless, and public 
housing health centers; and 

Whereas President George W. Bush has 
proposed to double the number of people 
served at health centers: Now, therefore, be 
it

Resolved, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘Reso-

lution to Expand Access to Community 
Health Centers (REACH) Initiative’’. 
SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that appro-
priations for consolidated health centers 
under section 330 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 254b) should be increased 
by 100 percent over the next 5 fiscal years in 
order to double the number of individuals 
who receive health care services at commu-
nity, migrant, homeless, and public housing 
health centers. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Jack Hess, a con-
gressional fellow in my office, be 
granted floor privileges today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

JAMES A. RHODES, A GIFTED PO-
LITICAL SERVANT AND STATES-
MAN 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the immediate consid-
eration of S. Res. 56, submitted earlier 
by Senator VOINOVICH and myself. 

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

The clerk will state the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 56) honoring the 
memory of James A. Rhodes as a gifted po-
litical servant and statesman.

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to one of Ohio’s 
greatest and most dedicated public 
servants, a former four-term Ohio Gov-
ernor, James A. Rhodes, who passed 
away on March 4 of this year at the age 
of 91. 

Though Jim Rhodes will be deeply 
missed, he will always, always, be re-
membered. My friend and colleague 
from Ohio, Senator VOINOVICH, and I 
have introduced a resolution to honor 
the memory of Governor Rhodes as a 
gifted political servant and statesman. 

I thank my colleague from Ohio for 
his work in crafting this resolution. I 
know Senator VOINOVICH shares my ad-
miration and deep respect for Governor 
Rhodes. In fact, both Senator 
VOINOVICH and I traveled back to Ohio 
this past week to attend the final cere-
mony for Governor Rhodes in the ro-
tunda of the State Capitol of Ohio. 

Governor Rhodes was one of a kind—
a one-of-a-kind leader, politician, hus-
band, father, grandfather, great-grand-
father, and friend. No one—no one—
loved Ohio more than Gov. Jim Rhodes. 

No one was more dedicated to mak-
ing Ohio bigger, better, stronger, and 
safer. Jim Rhodes was a visionary. And 
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though a lot of politicians have big vi-
sions, Governor Rhodes was different. 
He turned those visions into reality. 
That is what set him apart. That is 
what made him one of Ohio’s most in-
fluential political figures of the 20th 
century. That is what made him a leg-
end. 

Whether it is buildings, roads, air-
ports, parks, vocational schools, com-
munity colleges, or universities, most 
physical infrastructure in Ohio today 
is attributable directly to Gov. Jim 
Rhodes. The simple fact is that you 
can’t drive anywhere in Ohio without 
driving on or driving past something 
that Jim Rhodes built—something with 
which he had a role to play. Without 
question, he will continue to touch 
lives every day in many, many ways. 

Most people don’t realize that when 
Ohio first elected James Rhodes as 
Governor, it was his 13th political race. 
It was because of this, because of the 
vastness of his experience, that he was 
able to govern so effectively for all of 
us in Ohio. 

It is often said that the greatness of 
a man can be measured by the extent 
and the breadth of his interests and 
then how he acts on those interests to 
turn them into reality. By that test, 
Governor Rhodes was indeed a great 
man. His interests were Ohio’s inter-
ests and, because of that, he was pas-
sionate in promoting Ohio’s economy, 
its tourism, its natural resources, its 
schools, and its universities. 

While that was such an important 
part of his legacy, we must remember 
that Governor Rhodes was also equally 
passionate in his concern for people—
for all the people of the State of Ohio. 
No matter where he went in Ohio, ev-
eryone always thought Governor 
Rhodes was from where they were 
from. Though he was born in Jackson 
County and went to high school in 
Springfield and was mayor of Colum-
bus, for us, he was from Greene County, 
and he was from Cleveland, Cincinnati, 
Toledo, Marietta, and every other 
township, village, and city in our great 
State. 

