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added as cosponsors of S. 964, a bill to 
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938 to provide for an increase in the 
Federal minimum wage. 

S.J. RES. 7 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. NELSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S.J. Res. 7, a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States authorizing 
Congress to prohibit the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States. 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was withdrawn as a cosponsor 
of S.J. Res. 7, supra. 

S. RES. 16 
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 

names of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SHELBY), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), and the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 16, 
a resolution designating August 16, 
2001, as ‘‘National Airborne Day’’. 

S. RES. 71 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE), the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW), and the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 71, 
a resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate regarding the need to preserve 
six day mail delivery. 

S. RES. 92 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 92, a resolution to designate the 
week begining June 3, 2001, as ‘‘Na-
tional Correctional Officers and Em-
ployees Week.’’ 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. CARNAHAN), the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. SMITH), the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS), the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. BURNS), 
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STE-
VENS), the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), and 
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEIN-
GOLD) were added as cosponsors of S. 
Res. 92, supra. 

S. RES. 98 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 98, a resolution designating the 
period beginning on June 11 and ending 
on June 15, 2001 as ‘‘National Work 
Safe Week.’’ 

S. CON. RES. 3 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 3, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of Con-

gress that a commemorative postage 
stamp should be issued in honor of the 
U.S.S. Wisconsin and all those who 
served aboard her. 

S. CON. RES. 24 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Con. Res. 24, a concurrent res-
olution expressing support for a Na-
tional Reflex Sympathetic Dystrophy 
(RSD) Awareness Month. 

S. CON. RES. 35 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD), the Senator from Geor-
gia (Mr. MILLER), and the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 35, a concur-
rent resolution expressing the sense of 
Congress that Lebanon, Syria, and Iran 
should allow representatives of the 
International Committee of the Red 
Cross to visit the four Israelis, Adi 
Avitan, Binyamin Avraham, Omar 
Souad, and Elchanan Tannenbaum, 
presently held by Hezbollah forces in 
Lebanon. 

S. CON. RES. 43 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) and the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added 
as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 43, a con-
current resolution expressing the sense 
of the Senate regarding the Republic of 
Korea’s ongoing practice of limiting 
United States motor vehicles access to 
its domestic market. 

AMENDMENT NO. 424 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. ALLEN), the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI), the 
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. REID) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 424. 

AMENDMENT NO. 426 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 426 intendent to 
be proposed to S. 1, an original bill to 
extend programs and activities under 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965. 

AMENDMENT NO. 465 

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) and the Senator 
from New York (Mrs. CLINTON) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
465. 

AMENDMENT NO. 625 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 625. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. CORZINE, and Mrs. 
LINCOLN): 

S. 982. A bill to promote primary and 
secondary health promotion and dis-
ease prevention services and activities 
among the elderly, to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to add 
preventive health benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with my colleagues Sen-
ators JEFFORDS, KENNEDY, LUGAR, 
BINGAMAN, CHAFEE, MURRAY, HOLLINGS, 
ROCKEFELLER, LEVIN, LINCOLN, and 
CORZINE, to introduce the Medicare 
Wellness Act. 

For too long, the Medicare approach 
to health care has been wholly reac-
tive. Benefits are designed to treat ill-
ness and disability once a recipient is 
already suffering. This approach is out-
dated. It is time for Medicare to be-
come pro-active. It is time to focus on 
helping people to prevent disease in the 
first place so that they may live not 
just longer, but more fulfilling lives. 

The Medicare Wellness Act shifts the 
focus of Medicare, changing it from a 
program that simply treats illness to 
one that promotes wellness. For this 
reason, The Medicare Wellness Act has 
support from a broad range of groups, 
including the National Council on 
Aging, the American College of Preven-
tive Medicine, the American Heart As-
sociation, and the National 
Osteoporosis Foundation. 

Currently, 70 percent of medical 
spending is the result of preventable 
illnesses, many of which occur in older 
adults. It does not have to be this way. 
Research shows that declines in health 
are not inevitable with age. In fact, 
many chronic diseases can be pre-
vented by making lifestyle changes 
such as taking up an exercise program 
or quitting smoking. A healthier life-
style adopted at any time during one’s 
lifetime can increase active life expect-
ancy and decrease disease and dis-
ability. 

The Medicare Wellness Act helps pro-
mote preventive health care among 
older Americans, first by adding to the 
list of Medicare benefits several serv-
ices that we know to be effective in 
preventing disease. 

These benefits focus on some of the 
most prominent, underlying risk fac-
tors for illness that face all Medicare 
beneficiaries, including: Screening for 
hypertension, counseling for tobacco 
cessation, medical nutrition therapy 
services for cardiovascular patients, 
counseling for post-menopausal 
women, screening for vision and hear-
ing loss, expanded screening for 
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osteoporosis, and screening for choles-
terol. 

The addition of these new benefits 
represent the highest recommendations 
for Medicare beneficiaries in the U.S. 
Preventive Services Task Force, recog-
nized as the gold standard within the 
prevention community, and the Insti-
tute of Medicine. 

The benefits can help reduce Medi-
care beneficiaries’ risk for health prob-
lems such as stroke, cancer, 
osteoporosis, and heart disease. 

Other major components of our bill 
include the establishment of the 
Healthy Seniors Promotion Program. 
This program will be led by an inter-
agency group within the Department of 
Health and Human Services, which will 
look at existing preventive benefits 
and offer suggestions to make their use 
more widespread. 

This point is critical. 
The fact is that there are a number 

of prevention-related services available 
to Medicare beneficiaries today, in-
cluding mammograms and colorectal 
cancer screening. But those services 
are seriously underutilized. A study 
published by Dartmouth University, 
The Dartmouth Atlas of Health Care 
1999, found that only 28 percent of 
women age 65-69 receive mammograms 
and only 12 percent of beneficiaries 
were screened for colorectal cancer. 
These are disturbing figures. 

Additionally, the Medicare Wellness 
Act incorporates an aggressive applied 
research effort to investigate new 
methods of improving the health of 
Medicare beneficiaries and the manage-
ment of chronic diseases. 

Further, our bill would establish a 
health education and risk appraisal 
program aimed at major behavioral 
risk factors such as diet, exercise, alco-
hol and tobacco use, and depression. 

This program will target both pre-65 
individuals and current Medicare bene-
ficiaries and will strive to increase 
awareness among individuals of major 
risk factors that impact health, to 
change personal health habits, to im-
prove health status, and ultimately to 
save the Medicare program money. 

In addition to new research on pre-
vention among Medicare beneficiaries, 
the Medicare Wellness Act would re-
quire several reports to assess the over-
all scientific validity of the Medicare 
preventive benefits package. 

