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respondents indicated that the requested
data for specific questions had never been
properly collected or could not be accessed.
Because a site audit of each clinic was be-
yond the scope of Democratic Committee
staff resources, this report relies solely on
self-reported data, with caveats for incom-
plete or subjective responses noted.

Findings and Conclusions—While commu-
nity-based clinics appear to offer an appro-
priate avenue for increasing veterans’ access
to care, the unevenness of responses to the
staff survey precludes any generalized con-
clusions on the collective success, capacity,
and quality of these clinics. The available
data show wide variety in every possible pa-
rameter of clinic function, both within and
among networks. This variability, which
suggests a significant lack of uniformity
among the CBOCs, prevents easy summaries
or simple solutions for possible deficits.

The flexibility inherent in the decentral-
ized VA health care system has allowed net-
work and medical center directors, rather
than VA Headquarters, to map the course of
VA’s community-based outpatient care.
While this arrangement does not preclude
provision of excellent health care in indi-
vidual clinics and does present the oppor-
tunity to tailor services to each commu-
nity’s demands, the significant variations in
operational standards described by clinic
staff appear to reflect varied management
practices rather than deliberate adaptations
to community needs.

Based on the variability in services—and in
the vocabulary for describing operational
standards—the Democratic Committee Staff
can only infer that VA has not established a
systemwide baseline for the minimum ac-
ceptable service levels in CBOCs. Community
clinics should not be expected to offer iden-
tical or completely inclusive services. How-
ever, veterans accessing primary care
through VA outpatient clinics should be able
to depend upon a minimum standard package
of services, regardless of geographic loca-
tion, and on an acceptable level of quality of
care. Also, the Congress should be able to ex-
pect an effective and efficient use of re-
sources at all CBOCs.

Specific findings include the following: The
number of FTEE (full-time employee equiva-
lents) providing primary care varied mark-
edly among clinics and did not appear to be
linked consistently to the patient Iload.
Staffing levels for clinics serving about 5,000
patients in the first half of FY 2000 ranged
from 6 to 15 FTEE. Some clinics operated
with fewer than two FTEE, raising signifi-
cant concerns about the ability of such a
limited staff to offer high quality health
care while performing administrative tasks
and monitoring quality of care.

VA does not provide the same services in
all clinics. Variations in staffing translate
into variations in the types and levels of
services provided, including basic mental
health care, both preventive and counseling
services, and overall hours of service. Vet-
erans in different regions should be able to
expect a standard basic package of services.

Community clinics have not eliminated
long waiting times to obtain an appointment
and to receive treatment in every network in
accordance with VA goals. The longest ac-
tual waiting time for an appointment ex-
ceeded 30 days in 18 networks. Only a few
clinics reported having a defined policy for
accepting and scheduling ‘‘walk-ins.”

Many community clinics lacked equipment
and personnel to respond to a cardiac emer-
gency, an issue of patient safety. Each clinic
should have, at minimum, an automated ex-
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ternal defibrillator and staff trained in its
use. Only 38% of clinics reported having the
staff and equipment necessary in the case of
a cardiac emergency.

Community clinics have not offered suffi-
cient outpatient mental health care to com-
pensate for the loss of VHA impatient pro-
grams. The number of VA medical facility
beds available for impatient mental health
care has declined steadily over the last two
decades. By the end of FY 2001, VA antici-
pates reducing the numbers of patients
treated in inpatient psychiatric care pro-
grams by 56% from the level treated in FY
1995. Outpatient mental health care pro-
grams provide a complement to (although
not a substitute for) acute inpatient care,
and can serve as a valuable community-
based tool in a comprehensive mental health
care maintenance regimen.

If outpatient programs are to play a part
in maintaining systemwide capacity for
mental health care treatment of veterans,
they must be accessible to veterans at the
sites of outpatient care. Yet, less than half
of the clinics surveyed reported offering any
mental health care. Of the 229 clinics that re-
sponded to the staff survey, only 50 reported
that they provided PTSD treatment, and
only 42 reported offering substance abuse
treatment of any kind. Mental health care
FTEE constituted only a small fraction of
the total clinic staff in most networks.