He was one of us. He was one of us 
not just because he got so much done 
for the State; he was one of us because 
he knew people, understood them, and 
he liked them. And people liked him 
back. That is what made Governor 
Rhodes a great leader and a great man. 

I will always remember Governor 
Rhodes for his personal generosity. He 
was generous with his time, energy, 
and especially, with his political ad-
vice. Back in 1980, when I ran for the 
State senate in the old 10th Senatorial 
District, Governor Rhodes came down 
and campaigned for me on four sepa-
rate occasions. That was just the start. 
He continued to support me through-
out the last 20 years, even campaigning 
for me in Jackson County, his home 
county, this past October, just a few 
days before the election. 

The people of Jackson County were 
happy to see him one more time. 

I admired Governor Rhodes, and I re-
spected him. I especially respected his 
strong and enduring love for his won-
derful family. That was such a large 
part of who Jim Rhodes was. He cher-
ished the time he spent at home with 
his family, often advising others to go 
home. If you asked him for political 
advice, he would say: My advice is go 
home—and he did that. 

He was married to his beautiful wife 
Helen for 46 years and every time I saw 
the Governor, whether at an Ohio State 
football game, or at his beloved State 
fair, he had one or more of his grand-
children or great grandchildren with 
him. He loved his family dearly, and it 
showed. 

As Chesterton once said:
Great men take up great space even when 

they are gone.

To be sure, Governor Rhodes will 
continue to take up great space on this 
Earth, not just in buildings and roads, 
airports and parks, but in the lives he 
touched and the lives he changed. He 
will continue to live on for the great 
work he has done for Ohio and will also 
continue to live on through his family.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
rise today with my distinguished col-
league, the senior Senator from Ohio, 
to introduce a resolution mourning the 
passage and honoring the life of former 
governor of Ohio, James A. Rhodes. 
Governor Rhodes passed away last Sun-
day at the age of 91. 

Governor Rhodes began his career in 
public service in 1937, when he was 
elected to a term on the Columbus 
board of education. Two years later, he 
was elected Columbus city auditor and 
in 1943, he was elected Mayor of Colum-
bus. In 1952, he successfully ran for 
State Auditor and in 1962, he ran for 
Governor of Ohio and won. He ulti-
mately served the citizens of Ohio for 
four terms as governor. 

As my interest in politics began to 
spark, Governor Rhodes’ public service 
inspired me to also pursue a life of 
service to the people of Ohio. He was 
my mentor and without his example 
and counsel I could never have become 
governor of Ohio. In fact, I would not 
have had a career in government had it 
not been for Jim Rhodes’ sweeping re-
election victory in 1966. He had very 
long coattails, because he carried an 
unknown 30-year-old named GEORGE 
VOINOVICH to victory in an Ohio House 
district that was 6 to 1 democrat-to-re-
publican. He furthered my career along 
when in 1978, he turned to me—a rel-
atively unknown County Commissioner 
from Cuyahoga County—and asked me 
to be his running mate as Lieutenant 
Governor. Since then, Jim Rhodes and 
I grew close and my time with him 
over the years was some of the most 
meaningful of any person I have associ-
ated with in government. 

Mr. President, they broke the mold 
after James A. Rhodes entered the po-

litical arena. There never will be an-
other like the Governor, and he will go 
down in Ohio history not only because 
of the 16 years he served as governor, 
but more importantly, because of the 
positive impact he had on the quality 
of life of Ohio’s citizens and the direc-
tion of our State. 

He was a good, God-fearing man who 
looked on his service in government as 
an opportunity to give witness to the 
Second Great Commandment—love of 
fellow man. He never forgot his roots 
in the coal fields of southeastern Ohio. 
He wrapped his arms around all Ohio-
ans. He was inclusive and reached out 
to everyone, regardless of stature in 
life, economic status, religion or color 
of skin. 