First, our bill would require the 
Medicare Payment Advisory Commis-
sion, known as MedPAC, to report to 
Congress every three years on whether 
the Medicare program needs to change 
over time in order to ensure that Medi-
care benefits are appropriate for the 
population being served and is as com-
prehensive as private insurance plans 
offered. 

Currently, there is no regular assess-
ment to ensure that Medicare is pro-
viding a healthcare package that is up- 
to-date with either the current needs of 

seniors or current scientific findings. 
Quite frankly, Medicare hasn’t kept up 
with the rest of the health care world, 
we need to do better. 

A second study that our bill would 
require is one in which the institute of 
Medicine, IOM, would assess, every 
three years, the scientific validity of 
the entire Medicare preventive benefits 
package. 

The study will be presented to Con-
gress in a manner that mirrors The 
Trade Act of 1974. The Institute of 
Medicine’s recommendations would be 
presented to Congress in legislative 
form. Congress would then have 60 days 
to either accept or reject the rec-
ommendations. But Congress could not 
change the recommendations them-
selves. 

This ‘‘fast-track’’ process is a delib-
erate effort to get Congress out of the 
business of micro-managing the Medi-
care program allowing science to dic-
tate the medical needs of seniors in 
America. 

In the aggregate, the Medicare 
Wellness Act represents the most com-
prehensive legislative proposal in the 
107th Congress for the Medicare pro-
gram focused on health promotion and 
disease prevention for beneficiaries. It 
represents sound health policy based 
on sound science. 

However, at a time when there is 
concern over the solvency of Medicare 
and concern that it won’t be able to 
provide future seniors with the health 
care that they are promised, one may 
question whether it is wise to expand 
upon benefits already offered. And one 
is wise to do so. 

However, the issue of prevention is 
different. 

Benjamin Franklin was truly on the 
mark when he first said that ‘‘an ounce 
of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure’’. Offering preventive care under 
Medicare, or the ‘‘ounce of preven-
tion,’’ will definitely cost the govern-
ment money up front. However, this 
initial outlay of dollars will be re-
turned in terms of costs saved in the 
long run by avoiding long-term, cost 
intensive treatments, or the ‘‘pound of 
cure’’. 

And, just as important, although 
unmeasurable, will be the enhanced 
quality of life for seniors. Prevention 
helps us all to live more healthy lives 
in the long run which translates into 
more productive and fulfilling lives as 
well. 

Today, many people continue to 
work beyond the age of 65 contributing 
to the workforce and the economy. 
However, they are only able to do so if 
their health allows. 

When considering the future of Medi-
care, the question really comes down 
to this. Is the value of improved qual-
ity of life for seniors and their ability 
to maintain healthy, functional and 
productive lives worth the expendi-
ture? 

While improving Medicare’s financial 
outlook for future generations is im-
perative, we must do it in a way that 
gives our seniors the ability to live 
longer, healthier and valued lives. 

I believe that by pursuing a preven-
tion strategy that addresses some the 
most fundamental risk factors for 
chronic illness and disability that face 
seniors, we will make an invaluable 
contribution to the Medicare reform 
debate and, more importantly, to our 
children and grandchildren. 

I encourage my colleagues to join us 
on this important bill and to work with 
us to ensure that the provisions of the 
bill are reflected in any Medicare re-
form legislation that is debated and 
voted on this year in the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of groups supporting this bill be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

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

GROUPS SUPPORTING THE MEDICARE 
WELLNESS ACT OF 2001 

American Cancer Society. 
American College of Preventive Medicine. 
American Dietetic Association. 
American Geriatrics Society. 
American Heart Association. 
American Lung Association. 
American Physical Therapy Association. 
American Public Health Association. 
American Speech-Language Hearing Asso-

ciation. 
Campaign for Tobacco Free Kids. 
Families USA. 
National Campaign for Hearing Health. 
National Osteoporosis Foundation. 
National Committee to Preserve Social Se-

curity and Medicare. 
National Council on Aging. 
National Chronic Care Association. 
National Mental Health Association. 
Partnership for Prevention. 
Strong Women Inside and Out. 
United Cerebral Palsy Associations. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator GRAHAM today 
in introducing the Medicare Wellness 
Act of 2001. Our Nation’s rapidly grow-
ing senior population and the ongoing 
search for cost-effective health care 
have led to the development of this im-
portant legislation. The goal of the 
Medicare Wellness Act is to increase 
access to preventive health services, 
improve the quality of life for Amer-
ica’s seniors, and increase the cost-ef-
fectiveness of the Medicare program. 

Congress created the Medicare pro-
gram in 1965 to provide health insur-
ance for Americans age 65 and over. 
From the outset, the program has fo-
cused on coverage for hospital services 
needed for an unexpected or intensive 
illness. In recent years, however, a 
great escalation in program expendi-
tures and an increase in knowledge 
about the value of preventive care have 
forced policy makers to re-evaluate the 
current Medicare benefit package. 

The Medicare Wellness Act adds to 
the Medicare program those benefits 
recommended by the Institute of Medi-
cine and the U.S. Preventive Services 
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Task Force. These include: screening 
for hypertension, counseling for to-
bacco cessation, counseling for hor-
mone replacement therapy, screening 
for vision and hearing loss, cholesterol 
screening, expanded screening for 
osteoporosis, and nutrition therapy 
counseling for seniors with cardio-
vascular disease. These services ad-
dress the most prominent risk factors 
facing Medicare beneficiaries. 

In 1997 and again in 2000, Congress 
added several new preventive benefits 
to the Medicare program through the 
Balanced Budget Act and the Bene-
ficiary Improvement and Protection 
Act. These benefits included annual 
mammography, diabetes self-manage-
ment, prostate cancer screening, pelvic 
examinations, glaucoma screening, and 
colorectal cancer screening. Congress’s 
next logical step is to incorporate the 
nine new screening and counseling ben-
efits in the Medicare Wellness Act. If 
these symptoms are addressed regu-
larly, beneficiaries will have a head 
start on fighting the conditions they 
lead to, such as diabetes, lung cancer, 
heart disease, blindness, osteoporosis, 
and many others. 

Research suggests that insurance 
coverage encourages the use of preven-
tive and other health care services. The 
Medicare Wellness Act also eliminates 
the deductibles and coinsurance for 
new and current preventive benefits in 
the program. Because screening serv-
ices are directed at people without 
symptoms, this will further encourage 
the use of services by reducing the cost 
barrier to care. Increased use of screen-
ing services will mean that problems 
will be caught earlier, which will per-
mit more successful treatment. This 
will save the Medicare program money 
because it is cheaper to screen for an 
illness and treat its early diagnosis 
than to pay for drastic hospital proce-
dures at a later date. 