Clinics report a range of costs per patient
visit, with the average cost per visit within
a network in FY 1999 ranging from $27 to
$290. Calculating the cost-effectiveness of
outpatient treatment requires a uniform
method of calculating actual costs, which
VA currently lacks. Whether the variation in
patient visit costs reported by clinics rep-
resents varying staff efficiency or differences
in treating ‘‘revenue-generating’’ insured pa-
tients cannot be determined from the data
here.

The lack of a coherent system for col-
lecting, monitoring, and analyzing quality of
care data prevents evaluation of community
care success. Almost all clinics reported that
they document and monitor the quality of
health care provided, but the clinic staff who
completed the surveys had widely varying
perceptions of what constituted a quality of
care assessment. The materials presented for
documenting quality of care ranged from
medical checklists to patient satisfaction
surveys that focused largely on aspects of
patients’ physical and emotional comfort in
the clinic setting, rather than health care-
related criteria. None documented health
outcomes. Only 130 clinics reported sending
any quality of care reports (regardless of
content) to the parent facilities, and none re-
ceived written feedback specific to that clin-
ic from the parent facilities. The complete
lack of a shared vocabulary for measuring
quality of care prevented any compilation of
the data. One clinic operated by a contractor
responded that monitoring quality is not
part of its contract.

The poor or absent measures of quality of
care make the effectiveness of the care pro-
vided by the clinics, variations between
contracts- and VA-operated clinics, and the
effect of staffing inequities impossible to
judge. VA needs a consistent set of tools that
can be employed in outpatient clinics sys-
temwide to obtain meaningful quality of
care outcomes.

VICE PRESIDENT’S TORONTO
SPEECH ON ENERGY POLICY

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, on
Monday of this week, the Vice Presi-
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dent gave a speech in Toronto laying
out some of the broad themes of the
Administration’s developing energy
policy.

Some of the points made by the Vice
President were valid. I want to com-
ment on some of those. I obviously re-
alize that we are now in the middle of
the debate on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. I intend to
come back to the floor either later
today or next week to talk about that
legislation and to commend the spon-
sor of it and the Democratic ranking
member, Senator KENNEDY. Senator
JEFFORDS and Senator KENNEDY have
done yeoman’s work in putting that
legislation together.

I want to take the opportunity this
next week to go through that in some
detail. But today I wanted to take a
few minutes to talk about energy
issues since the Vice President is clear-
ly focused on this and is speaking out
strongly on it.

I agree with much of what the Vice
President has said.

For example:

I agree with him that we face some serious
long-term issues in national energy policy.

I agree with him that our response must
have comprehensive and long-term focus.

I agree with him that we are very depend-
ent on coal and nuclear power for electricity
generation, and this dependence will prob-
ably continue into the future.

There are a number of other points,
however, where I fear he may have
overstated a particular point of view or
missed the mark. Let me just cite some
of those.

The Vice President seemed to equate
energy conservation with rationing for
something like rationing. I don’t know
of anyone advocating energy conserva-
tion who supports rationing. He also
stated that ‘‘some groups are sug-
gesting that government step in to
force Americans to consume less en-
ergy.”’

That is certainly not any proposal 1
have made or seen here in the Con-
gress.

What I think would be helpful to the
discussion is perhaps to identify the
questions that need to be asked about
energy policy as we proceed over the
next few weeks with consideration of
the energy policies that the adminis-
tration is going to recommend as well
as those that have been introduced
here in the Congress.

Let me cite essentially five questions
and elaborate on them slightly.

The first question that I believe
should be asked is whether the energy
policy, the one that the Vice President
is going to advocate, or that any of us
here are advocating, adequately recog-
nizes the enormous differences between
energy markets in the 1970s and 1980s
and those that we face today.