Because of his humble beginnings, he 
understood the importance of providing 
an education to every man, woman and 
child in Ohio, whether it was a public 
education or a non-public education. 
He initiated the Ohio Auxiliary Serv-
ices program, and because of his ef-
forts, today, there is no state in the na-
tion that does as much for non-public 
schools as Ohio. He brought Ohio’s 
higher education system into the 20th 
century. His goal of having higher edu-
cation within the grasp of every Ohi-
oan—that is, no more than 30 minutes 
away—changed the face of higher edu-
cation forever, and enabled millions of 
Ohioans to get the education so essen-
tial to their economic well-being. 

His mantras—‘‘jobs and progress’’ 
and ‘‘profit is not a dirty word in 
Ohio’’—will never be forgotten by any 
politician who wants to be successful 
in Ohio. There are thousands of Ohio-
ans working today because of the busi-
nesses the Governor brought into this 
state. 

Jim Rhodes had his priorities in 
order, and his number one priority was 
his family. Jim Rhodes will always be 
a role model to me because of the way 
he treasured his family and encourage 
me and all who knew him to take care 
of their families. Jim’s wife Helen, his 
daughters and their husbands, his 
grandchildren and great-grandchildren 
were paramount in his life. He always 
had a special twinkle in his eye when 
he talked about this family. 

Mr. President, Governor James A. 
Rhodes spoke to the basic needs and 
yearnings of the people of Ohio; he 
loved Ohio, and Ohio loved him. We 
may have lost him in body, but he will 
always be with us in spirit. Ohio will 
never forget Jim Rhodes. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and any statements re-
lating to the resolution be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 56) was agreed 
to. 
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The preamble was agreed to. 
(The text of the resolution is located 

in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Submitted 
Resolutions.’’)

f 

APPOINTMENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic 
leader, pursuant to Public Law 106–550, 
announces the appointment of the fol-
lowing individuals to serve as members 
of the James Madison Commemoration 
Commission Advisory Committee: Gary 
G. Aguiar of South Dakota, and Jack 
N. Rakove of California. 

f 

HONORING THE MEN AND WOMEN 
WHO SERVE THIS COUNTRY IN 
THE NATIONAL GUARD AND EX-
PRESSING CONDOLENCES TO THE 
FAMILY AND FRIENDS OF THE 
TWENTY-ONE NATIONAL 
GUARDSMEN WHO PERISHED IN 
THE CRASH 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Armed 
Services Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of S. Res. 45 and 
the Senate then proceed to its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the resolution by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 45) honoring the men 
and women who serve this country in the Na-
tional Guard and expressing condolences of 
the United States Senate to the family and 
friends of the 21 National Guardsmen who 
perished in the crash on March 3, 2001.

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

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid 

upon the table, and any statements re-
lating to the resolution be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 45) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The text of the resolution is located 

in the RECORD of March 7, 2001, under 
‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 12, 
2001 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 1 p.m. on Mon-
day, March 12. I further ask unanimous 
consent that on Monday, immediately 
following the prayer, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate then begin a period of morning 
business until 2 p.m., with Senators 
speaking for up to 10 minutes each, 
with the following exceptions: Senator 
LUGAR, or his designee, for 30 minutes; 
Senator DURBIN, or his designee, for 30 
minutes. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, for the information 
of all Senators, the Senate will recon-
vene on Monday and resume the bank-
ruptcy reform bill. Senators who have 
amendments are encouraged to come to 
the floor and offer and debate those 
amendments during Monday’s session. 
As announced by the majority leader, 
any votes ordered on any amendments 
are scheduled to begin at 11 a.m. on 

Tuesday. It is the hope and expectation 
to complete action on the bankruptcy 
legislation as quickly as possible next 
week. 

f 

ORDER FOR RECORD TO REMAIN 
OPEN 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the RECORD re-
main open today until 2 p.m. for the in-
troduction of bills, statements, and the 
filing of amendments. 

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

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment following the remarks of Senator 
DURBIN under the previous order. 

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

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

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

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
MARCH 12, 2001 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, under the previous order, the 
Senate now stands adjourned. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:36 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
March 12, 2001, at 1 p.m. 
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