However, financial access is not the 
only barrier to the use of preventive 
care services. Other barriers include 
low levels of education or information 
for beneficiaries. That is why the Medi-
care Wellness Act instructs the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
to coordinate with the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention and the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
to establish a Risk Appraisal and Edu-
cation Program within Medicare. This 
program will target both current bene-
ficiaries and individuals below the age 
of 65 who have high risk factors. Out-
reach to these groups will offer ques-
tions regarding major behavioral risk 
factors, including the lack of proper 
nutrition, the use of alcohol, the lack 
of regular exercise, the use of tobacco, 
and depression. State of the art soft-
ware, case managers, and nurse hot-
lines will then identify what conditions 
beneficiaries are at risk for, based on 
their individual responses to the ques-
tions, then refer them to preventive 

screening services in their area and in-
form them of actions they can take to 
lead a healthier life. 

The Medicare Wellness Act also es-
tablishes the Healthy Seniors Pro-
motion Program. This program will 
bring together all the agencies within 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services that address the medical, so-
cial and behavioral issues affecting the 
elderly to increase knowledge about 
and utilization of prevention services 
among the elderly, and develop better 
ways to prevent or delay the onset of 
age-related disease or disability. 

Now is the time for Medicare to 
catch up with current health science. 
We need a Medicare program that will 
serve the health care needs of Amer-
ica’s seniors by utilizing up-to-date 
knowledge on healthy aging. Effective 
health care must address the whole 
health of an individual. A lifestyle that 
includes proper exercise and nutrition, 
and access to regular disease screening 
ensures that proper attention is being 
paid to the whole individual, not just a 
solitary body part. It is time we reaf-
firm our commitment to provide our 
Nation’s seniors with quality health 
care. 

It is my hope that my colleagues in 
Congress will examine this legislation 
and realize the inadequacy of the cur-
rent package of preventive benefits in 
the Medicare program. We have the op-
portunity to transform Medicare from 
an out-dated sickness program to a 
modern wellness program. I want to 
thank Senator BOB GRAHAM and all the 
other cosponsors of the Medicare 
Wellness Act who are supporting this 
bold step toward successful Medicare 
reform. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it’s a 
privilege to join Senator GRAHAM and 
Senator JEFFORDS in introducing the 
Medicare Wellness Act of 2001, Medi-
care reform for the 21st century. This 
important legislation will make it 
easier for senior citizens to take advan-
tage of the preventive benefits to them, 
while strengthening Medicare at the 
same time. 

Greater investment in the health of 
the Nation’s elderly is long overdue. 
Although we have made significant 
progress in reducing chronic disability 
among older Americans, we still have a 
long way to go. According to the World 
Health Organization, the United States 
ranks behind 23 other nations in 
‘‘healthy life expectancy.’’ Surely, we 
can do better than that. 

Each year, chronic disability adds $26 
billion to the Nation’s health care 
costs. Unless we act, the burden of 
these costs will become increasingly 
unbearable for countless senior citi-
zens. In the next 30 years, Medicare 
will be under even heavier pressures as 
the baby boom generation retires. 
Nearly one fifth of the population will 
be 65 and older by 2025, which means 
that a larger number of beneficiaries 

will be supported by a smaller number 
of workers. To avoid hard remedies 
such as benefit cuts or tax increases, 
we should do all we can to reduce fu-
ture Medicare costs by improving the 
health of senior citizens. 

According to a study at Duke Univer-
sity, if the 1.3 percent decline in dis-
ability achieved over the last 12 years 
can be raised to 1.5 percent, we can po-
tentially save enough in Medicare to 
avoid any substantial long-term in-
crease in Medicare tax or reduction in 
benefits. The Medicare Wellness Act 
attempts to do that. It waives cost- 
sharing for a series of preventive bene-
fits, provides individual health risk ap-
praisals, encourages a falls prevention 
campaign, and funds pilot projects and 
new research on the most effective 
ways to encourage senior citizens to 
adopt healthier lifestyles. 

Prevention saves lives and saves 
money. Screening can often be the dif-
ference between a successful battle 
with cancer and a failed one. 
Colorectral cancers, for example, have 
a five-year survival rate of up to 90 per-
cent if detected at an early stage—but 
currently only 37 percent of these can-
cers are actually diagnosed early. Un-
fortunately, screening tests are signifi-
cantly under-used by Medicare bene-
ficiaries. Only approximately a third of 
men and women at-risk for these can-
cers are currently being screened. 

Our bill helps to combat this problem 
by eliminating cost-sharing and 
deductibles for a wide range of preven-
tive services, such as screening for 
colorectral cancers, mammography, 
screening for glaucoma, bone mass 
measurement, medical nutrition ther-
apy services, and screening for choles-
terol problems and hypertension. 

The Medicare Wellness Act also cre-
ates a national ‘‘falls prevention’’ edu-
cation and awareness campaign to re-
duce these injuries. Older Americans 
are hospitalized for fall-related injuries 
five times more often then they are for 
other types of injuries. This awareness 
campaign will educate senior citizens 
about precautions they can take to re-
duce the likelihood of such injuries. 

Clinical depression also takes a 
heavy toll on the Nation’s elderly. 
Compared to all other age groups, sen-
ior citizens have the highest suicide 
rate in the Nation. Twenty percent of 
persons age 55 and older suffer from a 
mental disorder that is not part of the 
normal aging process. As with so many 
other illnesses, depression is under-di-
agnosed among the elderly. This bill 
provides needed funding for demonstra-
tion projects to screen for depression, 
so that elderly persons suffering from 
this problem can be diagnosed and re-
ferred to specialists for the treatment 
they need. 

The Medicare Wellness Act also en-
courages senior citizens to improve 
their health and reduce the risks of ill-
ness in other ways. Typical factors 
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leading to poor health include smok-
ing, physical inactivity, and excessive 
use of alcohol. A health risk appraisal 
initiative under the Act will given sen-
ior citizens the individual attention 
they need to make the changes in life-
style necessary to improve their 
health. 

In addition, the Medicare Wellness 
Act encourages research to explore the 
most effective ways to improve Medi-
care’s role in preventing disease and 
improving health. Pilot programs are 
authorized to experiment with innova-
tive ways to promote healthier life-
styles and reach out to senior citizens 
in various settings. 

Federal agencies will undertake par-
ticular research programs on these 
issues. The Medicare Payment Advi-

sory Commission is asked to evaluate 
Medicare benefits in relation to private 
sector benefits. The National Institute 
on Aging is asked to report on ways to 
improve the quality of life for the el-
derly. The Institute of Medicine is 
asked to make recommendations to 
Congress about the medical and cost ef-
fectiveness of existing Medicare bene-
fits and the potential benefit of preven-
tive services. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. The Medicare 
Wellness Act can be a significant con-
tribution to healthier senior citizens 
and a healthier Medicare. 