Back in the 1970s, there was a lot of
talk about eliminating our dependency
on foreign imports with increased do-
mestic production through ‘‘Project
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Independence.” EHlectricity markets
were local, electricity suppliers were
largely confined within State bound-
aries and regulated by State public
utility commissions. Because a State
public utility commission could guar-
antee its utilities fixed rates of return
on their investments in infrastructure,
such as large nuclear power plants,
there was a market for them.

We now face a very different situa-
tion. Electricity markets have become
regional, and increasingly they are be-
yond the ability of State public utility
commissions to regulate. The nation-
wide electrical grid is being called
upon to transmit large amounts of
electrical power across enormous dis-
tances, something it was not really de-
signed to do. State regulation of elec-
tricity has given way to a system that
relies more on market forces, even
though electricity markets are far
from perfect ones. The old model of a
protected and regulated monoply envi-
ronment for utility investments in new
generation has been transformed into a
“wild wild west’”’ of decentralized gen-
eration by a welter of new actors.

No where do the changes in energy
markets manifest themselves more
clearly than in the situation facing en-
ergy infrastructure. Attempts to blame
Federal environmental regulations for
the difficulties of siting and building
energy infrastructure are severely off
the mark. The most serious obstacle to
building new energy infrastructure has
been not at the Federal level, though,
but at the local level and in capital
markets. For example, the Vice Presi-
dent and other Administration officials
have often observed over the last sev-
eral weeks that it has been 20 years
since a large refinery has been built in
the United States. But the main reason
has not been the Clean Air Act. It has
been the low rates of return on capital
in the refining sector and the refining
overcapacity that existed up to a few
years ago. You are not going to build a
new refinery when there are already
too many to serve the market, and up
until recently, that was the case.

The need for energy infrastructure
has provoked serious local concern and
opposition. One example, which has
been in the news, is the Longhorn pipe-
line from the Gulf Coast to El Paso,
Texas. It has been tied up for nearly 5
years addressing community opposi-
tion to its construction. If the energy
industry can’t build pipelines in Texas,
I don’t think we should assume it will
be any easier to build them anywhere
else.

The result of these factors—economic
and local—have been cited at a hearing
before the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee last week by a wit-
ness from ExxonMobil, who testified
that our largest U.S.-based oil com-
pany does not believe that any new re-
fineries will be built in the TUnited
States. He predicted that the only ad-
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ditions to U.S. refining capacity would
come from expansions at existing fa-
cilities. Expanding that capacity will
not be easy regardless of federal poli-
cies. Most refineries are located in
heavily industrialized areas with sig-
nificant environmental issues regu-
lated at the State and local levels of
government.

Instead of looking for ways to blame
the Federal Government for an energy
infrastructure problem which has not
been of the Federal Government’s mak-
ing, I think we need to look for cre-
ative new ways to respond to the chal-
lenges of working with State and local
communities on these siting issues. Ef-
fective mechanisms for greater re-
gional cooperation are critical to en-
sure adequate infrastructure invest-
ments are made on a timely basis to
meet energy demand. Coordinated re-
gional efforts on energy infrastructure
can reduce the impact on communities
by optimizing infrastructure use and
reducing price volatility.

If the Vice President’s energy policy
recognizes this complex reality and
starts to address it, then it will be
helping the country to make a positive
step forward. If the answer from the
Vice President’s study is simply to try
to pit energy needs against environ-
mental protection, then we won’t be
looking at a comprehensive and bal-
anced energy policy.

The second question to ask of the
Vice President’s comments this week is
how this so-called energy policy that
we are envisioning will connect
planned actions related to energy with
climate change policy.

Science has been developed showing
fairly clearly today that there is a con-
nection between human activity and
climate change. We may not be able to
prove the exact amount of human cau-
sation in the global warming that we
see, or to model its precise regional im-
pacts. But we know enough now to re-
alize that our ever-increasing emis-
sions of greenhouse gases pose substan-
tial risks both to critical and fragile
ecosystems around the world and to fu-
ture generations of humans. The world
will have to deal with the issue, and
the United States must be a leading
contributor to negotiations on any
international framework to address
global warming. A leadership role for
the United States is required not only
because we are a major emitter of
greenhouse gases, but also because we
have the leading capability to harness
science and technology both to under-
stand climate change and to respond to
it.