By Mr. ALLARD: 
S. 983. A bill to suspend temporarily 

the duty on Fructooligosaccharides; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill that would tem-
porarily suspend the duty on 
Fructooligosaccharides. I ask unani-
mous 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. 983 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DUTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu-
merical sequence the following new heading: 

‘‘ 9902.21.01 Fructooligosaccharides (FOS) (provided for in subheading 2106.90.99) ............... Free No change No change On or before 
12/31/2003 

’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section applies with respect to 
goods entered, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, on or after the 15th day 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself and Ms. 
SNOWE). 

S. 984. A bill to improve the Veterans 
Beneficiary Travel Program of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. ENZI. Madam President I rise 
today to introduce the Veterans Road 
to Health Care Act 2001. This legisla-
tion would raise the travel reimburse-
ment rate for veterans who must travel 
to Veterans Administration hospitals 
for treatment. The current reimburse-
ment for veterans is 11 cents per mile. 
This bill would raise that figure to 
match the Federal employees travel re-
imbursement rate which is 34.5 cents 
per mile. 

The average price for gas in Wyoming 
right now is $1.63 per gallon. I know it 
varies across the Nation. The current 
rate of 11 cents per miles barely makes 
a dent in the expenses incurred by vet-
erans who have no choice but travel by 
automobile for health care. I have re-
ceived numerous letters from veterans 
in Wyoming describing how difficult it 
is to work into their budget the money 
necessary to travel between their 
hometown and the VA hospital. Being 
able to access health care is vital, it 
should not be a choice between driving 
to receive needed treatment or being 
able to afford other necessities. 

In Wyoming, we have two VA hos-
pitals, one in Cheyenne and one in 
Sheridan. Veterans have to travel to 
one of these facilities to be treated for 
health conditions and be covered by 
the health care plan that the military 
provides for them. This poses a serious 
problem in terms of travel expense, es-
pecially with the rise in gasoline 
prices. It was a problem before; it is a 
bigger problem now. Some of the larg-
est towns in Wyoming like Evanston 

and Cody are over 300 miles away from 
the nearest VA facility. A veteran liv-
ing in Evanston has to drive 360 miles 
to reach the nearest VA hospital, and 
from Cody it is about 300 miles to the 
nearest facility. 

This bill addresses the healthcare of 
veterans who have special needs. It 
would allow veterans who have been re-
ferred to a special care center by their 
VA physician to be reimbursed under 
the Travel Beneficiary Program for 
their travel to the specialized facility. 
This applies only to those veterans who 
cannot receive adequate care at their 
VA facility and who have a nonservice 
connected disability. 

This legislation is important to all 
veterans, but it is especially signifi-
cant to those veterans who live in rural 
States, like my home State of Wyo-
ming. Rural States are less populated, 
there is greater distance between 
towns and far fewer options for trans-
portation. Wyoming has miles and 
miles of miles and miles. Cars are the 
main mode of transportation. In urban 
areas, there are more readily available 
health care facilities and more trans-
portation options for accessing those 
facilities. There are subways and bus 
systems and the towns and cities and 
VA hospitals are closer together. 

I believe that the Government has a 
duty to compensate our service men 
and women for the sacrifices they made 
defending the freedoms of this country. 
With our current recruitment and re-
tention problems in the military, I 
think it is our Nation’s responsibility 
to give veterans the kind of access to 
healthcare they have earned through 
their service to our country. The rising 
cost of gasoline should not be the driv-
ing factor for a veteran to go untreated 
at veterans clinics. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this important 
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. 984 

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 ‘‘Veterans 
Road to Health Care Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. IMPROVEMENT OF VETERANS BENE-

FICIARY TRAVEL PROGRAM. 
(a) PAYMENTS FOR CERTAIN ADDITIONAL 

MEDICAL CARE.—(1) Section 111(b)(1) of title 
38, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(G) A veteran whose travel is in connec-
tion with treatment or care for a non-serv-
ice-connected disability at non-Department 
facility if the treatment or care— 

‘‘(i) is provided upon the recommendation 
of medical personnel of the Department; and 

‘‘(ii) is not available at the Department fa-
cility at which such recommendation is 
made.’’. 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) 
shall take effect on October 1, 2001, and shall 
apply with respect to fiscal years after fiscal 
year 2001. 

(b) CALCULATION OF EXPENSES OF TRAVEL.— 
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, in calculating expenses of travel for pur-
poses of the Veterans Beneficiary Travel 
Program, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall utilize the current mileage reimburse-
ment rates for the use on official business of 
privately owned vehicles prescribed by the 
Administrator of General Services under sec-
tion 5707(b) of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) In this subsection, the term ‘‘Veterans 
Beneficiary Travel Program’’ means the pro-
gram of payment or reimbursement for nec-
essary expenses of travel of veterans and 
their beneficiaries prescribed under sections 
111 and 1728 of title 38, United States Code, 
and under any other provisions of law admin-
istered by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
for payment or reimbursement for such ex-
penses of travel. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. 
SPECTER): 
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S. 986. A bill to allow media coverage 

of court proceedings; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the ‘‘Sunshine in 
the Courtroom Act.’’ This bill will give 
federal judges the discretion to allow 
for the photographing, electronic re-
cording, broadcasting and televising of 
federal court proceedings. The Sun-
shine in the Courtroom Act will help 
the public become better informed 
about the judicial process. Moreover, 
this bill will help produce a healthier 
judiciary. Increased public scrutiny 
will bring about greater accountability 
and help judges to do a better job. The 
sun needs to shine in on the federal 
courts. 

Allowing cameras in the federal 
courtrooms is consistent with our 
Founding Fathers’ intent that trials be 
held in front of as many people as 
choose to attend. I believe that the 
First Amendment requires that court 
proceedings be open to the public and, 
by extension, the news media. The Con-
stitution and Supreme Court both sup-
port the fundamental principles and 
aims of this bill. The Supreme Court 
has said, ‘‘what transpires in the court-
room is public property.’’ Clearly, the 
American values of openness and edu-
cation are served by using electronic 
media in federal courtrooms. 

There are many benefits and no sub-
stantial detrimental effects to allowing 
greater public access to the inner 
workings of our federal courts. Fifteen 
states conducted studies aimed specifi-
cally at the educational benefits de-
rived from camera access to court-
rooms. They all determined that cam-
era coverage contributed to greater 
public understanding of the judicial 
system. 

Moreover, the widespread use in state 
court proceedings show that still and 
video cameras can be used without any 
problems, and that procedural dis-
cipline is preserved. According to the 
National Center for State Courts, 
forty-eight states allow modern audio- 
visual coverage of court proceedings 
under a variety of rules and conditions. 
My own State of Iowa has operated 
successfully in this open manner for 20 
years. Further, at the federal level, the 
Federal Judicial Center conducted a 
pilot program in 1994 which studied the 
effect of cameras in a select number of 
federal courts. That study found 
‘‘small or no effects of camera presence 
on participants in the proceeding, 
courtroom decorum, or the administra-
tion of justice.’’ 

I would like to note that even the Su-
preme Court has recognized that there 
is a serious public interest in the open 
airing of important court cases. At the 
urging of Senator SCHUMER and myself, 
Chief Justice Rehnquist allowed the de-
layed audio broadcasting of the oral ar-
guments before the Supreme Court in 
the 2000 presidential election dispute. 

The Supreme Court’s response to our 
request was an historic, major step in 
the right direction. Since then, other 
courts have followed suit, such as the 
live audio broadcast of oral arguments 
before the D.C. Circuit in the Microsoft 
antitrust case and the televising of ap-
pellate proceedings before the Ninth 
Circuit in the Napster copyright case. 
The public wants to see what is hap-
pening in these important judicial pro-
ceedings, and the benefits are signifi-
cant in terms of public knowledge and 
discussion. 

We’ve introduced the Sunshine in the 
Courtroom Act with a well-founded 
confidence based on the experience of 
the states as well as state and federal 
studies. However, in order to be certain 
of the safety and integrity of our judi-
cial system, we have included a 3-year 
sunset provision allowing a reasonable 
amount of time to determine how the 
process is working before making the 
provisions of the bill permanent. 

It is also important to note that the 
bill simply gives judges the discretion 
to use cameras in the courtroom. It 
does not require judges to have cam-
eras in their courtroom if they do not 
want them. The bill also protects the 
anonymity of non-party witnesses by 
giving them the right to have their 
voices and images obscured during tes-
timony. 

So, the bill does not require cameras, 
but allows judges to exercise their dis-
cretion to permit cameras in appro-
priate cases. The bill protects wit-
nesses and does not compromise safety. 
The bill preserves the integrity of the 
judicial system. The bill is based on 
the experience of the states and the 
federal courts. And the bill’s net result 
will be greater openness and account-
ability of the nation’s federal courts. 
The best way to maintain confidence in 
our judicial system, where the federal 
judiciary holds tremendous power, is to 
let the sun shine in by opening up the 
federal courtrooms to public view 
through broadcasting. And allowing 
cameras in the courtroom will bring 
the judiciary into the 21st century. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting the Sunshine in the Courtroom 
Act. 

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. 986 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) PRESIDING JUDGE.—The term ‘‘presiding 

judge’’ means the judge presiding over the 
court proceeding concerned. In proceedings 
in which more than 1 judge participates, the 
presiding judge shall be the senior active 
judge so participating or, in the case of a cir-
cuit court of appeals, the senior active cir-
cuit judge so participating, except that— 

(A) in en banc sittings of any United 
States circuit court of appeals, the presiding 
judge shall be the chief judge of the circuit 
whenever the chief judge participates; and 

(B) in en banc sittings of the Supreme 
Court of the United States, the presiding 
judge shall be the Chief Justice whenever the 
Chief Justice participates. 

(2) APPELLATE COURT OF THE UNITED 
STATES.—The term ‘‘appellate court of the 
United States’’ means any United States cir-
cuit court of appeals and the Supreme Court 
of the United States. 
SEC. 2. AUTHORITY OF PRESIDING JUDGE TO 

ALLOW MEDIA COVERAGE OF COURT 
PROCEEDINGS. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF APPELLATE COURTS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the presiding judge of an appellate court of 
the United States may, in the discretion of 
that judge, permit the photographing, elec-
tronic recording, broadcasting, or televising 
to the public of court proceedings over which 
that judge presides. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF DISTRICT COURTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, any presiding judge of 
a district court of the United States may, in 
the discretion of that judge, permit the 
photographing, electronic recording, broad-
casting, or televising to the public of court 
proceedings over which that judge presides. 

(2) OBSCURING OF WITNESSES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon the request of any 

witness in a trial proceeding other than a 
party, the court shall order the face and 
voice of the witness to be disguised or other-
wise obscured in such manner as to render 
the witness unrecognizable to the broadcast 
audience of the trial proceeding. 

(B) NOTIFICATION TO WITNESSES.—The pre-
siding judge in a trial proceeding shall in-
form each witness who is not a party that 
the witness has the right to request that the 
image and voice of that witness be obscured 
during the witness’ testimony. 

(c) ADVISORY GUIDELINES.—The Judicial 
Conference of the United States may promul-
gate advisory guidelines to which a presiding 
judge, in the discretion of that judge, may 
refer in making decisions with respect to the 
management and administration of 
photographing, recording, broadcasting, or 
televising described under subsections (a) 
and (b). 
SEC. 3. SUNSET. 

The authority under section 2(b) shall ter-
minate 3 years after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
proud to once again be an original co-
sponsor of the Grassley-Schumer bill 
on cameras in the courtroom. I strong-
ly support allowing cameras in federal 
courtrooms for a simple reason. Trials 
and court hearings are public pro-
ceedings. They are paid for by the tax-
payers. Except in the most rare and un-
usual circumstances, the public has a 
right to see what happens in those pro-
ceedings. We have a long tradition of 
press access to trials, but in this day 
and age, it is no longer sufficient to be 
able to read in the morning paper what 
happened in a trial the day before. The 
public wants to see for itself what goes 
on in our courts of law, and I think it 
has a right to do so. 

Experience in the state courts—and 
the vast majority of states now allow 
trials to be televised—has shown that 
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it is possible to permit the public to 
see trials on television without com-
promising the rights of a defendant to 
a fair trial or the safety or privacy in-
terests of witnesses or jurors. Concerns 
about cameras interfering with the fair 
administration of justice in this coun-
try I believe are overstated. 

Let me note also that I believe the 
arguments against allowing cameras in 
the courtroom are the least persuasive 
in the case of appellate proceedings, in-
cluding the Supreme Court. I had the 
opportunity to watch the oral argu-
ment at the Supreme Court late in 1999 
in an important case dealing with cam-
paign finance reform. It was a fas-
cinating experience, and one that I 
wish all Americans could have. Of 
course, the entire country was able to 
hear audio feeds of the two oral argu-
ments in Bush v. Gore only hours after 
those arguments were completed. Hear-
ing those arguments directly was an 
important and positive public edu-
cational experience. Seeing the argu-
ments live would have been even bet-
ter. I do not believe that a discreet 
camera in that courtroom would have 
changed the argument one iota. 

There is no question in my mind that 
the highly trained and prestigious 
judges and lawyers who sit on and 
argue before our nation’s federal appel-
late courts would continue to conduct 
themselves with dignity and profes-
sionalism if cameras were recording 
their work. These proceedings are 
where law is made in this country. The 
public will benefit greatly from being 
able to watch federal judges and advo-
cates in action at oral argument. 