We, as a country, need to have a cli-
mate change policy. We need to put in
place some actions to deal with this
new science. One part of the positive
contributions that the United States
has made to international climate
change negotiations has been our suc-
cess in getting flexible, market-based
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mechanisms and recognition of carbon
sinks incorporated into the developing
international framework. U.S. indus-
try, particularly in the energy sector,
has indicated that these provisions are
essential to holding down the eventual
energy costs of responding to human-
induced climate change. But without
the United States as an active insider
in the international negotiations, these
important flexibility mechanisms will
be lost. The decision of the new Bush
administration to back away from the
Kyoto protocol may doom the flexi-
bility that we have won in the discus-
sions to date. It could also spur other
countries to erect new obstacles to
American firms wishing to expand into
international energy markets, in retal-
iation for the President’s retreat on
CO,.

While negotiations on an inter-
national framework to address global
warming continue for the next several
years, our domestic industry will have
to make significant investment deci-
sions on new energy infrastructure. We
have no domestic framework on green-
house gas emissions that would guide
or even inform these investment deci-
sions. Addressing these issues up front
would reduce business costs and risks.
Maintaining our present course would
increase the probability of future eco-
nomic losses and waste in the energy
sector.

For these reasons, we need to inte-
grate energy policy and climate change
policy. They are inextricably linked—
to do one is, by implication, to do the
other. U.S. industry deserves to know
how we are going to address green-
house gas emissions before it invests
billions of dollars in new energy infra-
structure. If the Vice President’s an-
swer is that we will do energy policy
now and worry about climate change
later, then we don’t have a truly com-
prehensive and balanced energy policy.

Mr. President, I do not pretend to
have the exact answer for what our
global climate change policy should be,
but I know we need to have one. We
cannot continue to look the other way
and pretend that the issue does not
exist. So I look forward to seeing what
the Vice President recommends in his
energy recommendations and how it re-
lates to this climate change issue.

The third question is to ask what
kind of balance is being made between
increasing production and increasing
efficiency. I know there has been some
rhetoric in that connection to the ef-
fect there needs to be an adequate bal-
ance. I do not believe any of the con-
crete proposals I have seen coming out
of the administration or suggested by
people from the administration have in
them the necessary balance. We know
that the Vice President is all for in-
creasing energy supplies, and most peo-
ple would agree that increasing supply
is one essential part of the big national
energy picture. The Senate Democratic
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energy bill contains numerous meas-
ures to improve energy supplies across
the entire spectrum—coal, oil and gas,
renewables, and nuclear. The other es-
sential part of the energy picture,
though, is increasing efficiency. If we
use energy more wisely to attain the
same amount of economic output, we
improve our economy and reduce the
burden that energy infrastructure im-
poses on local communities.

Since the 1970s, new technologies
have increased our nation’s produc-
tivity in many ways, including our use
of energy. Technologies that increase
energy efficiency have allowed the U.S.
economy today, compared to 20 years
ago, to produce the same output with
30 percent less energy. Even greater
savings are possible in the future, with
appropriate federal leadership.

Consumers really benefit when they
get goods and services at cheaper
prices because less energy is required
to produce them. With that in mind, I
was surprised and saddened by the deci-
sion at the Department of Energy last
month to roll back the proposed effi-
ciency standard for new central air
conditioning systems. The rationale
given was that the higher standard
wasn’t cost effective. But the cost-ben-
efit analysis Department of Energy re-
lied upon used average electricity costs
from 5 years ago. It is surprising to see
the administration, on the one hand,
insist that this summer’s high elec-
tricity costs in the West be passed
along to consumers to control peak
loads, while in the next breath state
that its efficiency policies should be
based on the lower electricity costs
that prevailed 5 years ago in this coun-
try. And if the administration is really
worried about the need to build 1300-
1900 new power plants, it should realize
that its rollback of air-conditioning
standards just added 43 more big power
plants to whatever number will be
needed by 2020.

Another area of energy efficiency
that cannot be ignored is vehicle fuel
efficiency. The Vice President has al-
luded to the dangers of our increasing
dependence on imported oil. Yet that
dependence is directly related to our
increasing consumption of oil in the
transportation sector. The only real-
istic solution to this problem is to cou-
ple efforts to increase domestic produc-
tion with a concerted effort to reduce
fuel use by light duty vehicles—cars,
trucks and SUV’s. Incentives for hy-
brid and high efficiency vehicles could
be part of a more comprehensive pro-
gram, but are not adequate by them-
selves. The Federal fleet, through its
choice of vehicles, should be a leader in
reversing this trend. All regulatory and
non-regulatory mechanisms should be
employed to stem demand growth to a
level we can management as a society.

If the Vice President’s energy policy
does not take a fresh look at the need
to improve energy efficiency through
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forward-looking standards, then it is
probably not a truly balanced and com-
prehensive energy strategy.

A fourth question is to ask of the
Vice President’s energy policy—and all
of these policies floating around in
Congress—is whether one of the great-
est national resources we have in
Ameria—that is, our capacity for sci-
entific and technological innovation—
is being stimulated and engaged to
solve our energy problems. So far, the
administration, in my view, at least,
has failed badly on this score. The 2002
research and development budget pro-
posed by the President for the Depart-
ment of Energy contains severe cuts
for a variety of advanced energy tech-
nologies, even in areas, like nuclear en-
ergy research, that one would expect
would be favored by this administra-
tion. There has never been a time when
increased investments in energy re-
search and development were more
needed, or showed more promise for
solving some of our problems. I hope
very much that will be changed in the
deliberations that result in the task
force’s report. We need to be increasing
these investments across the board—in
coal, in nuclear, in renewables, in oil
and gas, in energy efficiency, and in
the basic science that underpins all of
those. If the Vice President’s energy
policy does not dramatically turn
around the cuts being proposed for
both energy R&D at the Department of
Energy, and find additional funds from
outside the Department, then we don’t
have a truly comprehensive and bal-
anced energy strategy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 10 minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be yielded an ad-
ditional 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

A final question I believe we all need
to ask is whether the proposals address
the pressing energy crises that are
brewing for this summer and are going
to be on the front page of every news-
paper.

California and western electricity
issues: Problems in the West and pro-
jected troubles in other parts of the
country—one example, of course, is
New York City itself; where shortages
are forecast for the summer, meaning
that pressure to do something about
electricity is mounting. As the market
imperfections in California become
more and more apparent, a pro-active
role for the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission is increasingly indicated. I
do believe we need to have action from
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission in the very near future. We
should have acted before now to deal
with those very real crisis situations
around the country. To date, the re-
sponse of FERC has been a disappoint-
ment. More effort has seemed to be ex-
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pended on blaming California elected
officials for their problems than on ef-
fectively policing the market. The Fed-
eral Government must play a key role
in promoting reliable electricity sup-
plies through FERC and by ensuring
wholesale markets are transparent and
functioning efficiently.

A second immediate issue that needs
attention is the LTIHEAP program, the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance
Program. High energy prices this past
winter have left many working fami-
lies unable to pay their heating bills
and are having their utility service
cutoff. The Senate has acted to in-
crease the authorization for the Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram but the President’s support and
action is needed if we are going to put
additional funds in this program. I
hope it will be addressed by the Vice
President’s task force. Summer cooling
bills will be arriving soon and the
states have no funds left to help with
those costs either.

Fuel specifications is another issue.
The President could act immediately
to help sort out the welter of gasoline
specifications around the country that
has balkanized the fuel market and
rendered regions highly vulnerable to
shortages of gasoline if a piece of the
local energy infrastructure goes down.
We saw gasoline price spikes in the
Midwest and West Coast last summer
because of this problem, and we will
likely have similar problems again this
summer.