The bill that my friends from New 
York and Iowa are introducing today is 
a responsible and measured bill. It 
gives discretion to individual federal 
judges to allow cameras in their court-
rooms. At the same time, it assures 
that witnesses will be able to request 
that their identities not be revealed in 
televised proceedings. This bill gives 
deference to the experience and judg-
ment of federal judges who remain in 
charge of their own courtrooms. That 
is the right approach. 

My state of Wisconsin has a long and 
proud tradition of open government, 
and it has served us well. Coming from 
that tradition, my approach is to look 
with skepticism on any remnant of se-
crecy that lingers in our governmental 
processes at the federal level. When the 
workings of government are trans-
parent, the people understand it better 
and can more thoroughly and construc-
tively participate in it. And they can 
more easily hold their elected leaders 
and other public officials accountable. 
I believe this principle can and should 
be applied to the judicial as well as the 
legislative and executive branches of 
government, while still respecting the 
unique role of the unelected federal ju-
diciary. 

Cameras in the courtroom is an idea 
whose time came some time ago. It is 

high time we brought it to the federal 
courts. I am proud to support the 
Grassley-Schumer bill, and I hope we 
can enact it this year. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator GRASSLEY in in-
troducing this legislation to permit 
federal trials and appellate proceedings 
to be televised, at the discretion of the 
presiding judge. 

Former Chief Justice Warren Burger 
once said of the U.S. Supreme Court, 
‘‘A court which is final and 
unreviewable needs more careful scru-
tiny than any other. Unreviewable 
power is the most likely to indulge 
itself and the least likely to engage in 
dispassionate self-analysis . . . In a 
country like ours, no public institu-
tion, or the people who operate it, can 
be above public debate.’’ 

I believe that these words are appli-
cable to the entire federal judiciary. As 
such, I strongly support giving federal 
judges discretion to televise the pro-
ceedings over which they preside. When 
the people of this nation watch their 
government in action, they come to 
understand how our governing institu-
tions work and equip themselves to 
hold those institutions accountable for 
their deeds. If there are flaws in our 
governing institutions—including our 
courts—we hide them only at our peril. 

The federal courts are lagging behind 
the state courts on the issue of tele-
vising court proceedings. Indeed, 47 out 
of the 50 states allow cameras in their 
courtrooms in at least some cases. 
Moreover, a two-and-a-half year pilot 
program in which cameras were rou-
tinely permitted in six federal district 
courts and two courts of appeals re-
vealed near universal support for cam-
eras in the courtroom. 

Our bill would simply afford federal 
trial and appellate judges discretion to 
permit cameras in their courtrooms. It 
would not require them to do so. Fur-
thermore, to protect the privacy of 
non-party witnesses, the legislation 
would give such witnesses the right to 
have their voices and images obscured 
during their testimony. 

I eagerly anticipate Senate passage 
and the day when openness is the norm 
in our federal courtrooms, not the ex-
ception. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 988. A bill to provide that coun-

tries receiving foreign assistance be 
conducive to United States business; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I introduce the International 
Anti-Corruption Act of 2001. This legis-
lation addresses the growing problem 
of official and unofficial corruption 
abroad. This bill is based on S. 1514, 
which I introduced in the 106th Con-
gress. 

Endemic corruption around the world 
negatively impacts both the United 
States and the citizens of countries 

where corruption is tolerated. Overseas 
corruption directly hurts U.S. busi-
nesses as they endeavor to expand 
internationally. U.S. workers are af-
fected when corruption closes doors to 
our exports. In addition, the honest and 
hard working citizens of countries 
stricken with corruption suffer as they 
are compelled to pay bribes to officials 
and other people in positions of power 
just to get the permits and licenses 
they need to get things done. The trade 
barrier created by corruption also lim-
its the purchasing choices available to 
these people. Finally, many leading 
U.S. companies that are eager to invest 
and build factories overseas to produce 
consumer goods for consumption in 
those countries, often wisely choose 
not to do so because they are not will-
ing to deal with the corruption they 
would encounter. Overall, honest and 
hard working people living all around 
the world suffer as productive output is 
unjustly harmed. 

As the Chairman of the Commission 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
known as the Helsinki Commission, I 
am working to address the problem of 
corruption. In the 106th Congress, I 
chaired a Commission hearing that fo-
cused on the issues of bribery and cor-
ruption in the region of the Organiza-
tion for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, an area stretching from Van-
couver to Vladivostok. During this 
hearing, the Commission heard that, in 
economic terms, rampant corruption 
and organized crime in this vast region 
has cost U.S. businesses billions of dol-
lars in lost contracts with direct impli-
cations for our economy. 

In addition, two years ago while at-
tending the annual session of the OSCE 
Parliamentary Assembly in St. Peters-
burg, Russia, I had an opportunity to 
sit down with U.S. business representa-
tives and learned, first-hand, about the 
many obstacles they face. 

Ironically, in some of the biggest re-
cipients of U.S. foreign assistance— 
countries like Russia and Ukraine—the 
climate is either not conducive or out-
right hostile to American business. 

The time has come to stop providing 
aid as usual to those countries which 
line up to receive our assistance, only 
to turn around and fleece U.S. busi-
nesses conducting legitimate oper-
ations in these countries. For this rea-
son, I am introducing the International 
Anti-Corruption Act of 2001 to require 
the State Department to submit a re-
port and the President to certify by 
March 1 of each year that countries 
which are receiving U.S. foreign aid 
are, in fact, conducive to American 
businesses and investors. If a country 
is found to be hostile to American busi-
nesses, aid from the United States 
would be cut off. The certification 
would be specifically based on whether 
a country is making progress in, and is 
committed to, economic reform aimed 
at eliminating corruption. 
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In fact, monitoring and measuring 

corruption, and the corresponding 
overall economic freedom, is nothing 
new. The Heritage Foundation regu-
larly produces a comprehensive report 
entitled the ‘‘Index of Economic Free-
dom.’’ This year’s 2001 report ranks 155 
countries on the basis of 10 criteria, in-
cluding ‘‘government intervention, for-
eign investment and black market.’’ 
While corruption is not identified indi-
vidually in this report, you can bet 
there is a strong negative correlation 
between overall economic freedom and 
corruption. The more economic free-
dom you have, the less corruption you 
will have. It should be no surprise that 
the countries with the lowest levels of 
economic freedom are the very same 
countries that suffer from economic 
stagnation year after year. We owe it 
to the good people trapped in corrupt 
political systems to do what we can to 
help root out and get rid of this corrup-
tion. 

Under this bill, if the President cer-
tifies that a country’s business climate 
is not conducive for U.S. businesses, 
that country will, in effect, be put on 
probation. The country would continue 
to receive U.S. foreign aid through that 
end of the fiscal year, but aid would be 
cut off on the first day of the next fis-
cal year unless the President certifies 
the country is making significant 
progress in implementing the specified 
economic indicators and is committed 
to recognizing the involvement of U.S. 
business. 

My bill also includes the customary 
waiver authority where the national 
interests of the United States are at 
stake. For countries certified as hostile 
to or not conducive for U.S. business, 
aid can continue if the President deter-
mines it is in the national security in-
terest of the United States. However, 
the determination expires after six 
months unless the President deter-
mines its continuation is important to 
our national security interest. 

I also included a provision which 
would allow aid to continue to meet ur-
gent humanitarian needs, including 
food, medicine, disaster and refugee re-
lief, to support democratic political re-
form and rule of law activities, and to 
create private sector and non-govern-
mental organizations that are inde-
pendent of government control, or to 
develop a free market economic sys-
tem. 

Instead of jumping on the bandwagon 
to pump millions of additional Amer-
ican tax dollars into countries which 
are hostile to U.S. businesses and in-
vestors, we should be working to root 
out the kinds of bribery and corruption 
that have an overall chilling effect on 
much needed foreign investment. Left 
unchecked, such corruption will con-
tinue to undermine fledgling democ-
racies worldwide and further impede 
moves toward a genuine free market 
economy. I believe the legislation I am 

introducing today is a critical step this 
direction, and I urge my colleagues to 
support its passage. 

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. 988 
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 ‘‘Inter-
national Anti-Corruption Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. LIMITATIONS ON FOREIGN ASSISTANCE. 

(a) REPORT AND CERTIFICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than March 1 of 

each year, the President shall submit to the 
appropriate committees a certification de-
scribed in paragraph (2) and a report for each 
country that received foreign assistance 
under part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 during the fiscal year. The report shall 
describe the extent to which each such coun-
try is making progress with respect to the 
following economic indicators: 

(A) Implementation of comprehensive eco-
nomic reform, based on market principles, 
private ownership, equitable treatment of 
foreign private investment, adoption of a 
legal and policy framework necessary for 
such reform, protection of intellectual prop-
erty rights, and respect for contracts. 

(B) Elimination of corrupt trade practices 
by private persons and government officials. 

(C) Moving toward integration into the 
world economy. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—The certification de-
scribed in this paragraph means a certifi-
cation as to whether, based on the economic 
indicators described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (C) of paragraph (1), each country 
is— 

(A) conducive to United States business; 
(B) not conducive to United States busi-

ness; or 
(C) hostile to United States business. 
(b) LIMITATIONS ON ASSISTANCE.— 
(1) COUNTRIES HOSTILE TO UNITED STATES 

BUSINESS.— 
(A) GENERAL LIMITATION.—Beginning on 

the date the certification described in sub-
section (a) is submitted— 

(i) none of the funds made available for as-
sistance under part I of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (including unobligated bal-
ances of prior appropriations) may be made 
available for the government of a country 
that is certified as hostile to United States 
business pursuant to such subsection (a); and 

(ii) the Secretary of the Treasury shall in-
struct the United States Executive Director 
of each multilateral development bank to 
vote against any loan or other utilization of 
the funds of such institution to or by any 
country with respect to which a certification 
described in clause (i) has been made. 

(B) DURATION OF LIMITATIONS.—Except as 
provided in subsection (c), the limitations 
described in clauses (i) and (ii) of subpara-
graph (A) shall apply with respect to a coun-
try that is certified as hostile to United 
States business pursuant to subsection (a) 
until the President certifies to the appro-
priate committees that the country is mak-
ing significant progress in implementing the 
economic indicators described in subsection 
(a)(1) and is no longer hostile to United 
States business. 

(2) COUNTRIES NOT CONDUCIVE TO UNITED 
STATES BUSINESS.— 

(A) PROBATIONARY PERIOD.—A country that 
is certified as not conducive to United States 
business pursuant to subsection (a), shall be 
considered to be on probation beginning on 
the date of such certification. 

(B) REQUIRED IMPROVEMENT.—Unless the 
President certifies to the appropriate com-
mittees that the country is making signifi-
cant progress in implementing the economic 
indicators described in subsection (a) and is 
committed to being conducive to United 
States business, beginning on the first day of 
the fiscal year following the fiscal year in 
which a country is certified as not conducive 
to United States business pursuant to sub-
section (a)(2)— 

(i) none of the funds made available for as-
sistance under part I of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (including unobligated bal-
ances of prior appropriations) may be made 
available for the government of such coun-
try; and 

(ii) the Secretary of the Treasury shall in-
struct the United States Executive Director 
of each multilateral development bank to 
vote against any loan or other utilization of 
the funds of such institution to or by any 
country with respect to which a certification 
described in subparagraph (A) has been 
made. 

(C) DURATION OF LIMITATIONS.—Except as 
provided in subsection (c), the limitations 
described in clauses (i) and (ii) of subpara-
graph (B) shall apply with respect to a coun-
try that is certified as not conducive to 
United States business pursuant to sub-
section (a) until the President certifies to 
the appropriate committees that the country 
is making significant progress in imple-
menting the economic indicators described 
in subsection (a)(1) and is conducive to 
United States business. 

(c) EXCEPTIONS.— 
(1) NATIONAL SECURITY INTEREST.—Sub-

section (b) shall not apply with respect to a 
country described in subsection (b) (1) or (2) 
if the President determines with respect to 
such country that making such funds avail-
able is important to the national security in-
terest of the United States. Any such deter-
mination shall cease to be effective 6 months 
after being made unless the President deter-
mines that its continuation is important to 
the national security interest of the United 
States. 

(2) OTHER EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (b) 
shall not apply with respect to— 

(A) assistance to meet urgent humani-
tarian needs (including providing food, medi-
cine, disaster, and refugee relief); 

(B) democratic political reform and rule of 
law activities; 

(C) the creation of private sector and non-
governmental organizations that are inde-
pendent of government control; and 

(D) the development of a free market eco-
nomic system. 
SEC. 3. TOLL-FREE NUMBER. 

The Secretary of Commerce shall make 
available a toll-free telephone number for re-
porting by members of the public and United 
States businesses on the progress that coun-
tries receiving foreign assistance are making 
in implementing the economic indicators de-
scribed in section 2(a)(1). The information 
obtained from the toll-free telephone report-
ing shall be included in the report required 
by section 2(a). 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES.—The term 

‘‘appropriate committees’’ means the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate. 
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(2) MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANK.— 

The term ‘‘multilateral development bank’’ 
means the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, and the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED 
RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 45—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE 
HUMANE METHODS OF SLAUGH-
TER ACT OF 1958 SHOULD BE 
FULLY ENFORCED SO AS TO 
PREVENT NEEDLESS SUFFERING 
OF ANIMALS 

Mr. FITZGERALD (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. AKAKA) submitted the 
following concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry: 