If the Vice President’s answer on
these specific, pressing needs is that
nothing much can be done about these
problems this year, and that folks who
are unfortunate enough to live in Cali-
fornia, or folks who live in a region
that is experiencing a gasoline price
spike due to lack of availability of the
right blend of gasoline, or working
class families who cannot pay the high
electricity bills for air conditioning,
will just have to do without while we
are working on some long-term energy
fix, then we don’t have a truly com-
prehensive and balanced energy strat-
egy.

In conclusion, there has been a lot of
interaction within the administration,
perhaps, on this issue, but there has
not been interaction between the ad-
ministration and the Congress, at least
that I am aware of, on what the Vice
President is getting ready to rec-
ommend. By contrast, the Senate is
now engaged in discussing an education
bill where we did have very intense bi-
partisan discussions with the adminis-
tration and among ourselves. Energy,
in my view, is important in this coun-
try, just as education is important.
There are real opportunities for bipar-
tisan progress on the issue of energy as
well as in the area of education.

I hope the administration sees this
and puts away some of the hot button
issues that are not likely to command
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support in the Senate, such as the
opening of ANWR. They should put
those away in favor of proposals that
will command broad bipartisan sup-
port.

In the end, that may be the strongest
indication of whether the administra-
tion wants to pursue a consensus bipar-
tisan energy policy which will serve
the interests of the country.

———

COMMEMORATION OF TAX
FREEDOM DAY

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to apprise the Senate of a very
distressing development. Today marks
Tax Freedom Day, the day when Amer-
icans will finally have earned enough
money to pay off their tax bills for the
year.

This year’s Tax Freedom Day marks
the longest period Americans have ever
had to work to pay their taxes. It is as-
tounding that every hour worked since
the beginning of this year will go sole-
ly to pay America’s tax bills.

The average American is shouldering
a heavier tax burden than ever before.
This year, Americans will work longer
to pay for Government than they will
to pay for food, clothing and shelter
combined.

Congress has got to put a stop to
this. I am pleased to report that Sen-
ator BAUCUS and I, and the other mem-
bers of the Senate Finance Committee,
are right now working on a tax cut bill
that will provide a real reduction in in-
come taxes. With $1.35 trillion, we can
now produce income tax cuts large
enough that working Americans will
actually see a difference in their pay-
checks.

So what has caused the lengthiest
Tax Freedom Day in our Nation’s his-
tory? It was the Federal individual in-
come tax increases enacted in 1993. And
here is the proof.

The Tax Foundation is the non-
partisan, nonprofit policy group that
calculated today’s Tax Freedom Day.
The Tax Foundation’s analysis shows
that the Federal tax burden grew by 14
days’ pay between 1992 and 2001. That
means that because of the 1993 tax in-
creases, Americans now have to work
an additional 2 weeks just to meet
their Federal tax burden. That is equal
to some Americans’ vacation pay.

In stark contrast, the Tax Founda-
tion says State and local tax burdens
remained virtually unchanged during
this period. So the culprit in creating
the longest Tax Freedom Day in his-
tory is the Federal Government.

The biggest source of Federal rev-
enue is the individual income tax. Over
the past decade Federal tax collection
levels for payroll taxes, corporate
taxes, and all other taxes have been
relatively stable. Collections of indi-
vidual income taxes, however, have
soared.

In 1992, tax collections from indi-
vidual income taxes were 7.7 percent of
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our gross domestic product. That per-
centage has risen steadily each year,
and as of the year 2000, it was an as-
tounding 10.2 percent of GDP. Indi-
vidual income taxes now take up the
largest share of GDP in history. Even
during World War II, collections from
individuals were 9.4 percent of GDP,
nearly a full percentage point below
the current level.

The source of the current and pro-
jected tax surpluses is from the huge
runups in individual tax collections.
And that has given us the lengthiest
Tax Freedom Day in our Nation’s his-
tory.