S. CON. RES. 45 

Whereas public demand for passage of Pub-
lic Law 85–765 (commonly known as the ‘‘Hu-
mane Methods of Slaughter Act of 1958’’) (7 
U.S.C. 1901 et seq.) was so great that when 
President Eisenhower was asked at a press 
conference if he would sign the bill, he re-
plied, ‘‘If I went by mail, I’d think no one 
was interested in anything but humane 
slaughter’’; 

Whereas the Act requires that animals be 
rendered insensible to pain when they are 
slaughtered; 

Whereas on April 10, 2001, a Washington 
Post front page article reported that enforce-
ment records, interviews, videos, and worker 
affidavits describe repeated violations of the 
Act and that the Federal Government took 
no action against a company that was cited 
22 times in 1998 for violations of the Act; 

Whereas the article asserted that in 1998, 
the Secretary of Agriculture stopped track-
ing the number of humane-slaughter viola-
tions; 

Whereas the article concluded that sci-
entific evidence shows tangible economic 
benefits when animals are treated well; 

Whereas the United States Animal Health 
Association passed a resolution at an Octo-
ber 1998 meeting to encourage strong en-
forcement of the Act and reiterated support 
for the resolution at a meeting in 2000; and 

Whereas it is the responsibility of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to enforce the Act 
fully: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. HUMANE METHODS OF ANIMAL 

SLAUGHTER. 
It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the Secretary of Agriculture should— 
(A) resume tracking the number of viola-

tions of Public Law 85–765 (7 U.S.C. 1901 et 
seq.) and report the results and relevant 
trends annually to Congress; and 

(B) fully enforce Public Law 85–765 by en-
suring that humane methods in the slaugh-
ter of livestock— 

(i) prevent needless suffering; 
(ii) result in safer and better working con-

ditions for persons engaged in the slaugh-
tering of livestock; 

(iii) bring about improvement of products 
and economies in slaughtering operations; 
and 

(iv) produce other benefits for producers, 
processors, and consumers that tend to expe-
dite an orderly flow of livestock and live-
stock products in interstate and foreign 
commerce; and 

(2) it should be the policy of the United 
States that the slaughtering of livestock and 
the handling of livestock in connection with 
slaughter shall be carried out only by hu-
mane methods. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 
rise today to submit a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that 
the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act 
of 1958 should be fully enforced to pre-
vent the needless suffering of animals. 

On April 10, 2001, the Washington 
Post printed a front page story entitled 
‘‘They Die Piece by Piece.’’ This graph-
ic article asserted that the United 
States Department of Agriculture was 
not appropriately enforcing the Hu-
mane Slaughter Act. In response, I am 
introducing this resolution that en-
courages the Secretary of Agriculture 
to fully enforce current law including 
the Humane Slaughter Act of 1958, as 
amended by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act in 1978. 

The Humane Slaughter Act simply 
requires that animals be rendered in-
sensible to pain before they are har-
vested. However, apparently this law is 
not being enforced in some instances. 
For example, the Washington Post ar-
ticle reported that ‘‘enforcement 
records, interviews, videos and worker 
affidavits describe repeated violations 
of the Humane Slaughter Act’’ and 
‘‘the government took no action 
against a Texas beef company that was 
cited 22 times in 1998 for violations 
that include chopping hooves off live 
cattle.’’ 

While the regulated industry may 
argue that problems highlighted in this 
article are not endemic of the entire 
meat processing industry, ‘‘a couple of 
rotten apples could ruin the whole bas-
ket.’’ As the Washington Post article 
demonstrated, there are some oper-
ations that may need oversight to en-
sure that the entire meat industry does 
not get a ‘‘black eye.’’ 

Additionally, the Washington Post 
article pointed out that in 1998, the 
USDA stopped tracking the number of 
humane slaughter violations. USDA’s 
Director of Slaughter Operations re-
portedly admitted ‘‘she didn’t know if 
the number of violations was up or 
down.’’ This is simply unacceptable. 
We cannot manage nor regulate what 
we do not monitor nor measure. Thus, 
the resolution asks the Secretary of 
Agriculture to reinitiate tracking of 
violations and report these results and 
relevant trends to Congress annually. 

This legislation is supported by the 
Society for Animal Protective Legisla-
tion, the Humane Society of the United 
States, and the Humane Farming Asso-
ciation. The resolution is sound public 
policy that enjoys bipartisan support. I 
thank my colleagues, Senators LEAHY 
and AKAKA, for joining me as original 

co-sponsors of this bill, and I encourage 
my Senate colleagues to join us in this 
endeavor. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter of support from the Humane Soci-
ety of the United States be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

THE HUMANE SOCIETY 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, DC, May 22, 2001. 
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the Human So-

ciety of the United States, the nation’s larg-
est animal protection organization with 7 
million members and constituents, I am 
writing to express our support for the resolu-
tion, soon to be introduced by Senator Peter 
Fitzgerald, calling on USDA to enforce the 
Humane Slaughter Act. We urge you to co-
sponsor Senator Fitzgerald’s resolution. 

On April 10, 2001, the Washington Post 
printed a front-page story entitled ‘‘They 
Die Piece by Piece.’’ The disturbing inves-
tigative article revealed that the USDA is 
not currently enforcing the Humane Slaugh-
ter Act and that the Department has stopped 
tracking humane-slaughter violations. To 
address these failings, Senator Fitzgerald is 
introducing a resolution encouraging the 
Secretary of Agriculture to fully enforce the 
law. The resolution calls for enforcement of 
the Humane Slaughter Act of 1958 and asks 
that the Department resume tracking hu-
mane-slaughter violations and report its 
findings to Congress annually. 

The Washington Post reported that prior 
to ending the tracking of humane-slaughter 
violations in 1998, USDA records gave us a 
snapshot of the extraordinarily inhumane 
slaughter practices occurring at processing 
plants. For example: 

USDA took no action against a Texas beef 
company that was cited 22 times in one year 
for violations such as chopping hooves off 
live cattle. 

Inspectors at a livestock processing plant 
in Hawaii describe hogs walking and squeal-
ing after being stunned (a process meant to 
render animals unconscious) as many as four 
times. 

Another Texas plant had 22 violations in 6 
months, including live cattle dangling from 
an overhead chain. 

Hogs are submersed in scalding water after 
being stunned to loosen their hides for skin-
ning. This means that poorly stunned ani-
mals are scalded and drowned. Videotape 
from an Iowa pork plant shows hogs squeal-
ing and kicking as they are being lowered 
into the water. 

Congress passed the Humane Slaughter Act 
in 1957. It should be enforced vigorously— 
now 40 years after enactment. To cosponsor 
this resolution calling for the enforcement of 
existing law on humane slaughter, please 
contact Terry Van Doren of Senator 
Fitzgerald’s office (4–2854) or for more infor-
mation, please contact Susan Solarz of 
HSUS (202/955–3664). 

Sincerely, 
WAYNE PACELLE, 
Senior Vice President, 

Communications and Government Affairs. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the committee 
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