Yesterday, the members of the Fi-
nance Committee met informally to
discuss what everyone thinks should be
in the tax cut package. I think there
was a nearly unanimous agreement
that individual income tax rates are
simply too high.

Senator BAUCUS and I are working
hard to put together a bipartisan tax
cut package. I ask Members of the Sen-
ate and the American public to support
our efforts. Our quest for real tax rate
reduction is sincere and urgent. With
an uncertain economy and excessive
Federal tax collections, America needs
action and it needs it now. American
taxpayers expect us to deliver tax re-
lief and we must not fail them.

As I stand here today, I pledge to you
that as chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, I will do everything
in my power to ensure that next year’s
Tax Freedom Day will not mark the
longest period Americans have to work
to pay their taxes. And I am confident
that my Democratic colleagues will
join us in supporting this goal.

———

SCHOOL VIOLENCE PREVENTION
HOT LINE

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Michi-
gan State Police recently introduced a
24-hour school violence prevention hot
line to allow students, parents, teach-
ers and others, to report school vio-
lence or suspicious criminal conduct to
the State Police. The hot line, 800-815
TIPS, offers young people and others in
Michigan a way to reach out to law en-
forcement anonymously, if desired, and
in a non-confrontational environment.

In the past month, students and citi-
zens from across the state have given
the State Police approximately 60 tips,
including tips about bullying, harass-
ment, sexual assault, as well as tips
about knives and guns in school. The
State Police then passed these tips on
to the appropriate local law enforce-
ment agency for investigation. Michi-
gan is the thirteenth state to imple-
ment such a hotline and we hope it will
help keep our schools safer for students
and teachers.

We also hope that other preventative
measures will be taken to keep our
schools safer, such as legislative initia-
tives to keep firearms out of the hands
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of juveniles and prohibited persons. To-
gether, we can work toward preventing
the disturbing number of violent acts
in school that we have seen far too
much of in the last few years.

—————

U.S.-JORDAN FREE TRADE
AGREEMENT

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today in the Senate to offer a way out
of the stalemate we have on trade pol-
icy.

The trade agenda facing our nation is
a long and important one: Approval of
the U.S.-Jordan Free Trade Agreement
and the U.S.-Vietnam Bilateral Trade
Agreement; renewal of the Generalized
System of Preferences and the Andean
Trade Preferences Act; a fully revised
and improved Trade Adjustment As-
sistance program; completion of nego-
tiations on bilateral free trade agree-
ments with Chile and Singapore; active
negotiations on the Free Trade Area of
the Americas.

But, despite a strong feeling in the
Congress that we need to continue the
aggressive pursuit of trade liberaliza-
tion and market opening around the
world, we have made no progress at all
this year. There are several hold-ups.

First, we need to determine how to
deal with the issues of trade-related en-
vironmental standards and inter-
nationally recognized core labor prin-
ciples in trade agreements. Second, we
need to reach agreement on America’s
trade priorities and our trade negoti-
ating objectives. And, third, we have to
determine how we will deal with the
numerous elements of the trade agen-
da.

The key to breaking loose this log-
jam and allowing us to start to build a
consensus on trade lies with the U.S.-
Jordan Free Trade Agreement. This
was negotiated during the Clinton Ad-
ministration, although it was com-
pleted too late to secure Congressional
action last year. This agreement has
wide support in the Congress, in the
Administration, and throughout the
country. I am confident that, once for-
mally endorsed by the Administration,
it will sail through easily. Yet the
delay in approval continues because it
has been linked to the rest of the trade
agenda and the unresolved issues I
mentioned a moment ago.

We need to delink Jordan from the
rest of our trade agenda. It is a good,
solid trade agreement. Jordan is a key
partner of the United States in the
search for peace in the Middle East.
This agreement will strengthen our re-
lationship with Jordan, demonstrate
how important we considered King
Hussein, and now consider King
Abdullah, in the peace process, and
complete the set of free trade agree-
ments that already apply to Israel and
the Palestinian Authority.

Majority Leader LOTT summarized
this eloquently when he wrote to Presi-
dent Bush:
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